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National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior through the Virginia Division of 
Historic Landmarks, Department: of Conservation and Historic Resources. Under Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 ai.nd Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the U. 
S. Department of the Interior pr~hibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, national 
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PROJECT PURPOSE AND GOALS 
The purpose and intent of this S\trvey was to document all state-owned buildings and landscapes 
managed by the Commonwealth1's Department of Corrections to detennine which properties forty 
years old or older may be eligibl1e for nomination to the Virginia Landmarks Register and the 
National Register of Historic Pl11ces. The survey has been undertaken to reduce the uncertainties 
that have existed regarding the e(ligibility of state-owned properties for placement on the state and 
national registers. 

The major goal of this survey is 1to improve the level of protection of state-owned 
architectural/historic resources ht Virginia through identification and evaluation. Related survey 
objectives include the preparatio,n of a historic context for penal/correctional institutions in Virginia, 
completion of state survey formi;, mapping of historic resources, and documentary black and white 
and color slide photography. Tl,ie scope of work for the survey did not include survey of any 
archaeological resources on stat1~-owned lands. 

SURVEYMETHODOLOGV 
In accordance with the guideline:s for survey outlined in Bulletin #24 (of the National Register of 
Historic Places, U.S. National B'ark Service, Department of the Interior), an initial historic context 
was developed under the govern\filent/law/welfare and social/cultural themes. The context provided 
the basis for development of surwey strategies for additional research and field work. As a result 
of the initial context developme~,t four property types were identified: 1) the nineteenth-century 
penitentiary, 2) agricultural pris9n farms, 3) correctional facilities for juveniles, and 4) correctional 
facilities for women. Some pro~ierties, as would be expected, can be classified according to more 
than one of these types. Field w,ork was organized geographically and by property type. Each 
property was evaluated for its applicability to the historic context, as a representative or exemplary 
example of its type, according to, its ability to meet the criteria established for the National Register 
of Historic Places, and for its phtysical integrity. Finally, the initial historic context and the two 
major themes were revised and s:upplemented based on the results of field work and the additional 
research conducted during the s~trvey. 

Criteria for the Virginia L11ndmarks Register 
The Commonwealth of Virginia has established the following criteria for the Virginia Landmarks 
Register: 

No structure or s~te shall be deemed to be a historic one unless it has been 
prominently iden1tified with, or best represents, some major aspect of the 
cultural, political1 economic, military, or social history of the State or 
nation, or has haql a relationship with the life of an historic personage or 
event representing some major aspect of, or ideals related to, the history of 
the State or natio(1. In the case of structures which are to be so designated, 
they shall embody the principal or unique features of an architectural style or 
demonstrate the s:tyle of a period of our history or method of construction, 
or serve as an illu1stration of the work of a master builder, designer or 

- architect whose g,enius influenced the period in which he worked or has 
significance in current times. In order for a site to qualify as an 
archaeological siti:, it shall be an area from which it is reasonable to expect 
that artifacts, ma(Ji:rials, and other specimens may be found which give 
insight to an unde,rstanding of aboriginal man or the colonial and early 
history and archibtcture of the state or nation. 

Criteria for the National Ri,!gister of Historic Places 
The National Register of Historici Places list properties that possess quality of significance in 
American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture that is present in districts, 
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sites, buildings, structures, and ((lbjects that posses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and assoc:;iation, and 

A. that are associ1ated with events that have made a significant contribution 
to the broad patt~rns of our history; or 
B. that are associ1ated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
C. that embody ~he distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method 
of construction, 0ir that represent the work of a master or that possess high 
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose componen.ts may lack individual distinction; or 
D. that have yiel1~ed or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history. 

SURVEY SOURCES AND PRODUCTS 
This report summarizes the main1 findings and recommendations of the survey. To obtain a 
complete understanding of the n;tture of the resources investigated and evaluated in the survey, the 
reader may need to become fami\1iar with the additional materials collected, compiled, and consulted 
during the course of the survey. These materials include but are not necessarily limited to the 
following: 

• a complete DHL file ef1velope for each property. Each file envelope contains at a 
minimum a completed DlfJL survey·form, labeled black and white documentation 
photographs in a labeled .envelope, and a copy of a USGS map showing the location of the 
property. Some envelopi;s may also contain the following: 

• supple~1entary information such as copies of news articles, scholarly 
papers, et,;. that were collected and consulted during the survey; 
• field no1tes from observations and interviews that may contain information 
not to be i;ncluded on the DHL form but which may be useful in future 
investiga~.ons or evaluations; 
• addition1al bibliographical data; 
• sketche1;, maps and other graphics prepared during the survey to 
document or analyze the property and its resources 
• copies ((If historic photographs 
• copies qif available maps and brochures (both contemporary and historic) 
documentjmg the property 

• selected color 35 mm s(lides documenting the properties surveyed and relevant features 
and conditions, and 
• a scripted presentation 1:0 be given orally with accompanying slides that documents the 
findings of the survey 

SUMMARY OF SURVEY lfINDINGS AND RESULTS 
This survey has resulted in the dqicumentation and evaluation of 253 individual buildings, 
structures, and landscape elemen11s owned by the Virginia Department of Corrections. Of these 
approximately 168 are believed ti;> be eligible for the Virginia Landmarks Register and the National 
Register of Historic Places as COl'\(tributing resources within a historic district or as part of a 
thematic nomination related to th,,: historic contexts they represent. This figure does not include 
twenty nine buildings at the Stau1:1ton Correctional Center for which DHL has assumed the 
responsibility for surveying and e1valuating. As a result of this survey it is anticipated that a 
multiple property nomination for ,correctional institutions could be prepared resulting in the creation 
of three new districts. 

HISTORIC CONTEXT THE::MES 
The Commonwealth of Virginia ~as been involved in the inlprisonment of felons and 
misdemeanants since the early da,ys of statehood. In most instances Virginia has lagged behind 
other states and has responded la(e, if at all, to the major trends in the housing, treatment and 
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rehabilitation of prisoners. Alth,ough Virginia did not take a leading role in the nation's penal and 
correctional history, two major 11hemes are associated with Virginia's correctional system that are 
worthy of further development ~md support a determination of statewide significance: I) 
government/law/welfare and 2) social/cultural. In this project, Land and Community Associates 
has researched and developed th1ese two themes for the historical context of penal and correctional 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

The government/law/welfare th~>me presents a chronological outline of national trends in the 
development of penal and corre1~tional facilities, with specific reference to Virginia. Virginia's 
prison system reveals much abo,ut the values and attitudes associated with the punishment and 
rehabilitation of criminal behavi;or in the commonwealth. Additionally, the prison system in 
Virginia reflects other importanlf trends and events in Virginia history, such as evolving attitudes 
about race, and changing philospphies about the treatment of youthful offenders and women. The 
relationship of the prison sys ten11 to Virginia's largely agrarian population, or how the prison 
system reflects a rural society's ;approach to inlprisonment, is another issue explored through this 
theme. Finally, until recently, *e development and operation of Virginia's prison system reflects 
the effo~ to adhere to the conce1pt that penal or correctional facilities should be largely self­
supporting. 

Virginia's penal and correctiona(c institutions also are significant in terms of the social/cultural 
theme because they reflect evolying architectural trends and philosophies in the design and layout 
of prison facilities. Virginia's prison system represents the full range of penal and correctional 
facilities from those designed fqr all types of prisoners (without regard to their age, sex, race, or 
type of offense) to those specifilfally designed for the rehabilitation of a certain group of offenders, 
such as juveniles or women. 

In this project four major proper,ty types associated with penal and correctional institutions in 
Virginia were identified and exp1lored in greater depth: I) the nineteenth century penitentiary, 2) 
prison farms, 3) correctional factilities for juveniles and 4) correctional facilities for women. The 
two major themes (government/If.aw/welfare and social/cultural) have been organized both 
chronologically and in terms of,these four property types. 
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THEME: GOVERNMENT/,,V'ELFARE 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF PENAL AND CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS IN 
THE UNITED STATES, W1ITH SPECIFIC REFERENCE TO VIRGINIA 

Early Precedents for Amerlican Prisons 
The most direct forerunner of th~: modem American prison existed in London at the end of the 16th 
century. The Bridewells, as they were known (named after St. Bride's Well, the site of the first 
such institution established in Lq\ndon in 1555) are considered the earliest houses of correction. 
These institutions, which featui'C\d large congregate dormitories, were initially intended as 
poorhouses for those whose only crime was vagrancy or indebtedness. Fairly quickly, however, a 
term at the Bridewell came to be: used as a standard punishment for a wide variety of crimes, thus 
setting a precedent for the use of confinement as an alternative to corporal punishment.I 

England continued to lead the w,ay in penal reform when, in 1789, the English reformer John 
Howard convinced Parliament tq pass an act establishing penitentiary houses to confine and 
employ prisoners rather than me1:e out barbaric and harsh treatment and corporal punishment (fig. 
1).2 Another important model f,,)r the American penitentiary was the workhouse created by 
Hippolyte Vilain at Ghent in l n3 (fig. 2). This institution, which was characterized by the 
classification of inmates, .indivicl.ual confinement, productive labor, and an ultimate goal of reform 
rather than punishment, had ma~y of the features of modem European and American prisons.3 

The Colonial Period 
During the American colonial pe:riod imprisonment was not commonly used to punish criminals. 
Instead, criminal sentences were, usually selected from a wide range of corporal punishments, 
including fines, the stocks, bran1ding, whipping, banishment, or the gallows (fig. 3). In most 
instances the function of the colq1nialjail was simply to detain those awaiting a sentence.4 

The minimal role of the jail durir11g this period reflected commonly held attitudes toward deviant 
behavior. Calvinist and puritani<1al beliefs (particularly prevalent in the New England colonies) 
stressed the innate sinfulness of \nankind, and left little hope for reform or rehabilitation through 
institutionalization. The most a!jpropriate retribution for deviant behavior was thought to be forms 
of punishment that were the mos1t immediate, painful, and humiliating. If a criminal did not reform 
after whipping and paying fines,, he was considered hopeless and either banished or sent to the 
gallows.5 

In Virginia, as in almost all of th1e other English colonies, corporal and capital punishment were the 
primary penal measures used th~oughout the colonial period. The colony's first effective criminal 
code, written at Jamestown in 16112, was outlined in the Lawes Divine, Moral/ and Martial/ written 
by Sir Thomas Gates and Sir Th,omas Dale (fig. 4). This code, known popularly as Dale's Law, 
advocated harsh and direct corpqral punishment, specifying that any disobedience be "subject to 
quick and severe use of whippin1gs and brandings, pillories and stocks, clipping of ears or other 
mutilations, and generous use of· the gallows. "6 Although the punishments outlined by Dale's 

1Biake McKclvcy, American Prisons: A St:udy in American Social History Prior lo 1915 (Montclair, New Jersey: 
Patterson Smith, 1936), 3. 
2fcdcral Bureau of Prisons, 1/andbook off;orrecliona/ /nstituJion Design and Construction.(Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Bureau of Prisons, 1949), 18-19. 
3Jbid. 
4David J. Rothman, Conscience and Conv~nience: The Asylum and ils Allernatives in Progressive America. (Boston: 
LitUe Brown, 1980), 53. 
S1bid. 
6Paul Keve, The History of Corrections iri; Virginia. (CharloUcsvillc: University Press of Virginia, 1986)1 8. 
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Law were severe and harsh, thew were "appropriate to the needs of a military outpost in hostile 
territory. "7 ·, 

In 1618 when the Virginia Hou~e of Burgesses became responsible for the lawmaking process, 
Dale's code was replaced with a' more moderate criminal code. At this time county courts and a 
General Court located in the ca~1itol (first Jamestown, and then Williamsburg) were also 
established, which had a further, modifying influence on the treatment of criminals. 8 Nonetheless, 
throughout the seventeenth and 1~arly eighteenth century it appears that corporal measures and 
public shaming (through the us~ o~ stoc~s or other d~vices) were prescribed ~s pui:iis.hment fo~ 
criminals far more frequently th,an 1mpnsonment. Jails (such as the one built m Williamsburg m 
1699) were constructed in some, of the larger county seats but, as was the case throughout the 
colonies, were used only for shprt-term holding purposes.9 

Early American Prisons 
It was not until the turn of the eighteenth century that the first prisons were constructed in America 
for correctional rather than simp:ly penal purposes. By this time it was becoming apparent that the 
traditional methods of criminal pJunishment used in the colonial era were simply not sufficient for 
the new republic. In addition th~ decades near the turn of the century were marked by a dramatic 
growth in the overall population, seen particularly in the growth of existing cities and the creation 
of new ones as well as a dramatf.c increase in crime. Spurred on by the new ideas of the 
Enlightenment, Americans searqhed for a more progressive and effective method of punishment 
than the traditional whip, stocks,, or gallows.10 Imprisonment, rather than corporal and capital 
punishment, was seen as more efficient and more suitable to the needs of a government based on 
reason. 

The use of the prisori as the stanpard method for the punishment of criminals can be traced to the 
influence of American Quakers, who philosophically opposed most forms of corporal punishment. 
In 1662 William Penn submitted} to the Pennsylvania colonial assembly a proposal that the standard 
retribution for criminal behavior, should be hard labor in a house of correction. The Quaker 
criminal code was maintained in1 Pennsylvania until 1718, when the British government replaced it 
with a more traditional code inv9lving fines and corporal punishment. Immediately following 
independence in 1776, however,, the Quaker code was reinstated as a result of the urging of groups 
such as the Philadelphia Society for Alleviating the Miseries of Public Prisons.11 In 1790 the state 
legislature ordered the constructi1on of the Walnut Street Jail where, for the first time in American 
history, cellular confinement, hafd labor, and discipline replaced corporal punishment as the 
standard sentence for criminals !,(fig. 5).12 

During the first decades after th\: Revolution most states followed Pennsylvania's example, and 
amended their criminal codes to replace the corporal punishments mandated by the English code 
with incarceration. In 1796 Ne,vgate Prison was opened in Greenwich Village, New York, 
followed by the New Jersey Sta1:e Prison at Trenton, opened in 1799. In 1800 both Virginia and 
Kentucky opened penitentiaries,, followed in the next decade by Vermont, New Hampshire, and 
Maryland. 

?Kathryn Preyer, "Penal Measures in the J\tmerieon Colonies: An Overview," The American Journal of Legal History 
26(1982): 329. 
8Jbid, 

9 Besides being used for the temporary co~1fincmcntofcriminals awaiting sentencing.jails were also used occasionally to 
house mentally ill citizens before they WCf\O transferred to mental hospitals. Also, during Ute revolutionary war political 
prisoners were confined in local jails, parti,cularly in Southwest Virginia and the southern Piedmont 
l ORothmcn, 56. 
llMeKelvcy, 5. 
12federal Bureau of Prisons, 20. 

5 



I 

l \: 
[J 

D, 

u 
[[ 

[J 

11' ,_I 

[J 

u 
[J 

I J 

[ 

[ 

I I i 
I ·-

[~, 

[] 

Survey of State-Owned Prop,;rties: Land and Community Associates 
Department of Corrections 

The major early prisons in the u1
1
1ited States, such as the New Jersey State Prison at Trenton and 

the Walnut Street Jail in PhiladellJlhia kept inmates. in congreg~te confinement, with many prisoners 
sharing each cell. Although by 11800 the more enlightened pnson reformers were aware of the 
concept of individual cellular isoV!ltion, this concept had yet to be actually implemented in the 
United States for the next fifteen ito twenty years. At the Penitentiary in Richmond, for example, 
the original design concept had c1;1lled for individual confinement, but the prohibitive cost of 
providing an individual cell for e1,1ch prisoner led to the more pragmatic decision to house a number 
of inmates in each cell.13 Similarly, the sixteen rooms of the Walnut Street Jail, and the twenty 
rooms of the New Jersey Jail at 1['renton, often held hundreds of prisoners at a time. 14 In general, 
the emphasis of the early prisons was strictly on punishment and separation from general society, 
and not on reform. 

The idea of constructing a penite11tiary in Virginia was first proposed to the state legislature by 
Thomas Jefferson in 1786. Jeffeirson had observed the penitentiary system in France, and thought 
it a far more enlightened approacl/ to criminal behavior than the traditional means of capital and 
corporal punishment.IS Jefferso1n's bill initially was defeated, but a decade later, in 1796, a 
similar bill passed authorizing th~,: construction of a state penitentiary in Richmond. 

The earliest goals for the directio,1 and operation of the Penitentiary were highly ambitious (though, 
as it turned out, few of these goal1s were successfully achieved). Those involved in planning for a 
state penitentiary, including Tho~,nas Jefferson, envisioned a system of strict solitary confinement 
in which prisoners would live, eait, and work in a contemplative state and be kept isolated from the 
potentially harmful influences of,other prisoners.16 It was also planned for the facility to 
eventually become completely self-sufficient (or even profitable) through the productive 
management of prison labor. Th~i Penitentiary was established with a superintendent under the 
guidance of a board of twelve ov1:rseers who were to inspect the facility every two months. 

The site chosen for the prison wa1s on a rise overlooking the James River, on Richmond's 
southwest side (fig. 6). Soon afte:r, the English-born American architect Henry Benjamin Latrobe 
was hired to design the prison, a~,1d by 1800 the unique, horseshoe-shaped building was receiving 
its first inmates (fig. 7). For nearly a century, the Penitentiary would serve as the sole correctional 
facility for the commonwealth, W1ith both women and boys serving their sentences along with adult 
males. 

Early Nineteenth-Century P1rison Reforms 
A popular movement for penal rci,form developed in the period from 1815-1835, led by reformers 
in New York and Pennsylvania. In New York, the Auburn, or congregate system of prison 
organization was developed, and iimplemented first at Auburn State Prison ( 1819) and then at the 
Ossining (Sing Sing) institution (•1825) (fig. 8). In this system, prisoners worked and took meals 
together during the day, but were'not allowed to speak or even exchange glances. At night each 
inmate was returned to a solitary t:ell. In Pennsylvania an alternative plan called the separate 
system was de.veloped and appliei4 to the Eastern Penitentiary in Philadelphia ( 1829) and the 
Western State Penitentiary in Pitb,sburgh (c. 1830), both designed by architect John Haviland (fig. 
9),17 In the separate system, prisioners were completely isolated from one another - eating, 
working, and sleeping in individllial cells throughout the duration of their confinement. Many 

13Kcve, 24. 
14Fedcral Bureau of Prisons, 26. 
l5Keve, 14-15. 
16Arthur W, James, Virginia'sS0cialAwalu1ning (Richmond: Garrett ru1d Massie, Inc.,1939),124. 
17Nonnan Bruce Johnston, The Human Caa,• (New York, Walker and Company, 1973), 30. 
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states adopted variations on the Qongregate and separate systems and rebuilt and renovated their 
prison facilities.18 

Despite the differences between !the New York and Pennsylvania syste_ms, (the merits of which 
were, in fact, vigorously debated! for several decades) both marked an important departure, both 
philosophically and in their desi!i,n, from the earlier American prisons. Advocates of both systems 
stood firm in the belief that instid~tionalization could do more than simply punish a criminal. Both 
systems were based on the belief! that the isolation of the prisoner and the establishment of a 
disciplined routine could actually, cure a prisoner of deviant behavior. This change in the 
perception of the role of the pris<1:n reflected an important change in the popular perception of the 
cause of deviant behavior. Unl~ie colonial Americans, who saw criminal behavior as an indication 
of an innately and incorrigibly fli1wed personal character, many Americans by the early nineteenth 
century traced deviant behavior V,o environmental factors, particularly the family. Consequently, 
the cure for such behavior, cons~quently, was simply to change the environment through 
institutionalization: 

Convinced that deviancy was primarily the result of corruptions pervading the 
community, and that orgrunizations like the family and the church were not 
counterbalancing them, tl~ey believed a setting which removed the offender from all 
temptations and substitutjed a steady, regular regimen would reform him. Since the 
convict was not inherentlly depraved, but the victim of an upbringing that had failed 
to provide protection agaiinst the vices at loose in a society, a well-ordered 
institution could successfhlly reeducate and rehabilitate him. The penitentiary, free 
of corruptions and dedica)ted to the proper training of the inmate, would inculcate 
the discipline that negliglfnt parents, evil companions, taverns, houses of 
prostitution, theaters, and,l gambling halls had destroyed. Just as the criminal's 
environment had led him into crime, the institutional environment would lead him 
out of it.19 

Another important innovation enr,couraged by these new prisons was the incorporation of industry 
into the daily routine at the prisol~s.20 Experiments with prison labor had been previously 
attempted at some of the earlier p1risons such as the Walnut Street Jail, where, initially, inmates 
were involved with the productio:,n of various handicrafts. Likewise, it was initially envisioned that 
prisoners at the Virginia State Pe1,oitentiary would be involved in profitable industrial pursuits.21 
The tremendous pressures of ov~;rcrowding at these and other prisons, however, prevented most 
early attempts to institute prison 1labor. Prisons built after 1820, however, were designed to 
provide plenty of space for inma11e labor, through the construction of larger cells, or open areas 
specifically designated as work s,pace. Soon after the prison at Auburn was opened, for example, 
a private citizen applied for the u!se of prison labor on a contract basis, and proceeded to set up his 
industry within the very prison v.1alls. The concept of prison industries received tremendous public 
and political support, not only as1 a way to keep otherwise idle prisoners busy, but as a means to 
alleviate the cost of running a pri1,on (a notion greatly supported by an already tax-weary American 
public).22 

In Virginia, Penitentiary officials,and state legislators were aware of the developments in penal 
philosophy occurring in New Yqrk and Philadelphia during the 1820s and 1830s. Indeed, it is 
interesting to note that the innovaitions implemented at the new prisons, such as solitary 

lBRathman, 10. 
19Ibid., 61. 
20McKclvey, 12. 
21Kevo, 16. 
22McKelvey, 13. 
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confinement and productive pn',son labor, had been seriously considered in the planning stages of 
the Penitentiary nearly thirty y(iarS earlier.23 However, a combination of poor planning, 
mismanagement, and the treme(ndous burden of maintaining the increasingly impractical Latrobe 
facility, provided little opportm1ity for implementing reforms at the Penitentiary during this period. 
Indeed, just as the prisons in N1?w York and Philadelphia were actively experimenting with new 
reforms, circumstances at the P,~nitentiary were forcing the curtailment of reformatory measures 
and resulting in a gradual wors1ming of conditions for prison inmates. 

The earliest planners of the Pen~tentiary advocated a system of solitary confinement with each 
prisoner living and working aloine in a cell, much like the one implemented twenty years later in 
Philadelphia. However, the co~t of constructing a prison designed for solitary confinement was 
prohibitive and the Penitentiary, was actually built with each cell large enough to hold several beds. 
Rather than completely abando1i1 the idea of solitary confinement legislators developed a 
compromise whereby each prispner would be required to spend "not more than 1/2 nor less than 
1/ 12" of their sentence in solitaJ:Y confinement.24 

As the prison grew more and 1111ore crowded, however, solitary confinement of any kind, whether 
partial or total, became a less p1ractical alternative.25 Indeed, within five years of opening it was 
apparent that there was simply ,not enough space for prisoners to be isolated from one another.26 
A report prepared by a legislatiye committee in 1816 reported that there were at least twelve men 
sleeping in each 12' x 14' cell.2" The congregate living situation led to the increase of 
"conspiracies, immorality and TI~utual teaching of crime"28 and resulted in atrocious conditions that 
were particularly unconducive Ip reform: 

With two or more inma1:es in most cells, any sort of activity could be going on 
within, and there was rn~ way that any guard could observe or know about iL 
Ventilation was poor, th'.,ere was no plumbing, and the heavy stone walls and 
wooden floors were typ,ically damp with condensation. The odors of packed-in 
bodies and open toilet bl,uckets were pervasive. Yet it was in these rooms that the 
inmates had to eat, for V.~ere was no dining room.29 

In 1824, a fire at the Penitentiar1y provided the opportunity for renovation, and additional cell space 
was designated for solitary conl~nement. At the same tinte strict rules requiring silence in the work 
areas (as at the Auburn Prison) !were enacted.3° However, these attempts at reform were soon 
abandoned. Throughout the 18120s there was increasing concern on the part of legislators, prison 
officials and the public that the 1;onditions in the solitary confinement cells at the Penitentiary were 
too harsh, and caused many inrl~ates to "die of despair."31 In addition, the steadily growing 
numbers of inmates created a c~onic shortage of space. In 1833 the requirements for solitary 
confinement were reduced and J(inally, in 1838, the solitary confinement requirement was 
abolished altogether. By this ti~ae the rules requiring mandatory silence among inmates (almost 
impossible to enforce) had been1 abandoned also.32 

23Keve, 21, 23, 24. 
24Keve, 36. 
25lbid., 40-44. 
26 James, 123. 
27Keve, 40. 
28Ja!DCS, 123. 
29Keve., 25. 
30lbid., 55. 
31 James, 126. 
32Keve, 56. 
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Penal and Correctional Dewelopments from 1865-1930: The Reformatory, Convict 
Labor, and The Prison Far1jn 
By the 1860s the once much-herialded prison systems of the 1820s were increasingly regarded as 
dismal failures as true reformato.ries. Instead, they were serving a largely custodial purpose. In 
1867 the Report on the Prisoru a1nd Reformatories of Canada and the United States, prepared by E. 
C. Wines and Theodore Dwight, was submitted to the New York state legislature reporting that 
"there is not a state prison in Am!,erica in which the reformation of the convicts is the one supreme 
object of the discipline, to which1everything else is made to bend."33 According to this report 
prisoners were actually becomin~ more criminal in their behavior the longer that they spent in 
prison. Furthermore with a growing general population and the resulting increase in the numbers 
imprisoned for criminal behavioi;, prisons were now often filled far beyond capacity. To prison 
reformers in the post-Civil War e1ra, there seemed to be little advantage to the Auburn system over 
the Pennsylvania system or vice-,versa since neither had proven successful in reforming even the 
smallest percentage of prisoners. 

In response to the failure of the American prison system a strong movement for prison reform 
developed in the late 1870s. An 1important model for American prison reformers during this period 
was the lrish prison system, dev~loped in the mid-nineteenth century by Sir Joshua Jebb and Sir 
Walter Crofton. The Irish systen11 included a promotion system that moved gradually from solitary 
confinement to situations of less ,and less restraint, until the prisoner was released. This system 
received considerable praise at th!e American Prison Congress held in Cincinnati in 1870. 34 

Juvenile care facilities had prove1~ quite successful in the rehabilitation of their inmates and 
provided another important modeil for the development of the late-nineteenth-century adult 
reformatory. Dwight and Wines,, in their 1869 Report on Prisoru and Reformatories, concluded 
that "there is no class of institutio1n in our country connected with the repression and prevention of 
crime, that will bear a moment's ,;omparison with juvenile reformatories. Almost every one of 
them might be pronounced a mo/fel institution of its kind."35 Consequently, several of the theories 
and methods used to reformjuve!pile offenders were adopted by the adult reformatories. First was 
the emphasis on rehabilitation im\tead of punishment as the goal of incarceration. Second was the 
use of indeterminate sentences, \\i1hich allowed prisoners early dismissal in exchange for good 
behavior, and provided special fo;tcentives for the inmate's self improvement. Finally, like the 
juvenile reformatories, the new a(dult reformatories emphasized education and vocational training to 
prepare the inmates for a more p1ioductive life after their release. 

The first institution in the United,States to apply the principles of the reformatory movement was 
the Elmira Reformatory, establisihed in Elmira, New York, in 1876 (fig. 10). Prisoners assigned 
to Elmira, limited to those sixtee1i to thirty years of age, were not given sentences of determined 
length. Instead, inmates were re,quired to pass through a series of grades or classes with 
promotions based on their behaviipr until they were eligible for parole and eventually release. All 
inmates were expected to attend </lasses, both academic and technical, in the hope that they would 
be better equipped to seek honeslj employment upon release. Finally, great emphasis was placed 
on physical education and exerch1e, which were intended to foster team spirit and self control 
among the inmates.36 During tht-; last decades of the nineteenth century and the first decades of the 
twentieth century several reformaltories modeled after Elmira were established in the northeastern 
states, including Pennsylvania's l~untingdon Reformatory, the Massachusetts Reformatory at 
Concord, and the Rahway Refonrnatory in New Jersey. 

33Rolhman, 242. 
34Pcderal Bureau of Prisons, 109. 
35Rolhman, 263. 
36 McKelvey, 114. 
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In Virginia, and throughout the »outh, there was little implementation of the innovative and often 
expensive methods of the reformatory movement in the period foH<?wi~g t_he Civil War. In~eed, it 
was not until the 1920s and J 93!0s that the reform methods used at mstituuons such as Elrrura were 
applied at youth correctional fae;ilities in the south, and it was not until after World War II that they 
were used at many southern aduilt correctional facilities. Instead, Virginia and most other southern 
states, left bankrupt and exhaus11ed by the Civil War, sought cost reductions in operating their 
prison systems. In Virginia, ieBiislators and corrections officials looked for opportunities to 
transform their outdated and ine(fficient Penitentiary into a profitable operation: "While other states 
were building reformatories, Vi1:ginia, still recovering from wartime economic exhaustion, turned 
to those avenues of expansion tljat promised self support."37 By the tum of the century the 
commonwealth was collecting nevenue from three distinct types of prison labor: in-house prison 
industries, road gangs that were, leased to private contractors, and a prison farm. 

Prison Industries 
In the United States the tradition.1 of leasing prisoners to private industries operating within the 
prison walls began as early as 11800. By 1803 the prison industries at the Newgate prison in New 
York were both owned and man,aged by a private contractor. By 1825 prisons at Auburn, 
Charlestown (Mass.), and Baltil11ore were making profits through the operation of such private 
industries.JS In the more indus11rialized northern states, the years immediately following the Civil 
War were marked with a particu1larly high demand for factory labor which made the otherwise idle 
prisoners a valuable commodity,. Furthermore, it was commonly thought that keeping prisoners 
occupied made them more mam1geable and speeded their reform.39 For the prison managers the 
leasing of prison labor provided! an easy route towards self-sufficiency, and even profitability.40 

In Virginia, following the model.I of the northern states, Penitentiary officials eagerly sought 
industries to set up shop within 1the prison walls.41 In its pursuit of in-house prison industries 
Virginia was rare among the sov,1them states, where it was generally more common to lease 
prisoners to contractors who wquld employ them outside of the prison.42 In the 1880s two private 
contractors set up workshops in 1the Penitentiary: Larus and Brother Tobacco Manufacturing and 
the Davis Boot and Shoe Comp,any of Lynn, Massachusetts. (It is unclear whether the workshops 
in which these operations were <;onducted were built by the companies themselves, or by 
Penitentiary officials in order to,lure the industries to employ prison inmates.) Both of these 
companies employed Penitentiai1y inmates well into the next century. In addition, temporary 
contracts often were arranged wi:th private companies allowing them to employ inmates in the 
prison workshops on a short ten11 basis. The industries conducted at the Penitentiary were quite 
profitable and greatly aided effo1rts to achieve self sufficiency (fig. 11). Indeed, a visitor to the 
Penitentiary in 1908 reported th11t "In the five years from 1904 to 1908, inclusive, they (prison 
industries) earned total profits cif approximately $175,000.00."43 

37Keve, 93. 
38MeKelvey,13. -
39lbid., 87-88. 
40gy the end of the nineteenth century sori:1e of the northern prison industries were so successful that they raised the ire 
of labor leaders, who saw them as unfair c1:1mpetition in the open market. Due lo the powerful outcry by labor leaders 
against the use of prisoners for contract lab;or legislation was passed in 1887 forbidding the use of federal prisoners by 
private industries. In response, many state1govemmcnts, already convinced of the benefil of prison labor, simply 
redirected the role of the prison industries tl,owards the production of items that could be used by other state agencies. 
Around the tum of this century, several sta~cs created laws that required state departments to purchase prison produced 
goods whenever possible. (McKelvcy, 94-9!5.) 
41 Keve, 88. 
42McKclvcy, 179. 
43James, 127. 
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Chain Gangs 
Prison officials in Virginia also atten,1pted to raise additional revenues during the post-Civil War 
period by !_easing to private contract,~~s groups of prisoners known as c~ain gangs .44 The use of 
chained prisoner crews was common,, m all of the southern states to provide the much-needed 
manpower for road, railroad, and ca11al building projects undertaken as part of the post-war 
recovery.45 The use of convict labor, which took the inmates out of the prison, had the added 
advantage of sparing the bankrupt so1uthern states the expense of enlarging or rebuilding their 
overcrowded prisons.46 In addition,, the relative lack of strong unionism in the south prevented 
the resistance to convict labor that 01(curred in the north. The use of convict labor in road crews for 
public works projects remained com.monplace in most southern states until very recently. 

In Virginia, the contracting of road S)angs began immediately after the Civil War (fig. 12). In 1866 
Governor Pierpont reported that: ' 

a favorable opportunity pres<;:nted itself of employing a number of the colored 
convicts on the excavation ol,f two short railroad tracks, where they were employed 
with mutual profit to the ins~,itution and the contractor, and doubtless to the welfare 
of the prisoners; they were npt oveiworked, and had the benefit of open air.47 

In 1871 the annual report of the Peni/tentiary counted 433 inmates leased to private contractors with 
the majority working on the Chesa!)<'iake and Ohio Railroad; a contract was made the following 
year with the Old Dominion Granite1 Company for the employment of 270 inmates.48 In short, the 
construction ofroads, railroads, and,canals could absorb all the laborers the Penitentiary could 
supply.49 In most agreements, the c1ontractor paid the Penitentiary a set daily fee for each 
prisoner. The contracting party con1,tructed the necessary camp or barracks and the prisoners were 
clothed at state expense but fed and 1guarded at the contractor's expense. Despite some opposition 
to the concept of the contract system1, the fact that it provided revenue while at the same time 
alleviating crowding in the Penitentii,ary made it much too advantageous an arrangement for 
legislators to avoid.50 

Penitentiary administrators and otl1ei.r government officials initially favored convict labor as a 
healthier and more humane sentenc,,e for some of the better behaved prisoners. However, 
contracted prisoners were rarely vis\,ted by state officials, and high death rates among laborers 
indicate brutal and abusive treatrnen1t51 By the end of the nineteenth century, state officials were 
well aware of the abuse occurring a11 the convict labor camps, but the contract labor system 
continued in Virginia until the use df low-cost convict labor was finally recognized as a threat to the 
employment opportunities of non-p1rison laborers.52 · 

44Dcpartrnont of Corrections, lnfonnational Bnichure. 
45Keve, 72. 
46McKelvey, 172. 
47Keve, 73. 
48lbid., 74. 
49Keve, 73. 
5010 1892 Penitentiary superintendent Lynn sii,ted publicly !hat "lhe policy of !his institution ought to be to employ lh~ 
convict inside the walls where they can be pcrs,

1

onally superintendent. instead of hiring them lo contractors to be worked 
on railroads, where the mortality has been fcarllµlly large, and the men broken down after a few years of such labor." 
(Kevc, 88.) However, this did lilUc to stop the 1pracLise of leasing out prisoners. 
51Keve, 74-78. 
52Dcpartment of Corrections, lnfonnational Bnochure. 
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The contract system, however, undo1ubtedly provided the model for the state-run convict road 
camps that developed in the first de1fades of the twentieth century.53 In 1906 the General 
Assembly enacted the Withers Lassl,iter "good roads" law, which established the State Highway 
Commission to regulate road constn•iction, and authorized the creation of convict road camps to be 
operated jointly by the Penitentiary ,and the State Highway Commission. By 1907 six camps had 
been established employing convic~; from both the state penitentiary and county jail.s. By the 
1930s there were twenty-two ofthe11e camps. In the 1950s and 1960s the·state earned out a 
building program that converted tw~;nty-six of these road camps into permanent correctional 
facilities. The field units, as they an; now called, still provide workers for the Virginia Department 
of Transportation, as well as vocati19nal, educational, and farming work programs for low- and 
medium-security inmates (fig. 13). 

Along with the field units, many pri%oners worked at lime grinding plants established to provide 
the state with a low-cost lime suppl)'1 to be used for the improvement of the soil. The first of these 
plants was opened in 1914 outside l?f Staunton, and the second was opened in 1917 in Irvington 
where lime could be made from oys1ter shells from the Chesapeake Bay. There were other short­
term but unsuccessful efforts at opelrating lime plants. The Irvington plant was short-lived, closing 
in 1920, but the Staunton facility wi,1s in operation until 1972. Apparently, working at the lime 
plants was considered particularly aippropriate for more hardened criminals and consequently the 
prisoners who posed the most discip1linary problems at the Penitentiary were assigned to the lime 
plants.54 · 

Prison Farms 
The final form of imprisonment imp1lemented in Virginia during the post-Civil War era was the 
prison farm. Prison farms, where p;,risoners worked on large, state-owned farms, were 
particularly suitable for the needs oli the southern states.55 In the rural south farmland was cheap, 
and the simple accommodations nee:ded for the inmates on a farm were far less expensive than a 
full-scale prison. In many cases, th!~ simple structures used at the prison farms were constructed 
by the prisoners themselves. At the1 Virginia State Farm, for example, all of the original structures, 
as well as the bricks used to build tl,em, were made by prisoners. Some of the southern prison 
farms grew to be quite extensive, aijd actually managed to reap a substantial profit. By the 1920s 
the idea of the prison farm had becoime so popular that many of the northern industrialized states 
had followed the southern model arid established their own prison farms.56 

In 1894 the General Assembly auth1~rized the purchase of a 986-acre tract of land in Goochland 
County for the establishment of the1state's first prison farm (fig. 14). The purpose of the farm was 
to provide more suitable conditions lfor the many tubercular prisoners as well as to relieve 
overcrowding in the Penitentiary. Ii'~itially, the inmates at the State Farm represented the oldest, 
youngest, and least healthy inmates !from the Penitentiary.57 During the next two decades 
overcrowding at the Penitentiary resiulted in the rapid increase in the number of inmates assigned to 
the State Farm regardless of their he1alth or age. In 1918 the State Farm expanded with the 
purchase of a large farm in Powhata1I1 County directly across the James River. 

In addition to farming, which has re1,mained the principal work program at the State Farm, several 
other work programs were initiated. A shirt factory was started in 1922; a quarrying operation to 
produce crushed stone for the Highv,vay Department was initiated in the late 1940s. In the 1950s a 
laundry, tailor shop, and bookbindeiry were also in operation at various times. The most important 

53Kevc, 119. 
54Kcve, 122-124. 
55McKelvey, 186-187. 
56lbid., 222. 
57Keve, 94. 
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of the nonagricultural work prog1rams, however, has been the production of bricks at the brickyard 
west of the central correctional fi1cility. Bricks produced at the State Farm brickyard were used in 
the construction of a large .variety, of projects at the other state correctional facilities including the 
Virginia Women's Correctional (~enter and Beaumont, Bon Air, Hanover, and Barrett learning 
centers.58 

Correctional Facilities for ,,Juveniles 
In Virginia, separate correctional lfacilities for juveniles developed relatively late; no private 
facilities existed until the late nini~teenth century and there was no state involvement in juvenile care 
until the 1920s. In contrast, man!Y other states had been operating separate institutions for 
delinquent children since the midi-nineteenth century. Houses of refuge, the earliest separate 
facilities for juvenile offenders in1 the United States, developed in the northeastern states in the first 
decades of the nineteenth century,. The idea that criminal youths should be separated from the more 
hardened adult prisoners (a notio,n common in Europe by 1800) took hold slowly in the United 
States, only gaining popular acceiPtance when the large numbers of waifs and paug:rs in an 
urbanizing nation forced consideiration of the issue in the nation's growing cities. 9 In 1822 the 
Society for the Prevention of PaulPerism put forth a proposal that criminal youths should not be 
incarcerated with older criminals., During the next two decades several states enacted legislation 
that made sixteen the minimum aige for convicting a person of a crime. However, it was not until 
the second half of the nineteenth ,~entury (and not until the first decades of the twentieth century in 
the more rural southern states) thi)t the construction of specific facilities for youthful offenders 
became common.60 

As with the prison reform moven~ent of the 1820s, the juvenile reform movement was based on the 
belief that a daily routine of work1 and strict discipline could actually transform an inmate's 
character.61 The earliest house o)frefuge opened in 1825 in a former army barracks in New York 
City, admitting as its first charge:/ six girls and three boys. In 1826 a similar institution was 
opened in Boston, and in 1828 a l~ouse of refuge opened in Philadelphia (fig. 15).62 

These three houses of refuge wene the only known facilities for juveniles until the 1840s, when 
New Orleans, Cincinnati, and Roichester opened similar institutions; in the 1850s houses of refuge 
opened in Providence, Saint Lou1:s, Baltimore, Chicago, and Pittsburgh as well. By 1857, the 
proceedings of the first conventio)n of refuge superintendents, held in New York, calculated that 
"seventeen reformatories now op;~rated, with a combined inmate piOpulation of over 20,000, a 
value in land and buildings of aln~ost $2,000,000 and total annual expenditures of about 
$330,000. "63 

In Virginia, throughout the ninet~enth century, children as young as ten years old were incarcerated 
at the Penitentiary. 64 In 1881, ll/1 prisoners under the age of 17 were imprisoned in the 
Penitentiary; in 1892 alone more tihan one hundred juveniles were admitted. By the late nineteenth 
century, however, there was a grq,wing public concern over the numbers of juveniles being 
sentenced to the state Penitentiary,.65 Consequently, when the State Farm first opened in 1894 
juveniles were-assigned there insn,ead of to the Penitentiary. However, even at the State Farm 

58Keve, 205. An individuaL in-deplh surveJr of lhe brickworks is being conducted concurrently by the Division of 
Historic Landmarks slaff. 
59McKclvey, 15. 
60lbid., 67. 
61Rolhman, 14. 
62Fcderal Bureau of Prisons, 135. 
63 Rolhman, 209. 
64Dcpartment of Corrections, lnfonnational llrochurc. 
65Kcve, 149 . 
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children were not separated from the rest of the inmate population and received no special 
treatment.66 

In response to the growing concern in Virginia with the plight o;f juvenile offenders, four private 
facilities were opened for juvenile delinquents near the tum of thie twentieth century.67 The first of 
these, the Virginia Industrial School for White Boys (Beaumon11 Leaming Center) was established 
in 1890 in the town of Laurel in Henrico County by the Prison Association of Virginia. In 1920, 
when the school was taken over by the commonwealth, the faciUity was moved to its present 
2,306-acre site in Powhatan County. The Virginia Manual Labo,r School for Colored Boys 
(Hanover Learning Center) in Hanover County was established iby the Negro Reformatory 
Association under the leadership of John Smyth in 1898. The Vlirginia Home and Industrial 
School for Girls (Bon Air Leaming Center) in Henrico County ,•was established in 1910 by the 
Richmond Associated Charities. Finally, the Industrial Home foir Wayward Colored Girls (Barrett 
Leaming Center,) located adjacent to the Manual Labor School for Colored Boys in Hanover 
County, was established in 1915 by the Virginia State Federation of Colored Women's Clubs. 

In 1920 the General Assembly voted that the commonwealth acquire these four privately operated 
facilities. In 1922 the Board of Public Welfare was created fronlt the former Board of Charities and 
Correction, with the specification that "all delinquent children in11ended to be placed in a state 
institution shall be committed to the State Board of Public Welfare, it being the purpose of the 
chapter to make said board the sole agency for the guardianship ,of delinquent children committed 
to the state."68 At the same time the Children's Bureau was est,,blished and given the 
responsibility of receiving, examining, and placing delinquent cH1ildren in the appropriate facility or 
foster home. All of the state facilities for juveniles remained the responsibility of the Department of 
Welfare and Institutions until the creation in the 1950s of the Diwision of Youth Services as a 
branch of the Department of Welfare and Institutions. 

Correctional Facilities for Women 
The first separate prisons for women in the United States did no11 open until a decade following the 
Civil War. Before that, women offenders were usually placed i:'n a separate branch of the men's 
prison or, even more commonly, in the smaller county or city jalils.69 The Indiana Women's 
Prison in Indianapolis, opened in 1873, was the first institution r\pecifically established for female 
felons and misdemeanants over sixteen years of age. It was fol~owed in 1877 by the establishment 
of the Massachusetts Women's Reformatory at Framingham. 1t'hese early women's prison's 
however, were really more the exception than the rule, and it was not until the first three decades of 
the twentieth century that most states (including Virginia) constllucted special prisons for women: 

66lbid. 

The fortunes of convict women in other states varied coD1siderably. While 
Connecticut and Missouri were erecting new cell houses, with separate yards for 
women, Illinois was crowding them into the fourth stol")y of the warden's house and 
using the admirable women's building for the overflowi1'~g male population. Except 
for New York and Massachusetts, the other states contin,ued their early 
arrangements, usually with a matron in charge of a dornllitory, or a small cell house 
located within the state prison.70 

67p0r a more in-depth discussion of these facilities, please sec the property type dcs·"Cription for correctional facilities for 
juveniles in the social/cultural Lhcme development of Lhis report. 
681bid., 151. 
69Dcpartmcnt of Corrections, lnfonnational Brochure. 
70McKclvcy, 78. 

1 4 



[J 

lJ 
0 
[] 

[J 

[J 
[] 

[] 

[] 

[] 

[] 

0 
[) 

[] 

[] 

[] 

[] 

[] 

[) 

Survey of State-Owned Properties: Land ,and Community Associates 
Department of Corrections 

Throughout the nineteenth century in Virginia women sentenc,ed to prison served their sentences in 
the Penitentiary. Initially, women were placed in a separate se::ction of the main prison building, 
but by the late nineteenth century two separate buildings had been constructed to house women 
inmates (fig. 16). Historically, female prisoners often sufferei! worse treatment than men since "as 
in most prisons of the time, the necessity of rigid separation fo'om the men had the effect of 
restricting their work and recreation opportunities in favor of t'ile much larger numbers of men."71 

Despite the fact that separate correctional facilities had been de,veloped for women in other states as 
early as the 1870s, little support developed for such facilities ih Virginia until the 1920s. In his 
1923 annual report, Superintendent of the Penitentiary Rice Y <!mell decried the practice of housing 
women at the Penitentiary, stating "I do not believe that men atld women should be placed in visual 
contact in prison. It causes moral perversion, sexual diversioD1, and degeneracy. As a first 
principle of moral education, there should be a separation of the sexes and improved quarters for 
women are needed."72 Anotl1er important motivation for crea11ing a women's facility came from 
the desire to prevent white misdemeanant women from being sentenced to the county jails. 
Previously, only female felons were sentenced to the Penitentilary in Richmond, whereas 
misdemeanant women served their sentences in the increasingl,y decrepit and dangerous county 
jails. 

In response to this concern, the General Assembly authorized !he creation of a separate facility for 
white women in 1930, and delegated the responsibility for thelproject to the Penitentiary board. 
The board visited existing facilities for women in other states, /evaluated suitable sites in Virginia, 
and finally selected a site in Goochland County on the James :Rliver opposite the juvenile institution 
at Beaumont for development of the women's prison. The Stalte Industrial Farm for Women 
received its first inmates in 1932. 

Elizabeth M. Kates, a well-qualified woman who had been sur1erintendent at the federal prison for 
women at Alderson, West Virginia, as well as at state prisons :in Pennsylvania and Connecticut, 
was appointed as the institution's first superintendent. Her go/al was to bring all imprisoned 
women (black and white, felons and misdemeanants) in the stmte to this one central location.73 In 
response to Kates' recommendations, the Goochland facility, vvhich previously had been limited to 
white misdemeanant women, began to receive all of the state's, female prisoners-regardless of 
race or type of crime in 1939. Shortly after all women prison~:rs had been moved to Goochland, 
the Women's Building at the Penitentiary was razed. 

The Correctional Center for women was a source of pride for the state and considered a 
"pacesetter" for women's institutions of its day.74 Approval within the state was by no means 
universal, however. At least one board member viewed the faidlity as extravagant and 
recommended that the new facility should be used "for epilept:ics or some such group more 
deserving of pleasant accommodations"75 Despite these reserlvations, the Virginia Women's 
Correctional Center has continued to serve female prisoners in the commonwealth, and currently 
offers a wide variety of rehabilitative services. 

Federal Prison Reforms of the 1930s and Their Impact on State-Operated 
Correctional Institutions 
In 1930 the Federal Prison System was formally initia\ed thro1:igh a series of le_gislative act~ 
including an act establishing the Federal Bureau of Pnsons. 11he laws passed m 1930 (which 

71Keve, 89. 
72Jbid., 141. 
73Ibid., 143. 
74Ibid., 194. 
75Jbid., 195. 
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were, in many ways similar to the enlightened proposals se,t forth by the prison reformers of the 
late nineteenth century) advocated the principles of classifii,;ation, segregation, and individual 
treatment (formerly used only at reformatories) for all levell, of correctional facilities.76 With this 
legi~la_tion, _the federal &overnmen\ established a set of standards for prison design and 
ad1TI1mstrauon that continues to guide the development of b1oth federal and state-owned correctional 
facilities today: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the congres!< of the United States that 
prisons be so planned and limited in size as to facililiate the development of an 
integrated Federal penal and correctional system wh1ich will assure the proper 
classification and segregation of prisoners according to their mental condition and 
such other factors as should be taken into considera:tion in providing an 
individualized system of discipline, care and treatment of the persons committed to 
such institutions.77 

In response to the mandate of the Federal Prisons Act, the J:'ederal Bureau of Prisons established 
five different types of penal and correctional institutions to 11erve the varying needs of their 
charges. The first of these were the penitentiaries, such as l~ose established at Leavenworth and 
Atlanta, intended as high security prisons for serious crimir1al offenders. Correctional institutions 
were created as medium security facilities for felons and milsdemeanants serving sentences up to 
two to three years. Reformatories were established for inmlates who required low security and 
who could potentially benefit from vocational training. Ca~nps, located in rural areas, were 
established to receive young men of "urban or rural backgromnd who can be handled safely under 
absolute minimum security conditions."78 Finally, juvenile,: institutions, which were built for 
juvenile offenders from twelve to nineteen, were intended t~, emphasize educational and vocational 
training in a more homelike atmosphere. By 1950, twenty-11ix federal institutions had been 
established, spread among the five categories. 

'Throughout the 1930s and 1940s the standards developed f:or the federal prisons were 
implemented by some states at their state-owned correctionid facilities. Virginia, however, was 
slow to respond to the reforms developed for the federal prilsons. Indeed, after the creation of the 
State Farm few advances were made in the state's correctio~1al system for adult males until well 
after World War II. Two exceptions were the establishmenlt of the Southampton Prison Farm in 
Capron in 1937, and the establishment of the Bland Prison IFarm in Bland County in 1946.79 The 
Southampton Farm was intended to serve as a facility for yi'ounger offenders, in order to separate 
them from the bad influences of the older, more hardened driminals. The Bland Prison Farm was 
built in response to a serious need for a low security correctlional facility in Southwest Virginia, so 
that offenders from that region (who were sent to Richmonol formerly) could be incarcerated closer 
to home. In a sense, the construction of these two facilities was very much in the spirit of the 
reforms being attempted at the federal prisons in that they eiach served specific groups (younger 
prisoners and low- to mid-security prisoners) in the state's /population, and thus advanced the 
process of classification of prisoners by type. Howeve~, in te~ms of t!1eir ?peration and design 
t11ese new facilities were remarkably trad1t1onal, foregoing .ul innovatlons in favor of the more 
familiar methods of the prison farm. 

Another important development during this period was an aidministrative reorganization of tile 
commonwealth's correctional system. In 1942, during the ildministration of Governor Colgate 

76Fedcral Bureau of Prisons, 39-40. 
77 Federal B urcau of Prisons, 40. 
7BJbid., 43. 
79p0 r more infonnation on these two properties see fanning property type description in lhe social/cultural theme 
development of this report. 
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Darden, the General Assembly passed legislation that restrtuctured and expanded the state's 
correctional system. Previously, the superintendent of the,State Penitentiary at Richmond was in 
charge of all adult correctional facilities, and the four juvernile institutions were administered by 
their own boards. In 1942 the Department of Corrections was established, to be administered by a 
commissioner of corrections assisted by a state board of cc,rrections. The State Penitentiary Board 
was abolished and its powers were transferred to the new board. At the same time all of the 
juvenile facilities were placed under the State Board of Publlic Welfare, and the first state parole 
board (which functioned in cooperation with but independ~;ntly of the Board of Corrections) 
created. In 1948 the State Board of Welfare and the Deparlment of Corrections were merged to 
become the State Board of Welfare and Institutions, consislting of the Division of Corrections and 
the General Welfare Division. In 1951 the Division of Ymltth Services, in charge of all of the 
state's juvenile correctional facilities, was created as a third' di vision of the Department. BO 

It was not until the 1960s and 1970s, however, that Virginia truly began to respond to the 
movement for expansion and diversification of correctional facilities mandated by the federal prison 
reforms of the 1930s. The first area of the correctional sys1tem to undergo significant expansion 
was juvenile services. By the 1960s population pressure ir1 the state's four correctional facilities 
for juveniles necessitated the construction of new facilities. In 1964 the state arranged to lease the 
facilities of a camp for delinquent boys that had been operalted by the Federal Bureau of Prisons 
from 1949 to 1963. Located in the Jefferson Natural Fore~l, the Natural Bridge Learning Center, 
as it is currently known, was intended to serve the better belhaved juvenile charges, who could be 
placed in a very unrestricted setting without the risk of esci\pe. Natural Bridge, which provides 
academic and vocational training along with individual coulnseling, was the first of the state's 
correctional facilities for juveniles to be racially integrated.Bit 

Along with a low security "honor" camp, there was also a r1ressing need for a special high-security 
facility for uncontrollable and aggressive juveniles who cou,ld not be contained successfully in the 
state's more open juvenile facilities. In 1967 Road Camp 2',9, located in the southwest Virginia 
town of Honaker, was designated as the Juvenile Vocation/ti Unit. Initially, this facility served as 
a custodial facility for juvenile delinquents. It was walled a1nd heavily guarded, and offered no 
academic programs for its inmates. In more recent years, h!owever, academic and vocational 
programs have been introduced, and a greater emphasis has, been placed on counseling and 
therapy. 

The third important development in the area of juvenile facilities was the creation of a reception and 
diagnostic center for the interim handling and placement oftnewly committed juveniles. Since 1922 
this had largely been the responsibility of the Children's Bulreau (renamed the Child Care Bureau in 
1948) which had developed a series of receiving homes to serve as reception facilities for children 
who had not yet been placed in an institution. By the 1950:S and 1960s, however, there were 
increasing problems with the foster home system. Superviilion of the growing numbers of 
children was too great a responsibility for the parents of the receiving homes, a shortage of state 
child care staff resulted in infrequent staff visits to the childlren and cases of abuse often went 
undetected. In 1966, in response to this situation, the General Assembly appropriated the funds 
for the construction of a diagnostic center on an unused porition of the Bon Air site for the reception 
and screening of delinquent boys and girls. The center conl,isted of a series of one-story brick 
cottages designed to house 130 children and some staff. 

Toe correctional system in Virginia continued to expand anld diversify throughout the 1970s, with 
several reorganizations of the state adntinistration of prisoni1, and the construc~on .and . . 
establishment of new institutions. In 1974 the Department ,of Welfare and Institutions was d1v1ded 

80Kcve, 278. 
81 Kcve, 219. 
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and a new Department of Corrections established. This de;:partment consisted of the Division of 
Adult Services, the Division of Youth Services, and the Division of Probation and Parole Services. 
The state's correctional facilities were divided into five regions in 1977, with regional headquarters 
in Roanoke, Lynchburg, Fairfax, Richmond, and Suffolk .. A sixth region, the Youth Region, was 
also established to administer youth facilities statewide. H1 1978 Corrections was reorganized into 
two separate divisions, one for institutional services and dne for community services. In 1982 
another reorganization led to the separation of the deparunlent into a Division of Youth Services, 
and another division that was in charge of both adult insti~~tions and probation and parole. 
Finally, in 1985, the Deparunent was reorganized into thre.e operating divisions-Adult 
Institutions, Adult Community Corrections, and Youth Services. 82 

Motivated by a rising inmate population and the overcrowoling of existing facilities, the Department 
of Corrections embarked on an ambitious program to increase the number of specialized 
correctional facilities and gradually phase out the Penitentiiary, which was considered outdated and 
unsafe. Two factors have caused delays in its implementaltion. First, there is often public 
opposition in areas where correctional facilities are proposl.ed. Second, a rapid increase in prisoner 
population made the immediate abandonment of the PeniteJntiary facilities impractical. However, in 
the past two decades more than ten new correctional faciliVies, ranging from the high security 
facility at Mecklenburg to the Oak Ridge Leaming Center, have already been established. 

While planning proceeded for the construction of more peilmanent facilities, short term solutions 
were also developed to deal with the lack of space for inmiues. In 1973, the state acquired the 
former Norfolk City Jail Farm located in the St. Brides sec,tion of Chesapeake. Initially, the 
facility was used as a road camp, but soon it was develope\l into a major new facility for young 
adult males who could benefit from educational or vocatioi~al training. The St. Brides facility 
receives assistance from local community volunteers, wholhelp operate the social and vocational 
programs. Two temporary correctional facilities, Deerfielc/ Correctional Facility (1976) and Deep 
Meadows (1976), housing approximately three hundred inlmates each, were constructed using 
surplus trailers formerly used by flood victims and purchaJ1ed from the federal government. Use 
of the Deep Meadow Facility in Powhatan was discontinued in 1984, but is planned to reopen in 
July of 1989. Deerfield is scheduled to close by 1990. 

Two new correctional facilities were also established throll/gh the acquisition of already existing 
facilities. In 1976 the old Western State Hospital was tranl1ferred to the Department of Corrections 
and converted for use as a custodial facility for adult feloni1 with an emphasis on geriatric prisoners 
and drug offenders. This hospital has an operating capacitiy of 527 inmates and also provides 65 
beds for chronic, inpatient mental care. In 1980 the Finley Gayle Building at the Southwestern 
State Hospital in Marion was taken over by the Departrner11t of Corrections for use as a facility for 
special treatment and custody of mentally or emotionally diisturbed adult felons. Because of the 
special needs of the patients, Marion provides full-time m'4dical and mental health services for its 
inmates. Educational programs and participation in a smal1l farming operation are also available for 
inmates.83 

By the 1970s there was a growing concern in Virginia, anll across the nation, over the ~ecurity (!f 
prisons holding a core of violent criminals, and many state:& opted to construct a very high security 
prison or "maxie."84 The site for suc.h a priso~ w~s donatled by Meckl~nberg County, and the first 
two units of the Mecklenberg Correctional Institution were> constructed m 1977. Eventually five 
specialized cell block units were constructed each to serve1special_types of inmates1 ranging from 
those placed on death row to those whose need for person/1! security warrants maximum 

82Kovc, 278-279. 
83Dcpa.ttmcnt of Corrections Informational Brochure. 
84Kcvc, 212. 
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supervision to the general population inmates who work inlfood service, institutional maintenance, 
and the tailor shop. 

In 1977 voters approved the construction of five new medi1[m-security institutions, four of which 
already have been constructed. These include the BrunswiC:k Correctional Center in Lawrenceville 
(1982); the Nottoway Correctional Center in Burkeville (19184) (fig. 17); the Buckingham 
Correctional Center (1982); and the Augusta Correctional Genter (1986). All of these facilities 
have an operational capacity of approximately five hundred:inmates, are located on large tracts of 
agricultural land, and feature work in the state's agribusinesl'i program along with vocational 
training. In addition to these medium security facilities for i1dults, the Oak Ridge Learning Center 
in Chesterfield County was opened in 1982. The facility wits established for male and female 
adolescents with serious behavioral disorders. Academic aii1d vocational programs are offered at 
Oak Ridge, along with counseling and mental health care.85 

Currently, several important developments pertaining to colirections in Virginia are underway. 
First, the state Penitentiary in Richmond is planned to be cliosed and demolished by 1990. 
Similarly, the Deerfield temporary correctional facility will idso be closed in the next few years. To 
replace these two institutions the construction of two new maximum security facilities is underway, 
with an expected completion date for both of 1990. These facilities are intended not merely to 
replace the two existing correctional facilities, but to provid~: expanded facilities in response to an 
expected rise in the number of inmates by the year 1990. TF1e first facility, to be located in 
Greensville County near the town of Emporia, is planned to be the largest prison ever built in the 
state, with an operational capacity of over two thousand inmates. The second facility, to be located 
in Buchanan County in Southwest Virginia, is expected to hii.ve an operational capacity of seven 
hundred inmates. Both of these new facilities are to be builll on what was previously privately 
owned farmland; apparently no preexisting structures are on either site.86 

85DcparLmcnt of Corrections Informational Brochure. 
861ntcrvicw 6/13/88, Mr. Ferrar, Information Officer, Department of Corrcctim-1s. 
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THEME SOCIAL/CULTURAL: THE DESIGN OF PENAL AND 
CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES IN VIRGINIA 

The planning and design of penal and correctional institutions in Virginia reveals much 
about the evolving attitudes toward criminal behavior and the cai,e and treatment of 
crimin~ls _in the commonwealth thro~gh':'ut \ts ~istory. ~wing tc, the high c~st ?f designing 
and buildmg exen:ipl~ or trend-settmg msututlons, pnson refo1m and design mnovation 
has been a low pnonty for the commonwealth. In a few instances, however, Virginia has 
planned and built facilities that are good examples of a particular type of facility and that 
still manifest today the distinctive characteristics of their type. 

Four major types of correctional facilities were identified in the iwurse of this project: the 
nineteenth century penitentiary, prison farms, correctional facililies for women, and 
correctional facilities for juveniles. The individual facilities that most properly belong to 
each type share similarities in both their intent and design. 

The Nineteenth-Century Penitentiary 
As in the other colonies, the prisons and jails received little design consideration in colonial 
Virginia since the major function of the colonial jail was simply Ito detain those awaiting a sentence 
or corporal or capital punishment.87 Consequently prisons during this period were small, 
unintimidating, and not even particularly secure.BS 

The prison as a distinct architectural type began to emerge in Vilrginia and the other colonies in the 
years following the American Revolution. The design of many 1early prisons in the United States 
followed standard domestic residential models. Depictions of Pihiladelphia's Walnut Street Jail 
(1790) show it to be an "ordinary, if somewhat large frame house, indistinguishable from other 
sizable dwellings."89 The New Jersey State Prison at Trenton 1(1799) was "a typical two-storied 
home complete with a columned doorway" and front yard.90 Latrobe's elegant and elaborate 
Penitentiary in Richmond (1800), with its "grandly proportioned symmetry" and "generous 
curving lines," was the most notable exception to the predominimt type of prison built during this 
period.91 

At most early prisons in the United States, inmates were kept ir1 congregate confinement, with 
many prisoners sharing each cell. Although by 1800 the more /enlightened prison reformers were 
aware of the concept of individual cellular isolation, this concep,t had yet to be actually implemented 
in the United States for the next fifteen to twenty years. The siJtteen rooms of the Walnut Street 
Jail, and the twenty rooms of the New Jersey Jail at Trenton, olften held hundreds of prisoners at a 
time.92 In general, the emphasis of the early prisons was stridly on punishment and separation 
from general society instead of on reform. · 

The two decades from approximately 1815 to 1835 marked a pieriod of ~at innovation in _the 
design of prisons-in the United States with th~ development of ltwo confl~cting and competmg . 
theories: the Auburn or congregate system (fig. 18) and the Pe1nnsylvama or separate system (fig. 
19). The design antecedents of both can be found in western E/urope :,vhere both the large. 
congregate facility and the individual cell were well known. Ttie earliest houses of correction such 

87RoU,man, 53. 
88Jbid. 
89Jbid., 90. 
90Ibid., 90. 
91Keve, 24. 
92unitcd States Bureau of Prisons, 26. 
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as Bridcwclls in England featured large congregate dormit<,>ries for those whose crimes were 
primarily such personal deviances as indebtedness and vagirancy.93 But the prototype for isolation 
within a large facility with common open space also existe,'d in such models as the Ghent prison 
where the physical plan was composed of a four-tiered celliblock opening onto an open-air 
courtyard.94 The Auburn, or congregate system was first 1used in New York at Auburn State 
Prison (1819) and then at the Ossining institution, Sing Sii1g (1825). The separate system was 
first developed and applied at the Western State Penitentiatiy in Pittsburgh (1826) and the Eastern 
State Penitentiary in Philadelphia ( 1829). 

Variations on the congregate and separate systems were quiickly adopted around the nation, as 
states from Massachusetts to South Carolina to Connecticu1I rebuilt and renovated their prison 
facilities.95 Both the New York and Pennsylvania systems mark an important departure in their 
design from earlier American prisons since advocates of boith systems believed that "just as the 
criminal's environment had led him into crime, the institutii,mal environment would lead him out of 
it."96 Prison reform advocates believed that institutionaliz,1tion could do more than simply punish 
a criminal and that the environment of the prison could hav:e an influence on the inmate's behavior 
and ultimately serve as a vehicle of reform. 

The new theories of the environmental influence on crimim<l behavior and the more varied roles 
being assigned to prisons resulted in increased attention to lthe design and layout of prisons. 
Previously, the primary focus of prison design was on the t1ppearance and strength of the exterior 
of the building. After the 1820s, however, reformers begain to tum their attention inward, as they 
attempted to create the perfect curative environment or system. The layout of cells, and the design 
of workplaces, eating areas and exercise yards became matiers of extreme importance. 

John Haviland's intricate radial plan for Philadelphia's EasUem State Penitentiary, with its exterior 
cells, and the courtyard plan at Auburn with its interior, wiindowless cells, are two significant 
examples of the kind of innovative prison designs that emerged during this period. By the 1830s, 
American prisons had gained international fame, receiving wisitors from all over the world.97 
Auburn, in particular, became an important model for ninet~enth-century prisons; the characteristic 
layout for prisons during this period followed the Auburn pllan with a central building housing 
offices, mess hall and chapel, and flanked and joined on eac::h side by a multitiered cell block.98 

The idea of constructing a penitentiary in Virginia was first1proposed to the state legislature by 
Thomas Jefferson in 1786. Jefferson had observed the penlitentiary system in France and thought 
it a far more enlightened approach to criminal behavior than the traditional means of capital and 
corporal punishment.99 Jefferson's bill was defeated, but ~n 1796 a similar bill was passed 
authorizing the the construction of a state penitentiary to be llocated in Richmond. The Penitentiary 
was directed by a superintendent and a board of twelve ovei!Seers who inspected the facility every 
two months. The site chosen for the prison was on a rise d,verlooking the James River, southwest 
of the city. That same year, the English-born American arclhitect Henry Benjamin Latrobe was 
hired to design the prison. 

93McKclvcy, 3. 
94 McKelvey, 7. 
95Rolhman, 10. 
961bid., 61. 
97lbid., 81. 
98Johnslon, 40, 
99lbid., 14-15. 
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A common mis perception exists that Thomas Jefferson wi1s somehow involved in, or even 
rl:sponsibl~ for, th~ design of the Penitentiary.:00 Howe'i1er, although Jefferson's papers indicate 
his ~~ong mtere~t m the development o~ the pnson (he _wri,>te several letters discussing his 
pos1uons on vanous aspects of penal philosophy - parucuJ,arly his belief in the value of solitary 
confinement) it now seems clear that he had nothing to do ,with the actual design of the facility. 
The influence of P.G. Bugniet's late eighteenth-century pb111 for the massive circular prison in 
Ghent has also been discounted in recent years as an impo,rtant precedent for Latrobe's design. IOI 

Regard!ess of the i!1spiration _behin~ it, 1:aatrobe'~ design foir the Virginia Penitentiary is universally 
recogmzed as a umque expenment m pnson design and onle of the first to depart from domestic 
models in its design. The central building was a three-stmiy, horseshoe-shaped structure with 
arched windows that opened onto a central courtyard (marked on Latrobe's plan as the Men's 
Court). Closing off the wide end of the horseshoe was a r~:ctangular complex of cells and 
apartments linked by a high wall and marked at each cornelr by a square tower. The open area 
inside the rectangle was broken into three square courtyard~ designated as an entry court and two 
women's courts on Latrobe's plan. Additional outdoor splice for a keeper's garden, kitchen yard, 
and central vestibule was also provided (figs. 20 and 21). 

Prison officials and legislators in Virginia were aware of the prison reforms of the 1820s and 
1830s, and dutifully attempted to implement them. The coirrectional "system" intended for the 
Virginia Penitentiary appears to have been· a mix between Auburn's congregate system (where 
prisoners split their time between solitary confinement in thieir cells and at hard labor with other 
prisoners) and the separate system developed in Pennsylviinia (where prisoners were placed in 
total solitary confinement). However solitary confinement1of any kind-whether partial or total­
became a less practical alternative as the prison grew more land more crowded throughout the 
nineteenth century.102 

Despite the innovative architectural philosophies used in thie design of the Penitentiary, functionally 
it was a failure. The cells were not intended for more than il few inmates each yet they were 
overcrowded from the beginning. Furthermore, because thle cells were completely enclosed, the 
guards were unable to observe and supervise inmate activitiy. The prison was unheated and poorly 
ventilated; the condensation that collected on the heavy sto'ile walls made dampness a particular 
problem. There was no provision for indoor plumbing and inmates were provided with toilet 
buckets in their cells - the very same cells where, owing t,'o the lack of a dining room - meals 
were served. Finally, the institution was simply not secure:, and escapes occurred on a regular 
basis. 103 

From the time that the Penitentiary was built, accommodatilons were available for women prisoners 
(fig. 22). However, the pace of making iniprovements for !the women's facilities appear to have 
lagged behind those for men. Sanitation facilfties and elecfricity were installed i~ the .m~n's section 
of the Penitentiary long before they were available for the •women. Two womens bmldmgs were 
constructed at the Penitentiary during the nineteenth centul')'I although little is known abo_ut either at 
this point. The last one, built in 1884 outside the prison wi:tll southeast of the central pnson 
complex along Belvedere Street, was demolished in 1939 aifter the Virginia Correctional Center for 
Women was built in Goochland (fig. 23). 

I OOsee Paul W. Garrell and Austin McCormick, Handbook of American Pris,•m (1929) or Blake McKelvey·, American 
Prisom (1936) for the standard erroneous allribution. 
IOIKeve, 21. 
1021bid., 40-44. 
1031bid., 25-27. 
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In 1901 in an effort to relieve severe overcrowding, the General Assembly authorized construction 
of the new cellblock known as the A building. Prisoners \1'1ere involved in its construction to some 
extent; in 1902 it was reported that inmates were digging foundations for the building.104 The A 
Building, a four-story brick structure with a slate, hipped ~oof topped by two cupolas, was ready 
for occupancy m 1905, when 672 prisoners were moved i~1to the new building (fig. 24). The 
building contained 336 cells in five tiers; each cell measuried 7'-6" by 5'-6" and was 7'-7" high.105 

The design and construction of the A Building, which was based on the Auburn plan, gave 
Virginia, for the first time, the capability to provide the indilvidual cells that it had espoused from 
the creation of its prison system but that had been impossibile to achieve in the original Latrobe 
building (fig. 25). The A Building also had certain comfoiit features such as heating and plumbing 
that previously had been totally lacking. The A Building foatured a toilet in each cell, and was 
fitted with shower facilities.106 In 1917, the three-story ad,lministration building was added on to 
the Spring Street facade of the A-building, giving the buildfog its current appearance (fig. 26). 

In addition to the cell buildings, work areas were also traditfonally included in the layout of the 
prison. In the decades following the Civil War, Penitentiairy officials searched for ways to make 
the prisoners pay for themselves. Indeed, during the last diicades of the nineteenth century and the 
first decades of the twentieth century two particularly profitable contracts - one with a tobacco 
factory and one with a shoe factory - were maintained. 1~1 order to accommodate these prison 
labor operations, three three-story wooden shop buildings '(Factories A, B and C) were constructed 
south of the A Cell; these factory buildings were significarntly renovated in the 1930s (fig. 27). 
With the construction of the new cell building and the three, factories, the Penitentiary assumed 
much the appearance of a small mill village (fig. 28). A vii<itor in 1908 described the facility as 

a plant of thirteen buildings: a superintendent's residence, assistant superintendent's 
residence, office, new cell building, old cell buildi,:~g, women's department, three 
shoe shops, warehouse, powerhouse, and two stabiles. The value of the land and 
buildings was estimated at $600,000.00. The grou:nds covered an area of fourteen 
acres.107 

Despite the construction of the new buildings, however, p~oblems with both the living and work 
spaces at the Penitentiary continued through the early twen'1tieth century (fig. 29). There was no 
proper sewage disposal system, and maintaining an adequ11te water supply was a major concern. 
The poorly ventilated and ill-lit cells were also considered /to be crowded "beyond the bounds of 
decency."108 The kitchen facilities as late as 1907 were sti/ll in the old basement dungeon and 
since there was no dining room, inmates ate in their cells. l[n 1913 the Penitentiary made makeshift 
improvements by converting a packing and storage room iinto a dining room. Finally, as late as 
1928 it was reported that there was no permanent hospital !facility .109 

In response to the increasingly embarrassing condit_ions at 1,ihe P~nitentiary, the commonwe'!1~ 
embarked on a program of improvements that continued UJ? until the 1950s. In 1928 the ongmal 
cell building designed by Latrobe was demolished, an? all 1of the prisoners that had been . . 
previously housed there were moved into the A B uildmg. ~n the earl~ 1930s a U-shaped _bmldm_g 
(currently called Complex Building West and East) was budt on the site of the Latrobe pnson usmg 

I04(bid., 118. 
105Paul W. Gam:lt and Austin MacCorrnick, /Jandbookof American Priso1111 and Reformatories (New York: National 
Association of Penal Information, Inc., 1929), 939. 
106James, 127. 
107Jbid., 126. 

· lOBKeve, 133. 

109oamcu and McCormick, 942. 
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bricks from the original prison building. This building, wlnich followed a renovation plan 
d~veloped. by the archi~c.tural firm of Carneal and Joh~stdn! originally contained a laundry, 
kitchen, dmmg room, livmg quarters for trustees, hospital!, ice plant and woodworking shop. 
Following the demolition of the women's building in 193SI, work began on the construction of a 
new cell building to be located on its site. The B Cell, a fomr-story, flat-roofed, brick structure 
also designed by the firm of Carneal and Johnston was cor,npleted in 1942. At the same time, a 
massive new power plant capable of properly heating the I:>rison was constructed on the southeast 
side of the prison complex facing Ninth Street. After a hialtus created by World War II a third cell 
building, C Cell (for inmates in solitary confinement) and ia mess hall, both designed by Carneal 
and Johnston, were also constructed.110 

Since the demolition of the Latrobe prison, the Penitentiai;t has evolved as a series ofU-shaped 
complexes of buildings, each surrounding an open quadraiagle. Photographs of the Penitentiary 
from earlier in the twentieth century show the interior courityard areas as planted with grass; 
currently nearly all are paved. The entire prison is surrounded by a high brick wall punctuated at 
intervals by guard towers (fig. 30). 

Road Camps 
Overcrowding at the Penitentiary and a desire to make the >commonwealth's prison system pay for 
itself made the road camp a significant alternative to the St.1te Penitentiary in the early twentieth 
century.Ill Six camps had been established by 1907 to asl,ist in the construction and maintenance 
of Virginia's roads. The first camps required no permanenlt construction and relied instead on tents 
that were put up on wooden platforms and moved from onie camp to another as the road · 
construction schedule required. The exact period during w:hich the tents were used as the primary 
housing for road camps is unknown. There appears to hav,e been a gradual transition from tents to 
primitive but fully-framed wooden buildings that could be >easily moved when the camp's road 
crew was reassigned to a new location. The dormitories w>ere built in sections that could be 
unbolted at the comers, disassembled, and then reboiled at1d put up at a new location. These 
structures had no operative window sashes but instead werie equipped with canvas flaps that could 
be let down in inclement weather. Toilets, as would be exJ'pected, were privies built over a pit. 
Although the camps had begun operation as early as 1906, it was not until 1932 that real beds were 
provided instead of matlrcsses laid on low platforms. 112 Iily the 1930s there were twenty-two 
road camps. Correctional reforms initiated in 1948 resulted! in a policy decision to convert all road 
camps into permanent field units. In the 1950s and 1960s l!he state carried out a building program 
that converted twenty-six of these road camps, now called lrield units, into permanent correctional 
facilities. 

Prison Farms 
The second half of the nineteenth century was marked in Vlirginia as in many states by the 
development of a new type of correctional facility: the pris:on farm.113 At a prison farm prisoners 
worked much like common laborers at agricultural endeavi,,rs such as crop production or livestock 
management, though always under the watchful eye of a prison guard or overseer .. Prison.farms 
gained popularity towards. the end of the nin~teenth .centu~y for several reasoi:is, _Fust,. the idea of 
setting a criminal to work m a healthful farming envrronm~nt was very much m !me with the 
philosophies of the adult reform movement. By t~e tum off the cent~ the most ad"'.an~ed, 
correctional theorists agreed that work, and especially outoloor work, improved a cnnunal s 

llOKeve, LBJ. 
111 For more infonnation about the hisLory of the road camps, sec govcmmc1:it/wclfarc theme of this reporL 
112Thcrc arc varied rcoiinisccnccs from guards of this period ranging from th'osc who remember snow blowing across the 
men's blaokets lo those who remember the warmth of pot bellied stoves. (Ke•,c) 
l 13Kcve, 92. 
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character and hastened reform.114 Furthermore, the prison lfarm, with its utilitarian agricultural 
buildings, r7J?~sented a relatively i:conomi~al alternative to, the construction of a full scale prison. 
Ind~ed_, poht1c1~s and taxpayers v1ewe~ prison farms ~a vo:rably because they were capable of 
ach1evmg a certam degree of self-sufficiency. The agncuWJral products reaped through these 
farming operations sei:ve~ to feed the inmates at _the prison 1_fai.m itself and were commonly used to 
supply other state mslltutions. In some cases pnson-produ,ced goods were sold commercially 
actually producing revenue for the state coffers. ' 

The State Farm 
In Virginia, following the national trend towards prison faria:is, the establishment of a state prison 
farm was authorized by the General Assembly in 1894. Thie State Farm was assigned its own 
manager who was under the direction of the superintendent!of the State Penitentiary. The intention 
behind the establishment of the State Farm was to relieve 01'1ercrowding in the Penitentiary, as well 
as to provide more suitable conditions for the many tubercuilar prisoners. The fact that a prison 
farm could potentially generate revenue (as opposed to an el~pensive new prison or reformatory) 
was an added attraction that undoubtedly hastened its approi~al.115 

The site chosen for the prison farm was a 986 acre tract of hmd in Goochland County that the 
Commonwealth purchased from the estate of General Josep,h R. Anderson for $16,000. In his 
annual report of 1894, the superintendent of the PenitentiaIJ'I B. W. Lynn described the land as 
follows: 

the tract contains 986 acres, 400 of which are low gtounds. While the farm has 
been very much neglected and the buildings of little ,ralue, yet it is conceded to be 
one of the best farms on the James River, and is susc,eptible of valuable 
improvement 116 

This particular site was selected, in part, because of a previo,~s relationship between the Anderson 
family and Penitentiary officials. Several decades before the1 establishment of the State Farm, the 
Andersons contracted with the commonwealth to use Penite~1tiary inmates to work at the family's 
successful cooperage business.Ll7 The tract also included tll1e Anderson house, a rambling frame 
farmhouse built by Joseph R. Anderson in 1870. This 2-stdry, gable-roofed structure, which 
features a wrap-around porch, pyramidal-roofed front dorme,r and numerous rear additions, still 
stands in its original location (across old Route 6 from the central prison complex) where it 
currently serves as tl1e administration building for the prison,. Despite its additions, including a 
two-car garage added to the basement level, the house still ve,;ry much retains the character of a 
prosperous and well-kept farmhouse. 

Although the former portion of Route 6 which runs through 11he property has been closed for public 
use since the construction of a later parallel road, the drive through the historic core of the prison 
still has much the feeling of a country road and not an institu1'iional drive. Other transportation­
related resources include an early twentieth- century concrete, bridge on old Route 6 and the early 
twentieth-century stone entrance gates to the State Farm alonjg an infrequently used road leading to 
the cell block and prison core. 

The first inmates at the State Farm were housed in tents whill~ they worked improving the farm and 
constructing more permanent facilities. The first dormitories were large cells made of rough 
lumber and capable of housing from ten to fifty inmates each. Several of these large cells were 

114McKclvcy, 222. 
l lSKcve, 93. 

ll61bid. 
1171bid., 84. 
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specifically designated for the many tubercular inmates (lfigs. 31 and 32). By 1896 there were 245 
convicts living on the farm. llB 

Starting around 1910, more pennanent facilities were cor,structed at the State Farm including the 
construction of the main donnitory building (which housied cells, bathroom faciliti~s and a small 
infirmary facility) and the chapel, both located just south~:ast of the Anderson farmh~use across old 
Route 6 (figs. 33 and 34 ). These two brick, Classical Rel,i val structures fonned a core for the 
subsequent development of a tightly knit central prison ccmplex. Only the presence of chain link 
fencing dis_tin_guis~es this pair of ~d(~ented red brick bulildings from similar early twentieth 
century bmldmgs m almost any Vugmia courthouse towr,. In fact, when viewed from a distance 
the old State Farm complex in Goochland County does ret;emble a small county seat in rural 
Virginia. The skyline of cupola, water tower, and mix of institutional-appearing buildings ringed 
by farmland and agricultural buildings is a typical scene ih Virginia's small towns and villages (fig. 
35). 

The main donnitory, with its temple form front, pedimen1ed portico, and pairs of large white 
columns framing the central entry, has more in common viith county courthouses of its day than 
the dormitories found on college campuses in Virginia du::ing the period in which it was built. The 
front portico has been enclosed on the ground level for sel;urity purposes. The clock tower and 
cupola rising from the center of the brick dormitory is be!Feved to have been donated to the State 
Farm when a county church was remodeled or demolishe,'d. The tower was first installed on the 
adjacent chapel, which proved to be incapable of supporti,'~g the additional weight, and the tower 
was subsequently added to the main dormitory where it is now an imposing part of the institutional 
skyline. The dormitory's narrow temple front belies its rnultiple bay length, which continues to 
provide the majority of the facility's inmate quarters. A fli1t-roofed rear wing attached to the main 
dormitory block houses the power plant, a situatation that is considered dangerous by James River 
staff. 

The State Farm underwent a considerable expansion in 19118 with the purchase of a large farm 
directly south of the James River in Powhatan County. Tllis f~and was the site of two 
preexisting farmhouses located east of the current site of t~1e central prison facility. The first of 
these, for which the date of construction is unknown but \l\hich appears to date from the late 
nineteenth century, is a two-story, gable-roofed, frame fanmhouse with a two story rear L addition. 
The second fannhouse is believed to date from about l 90C; the front porch features turned porch 
posts and balusters on the first level, although the second i1tory of the porch has been enclosed. In 
addition an early twentieth century two-story frame bungallow with an engaged front porch, front 
gabled dormer window and shed-roofed rear addition is loicated northwest of the central prison 
complex. It is not clear whether this bungalow predates tile purchase of the land for the State 
Farm, or whether it was built as an early staff dwelling. 

Initially no inmates were housed on the south side of the rii'ler (now Powhatan Correctional 
Center). Instead, this land was fanned by inmates who wc::;e ferrie~ a~ross the !a.mes R(ver each 
day in a wooden barge. In 1927 a crescent-shaped, wood-frame building contauung racially 
segregated dormitory areas and a dining hall was construc[led.119 The north and south si~es of the 
State Farm traditionally served distinct roles. The north silie housed felons who had previously 
been at the Penitentiary. The south side generally served slick and disabled misdemeanants from 
city or county jails. · 

Growth continued on the James River (north) side of the Sitate Farm throughout the 1930s and 
1940s. In 1935 a two-story, brick infinnary was erected w:ljacent to the main dormitory. A long, 

l lBKcvc, 94. 
119 Kcve,204. 
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tw'? s1'?ry .brick building with its. front and rear facades. measuring nineteen-bays, the infirmary has 
an mstitutional appearance. Believed to have been des1gn~:d by the Richmond finn of Carneal and 
Johnst~n, .the infirmary has a fl~t roof a.nd dropped brick comi~e .. The one-story brick jail building 
was buµt 1~ 1940. With the mam donrutory, these two la~?r buildings fonned a partially enclosed 
open-arr pnson yard. The control center was constructed vn 1945, creating a fonnal entrance to the 
central prison yard. 

During this same period, a new administration building anld three staff residences were built to the 
west across the road from the prison yard. The two-story, flat-roofed Administration Building is 
also believed to have been designed by Carneal and Johns:,on (fig. 36). Brick quoining at the 
corners, a front portico with turned columns and a balustraded second story porch prevent the 
building from being strictly utilitarian. The administration, building is typical of the finn's work on 
campuses and Richmond's commercial areas and would nolt be at all out of place on a college 
campus or city street. The three staff houses are typical pattern-book or "spec" houses of their 
day. The three houses - a small frame cottage with an L-1shaped plan, a bungalow with engaged 
porch and three inset donners, and a slightly later brick Caipe Cod cottage - are sited opposite the 
Anderson House along old Route 6 which winds its way 11',rough the central section of the campus 
and forms the main prison drive. These staff buildings, su,rrounded by open lawn and large 
hardwood trees, give the appeal'ance of early-twentieth-cer1tury rural house sites and provide a 
sharp contrast to the stark and treeless prison yard. Additi~nally they create a strong visual 
distinction and physical separation between the area designiated for prisoners and the area 
designated for staff. Only recently, with the construction c,f the new prison mess hall adjacent to 
the old administration building has this distinction begun tio blur. Together, these staff buildings 
and the prison yard formed the central administrative and rlesidential core of the State Farm. 

A small utilitarian work area also grew up adjacent to the ctntral core immediately south of the 
prison yard. Utilitarian buildings devoted to farm mainten2,nce and to institutional maintenance 
such as plumbing and welding were built in this area. The ,central dairy and milking facility was 
also located in this complex, convenient to the kitchen and dining facilities. The dairy operations in 
this area, include a two-story brick dairy, a stuccoed milkiNg parlor, and a wide-angled, gable­
roofed, brick and frame dairy and hay barn. The brick yar\1 complex, which is being surveyed 
separately by the Division of Historic Landmarks, is locate1d southwest of the main complex and 
adjacent to the James River and the Southern Railroad tracks. Several brick, two-story guard 
towers are located strategically on the property. Each of thre pyramidal-roofed structures features a 
first story topped with a central octagonal-shaped lookout sitation and an open porch enframed with 
a double row of pipe railing and supported at the four corn,ers with brick piers. 

From the start, farming was the principle activity at the new correctional facility; food produced at 
the State Farm was used to supply the farm itself as well as, the Penitentiary in Richmond. Indeed, 
a report prepared by the Osborne Association in 1928 sugg(ested that the extensive farming 
operations at the State Farm were being operated at the explense of the well being of the inmates: 

In spi_te of the splendid condi~ons at the .farm from ii material st:indpoin( a.nd in spite 
also of the high morale, there 1s no definite attempt lilt real vocational trammg or 
apparent concern for it. The work seems to be base.~ on the .ide~ that the ~tate \s 
justified in exacting as much profitable labor as pos1;ibl~ dunng mcar?Crat101:;.httle 
thought is given to the value of the work to the marn or its effect on his condition 
after release. 120 

Owing to this emphasis on farming, the development of agi1\cul~Il!l buildings at the State .Fa_rm 
proceeded in the infonnal manner typical of a large farm, \\';1th distlllct clusters of farm buildmgs 

120aarreLt and MacConnlck, 954. 
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springing up here and there as dictated by practicality, 121 . The mule barn, hog barn, and farrowing 
houses, for example, were located at a considerable distarnce to the southeast of the central 
res\dential ar~. The farrowinl? hou~e i~cfodes a two-sto~y brick wing with sleeping quarters for 
an inmate assigned to that detail, an md1cat1on of the consiiderable freedom granted to trustworthy 
inmates on a prison farm. Potatoes were stored in a barn :rited immediately adjacent to the road for 
easy transport to the kitchen. 

The complex southeast of the Anderson farmhouse is partkularly indicative of the institutional 
scale and nature of the livestock operations at the State Fairn. The complex includes a large brick 
smokehouse, of a scale normally associated with a cattle barn on a family farm, as well as a nine­
bay-long slaughter house and a three-story (if counting the\ basement) brick chicken house. 
Interestingly, these facilities - smokehouse and chicken house - are located near the original 
farmhouse just as they would be on a family farm and may, indicate the need to keep such valuable 
commodities as smoked meat and eggs near the warden's !residence. 

During the late 1930s and 1940s large numbers of farm buHdings were construeted on both the 
James River and the Powhatan sides of the State Farm. It is not known how many, if any, of 
these buildings were replacing preexisting farm structures. Most of the farm buildings constructed 
during this period were designed by the Department of Coirrections Office of Planning and 
Engineering, and most of them were designed by a single 1individual, E. M. Peate, who served as a 
staff architect for more than forty years until his retiremen11 in 1980.122 Several of the structures 
designed, such as hay barns and equipment sheds, were rejplicated in several locations resulting in 
the farm's cohesive appearance. Gable-roofed barns with 'vertical wooden siding occur with 
frequency in the State Farm landscape as do gambrel-roofo:d brick and frame barns. A number of 
structures such as the hog fattening sheds, small sheds, anld comcribs undoubtedly were not 
designed at all but just built in the traditional vernacular m.tnner with which the largely rural State 
Farm staff and inmates were probably well acquainted. 

One of the unique architectural elements at the old State Fae.an complex is the "Tag Barn" located at 
the current James River facility. Built in 1945 by inmate labor, the barn has a distinct relevance to 
prisoners and staff alike who consider it a somewhat ironic1 but very appropriate landmark. Clad in 
outdated Virginia license plates, the barn provides testimoF.y to the State Farm's license plate 
industry. Painted white, the gambrel roofed structure resembles a perfectly ordinary barn when 
viewed from a distance. 

The State Farm also developed the other specialized agricu'1tural industries needed to support its 
farm operations: the site includes a four-story brick feed rriil! and a brick hay dryer. Although 
farming has always been the major occupation of inmates at the State Farm, from time to time they 
were assigned other types of work. In the late 1940s, for eixample, a quarry was developed on the 
farm and a number of inmates were employed in quarrying! and crushing stone for state highways. 
The quarry remains visible and has become partially filled •with water. 

During the 1950s the simpl~ wooden resi~ential s~ctu~ '.built at Po~hatan were demoli~h~ and 
construction began on a maJor ne~ dormitory facility for iM?a!es· This ~ew complex,. built m 
phases throughout the 1950s, consisted of three new cell b:111Jdings housmg up to 120 m~ates 
each and a maximum-security building with a capacity of 100. In 1960 a single-span bndge was 
constructed across the James River to provide a direct conn•ection between the north and south 
sides of the State Farm.123 

I211ntcrv!ew, E. M. Pcatc, January, 1988. 
1221ntcrview, E. M. Pcatc, January, 1988. 
12Jrhis bridge was named lhe Youell Bridge after Rice Youell, Commlssion:crof Corrections from 1942 to 1948. 
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In 1974 the two sides of the State Farm were officially septuated into the James River Correctional 
Center to the north and the Powhatan Correctional Center 1:0 the south, each with its own 
adminis.tration, budget, and superintendent (figs. 37 ~nd 3~i). Since that time significantly less 
emphasis has been placed on the development of agncultuml structures, and more emphasis placed 
on the construction and rehabilitation of facilities necesSaf)l for two modem, medium-security 
prisons. During the 1970s several new buildings were con:structed at Powhatan, including a 
minimum-security building, a reception and classification ceenter, and a new hospital building, 
making Powhatan the largest correctional facility in the sta~e.124 The only major addition at James 
River has been the addition of the new kitchen and dining Eoom in 1982. 

Bland and Southampton 
More than fifty years after the creation of the State Farm tw10 new prison farms were added to 
Virginia's correctional system; the Southampton Prison Fai:rin, established in Capron in 1937, and 
the Bland Prison Farm, established in Bland County in 19416. The Southampton Farm was 
intended to serve as a facility for younger offenders, in ord~r to separate them from the perceived 
bad influence of the more hardened older criminals. The Bltand Prison Farm was built in response 
to a serious need for a correctional facility in Southwest Viirginia, so that southwestern offenders, 
fonnerly sent to the State Penitentiary or the State Farm, could be incarcerated closer to home. 
Despite the different intents behind the construction of thesle two facilities, however, and their very 
different regional settings, these two later prison farms shai,e many similarities. The most 
important of these is the role played by the State Farm as a model for their design and construction. 

Southampton Correctional Center originally began as a co111vict road camp in 1931. In 1937, the 
commonwealth purchased 2,629 acres of farmland near the town of Capron for the creation of a 
prison farm for youthful male offenders. In 1939 the firm <i•f Carneal and Johnston developed a 
campuslike site plan for the central prison complex. The plim featured adjoining quadrangles made 
up of cellblock buildings, gym, school, and office building\!, (fig. 39). However, construction did 
not actually begin on the central prison complex until after World War II, and continued gradually 
throughout the 1950s and 1960s. The resulting complex wilS significantly less elaborate than that 
shown in the 1939 master plan (fig. 40). Several of the ori!\inally planned buildings were not 
constructed, leaving the quadrangles incomplete, and the ov.'erall layout of the prison buildings and 
grounds poorly defined. Two of the oldest buildings at the jprison are the 2-and-1/2 story, brick 
warden's house and a single-story, brick staff dwelling, bot\:i dating from 1948, and both located 
approximately 1/4 mile from the central prison complex. Al~hough the designer of these buildings 
has not been identified, according to prison tradition a sing!<; inmate with considerable skill as a 
bricklayer built both buildings. 

The flat, reddish fields broken by rows of scrubby trees that• make up the Southampton Fann are 
typical of the surrounding Southside landscape. Two main ,clusters of fann buildings were built at 
Southampton during the 1950s and 1960s. The first, which includes several barns, a cannery, 
vegetable storage barns, and a hog building is located immeilliately to the east of the central prison 
complex. The second, located one-half mile north of the cej1tral prison c~mplex i!'lcludes ~ow: . 
barns and what appears to be a feed mill. The only remnant: of the pre-prison penod on this site 1s 
a log barn (recently covered with corrugated metal) located tear the hog yards north of the central 
prison complex. Aside from.the log bll!11, a1J ~f the f~ str,uct~ at S?uthampton are frame. 
buildings with weatherboarding or vertical siding which weire designed in-house by the Planning 
and Engineering Division of the Department of Corrections.'125 

Extensive farming operations continued at Southampton un~il the early 1980s. 11: the past ~ve 
years, however, the makeup of the inmate population has shiifted from low secunty to medrnm or 

124Kevc 206. 
125vlrgi~la Department of General Services, Bureau or Capital Outlay Manag<l,ment, Project Files. (Richmond) 
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high security inmates who are prohibited from participating in farming activities. Consequently 
much of the open farmland that surrounds that prison lies ildle. During the 1970s several new ' 
correctional facilities were added to the Southampton site, i:ncluding the Deerfield Correctional 
Center, the Southampton Reception and Classification Cen«:r, the Southampton Work Release 
Unit and the Southampton Youthful Offender Unit. None (,)f these new facilities are involved with 
farming activities to any significant degree. 

The 2,127-acrc parcel of land for the Bland Prison Farm in Bland County was purchased by the 
commonwealth in 1946. Already e~isting on the site at the ~me of P1;lfChase was a large, tum-of­
the-century, tnple-A farmhouse which was soon converted mto a residence for the prison warden. 
The house is surrounded with mature hardwood trees, and i, small, stone-lined creek runs through 
the front yard. Known locally as the Allen Residence, the warden's residence at Bland is a 
representational example of the many prosperous farrnhou~es found throughout Bland County. 
The attractive stone walls and fences that line the entry roadl to the prison appear to date from the 
same period as the house and contribute to the domestic agrlicultural character of the site. 

Most of the original prison buildings at Bland were surplus iboard and batten structures that were 
trucked from Camp Pickett in Dinwiddie County to the site and reassembled. Soon after these 
were set up, however, construction began on more permantjnt facilities designed by the New York 
architectural firm of Alfred Hopkins. By 1952 the first of f;our brick cell blocks was completed. 
When completed, the central area of the prison ccnsisted ofia rectangular complex of cell and office 
buildings grouped around an open yard and surrounded by 1.t security fence with intermittent guard 
towers (fig. 41). Located in a steep valley clearly visible foom Rt. 42, the institutional buildings of 
the prison present a stark contrast with the surrounding pastoral landscape. 

At the same time that housing and eating facilities were bein,g built, several farm structures were 
also constructed. The main complex of agricultural buildings is located high on a hill to the south 
of the central prison complex and consists of a slaughter house, dairy barn, poultry house, 
carpentry shop, and milking parlor. Near the farm building/, is a massive kennel; Bland has the 
distinction of being one of two training areas in the state fo11 hounds used for search missions. 
East of the central prison complex and visible from Rt. 42 ai:~ three large, frame barns. All of the 
farm buildings at Bland are simple frame structures very sirn~lar in appearance to the more recent 
farm structures built at the State Farm; it is very likely that ~ney, too, were designed by the Division 
of Planning and Engineering of the Department of Corrections. In addition, much of the 
surrounding land, including a large tract of land land west a;cross Rt. 42, is used as field and 
pastureland for the prison's farming operations. 

Recent Fann-Related Activities 
During the past two decades, the Virginia Department of Cotrections has acquired considerable 
amounts of new agricultural land. As the former road camp~ were converted into permane~t 
facilities, many of them acquired small areas of farmland orlpasture as well. The four mt:ctmm 
security facilities opened during the 1980s in Brunswick, A!~gusta, Nottoway, and Buckingham 
counties were also associated with large tracts of farmland. 1In 1984 the Department held 11,276 
acres of farmfand at more than thirty locations, equally dividied between pastureland and field 
crops.126 

Despite the increase in actual a~reage o~.n~ by Corrections,, .the_ producii;vity of the farming 
operations at Virginia's correctional fac1ht1es has decreased 1ngmficantly m the past decade. A 
recent study prepared by a team from Virginia Polytechnfc ai~d State U~iversity indicated that 
agricultural operations at Virginia's prisons were highly mefificient owmg to the use of outdated 

126 Agribusiness, Deparunent of Corrections Informational Brochure, 1984. 
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equipment and obsolete farming techniques.127 The cost iOf modernizing farm equipment and 
overhauling traditional farming methods, however, was e~timated to be so high that it would be 
cheaper for the prisons to simply purchase their agricultunll products rather than produce them 
themselves. In some inst~ces, the 7osts of mai.n~f ning liiv~s~k. and I)?Ultry have also resulted in 
abandonment of such traditional agncultural act! v1t1es as nnamtammg chickens for egg production 
and meat for the prison kitchens. 

The decline of farming at Virginia's prisons follows a nati<ilnwide decline in institutional farming. 
One historian describes the predicament faced by the institutional farm as follows: 

Up to the mid-twentieth century farming was a popular feature of state institutions 
of all types nationwide, for it provided produce to irelieve institution food budgets 
and work for inmates. But after the 1950s farms biecame much less feasible for 
institutional use. Staff members supervising the fa.,ms had to be granted the 40-
hour work week other staff members had, adding iireatly to the expense of farm 
operations. Maintaining the increasingly expensiv!} farm machinery while operating 
it with inexpert inmate labor was another serious p:roblem. Many institutions found 
that they could purchase their food more economic/ally than they could raise it. 
Consequently, through the 1960s many institution~! farms were closed.128 

In addition, recent policies promoted by various civil right!; groups have placed major restrictions 
on the type of work that prison inmates can be asked to do .. Additionally, a recent executive order 
in Virginia prohibits inmates with a history of violent crimies from working outside a prison 
building or a securely fenced area. Consequently, the avaiilable labor supply at the various prison 
farms has diminished significantly, curtailing or eliminatinjg farming operations at most state 
correctional facilities. Currently, farming operations still cl.onducted at Virginia's prisons are 
manned at least in part by paid staff, a major departure froJ111 the goal of self-sufficiency on which 
these institutions were based originally. The James River 110rtion of the old State Farm is the only 
facility where farming is still a major activity for inmates. 

Correctional Facilities for Juveniles 
In Virginia no separate correctional facilities for juveniles e<xisted until the turn of this century, and 
there was no state involvement in juvenile care until the 19iZOs. Throughout the nineteenth century 
children as young as ten years old were incarcerated at thelPenitentiary.129 In 1881, 121 prisoners 
under the age of 17 were incarcerated in the Penitentiary; ir1 1892 alone over one hundred Juveniles 
were admitted. By the late nineteenth century, however, there was a growing public concern over 
the numbers of juveniles being sentenced to the state peni~ntiary.130 Consequently, when the 
State Farm first opened in 1894 the state assigned juveniles1 there instead of to the Penitentiary. 
However, even at the State Farm children were not separa~)d from the rest of the inmate population 
and received no special treatment and no education,131 

In response to the growing concern near the turn of the cen,tury with the plight of juvenile 
offenders four private facilities were opened in Virginia for juvenile delinquents. These included 
the Virgi~ia Industrial School for Boys, a training school f<\iunded in Laurel in 189,0 (now 
Beaumont Learning Center); the Virginia Manual Labor Sc,hool for Co!or~~ Boys m Hanover, . 
founded in 1898 (now known as the Hanover Learning Cef1ter); the _Yrrgm1a Home and Indusm:al 
School for Girls at Beaumont, founded in 1910 (now Bon !.i\irl.earnmg Center); and the Industrial 

127Kevc, 259. 
128tbid., 258. 
129Departmcnt of Corrections, lnfonnational Brochure. 
!30Kevc, 149. 
1311bid. 
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Home and School for Wayward Colored Girls at Peaks Turnout, founded in 1915 (now known as 
the Barrett Learning Center). All of these schools were established by voluntary, private 
organizations although a partial state subsidy was granted to Hanover from the beginning and 
limited funds were available for all four institutions in the first decades of the twentieth century. In 
1920 the General Assembly enacted legislation enabling the commonwealth to acquire all four 
properties and assume the operations of all four privately operated facilities. The following year 
the state assumed the operation of the juvenile facilities at Bon Air, Beaumont, Peaks Turnout 
(Barrett), and Hanover. 

In both their curriculum and design, the four youth homes built in Virginia during this period 
followed, to a certain extent, current national trends in juvenile corrections. The juvenile reform 
movement was based on the assumption that a person's character was, to a large degree, formed 
by his environment. According to this assumption, childrelll raised by immoral parents in a 
stressful or dangerous setting would develop criminal tendencies. The goal of the reformatory, 
therefore, was to take children from unhealthy or immoral home settings and provide an 
environment that would nurture the more desirable aspects of their characters.132 An important 
corollary to the juvenile reform movement was that criminal youths should never be sentenced to 
adult prisons where they would be susceptible to the bad influences of the more hardened criminal 
adults.133 The creation of separate facilities for juvenile criminals was thus one of the earliest 
examples of the now common practice of classifying prisoners according to their age and the type 
of crime that they committed. 

Juvenile reformers strove to provide a daily routine for trowbled youths that would occupy body · 
and mind while encouraging the development of discipline and morality.134 In the earlier years of 
the juvenile reform movement the most common activity was work, usually for small, inhouse 
manufacturing or farming operations. Work programs had the added benefit of resulting in the 
production of goods, services or, in rare cases, revenue that could reduce the operating costs of a 
correctional facility. In addition, the juvenile reformatories were responsible for providing their 
inmates with elementary education, an obligation that was more frequently fulfilled after the tum of 
the century. BS Religious training was also considered a responsibility of the juvenile reformatory, 
especially for those established by private religious or philanthropic organizations but also for 
those run by governmental agencies. Finally, at the more progressive institutions, physical 
exercise and games were encouraged to promote good health and team spirit 

Juvenile reformers in the Victorian era and in the early twentieth century believed in the impact of 
environmental factors and placed great emphasis on the tho:ughtful design of juvenile correctional 
facilities. The challenge faced by the designers of these institutions was to create a setting where 
the various activities comprising the correctional program could be efficiently carried out in an 
atmosphere that would promote reform. Until the second half of the nineteenth century, juvenile 
houses of reform were commonly prisonlike barracks. By the late nineteenth century, however, · 
the barracks model was replaced by a campuslike arrangement of cottages, dining hall, work areas 
and classrooms. These new facilities operated on the "family plan" with resident superintendents 
rather than guards. The cottage system was first used for a,correctional facility at the.co~tage 
colony for juvenile delinquents founded at Tours, France, in 1840 by Dr. Johann Hemrich 
Wichern and French penal reformer Frederic August Demen~. This complex featur~d three-story 
cottages which had work space on the ground floor and lodgmgs above. In the Umted States the 
cottage ;ystem was first used in 1854 at an institution for s;irls in Lancaster, Massachusetts,.and in 

132McKelvey, 13. 
!33McKelvey, 67. 
134Rothman, 14. 
135McKclvey, 37. 
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1858 at a reform school for boys in Lancaster, Ohio.136 By the turn of the century the cottage plan 
was the commonly accepted model for juvenile correctionul facilities across the nation, and had 
been applied successfully to several adult correctional facilities as well. 

At the same time that the cottage system was gaining popularity at correctional facilities, it was also 
being used as a model for the design of college campuses. Some of the best-known examples of 
the application of the cottage system in a college setting can be seen in the work of landscape 
architect Frederick Law Olmsted at many of the land grant colleges established in the mid- to late 
nineteenth century.137 Olmsted's college plans featured a naturalesque parklike atmosphere with 
buildings arranged somewhat informally around a large open space. In addition, the scale of 
campus buildings, including chapels and classrooms, was kept to rather modest dimensions. The 
final characteristic of the Olmsted campus was the rejection of large dormitory halls and the use 
instead, of clusters of domestic-style residences or cottages that would house smaller numbers ~f 
students. Olmsted promoted his college designs as both aejsthetically pleasing and practical. 
However, in the same way that juvenile reformers touted the cottage system as a morally uplifting 
environment for troubled youths, Olmsted espoused the be:lief that the cottage style campus , 
"planned as a domestically scaled suburban community, in1 a park-like setting, would instill in its 
students civilized and enlightened values." 138 

The exact relationship between the design of mid-nineteenth-century land grant campuses and 
juvenile correctional facilities is not known but Olmsted's ,philosophies were widely known among 
educators and social reformers.139 Olmsted's plans based on the cottage system were 
implemented at a wide variety of institutions in all regions ·Of the country including nearly all of the 
mid western agricultural colleges, Hampton Institute in Virginia, and Gallaudet College in 
Washington, D.C, the national college for deaf and mute s.tudents. In short, it seems very likely 
that the successful application of the cottage system on American college campuses played a 
significant role in the acceptance of the cottage system as a primary model for American juvenile 
reformatories. 

Whatever the source, the cottage system was clearly an influence in the design and development of 
the four correctional facilities for juveniles established in Virginia during the first decades of the 
nineteenth century. Initially, the four schools (which were: each established by different 
philanthropic organizations and had widely varying budgeltS) were quite distinct in appearance. 
After their acquisition by the commonwealth in the 1920s, however, the growth and development 
of the four schools followed similar lines, based on the same legislative policies and in most 
instances through the work of the same public and private architects. The result, despite the 
different role assigned to each facility, was four campuses remarkably similar in design and layout, 
each featuring the trademarks of the cottage style: a parklike setting, informal layout, scaled down 
institutional facilities, and cottage style dormitories. 

Beaumont 
The current site of the Beaumont Leaming Center (originally the Virginia Industrial School for 
Boys) in Powhatan County was purchased by th.e Virgi~ia Board o_f ~harities .an~ ~~rrections in 
1919. Previously the school, founded by the pnvate Pnson Association ofV1rgm1a m 1891, had 
been located on a small farm in the town of Laurel in Hem;ico County. The move to Powhatan 
County coincided with the takeover of the school by the commonwealth. The new site on the 
south side of the James River consisted of a 2,400-acre tract of land made up of 1,300 acres of 

1361:Jnitcd States Bureau of Prisons, 135. 
!37Paul Venable Turner, Campus, An American Planning Tradition (The t\rchitcetural History Foundation, MIT 
Press, 1987), 141. 
!381bid. 
!39Jbid., p.146. 
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woodland, 750 acres of farmland, and 350 acres in pasture.140 The current name of the 
correctional facility, Beaumont, was taken from the name of one of the two farms that made up the 
tract.141 

Only a few buildings existed on the site at the time that it was purchased by the commonwealth. 
One of these, the impressive Beaumont Mansion, still stands just northwest of the central 
correctional facility. The house, which is listed in the Virginia and National registers, was built in 
1811 by William Walthall, a wealthy Powhatan County landholder and consists of a five-bay, 
central-passage-plan, frame, weatherboarded main struct!ll;'e with a two-story rear brick wing 
added in 1839. The front elevation of the original section of the house features an elaborate two­
tier portico; the rear addition has a one-story porch with decorative lattice work.142 

The first new buildings at the correctional facility were former World War I barracks that had been 
moved to Maidens and reassembled using convict labor from the Penitentiary. In addition, several 
other makeshift wooden buildings were constructed for classroom buildings. By 1922, all of the 
boys had been moved from Laurel and settled in these temporary quarters.143 However, it soon 
became clear that the relocated barracks were not suitable Jiving quarters. In 1925 Richmond 
architect Charles Robinson prepared a development plan for the school. Robinson was, at this 
point, well known for his work as architect and planner for many of Virginia's state-supported 
colleges, and as the designer of numerous public schools ill Richmond and throughout the state.144 

Robinson's plan shows the campus much as it exists today, with a row of residential cottages 
replacing the old barracks, and a dining hall, chapel, and classroom buildings arranged informally 
around a landscaped open area.145 In addition, Robinson developed a prototypical design for 
residential cottages and a plan for the dining hall and kiteh~n. all of which were were built during 
the next decade. The cottages, which were intended to ho,se thirty boys, were designed just as 
they appear today - as one-story bungalows with a parlo1;, sleeping quarters, and a small 
apartment for a resident couple in charge of the boys (fig. 42). 

Robinson retired in 1926 and his work at Beaumont appeius to be limited to these planning 
documents.146 By 1927 the firm of Carneal and Johnston (who it appears had become the primary 
consulting designers for correctional facilities in Virginia) had assumed responsibility for most of 
the remaining design work at the school. However, despite Robinson's limited involvement in the 
design of juvenile correctional facilities in Virginia, his influence appears to have been 
considerable. The development of Beaumont over the nex:t few decades very closely followed 
Robinson's original plan. In addition, it appears that the principles embodied in Robinson's plan 
for Beaumont were used in the subsequent development of the other three juvenile correctional 
facilities and the Women's facility at Goochland. 

The buildings at Beaumont were constructe~ S:"dually during the 1920s, 1930s, 3:11d I ~40s. 
Following Robinson's development plan, bu1ldmgs on the campus were arranged man informal 
quadrangle that spread out along the south side of the main entry road. The Colonial Revival brick 

140virginia Departmenl of Corrections, Record Group 42: Jndus1rial SchooL1: Consolidation Survey Records, History, 
1941. (Virginia State Library and Archives, Archives Branch), 13-14. 
141Kcve, 156. 
142.see DHL File# 72-95: Beaummil 
143Ki,ve,158. 
144Land and Community Associates, Survey of Stale-Owned Property: lnsllluJions of JJigher E<tucalion. (A report 
prepared for U1c Virginia Division of Historic Landmarks, 1988.) 
145I)rawing is located at the Department of Corrections, Office of Planning ~nd Engineering, 6900 Atmore Drive, 
Richmond, Va. 
146Robcrt Winthrop, Architecture In D0wn1own Richnwnd (Whittet & S}Wppc111on Printcrs,1982), 242. 
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chapel was the first building to be completed in 1925 and is located in a lightly wooded area at 
what is now the northwest end of the central lawn. The fonds for the construction of the chapel 
were donated by the Brotherhood of Saint Andrew.147 In 1928 the Dining Hall, a brick, Georgian 
Revival building with a three-bay pedimented portico, wa8 built directly across from the chapel, 
assuming a dominant position at the southeast end of the lawn. Construction of the hospital 
building (currently the counseling office) at the west end of the central lawn followed in 1930. The 
row of seven cottages that flank the east side of the central lawn area were built gradually from 
1925 to 1930; in 1932 two additional residential cottages were constructed on the west end of the 
lawn on either side of the hospital.(fig. 43). The school building, located on the south side of the 
central lawn, was originally located in a converted barrack;s described in 1941 as "in a poor state of 
repair, flimsily constructed and uncomfortable in both winter and summer." 148 In 1952 a 
replacement academic and vocational school was construc1ed. Only recently has growth at the 
Beaumont campus spread across to the north side of the main entry road, with the construction of a 
new administration building, two high security cottages and a large parking area. 

Through careful adherence to Robinson's original plan, Beaumont has evolved into a clearly 
organized and attractive campus with much more the appe(l.fance of a small college or boarding 
school than a correctional facility.(fig. 44). Approaching the campus on the tree-lined main entry 
drive the first buildings that are visible to the west are the row of residential cottages. By 1941 the 
area around the residential cottages had been landscaped with "trees and shrubbery, and bounded 
in front with rolling green terraces," 149 giving them more the appearance of a suburban street than 
of a reformatory. Unfortunately, the institutional appearance of the recently constructed 
administration building and high-security cottages on the l:lOrth side of the main entry road across 
from the residential cottages detract somewhat from this it:titial view. Behind the row of cottages, 
to the southwest, is the central lawn area, carefully planted with hardwood trees and surrounded by 
the school's institutional buildings. From the central lawn, to the northeast, one can see the 
Beaumont Mansion and surrounding complex of farm buil,dings in the distance, which lend a 
pastoral air to the campus. Overall, the campus today looks and feels much as described in 1941: 

The quiet beauty of the Beaumont landscape is impressive. Located on 'The Hill' 
as the site is known, there is a view that takes in a long reach of the James River 
lowlands. At the entrance of the drive to the school is a small lake partially 
surrounded by sloping woodland that adds a peaceful tone to the winding 
drive.enclosing the grazing and grain fields of the school. Slowly rising to the 
summit of the hill, where the modem cottages are, the entire approach is an 
attractive on for a training school, and as it greets the new boy must do much to 
allay his initial fears.150 

In addition to the development of the central campus a variety of farm and service buildings were 
constructed at Beaumont during the late 1930s and early 1940s. The main fann complex, 
consisting of more than a dozen farm buildings, is located near the mansion northwest of the 
central area of the campus. Also located near the mansion is the 1939 teacher's cottage, a square, 
frame bungalow with a dormer window on each side. 

Hanover 
The Virginia Manual Labor School (later known as the Ha.never Learning Center) was established 
in 1900 through a charter granted by the General Assembly to the Negro .Reformatory A~sociation, 
under the leadership of John Smyth. Smyth, a black lawyer from Washington, D.C., raised the 

147Keve, 160. 
14&consolidation Survey Records, Beaumont, 16. 
149lbld., 15. 
l50tbid., 15. 
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money for a down payment on a site for the school - a four hundred-acre tract of farmland in 
Hanover County. Within a few years there were nearly one hundred boys in residence. A 
preexisting farmhouse on the site was used to house the boys and auxiliary farm buildings were 
used in support of the school's agrieultural needs. 

For nearly the first fifty years of its existence, Hanover (like Barrett, the school for black girls) 
suffered from a chronic insufficiency of funding. Even after the school was taken over by the 
commonwealth in 1920, it remained impoverished owing tc, the fact that until the 1950s public 
funding allotted to the two juvenile correctional facilities fOI' blacks was significantly lower than 
that allotted to the facilities for white youth. ISi This fact, more than any other, shaped the 
development of the Hanover campus until the 1960s, when, with the advent of public 
desegregation, the school began to receive increased funding. 

The primary emphasis of the Hanover school initially was c,n the development of farm programs 
intended to feed the boys and raise a small amount of revenue. Consequently, for the first decades 
of the school's existence facilities built at the school were e:«.tremely inexpensive and often of very 
poor quality. In 1901, for example, a school chapel was cc,nstructed at a cost of only $1,500. The 
first dormitories, each of which housed anywhere from thirty to eighty boys according to the 
fluctuating school population, were described as shoddy, wood-frame structures: 

The tin sheeting on their walls and ceilings, with its faded paint and worn and 
broken areas, makes the cottage interior drab and unattractive. The flooring in all of 
the cottages is badly worn and sagging in places, although most of them are 
scrubbed well to make them clean in appearance.152 

As late as 1941 the plumbing at the school was minimal: there were only two toilets in each 
dormitory building, and the boys were allowed only one ba.th a week. When the numbers of boys 
at the school exceeded 329, boys were simply doubled up in single-width cots.153 Interestingly, 
despite the poor quality of the buildings at Hanover, the campus grounds appear to have 
traditionally maintained the attractive and well-groomed appearance that they have today. A report 
prepared in 1941 describes the grounds as follows: 

The school's seven frame cottages, shops, and general utility buildings occupy the 
site of an old plantation and surround a large grassy oval shaded by large oaks. 
From the oval the land stretches out to the wide expense of wooded and farming 
sections. The campus is on the surface an attractive one, with the shaded oval 
fonning a peaceful setting for the old white building and tending to conceal their age 
and inadequacy. 154 

In 1944 a master plan was prepared for the Hanover campu$ by Richmond architect Merrill C. Lee. 
This plan mapped out the location of new donnitory buildit:Jgs, a new school, and an enlarged 
administrative office to be located in the recently completed hospital (1941). It also incorporated 
several simple masonry buildings that had been constructed during the 1930s including a cannery, 
laundry, and vocational shop. The hospital and th~ seryk:e.buildings are so!Ile of the few older 
buildings that remain at Hanover. The changes outlined m this plan were earned out gradually 
over the next thirty years. In 1945 specifications were prepared by Merrill C. Lee for.the . 
construction of eight new, brick, fireproof cottages for the mudents and three staff residences; 1t 
appears that these buildings were erected gradually over the; next decade. In 1951 plans were 

151Kcvc, 165. 
152cansolidalion Survey Rcpor~ 22. 
153Kcve, 164. 
154cansolidation Survey Rcpor~ Hanover, 21. 
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prepared for the school building, and in 1957 a new vocational training building was built. In the 
mid-l 960s (around the time that all of the youth facilities were desegregated) the adult correctional 
field unit for that region assumed operation of Hanover's farming operations and the emphasis of 
the school shifted from farming to academic and vocational training. At the same time, a new 
program was added for the instruction of mentally deficient boys. In response to these changes 
modernization and expansion continued at Hanover through the 1960s and early 1970s with the 
construction of the gymnasium (1965) and the dining hall (1971), the enlargement of the school 
building (1971 ), the construction of a maximum security cottage, and the gradual remodeling of the 
dormitory buildings. 

In general, the individual buildings at Hanover are institutional in character and appearance, and 
share little of the quality and detailing found in the buildings at Beaumont. In particular, 
Hanover's one-story, flat-roofed, brick dormitory cottages ilfe in stark contrast with the homey, 
residential-style cottages built at at Beaumont. Despite the difference in the nature of the buildings 
at the two schools, however, the Hanover campus, as a whole, contains many of the elements used 
in Charles Robinson's 1925 plan for Beaumont.(fig. 45). As at Beaumont, the entry drive that 
leads to Hanover provides an attractive approach to the campus, passing through the surrounding 
farmland and crossing over a small farm pond. Also similar to Beaumont, the buildings at 
Hanover are arranged in an informal quadrangle around a l<1rge open lawn, with the administration 
building assuming the dominant position at the southwest e!ld, the residential cottages lining the 
southeast and northeast sides and the school, dining hall and gym flanking the northwest side. The 
central lawn area itself is well maintained, and planted with mature hardwoods. Finally, as at 
Beaumont, from various points on the Hanover campus one is provided with attractive views of 
the surrounding countryside that relieve the institutional feeling of the campus. 

Bon Air 
Following the establishment of a correctional facility for white boys and one for black boys, a third 
facility, the Virginia Home and Industrial School, was founded in 1910 for white girls. The 
sponsoring organization for the school was the Richmond Associated Charities, under the direction 
of Reverend James Buchanan. The site selected for the school was a 75-acre tract of land in the 
suburban neighborhood of Bon Air, just two miles from Richmond. An attractive feature of the 
site was the presence of a pre-existing 1823 plantation house, Kilbourne, which initially housed all 
of the school's functions including dormitory space, classrl')oms, and dining hall (figs, 46 and 47). 
Kilbourne, a 1 1/2-story, central passage plan house with three front dormers, was greatly 
enlarged in the 1850s with the construction of a two-story mar addition. Owing to the eclectic mix 
of styles incorporated in this building, it has been described as one of the most unconventional 
antebellum houses in the commonwealth,155 

The Kilbourne house served as the primary facility for about ten years, at which time the school 
began a period of expansion. Development in the 1920s resulted in the creation of an informal 
quadrangle of buildings arranged around the open lawn area directly in front of Kilbourne. 
Although few of the buildings con~truc\ed duril'!g this period remain, it apl'.~ ~t the origin.al 
campus-like plan separated the residential function of the school from administrative, academic, 
and other services and consisted of a linear grouping of four brick and frame residential cottages on 
one side of the lawn and the superintendent's residence, community store, laundry, and school 
building on the other side. In addition, two service buildings (a massive gambrel-roofed b~ and 
a smaller tackle shop) were built in 1925 in a field southeast of the campus. These two service 
buildings, as well as the large, four-square brick school ~uilding (now used for staff offices), are 
the only buildings remaining from this initial growth period, of the 1920s. 

1555o0 DHL file# 2()-685: Kilboutne 
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Growth continued in the 1930s with the construction of the small bungalow currently known as the 
conference room ( 1930) and Nick's cottage (1933). The small cottage was the residence for many 
years of the widow of a former school administrator. In 1936, the Jackson Fisher Cottage 
designed by Carneal and Johnston, was constructed at the western end of the central quad~gle. 
This large, two-story, brick veneer structure was the first building on campus to be built in the 
Georgian Revival Style, the style which came to dominate the campus for the next two decades. 
Jackson Fisher, however, has much more the appearance of an institutional dormitory than a 
cottage and has more in common with a college dormitory than a family home. By the 1950s the 
construction of four new dormitories, a dining hall, and a s,chool all built of brick in the Georgian 
Revival style provided the campus with a fairly cohesive collegiate appearance. 

It is not known whether a master site plan similar to the one prepared for Beaumont by Charles 
Robinson, or for Hanover by Merrill C. Lee, was ever prepared for the Bon Air Campus. Perhaps 
because of the lack of a central planning document some of the more recently constructed buildings 
have been sited in a somewhat haphazard manner. Unlike the 1920s campus, which was arranged 
more or less in a quadrangle, the campus currently lacks overall spatial definition and organization 
(fig. 48). Despite this lack of order, the campus continues to maintain the same well-groomed and 
pleasant appearance described nearly fifty years ago: 

The campus, attractively planted with flowers, grass and shrubbery, and shaded by 
large hardwood trees, would be a credit to any private school for girls. The 
buildings present a pleasant and harmonious appear.ance.156 

Barrett 
The Barrett Learning Center, originally the Industrial Home for Wayward Colored Girls, was the 
last of the four juvenile correctional facilities to be established in Virginia during the early 
twentieth-century. The institution was first established by lhe Virginia State Federation of Colored 
Women, who purchased a 148-acre tract of land adjacent ta the Virginia Manual Labor School 
(Hanover Learning Center) in Hanover County as a site fo;s the school. The first superintendent of 
the school was Janie Porter Barrett, who served that in that position for twenty five years and for 
whom the school eventually was renamed. In 1920 the Industrial Home for Wayward Girls, like 
the other three correctional facilities for juveniles, was taken over by the commonwealth. 

As at the Hanover school (for black boys), the funding available for the development of the new 
school was extremely limited, a fact that dictated the appearance of the campus until well after 
World War II. The original residential cottages built at B3l1Tett were simple, three-story, wood­
frame structures that proved in several instances to be dangerous firetraps.157 As late as 1947 the 
school building was reported to be a two-room shed. The sporadic availability of funding also 
determined when buildings were constructed. For example, the construction of two new cottages 
in 1919 occurred primarily because of a sudden donation from the United States government, 
motivated by a desire and concern to keep delinquent girls away from military bases in Virginia.1ss 
Early descriptions of the facilities at the school provide a sharp contrast to descriptions made at the 
same time of 1he two schools for whites, Beaumont and Ban Air: 

Peaks (Barrett) from the entrance road presents a restricted picture for a girls school 
with the few buildings it has aligned in one row along the main campus area. The 
two cottages used for housing the girls are old and unattractive in style.1s9 

156consolidation Survey Rcpor~ Bon Air, 14. 
157Kcvc, 176. 
158Keve, 176. 
159coosolidation Survey Report, Barret~ 14. 
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The one attractive place on the otherwise dreary campus was the area around the superintendent's 
house: 

The superintendent's brick residence on the western end of the drive is by far the 
most agreeable spot on the campus. There is a well-kept lawn bordering the 
entrance drive directly across the cottage which takes away some of the bareness 
from the other side. Here there is a small flower garden and a small fish pond with 
seats scattered about under the large shade trees to form a pleasant grove for the 
girls during their rest periods.160 

Despite the uniformly strong leadership provided by scho1;>l's officers and staff, the development 
of adequate facilities was virtually impossible until the 1950s when, as a result of the movement 
towards separate but equal facilities for blacks and whites ii.nd eventually desegregation the school 
began to receive increased funding. Starting in the 1950s the school underwent a period of 
significant growth, starting with the construction of several new service buildings, including a 
cannery and laundry designed by the architectural firm of Merrill C. Lee, and a poultry house 
designed inhouse at the office of planning and engineering of the Department of Corrections. In 
1953 a fairly elaborate landscape plan was prepared for the1 grounds by the Virginia Department of 
Highways and Transportation. It specified, among other things, the still extant allees of trees 
lining the entry drive and the foundation planting around the administration building. By 1970 the 
new school building, a dining hall and the cottages called for in a 1960 master site plan by E. 
Tucker Carlton had been completed giving the school its present character and appearance. 161 

Parallel to this physical growth, the role of the school continued to evolve. In 1965 the facility, 
along with all of the other youth facilities in the commonwealth, was officially desegregated. The 
institution was coeducational for the brief period between 1972 and 1977 until it was designated in 
1977 as the state's correctional facility for young boys from 8-14 years of age. 

Because of the virtual transformation of the school since the 1950s, very few older buildings 
remain on the campus. As at the Hanover school, the new.er buildings are, unfortunately, 
somewhat drab and institutional in character. The major strocture remaining from the first half of 
the century is the superintendent's residence built in 1920. In the 1950s and 1960s the brick, 
foursquare superintendent's house was renovated to serve as administrative offices. Alterations 
included interior renovations and the enclosure of the two-6tory porch. The former recreation 
facility, a one-story, brick ranch style building dating from. 1948, now serves as offices for 
casework counselors. Two older farm structures also remain: a 1920 frame barn and a 1948 
gambrel-roofed implement shed. These two structures are ,part of a small complex of service 
buildings located to the west of the central campus area. 

Despite the late date of the development of much of the Bru:rett campus, the current layout (as at 
Hanover) has many similarities to Charles Robinson's 1925 plan for Beaumont, most noticeably 
the attractive and well-planted entry drive and the arrangement of the modestly scaled buildings 
around a well-planted open lawn (fig. 49). When ex~mined carefully, Robinson's pla!l 8:11? the 
two planning-documents prepared more th~ twenty five years later for Barrett.(I'!Je ':'rrg1~a 
DepartrnentofHighw~ys and Transpo1tation's andTucker!s) are ren:iarkably smular m their 
adherence to the principles of the cottage sysfel:1. Indeed, the attractively. landscaped Barre!t . 
campus contains virtually all of the charactenstics of the cottage system first made popular m tlus 
country on college campuses nearly a century earlier. 

1601bid.,l4. 
161 Plan available at the Department of Correction,, Office of Planning aod !lnginccring, 2900 Atmore Drive, 
Richmond, Va. 
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Farming Operations at Youth FadHties 
Significant farming operations were also traditionally associated with the commonwealth's two 
correctional facilities for boys, the Virginia Manual Labor School for Boys (now Hanover 
Lell;11ling Center) and the Virginia Industrial School for Boys (now Beaumont Learning Center). 
As 1:1 the case of the. Sta.te I:arm, the primary reason for incorp.orating farmwork into the daily 
routine at these two mstltutions was to make them at least partilll.ly self-supporting, thereby 
lessening the burden for taxpayers. However, the emphasis on farming also reflected the theory 
first exercised at the Elmira Reformatory in New York in 1869 and made popular throughout the' 
next half century, that outdoor work was one of the surest routeis to the reform of criminals. In 
particular it was felt that youthful offenders, whose characters were still relatively unformed, could 
best reap the benefits of a strict work program.162 

At the original school site for white boys in Laurel in Henrico County, the boys participated in 
farm work along with light manufacturing for privately-owned companies. Within twenty five 
years after the school's establishment, however, the growth of the inmate population and the 
increasing urbanization of Richmond made the continuation of farming operations at the Laurel 
School more and more difficult. The move to the present Beaumont site in Powhatan County 
occurred gradually over a period of five years beginning with the 1919 purchase of the new 
property. The site in Powhatan offered the potential of a significant expansion of the school's 
farming operations. Within the first year after the land was purchased, a farm manager was hired 
and a dairy herd formerly located at Laurel was moved to the n~w farm. Despite the fact that a 
school and vocational training facilities were soon constructed, farming was the only major activity 
for inmates until the World War II era. Indeed, it was not until 1940 that the boys were even 
allowed to spend any time participating in athletic activities because it was felt that sports would 
divert their energy from farming.163 

Apparently there were several preexisting farm structures at the Beaumont site at the time of its 
purchase as well as the early nineteenth-century plantation bouije, although it is not known exactly 
how many. Currently, however, there is only one farm structw;e that predates the establishment of 
the school: a brick gable-roofed barn located approximately one mile south of the central school 
complex. This massive barn has a F AACS-assigned date of 1800, and appears to date from the 
first half of the nineteenth century. It is likely that the barn was constructed at about the same time 
as the house, which was built in 181 L The barn's original use is not clear; it may have been used 
as a tobacco storehouse. Physical evidence suggests that it was., converted at some later date into an 
equipment shed or hay barn, as several new doors have been pllllched into two of its facades. It is 
currently abandoned and in a serious state of deterioration. 

During the 1940s a series of farm buildings, including several barns, a maintenance shop, silos, a 
milk house, chicken houses, hog houses and storage buildings were constructed at Beaumont. 
Most are located.in a single farm comp)ex. near the old Beaul'l;o~t Mansion j_us/ west of the central 
area. It is not known whether these bmldmgs replaced preex1snng farm buildings or not. All of 
these buildings are standard farm structures constructed of concrete block or wood frame with 
weatherboarding; It is very likely that all of the farm buildings at Beaumont were designed 
inhouse by the Department of Corrections Office of Planning and Engineering. 

Farming remained the principle activity at the.school un~il t~e 1960s. Ir: fact, a daily herd, which 
supplied milk for Beaumont as well as Bon Air, was mru.ntaJ.ned by the mmates until the 1970s. In 
the late· 1960s however state corrections officials began to fet"l that a greater emphasis should be 
placed on academic trai~ing and the more standard extrac~icular a~tivities asse:,:iated w\th schools 
for non-inmates. Furthermore, increasing numbers of senous~y delinquent or disturbed inmates 

162McKelvey, p.67. 
163Kcve, 159. 
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who were considered unsuitable for farm work were being assigned to Beaumont. During the 
1970s the farm operations at Beaumont were taken over by inmates from the James River 
Correctional Center who continue to maintain its grounds and fields today.164 However, despite 
the fact that farming is no longer an important part of the routine at the school, the surrounding 
fields and pastures continue to lend the campus a serene and pastoral feeling. 

Farming played a similar, perhaps greater, role in the daily 1:outine at the Virginia Manual Labor 
School, later known as the Hanover Learning Center. From the time of its establishment, the 
Virginia Manual Labor School was partially subsidized by the state legislature. However, state 
funding provided only part of what was needed to run the school. Owing to this deficit, the 
operation of a commercially successful farming operation was crucial to the school's survival and 
especially in the first decades after the school was founded, the boys were often forced to maintai~ 
an almost brutal work schedule.165 In 1921 farm operations at the school expanded still further 
when a generous neighbor died and left the institution 1,380 acres of farmland.166 

Farming continued to be the dominant activity at Hanover u,ntil well after World War II. Indeed, in 
1943 a report on manual training schools published by the Osborne Association (a philanthropic 
group based in New York) stated that the amount of farm work required of the inmates at Hanover 
was detrimental and prevented them from acquiring academic or vocational skills.167 Finally, 
during the late 1940s and 1950s, several vocational training programs such as automotive repair, 
carpentry, and painting were established, providing inmates; an alternative to farm work. In 1956 
the school's farming program was terminated and the remaining farming facilities, located 
southeast of the central area of the facility, were taken over by a neighboring adult correctional 
facility, Road Camp 14.168 However, the acres of open farmland that still surround the school 
serve as a reminder of its agricultural past. 

Correctional Facilities for Women: The Virginia iNomen's Correctional Center 
As in the case of juvenile corrections, the first separate prisQms for women did not open until a 
decade following the Civil War. Before that, women offenclers were usually placed in a separate 
branch of the men's prison, or, even more frequently, in the smaller county or city jails.169 
Throughout the nineteenth century in Virginia, women serv<:',d their sentences in the state 
Penitentiary. Initially, women were placed in a separate section of the main prison building. In the 
mid-nineteenth century a two,.story, wood-frame building was constructed to house women 
inmates, but within a decade the female population had outgrown it. In 1884, a new women's 
building, larger than the earlier building and constructed of brick, was built (see figs. 22 and 
23).170 However, no matter where they were housed, Virginia's female prisoners - until well 
into the twentieth century - were usually subjected to much worse treatment than their male 
counterparts. In Virginia "as in most prisons of the time, the necessity of rigid separation from the 
men had the effect of restricting their work and recreation opportunities in favor of the much larger 
numbers of men." 171 

In the 1920s, a movement began in support of the construction of a. separate correctio!l!U facility tor 
women. In response to this concern, the General Assembly authonzed a separate fac1hty for white 

164 At lhis point the complex was also expanded wilh U,c addition of several oe-.v barns and storage buildings. 
165Kcve, 162-163. 
l661bid.,163. 
1671bid. 
168 This farm complex was visited during lhc silc visit to Hanover in October, 1988. None of lhem appear lo be older 
than forty years old or have any particular significance. 
169ocpartmenlof Com:cUons, Informational Brochure. 
1701bid., 69. 
1711bid, 89. 
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women in 1930, leaving the planning to the Penitentiary board. After visiting existing facilities for 
women in other states and evaluating suitable sites, the board selected a "beautiful wooded area" in 
Goochland County on the James River opposite the juvenili: institution at Beaumont.172 The State 
Industrial Farm for Women, as it was originally named, received its first inmates in 1932. 

The initial facilities at the Women's farm were modest. At:J existing nineteenth-century, two-story 
fr~e farmhol!se on the. so!,lt)lwest side of the property was conv~ed into the headquarters office 
with the supenntendent s hvmg quarters on the second floor. Pnsoners were housed in Building 
l, a two-story, L-shaped, institutional brick building located directly behind the farmhouse. 
Unadorned except for simple quoining, Building 1 was built by prisoners from the Penitentiary 
and the State Farm using bricks made at the State Farm bri,;:kworks (fig. 50). 

For the first five years after the Women's Farm was openecl, Building 1 and the farmhouse 
(located at what is now the northeastern end of the campus) were the only two buildings on 
campus. Under the guidance of superintendent Elizabeth M. Kates, however, the Women's Fann 
quickly expanded. In 1937 the General Assembly appropriated the funds for the construction of 
three new buildings providing dormitory space for 130 addi:tional inmates and a new medical 
clinic. As with the first building, these buildings were built by prisoners from the Penitentiary and 
the State Farm using bricks made at the State Farm brickw<,rks. These three, two-story, brick, 
Georgian Revival buildings give much the ~ame appearance as college dormitories built in the same 
period and, perhaps even more significantly, differ little in e:xterior appearance from the Georgian 
Revival staff quarters at the facility. Located on the north side of the main drive leading into the 
campus from Rt. 6, the dormitories with their parapeted end, walls and cenlral entry porticoes were 
designed by the architectural firm of Carneal and Johnston. With the construction of new facilities, 
the role of the Women's Prison was expanded in 1939 to include the charge of all state female 
prisoners regardless of race or type of crime; consequently the Women's Building at the 
Penitentiary was razed. 

The Correctional Center for Women was, from the start, a source of pride for the state and is, to 
. this day, considered a "pacesetter" for women's institutions. !73 Its well-kept grounds, brick entry 
gates, and Georgian Revival buildings would not be inappropriate for a small college and reflect 
the changing attitudes towards imprisonment and rehabilitation in Virginia. Approval within the 
state was by no means universal, however. In 1949 a prominent board member termed the facility 
"extravagant" and recommended that the new facility should be used "for epileptics or some such 
group more deserving of pleasant acconunodations" 174 Despite these reservations, however, the 
institution continued to grow. Throughout the 1940s and 1950s three new dormitories, the 
administration building, the auditorium, and the chapel (all located on the north side of the campus 
across a steep ravine from Buildings 2, 3, and 4) were constructed. Like the dormitories built 
during the 1930s, these buildings were also designed by Cai:neal and Johnston in the Georgian 
Revival style, further enhancing the cohesive, collegiate appearance of this facility. 

In addition to the collegiate-style dormitory and classroom facilities built at the women's prison, 
several more modest service and vocational !raining buildings were consiructed. In the mid-1940s 
several farm buildings were built in a small farming complex northwest of the cenlral campus along 
the James River including a barn, four brick chicken and ejflg houses, and two sheep sheds. 
According to VWCC staff, day laborers for this small farming operation were 3:5signed from the 
State Farm. A small, gabled building - with the appearance of a storajle building or other.s~l 
agricultural outbuilding - was constructed on the farm for t:he male pnsoners to use as a dmmg 
room. The exact extent to which the female inmates themselves participated in outdoor farm work, 

l 72Jbid.,l41. 
173Jbid., 194. 
!74tbid., 195. 
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however, is not known. It appears, ~owever, !hat farm :"'o.r~ by female inmat~s was of the type 
usually conducted by women on family farms m rural Vrrg1ma with women bemg primarily 
involved in the care of chickens, picking up, cleaning, and. sorting eggs; milking cows; and tending 
vegetable and flower gardens while State Farm inmates sel'.ved the usual male roles of large-scale 
farming and livestock care. 

In 1949 a greenhouse/workshop was built west of the chapel and auditorium to train inmates in 
commercial horticulture; this facility is still used and functions very much as a state nursery. The 
center supplies holiday wreaths, flowers for the Executive Mansion and Virginia Museum, small 
shrubbery for state property, and other flowers and plants for state buildings and events. A large 
brick laundry facility was constructed on the southwest side of the campus near the James River in 
1950; since that time the prison has operated an extensive laundry service for a variety of state­
owned institutions including the University of Virginia and the Penitentiary. 

Like the correctional facilities built for juveniles in Virginia during the 1920s and 1930s, the 
campus of the Correctional Center for Women has evolved using the cottage system as a model, 
with free movement among designated buildings and certain outdoor areas. Unlike the juvenile 
facilities, however, the buildings at the Women's Correctional Center are not arranged around a 
central open area, but are organized in distinct clusters loca;ted off a loop road that passes through 
the campus (fig. 51). These clusters of buildings are separated both by function (dorms in one 
cluster, farm buildings in another, school and administrative buildings in a third) and visually by 
the hilly topography and groves of trees that characterize the site. From various points along this 
road views open to the surrounding fields and pastureland. Another important difference between 
the Women's Farm and the juvenile facilities is that, appropriate for an adult institution, the 
buildings are somewhat larger in scale, and more like those at a college than a boarding school. 

Conclusion: Prison Design Since World War II 
By World War II Virginia had developed its four major historical property types - a penitentiary 
and auxiliary road camps, prison farms, juvenile facilities, and a women's prison. Since that time 
the commmonwealth's correctional system has continued to grow through the expansion of 
existing facilities, the acquisition and renovation of facilities previously owned by other state, 
federal, or local agencies (such as the acquisition of the Finlay Gayle building at Southwestern 
State Hospital for the Marion Correctional Center) and, in the last decade, the construction of new 
correctional facilities. 

In Virginia, as in all of the states, the expanded roles and d1:1ties of modem correctional institutions 
has required innovations in prison layout and design. One l'.:>f the most important innovations in 
high-to-medium-security prison design in the United States has been the development of the 
telephone-pole plan, which consisted of a series of cellbloc'ks, service facilities, and shops flanking 
a long central corridor. The first prison in the United StateSi to make partial use of the telephone 
pole plan was the State Prison at ,Stillwater, Minnesota, built in 1913. ~ater,. in the 1930s, 
architect Alfred Hopkins popularized t~e telephone pole pl~n through .his ~es1gns for. the F~eral 
Penitentiary at Lewisburg, Pennsylvania (1932), the Westchester Penitentiary at White Plams, 
New York; and the Berks County Prison in Reading, Penn~ylvania. T~e telephone pole pl~n 
served the diverse needs of the twentieth-century pnson well, by allowmg adequate separation of 
the different classes of prisoners and different types of actillities in distinc~ buildings .. 175 Since 
W arid War II the general trend in prison design has been towards more a mfonnal pn~on layout 
with less emphasis on security for low risk prisoners. Lay<?uts for~erly res~rved for )UVef!iles and 
women such as the cottage plan, are now frequently used for medium- to high-secunty prisons for 
adult ~les.176 The 1958 Michigan Training Unit at Ionia, the Missouri Training Center for Men 

175Johnston, 46. 
i 76lbid., 49. 
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at Moberly ( 1963), and the Wisconsin Correctional Institution at Silver Lake (1962), are all 
examples of informally arranged medium-security institutions. All of these institutions are 
composed of clusters of detached buildings arranged in a large, open yard, with walks leading 
from building to building. 

The five new correctional facilities built in Virginia in the early 1980s--The Brunswick Correctional 
Center in Lawrenceville (1982); the Nottoway Correctional Center in Burkeville (1984); the 
Buckingham Correctional Center (1982); and the Augusta Correctional Center (1986)--all represent 
modified versions of the informal "cluster" style. All of thi;Se prisons were built from the same 
basic plan designed by the architectural firm of Oliver Smii;h, Cook and Lindner. The layout of 
these prisons consists of a central complex of five buildings (housing, dining hall and kitchen, 
industrial building, support services, and administration) connected by walks. The dormitory 
consists of four interlocking diamond-shaped structures that represent four distinct housing areas. 
All of these main buildings are contained in a prison yard bounded by a high fence broken at 
intervals by guard towers. A small control building serves as the entry point to the high security 
area. The first of these to be built, Brunswick, was constructed of brick and concrete block; the 
later four were built of concrete block in an effort to economize and hasten the construction time. 
All of them are four stories in height The two prisons currently under construction, Buchanan and 
Greenville, were designed by the architectural firm ofVVKR and are basically similar to the other 
recent prisons. The completion of these two correctional fai:ilities will provide sufficient inmate 
beds to allow the long awaited closing of the Penitentiary, 11I1d the sale of the site on the James in 
Richmond. 

Conclusion 
The planned closing of the Penitentiary marks an important.point in the evolution of Virginia's 
correctional system over the last two centuries from a single facility housing all types of criminals, 
to a wide variety of facilities each geared towards t11e specialized needs of a specific group of 
inmates. Throughout the course of this evolution Virginia has rarely taken the lead in prison 
reform or design innovation, instead usually following models set forth by other states. However, 
Virginia's penal and correctional institutions are significant in that they reflect evolving national 
architectural trends and philosophies in the design and layout of prison facilities. Furilierrnore, ilie 
development of Virginia's prison system has distinct significance in iliat it clearly reflects other 
important trends and events in the history of the commonw.ealili. 
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at Moberly (1963), and the Wisconsin Correctional Institution at Silver Lake (1962), are all 
examples of informally arranged medium-security institutions. All of these institutions are 
composed of clusters of detached buildings arranged in a large, open yard, with walks leading 
from building to building. 

The five new correctional facilities built in Virginia in the early 1980s--The Brunswick Correctional 
Center in Lawrenceville (1982); the Nottoway Correctional Center in Burkeville (1984); the 
Buckingham Correctional Center ( 1982); and the Augusta Correctional Center ( 1986)--all represent 
modified versions of the informal "cluster" style. All of these prisons were built from the same 
basic plan designed by the architectural firm of Oliver Smith, Cook and Lindner. The layout of 
these prisons consists of a central complex of five buildings (housing, dining hall and kitchen, 
industrial building, support services, and administration) connected by walks. The dormitory 
consists of four interlocking diamond-shaped structures that represent four distinct housing areas. 
All of these main buildings are contained in a prison yard bounded by a high fence broken at 
intervals by guard towers. A small control building serves as the entry point to the high security 
area. The first of these to be built, Brunswick, was constructed of brick and concrete block; the 
later four were built of concrete block in an effort to economize Md hasten the construction time. 
All of them are four stories in height. The two prisons currently under construction, Buchanan and 
Greenville, were designed by the architectural firm of VVKR and are basically similar to the other 
recent prisons. The completion of these two correctional facilities will provide sufficient inmate 
beds to allow the long awaited closing of the Penitentiary, and the sale of the site on the James in 
Richmond. 

The planned closing of the Penitentiary marks an important point in the evolution of Virginia's 
correctional system over the last two centuries from a single facility housing all types of criminals, 
to a wide variety of facilities each geared towards the specialized needs of a specific group of 
inmates. Throughout the course of this evolution Virginia has rmly taken the lead in prison 
reform or design innovation, instead usually following models set forth by other states. However, 
Virginia's penal and correctional institutions are significant in that they reflect evolving national 
architectural trends and philosophies in the design and layout of prison facilities. Furthermore, the 
development of Virginia's prison system has distinct significance in that it clearly reflects other 
important trends and events in the history of the commonwealth. 
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EVALUATION OF PROPERTIES 
The ~partment ?f ~orre7tions proJ?Crties have been eyalu~ted to d~termine their significance in 
American and V1rgm1a history, design, ~nd c~lture usmg ,:he histonc context, themes, and property 
trpes ?eveloped dunng the course of this proJ~I: The su!'vey team applied two tests for 
significance: a property must l) represent a sigruficant pattern or theme in the history, design or 
culture of the nation, the Commonwealth of Virginia, or the locality in which it is located· and' 2) 
possess integrity-that is, it must retain the essential characteristics that make it a good ' 
represe!1!3-tive o.f its .Prope~ty type. l':l' ati?nal Registt;r critt;ii'ia ~ogn!ze the ronowing seven aspects 
or qualities, which, m vanous combmauons define mtegn:ty: histonc locat1on, design, setting 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. ' 

Barrell Leaming Cenier 
Hanover, Virginia 23069 
No resources were evaluated as eligible at Barrett. The de11nolition of the buildings and structures 
associated with the early development of the institution diminish its ability to represent the history 
or design of juvenile correctional facilities or the social welfare aspects of black history in Virginia 
in the pre-World War II era. The late dates of consttuction for the majority of the existing 
buildings disqualify them for nomination at this time and iliere do not appear to be any 
circumstances that would justify a special exception to the usual age requirement. 

42-126-1 
42-126-2 
42-126-3 
42-126-4 
42-126-5 

714-00001-11 
714-00001-6 
714-00001-25 
714-00001-27 
714-00001-21 

Beaumont Learning Center 
Beaumont, Va. 23014 

1920 
1948 
1943 
1920 
1949 

Administration Bldg. 
Rec. Building 
Implement Shed & Barn 
Barn & Storage 
Storage 

Already listed in both the Virginia and National registers, the Beaumont Mansion (DHL File# 72-
95) located at this site is clearly significant as an example of an early nineteenth-century plantation 
house. It is also an integral part of the juvenile facility that 1,as occupied the site for most of this 
century. 

The Beaumont campus itself is significant as Virginia's first ,major juvenile correctional facility and 
also the first to be designed in the the cottage style favored bJy juvenile reformers in this era. 
Retaining its cottages, dining hall, and chapel, the campus has significance as a particularly clear 
example of the layout and design favored for youth correctio1nal facilities starting in the late 
nineteenth century. Its campus plan was developed by archttect Charles Robinson who also was 
the major designer associated with the development of Virginia's normal schools and small 
colleges in the early twentieth century. Robinson's plan ap))liars to have been implemented by the 
Richmond architectural firm of Carneal and Johnston, whicbt was responsible for the design of 
many of the later buildings. The Georgian Revival building,, at Beaumont, while not notable 
individually, repi:ei,ent_a cohesive entity that was .designed .initenti?na\ly 10 provide a campuslike 
environment for JUvemle offenders. Based on this evaluation of its s1gmficance, the Beaumont 
Campus appears to be a good candidate for nolnination (as a ,district) to the Virginia Register and 
the National Register of Historic Places. 

72-95 
72-125-1 
72-125-2 
72-125-3 
72-125-4 
72-125-5 

713-00001-36 
713-00001-01 
713-00001-02 
713-00001-03 
713-00001-04 
713-00001-05 

1800 
1926 
1924 
1928 
1929 
1930 

45 

·Old Mansion 
Ellis & Ball 
1Caskie Cottage 
Beattie Cottage 
'Wilkenson Cottage 
1Bane Cottage 
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72-125-6 713-00001-06 
72-125-7 713-00001-07 
72-125-12 713-00001-12 
72-125-13 713-00001-13 
72-125-14 713-00001-14 
72-125-15 713-00001-15 
72-125-30 713-00001-30 
72-125-32 713-00001-32 
72-125-33 713-00001-33 
72-125-34 713-00001-34 
72-125-35 713-00001-35 
72-125-37 713-00001-37 
72-125-37A 713-00001-37A 
72-125-50 713-00001-50 
72-125-53 713-00001-53 
72-125-54 713-00001-54 
72-125-55 713-00001-55 
72-125-59 713-00001-59 
72-125-60 713-00001-60 
72-125-63 713-00001-63 

72-125-70 
72-125-71 713-00001-71 
72-125-72 713-00001-72 
72-125-80 713-00001-80 
72-125-90 713-00001-90 
72-125-95 713-00001-95 

Bland Correctional Center 
Route 2 
Bland, Va. 24315-9616 

La11d and Community Associates 

1927 Terrell Cottage 
1928 Dining Hall · 
1930 Chapel 
1931 Bryan Cottage 
1930 Counseling Office 
1932 Scherer Cottage 
1944 Landscape Shop 
1943 Paint Shop 
1939 Teachers Cottage 
1948 Water Tower 
1939 Garage 
1940 Rudd House 
1940 Garage 
1940 Smoke House 
1940 Surplus Storage 
1941 Corn Crib 
1942 Smithy 
1945 Fertilizer & Storage 
1946 Mill House 
1949 Fertilizer Storage 

and Slaughter House 
Additional Fann Buildings 

1942 Dairy Barn & Silos 
1944 Mille House 
1800 Brick Barn 
1936 Saw Mill 
1935 Brooder House 

The majority of tl1e buildings surveyed at Bland do not mee11 the fifty year age criteria nor do they 
appear to justify special exceptions. In addition there have lbeen a number of renovations and 
alterations to the surviving pre-World War II era buildings ~ilat diminish their integrity. The 
Warden's House (also known locally as tlie Allen Residenct), although clad with aluminum 
siding, may be a representative example of the many prospe:rous farmhouses found throughout 
Bland County. Although not considered eligible for listing 1as an individual property, it should be 
reevaluated in the context of local history and architecture ruid considered for inclusion in any 
future multiple property nominations developed in this vicinity. 

10-101-1 
10-101-2 
10-101-3 
10-101-4 
10-101-5 

718-00001 
718-00001-20 
718-00001-21C 
718-00001 
718-00001-06 

Bon Air Learning Center 
1900 Chatswortth Avenue 
Bon Air, Va. 23235 

cl946 
1900 
1947 
cl946 
1946 

Cell Building 2 
Wardens 
Pump House 
Fillration Plant 
Office Bldg. Dwelling 

Kilbourne, a significant early nineteenth-ce~tury plantatio~ liouse w_itl_i Ia~r additi?ns and 
renovations has been surveyed by DHL (File # 20-98) pnoir to the m1uauon of this survey. The 
house, locat~ on th.e campus of ~e Bon Air L?arning <;~n.te;r, played a significant rol~ in the early 
twentieili-century history and design of correctional fac11iues for young women and gu'ls. 
Kilbourne was the focal point of ilie early campus wiili the institution's first cottage-style plan 
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Lan,d and Community Associates 

organized around. the hist?ric house. Ho~ever, o~ly one oth~r building from this early period {the 
staff house) remams. While the campus 1s attractive and cimtinues to provide an environment 
con~uci.ve 10 the ~habilitation of juvenile offenders, it doei; not reflect a cohesive campus design 
th~t 1s significant m the history of correctional facilities in Virginia. Consequently, although 
Kil~ourne appear~ to be a $ood can~idate for an individual ,nomination to the National and Virginia 
registers or to be mcluded ma multiple property nominatio1~ for other properties in the vicinity the 
campus as as whole does not appear to warrant nomination at this time. ' 

20-98 712-00001-03 

20-685-2 712-00001-04 
20-685-3 712-00001-18 
20-685-4 712-00001-16 
20-685-5 
20-685-6 712-00001-22 
20-685-7 

20-685-8 712-00001-17 
20-685-9 712-00001-25 
20-685-10 

Culpeper Correctio!Uli Unit 11 
1845 Orange Road 
Culpeper, Va. 22701 

1823 Administration Bldg. 
(Kilbourne House) 

1930 Conference Room 
1948 Way Out Cottage 
1928 Staff House 
c1936 Petersen Cottage 
1925 Barn 
cl930 Tackle 

Shop 
1933 Nick's House 
1936 Jackson/Fisher Hall 
1936 Buchanan 

The Culpeper Correctional Unit has significance as the first,of the state's road camps to be 
converted into a permanent facility. The brick cell building and dining hall, constructed in 1929, 
has undergone minimal exterior renovation. With its respective outbuildings {a 1929 laundry, 
guard house and shed) and the surrounding prison yard, the central complex of the Culpeper 
Correctional Center appears to have substantial integrity and is a unique example of a small early 
twentieth-century prison complex in Virginia. Based on this1 evaluation of its significance, the 
Culpeper Correctional Unit appears to be a good candidate for nomination as a small district to the 
Virginia Register and the National Register of Historic Placeis. 

204-22-1 
204-22-2 
204-22-3 
204-22-4 
204-22-5 

Exodus House 
3802 Chamberlin Ave 
Richmond, Va. 23227 

759-00113-01 
759-00113-03 
759-00113-02 
759-00113-07 

1944 
1929 
1929 
1945 

Old Admin Bldg. 
Laundry 
Cell House/Dining Rm. 
Administration Bldg. 
General 

Exodus House is not individually eligible for listing in the V:irginia or National registers nor is it 
located in an area that appears potentially eligible as a district. 

127-679 735-00002-01 1924 House 

Greensprings DOC Property 
Intersection of Route 617 and US Route 15 
Louis(Z County . . . . . 
This parcel of land located within the Green Springs Nationul Landmark Histonc D1stnct, contams 
approximate~y two' hundred acres of agric.ult~ral land and thtrty six-acres of w?001ands. The 
agricultural fields are currently under cultivation by the Department of Corrections. The wood~ 
tract is made up primarily of mixed oak, pine, and cedar, and! 1s boggy and appears to have a high 
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water !a:ble. M<l!1Y of the matur~ oak trees are dead or dying and 1lhe area appears to be in 
succession moving towards a ID1Xed evergreen forest It appears that this wooded area has not 
been cultivated for many years and due to its wet nature was useti! as a grazing area where shade 
trees _were allowed to grow. A_lthough there are no historic buildiings or structures on this parcel, it 
contnb.utes to the~~ and agncultural c~aracter of.the district and its naturalistic qualities should 
b~ retained: B~th 1!1s0:tuuonal uses and smgle species forest monoculture appear inappropriate in 
this rural historic district. 

Hannver Learning Center 
Rt. 326 
Hanover, Virginia, 23069 
The majority of the buildings surveyed at Hanover do not meet the fifty year age criteria nor do 
they justify special exceptions. The demolition of the buildings aJ11d structures associated with the 
early development of the institution diminish its ability to represeint the history or design of juvenile 
correctional facilities or the social welfare aspects of black history: in Virginia in the pre World War 
II era. 

(Note: None of the buildings at Hanover appear on the FAACS list. The decision of what 
buildings to survey at the school (what buildings were more than. 40 years old) was made on the 
site based on recommendations from school staff and the exterio1r appearance of each building.) 

42-128-1 
42-128-2 
42-128-3 
42-128-4 
42-128-5 
42-128-6 
42-128-7 
42-128-8 
42-128-9 

1941 
unknown 
c. 1945 
c. 1945 
c. 1945 
c. 1945 
c. 1945 
C. 1945 
N.A. 

James River Correctional Center 
State Farm, Va. 23160 

Administration Bldg. 
Boy's Graveyard 
Staff House 
Staff House 
Staff House 
Shed 
Storage 
Garage 
General 

The James River Correctional Facility is significant as the state's, first prison farm, and as the 
model for the subsequent development of farming operations at ~everal of the Commonwealth's 
other correctional facilities. It is also significant as a well-preserved and relatively unique example 
of large scale agriculture in the pre-World War II era There are remarkably few modem intrusions 
in this institutional rural landscape. The goal of self-sufficiency :for the institution is well­
represented in its full range of agricultural, industrial, and institu1tional buildings. Possessing 
considerable integrity as a historic resource, James River appel!I'\, to be a good candidate for 
nomination as a district to the Virginia and National registers. DIHL is evaluating the brickyard 
complex independently but it is anticipated that tl1e information faom that smaller-scale survey will 
serve only to increase the information available concerning this r>roperty and to strengthen its 
evaluation as significant. 

Note: Since an effort was made to coordinate FAA CS number:: with file numbers,file numbers 
may not follow strictly in sequence. 

37-151-2 

37-151-2A 

37-151-3 
37-151-4 

709-00002-02 

709-00002-2A 

709-00002-03 
709,00002-04 

1940 

1941 
1942 

48 

Dairy Milking 

D~iry Rest Room 

Daµy Supply Room 
B111ck Barn East of Feed Mill 
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0 37-151-5 709-00002-05 1943 Hay & Cattle Shed 
37-151-6 709-00002-06 1944 Cattle Shed 

D 
37-151-7 709-00002-07 1945 Tag Barn 
37-151-8 709-00002-08 1939 Brickyard Barn (Dairy Milking) 
37-151-9 709-00002-09 1940 Cattle Shed 
37-151-10 709-00002- IO 1941 Cattle Shed 

[J 37-151-11 709-00002-11 1942 Mule Barn 
37-151-12 709-00002-12 1943 Hay Shed 
37-151-13 709-00002-13 1944 Equip Shed & Tack Rm 

[J 
37-151-14 709-00002-14 1945 Feed Mill 
37-151-15 709-00002-15 1939 Farrowing House Brick 
37-151-16 709-00002-16 1940 Old Potato House 
37-151-17 709-00002- l 7 1941 Hay Shed#4 

[ 37-151-18 709-00002-18 1942 Hay Shed#5 
37-151-19 709-00002-19 1943 Hay Shed#6 
37-151-20 709-00002-20 1944 Hog House 

[J 37-151-21 709-00002-21 1945 Hay Dryer & Shed 
37-151-22 709-00002-22 1939 Implement Shed 
37-151-23 709-00002-23 1940 Barn SE ofRockquarry 

C 
37-151-24 709-00002-24 1941 Hog Fattening Lot 
37-151-26 709-00002-26 1943 National Guard House 
37-151-31 709-00002-3 l 1941 Reservoir Storage 
37-151-32 709-00002-32 1942 Old Slaughterhouse 

[] 37-151-33 709-00002-33 1943 Smokehouse 
37-151-34 709-00002-34 1944 Chicken House 
37-151-36 709-00002-36 1939 Grain Bin 1-4 

[) 
37-151-40 709-00002-40 1943 Com Crib 
37-151-54 709-00002-54 1946 Pump House 
37-151-58 709-00002-58 1870 New Admin Building 
37-151-60 709-00002-60 1936 Staff Residence 

[i 37-151-61 709-00002-61 1936 Staff Residence 
37-151-62 709-00002-62 1936 Staff Residence 
37-151-63 709-00002-63 1945 Old Admin Building 

0 37-151-64 709-00002-64 1945 ,Control Ctr Building 
37-151-65 709-00002-65 1915 ,Chapel Building 
37-151-66 709-00002-66 1915 Main Dormitory 
37-151-67 709-00002-67 1935 Infirmary Building 

[ 37-151-68 709-00002-68 1942 #1 Tower (see file# 73) 
37-151-69 709-00002-69 1942 #2 Tower 
37-151-70 709-00002-70 1942 #3Tower 

[ 37-151-71 709-00002-71 1938 Welding & Plumbing 
37-151-73 709-00002-73 1940 Jail 
37-151-75 709-00002-75 1940 Farm&Maint Area 

IJ 
37-151-76 709-00002-76 1929 Post Office 
37-151-78 709-00002-78 1940 ,Guards Sta & Ent 

37-151-79 709-00002-79 1944 Power Plant ( see file # 66) 

37-151-91 709-00002-91 c1950 Rifle Range Building 

D 37-151-93 709-00002-93 cl950 Visiting Guard Booth 

37-151-101 709-00002-101 cl950 Water Tower 

37-151-102 709-00002-102 c1970 'Water Tower 

C 
37-151-102 709-00002-103 c1960 !Rifle Range Slaughter House 

37-151-104 709-00002-104 c1960 Brick Barn in Bank 

37-151-105 709-00002-105 c1945 Quarry 

37-151-106 709-00002-106 c1945 :Bridge to Rt. 6 

C 
49 
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37-151-107 
37-151-108 
37-151-109 
37-151-110 
37-151-111 

709-00002- l 07 
709-00002-108 
709-00002-109 
709-00002-110 
709-00002- l l l 

cl900 
cl960 

cl914 

La,1d and Community Associates 

Old Entrance 
Bridge to Powhatan 
Old Cemetary 
WW !Bunker 
General Views 

The following brickyard properties are currently being surveyed by DHL staff. 

37-151 

37-151 
37-151 
37-151 
37-151 
37-151 
37-151 
37-151 
37-151 
37-151 

709-00002-82 

709-00002-83 
709-00002-84 
709-00002-85 
709-00002-86 
709-00002-87 
709-00002-88 
709-00002-89 
709-00002-90 
709-00002-92 

Marion Correctional Center 
P.O. Box 1027 
502 E. Main Street 
Marion, Va. 24315-9616 

1940 

1934 
1934 
1934 
1934 
1934 
1934 
1934 
1934 
1940 

Brickyard Str 
Bldg 
Brickyard Shed 1 
Brickyard Shed 2 
Brickyard Shed 3 
Brickyard Shed 4 
Brickyard Shed 5 
Brickyard Kiln l 
Brick Kiln #2 
Brick Kiln #3 
Yard Office Rec Rm. 

The Marion Correctional Treatment Center was established in 1980, when the Finlay Gayle 
Building at Southwestern State Hospital was taken over by 1the Department of Corrections to 
become a special facility for the criminally insane. The prison is located on a seventy-five acre site 
immediately southeast of the hospital, on land that originall1y served as farmland for the production 
of food for the hospital The two buildings surveyed at the prison were originally part of a small 
complex of agricultural buildings owned by the hospital, th1at are now used by the prison for its 
small farming program. Until recently, a large large dairy b,am was located just north of the shop; 
this was demolished in the past two years. According to th;e director of buildings and grounds, 
department officials are attempting to have the shop demolii1hed as well. The surviving buildings 
were not evaluated as significant in the context of corrections developed for this survey. Although 
tney do not appear significant, DHL should reevaluate them in the context of mental health before a 
final determination is made since there may be significance ,of which we are unaware. 

119-8-1 
119-8-2 

747-00001-13 
747-00001-14 

Nottoway Correctional Center 
P.O. Bo 488 
Burkeville, Va. 23922 

1912 
1949 

Storage Barn 
Shop 

(some properties listed as on Rt. l!Rt. 650) . . 
The majority of the buildings surveyed at Nottoway do not meet the fifty year age cntena nor do 
they justify special exceptions. There may be local significance of which we are unaware. 

67-100-1 
67-100-2 
67-100-3 
67-100-4 
67-100-5 
67-100-6 
67-100-7 

701-00002-20 
701-00002-21 
701-00002-22 
701-00002-23 
701-00002-24 
701-00002-25 
701-00002-26 

1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 

50 

Warden's Residence 
Storage Shed 
Storage/Com Crib 
Hay Barn 
Equipment Shed 
Smokehouse/Storage 
Storage Shed 
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67-100-8 
67-100-9 
67-100-10 
67-100-11 
67-100-12 
67-100-13 
67-100-14 
67-100-15 
67-100-16 

701-00002-28 
701-00002-31 
701-00002-32 
701-00002-37 
701-00002-38 
701-00002-27 
701-00002-30 
701-00002-27 
701-00002-39 

Pinecrest Learning Center 
Sanitation Division 
Department of Corrections 
5817 Walmsley Road 
Richmond, Va. 23224 

1940 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1948 
c1945 
c1945 
c1940 
c1945 

Li,nd and Community Associates 

Wood Shed 
Tobacco Barn 
Tobacco Barn 
Old House 
Equipment Shed (demolished) 
House 
House Near Grain Bin 
Tobacco Barn 
Pig Parlor 

The three buildings that make up the Sanitation Division were originally built in 1932 by Mr. 
Woolfolk for the privately run Woolfolk Home for Boys. These were acquired by the 
commonwealth for use as a welfare home in the 1950s, at which time the facility was renamed 
PinecresL Although this property does not appear to have significance in the context of corrections 
in Virginia, it should probably be reevaluated in terms of l!)ther related contexts such as 
poorhouses, welfare homes, or social services. The rustic log buildings may also be reevaluated at 
a later date in any thematic survey of twentieth century rus1tic log buildings in Virginia. While 
interesting, the buildings do not appear to have any partic~tlar significance at this time. Until such 
evaluation is complete, the buildings should be kept in staMe condition and protected from 
demolition until they can be fully documented. 

127-678-1 
127-678-2 
127-678-4 

719-00001-01 
719-00001-02 
719-00001-04 

Powhatan Correctional Center 
State Farm, Va. 23160 

1930 
1934 
1934 

Dwelling 1 
B Cottage 
A Cottage 

Although interesting as part of the former State Farm, Powhatan is most appropriately viewed at 
this time as secondary in importance to the James River p!l)rtion of the State Farm. James River 
best represents the model agricultural farm prison; the resciurces at Powhatan only supplement the 
information available at James River. There are, however., two late-nineteenth-century farmhouses 
and a brick barn on the property that predate acquisition o!f the site by the commonwealth. None 
appears eligible individually but all should be reevaluated iin the context of local farmhouses and 
barns when comprehensive survey data is available for the, area. Until such evaluation is complete, 
the two farmhouses and barn should be kept in stable condlition and protected from demolition. 

Note: An effort was made to coordinate F AACS number,, with file numbers, so file numbers do 
not follow st~ictly in sequence. 

72-53-215 
72-53-43 
72-53-53 
72-53-101 
72-53-102 
72-53-103 
72-53-104 
72-53-105 
72-53-106 
72-53-107 

709-00001-215 
709-00001-43 
709-00001-53 
709-00001-101 
709-00001-102 
709-00001-103 
709-00001-104 
709-00001-105 
709-00001-106 
709-00001-107 

1940 
1900 
1937 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 

51 

Storage Barn 
Old White House 
Equipment Shed 
Seed House 
Implement Shed 
Beef Cattle Office 
Mule Barn & Storage 
Bull Barn & Storeroom 
Equipment Shed 
Old Cannery 
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72-53-108 
72-53-109 
72-53-111 
72-53-112 
72-53-113 
72-53-114 
72-53-115 
72-53-116 
72-53-117 
72-53-118 
72-53-119 
72-53-120 
72-53-121 
72-53-122 
72-53-123 
72-53-124 
72-53-125 
72-53-126 
72-53-127 
72-53-128 
72-53-129 
72-53-130 
72-53-131 
72-53-132 
72-53-133 
72-53-135 
72-53-137 
72-53-138 
72-53-139 
72-53-140 
72-53-141 
72-53-142 
72-53-143 
72-53-144 
72-53-145 
72-53-146 

709-00001-108 
709-00001-109 
709-00001-111 
709-00001-112 
709-00001-113 
709-00001-114 
709-00001-115 
709-00001-116 
709-00001-11 7 
709-00001-118 
709-00001-119 
709-00001-120 
709-00001-121 
709-00001-122 
709-00001-123 
709-00001-124 
709-00001-125 
709-00001-126 
709-00001-127 
709-00001-128 
709-00001-129 
709-00001-130 
709-00001-131 
709-00001-132 
709-00001-133 
709-00001-135 
709-00001-137 
709-00001-138 
709-00001-139 
709-00001-140 
709-00001-141 
709-00001-142 
709-00001-143 

Pulaski Correctional Unit 
Box 1188 
Dublin, Va. 24084 

1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 

· 1945 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1939 
1940 
1941 
1942 
1943 
cl900 
cl940 
c1900 

Land a,nd Community Associates 

Equipment Shed 
Sweet Potato House 
o,mCrib 
H/ly and Cattle Barn 
FaJITowing House 
Hi1y Barn 
Huy Barn 
Huy Barn 
H,ty Barn 
Hity & Cattle Barn 
I-fay & Cattle Barn 
H,ty Barn 
H~ty Barn 
HaJy Barn 
Haiy Barn 
Ha.(Y Barn 
Ha,yBarn 
Feled Storage 
Hai)' & Cattle Shed 
Big Hay Dryer 
Feted Storage 
Fe1Pd Storage 
Huy & Cattle Barn 
Bu!ll Shed 
Sto,rage Building 
Bu!ll Barn 
Hay & Cattle Barn 
Eqiuipment Shed 
Hay Barn 
Ho1g Shed 
Ho,g Feed Storage 
Ha,y Barn 
Hajy & Cattle Barn 
Gr,;en Staff House 
~reation Are 
Major's House 

The Pulaski Correctional Unit (one of the twenty six field units run by the commonwealth for 
minimum and medium security inmates) was one of the earliest <>f the Road Camps to be be settled 
at a permanent facility in 1948. Recently, however, many origintal structures have been 
demolished, including the flour house, oil house, hobby shop, fiood and clothing storage, 
wellhouse, freezer room, clothing room, and walk-in cooler. Original structures that do remain 
have been completely rebuilt with concrete blocks and block fou1ndations, composition siding, and 
new standing-seam metal roofs. Consequently, no resources were evaluated as eligible. The late 
dates of construction for the majority of the existing buildings d~squalify them for nomination at 
this time and there do not appear to be any circumstances that w~uld justify a special exception to 
the usual ;ige requirement 

(Note: the structures surveyed at Pulaski are the only three structures on the site to retain any 
degree of integrity to their 1948 construction) 
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77-243 
77-243 
77-243 

757-00011-02 
757-00011-05 
757-00011-07 

Southhampton Correctional Center 
Capron, Va. 23829 

1948 
1948 
1948 

land and Community Associates 

Cell House 
Counselors Office 
Laundry 

Southampton Correctional Center began as a convict road C!amp in 1931 and was converted into a 
permanent facility in 1937. Very little remains from the Pffl·World War II era. The late dates of 
construction for the majority of the existing buildings disquialify them for nomination at this time 
and tl1ere do not appear to be any circumstances that would justify a special exception to the usual 
age requirement. Additionally, during the 1970s several new correctional facilities were added to 
the Southampton site. The relatively unchanged surroundit,1g farm land (now almost completely 
unused due to tightened security) demonstrates the influencie of the State Farm as a model for later 
facilities. 

87-4-1 
87-4-2 
87-4-3 
87-4-4 
87-4-5 

717-00001-03 

717-00001-21 

Staunton Correctional Center 
P.O. Box 3500 
Staunton, Va. 24401 

1948 
1948 
cl930 
c1945 
cl950 

Staff House 
Warden's House 
Old Log Building 
Work Release Dining Hall 
Farm Complex 

Land and Community Associates did not conduct a field survey for the former Western State 
Hospital. DHL has assumed responsibility for documenting and evaluating the resources at this 
facility as part of its survey of state-owned properties associ1ated with mental health and mental 
retardation. The resources can be best be evaluated in the cc1ntext of mental health and mental 
retardation and not in the context of corrections. Governor lBaliles has requested that a task force 
composed of representatives of the Department of Correctio1ns, Division of Historic Landmarks, 
and the Historic Staunton Foundation develop a plan for the, preservation of this property. 

731-00001 00002 1935 Wheary 
731-00001 00004 1921 Carter 
731-00001 00005 1898 Wards1 10,11,12,13 
731-00001 00006 1828 OldW'ard3 
731-00001 00007 1850 Bookbinding 
731-00001 00012 1828 Admi~1istration 
731-00001 00013 1886 Chapell 
731-00001 00014 1870 Main ]Kitchen 
731-00001 00016 1915 Infirmary 
731-00001 00017 1875 Auditc1rium 
731-00001 00025 1938 Housekeeping 
731-00001 00026 1865 Old Laundry 
731-00001 00030 1894 Librazy-Academic 
731-00001 00031 1850 Trea~ent 
731-00001 00036 1875 Inmat~ Housing 
731-00001 00037 1928 Byrd 
731-00001 00038 1921 DeJamette 
731-00001 00040 1936 Dwelliing 
731-00001 00041 1943 Storage-B42 
731-00001 00042 1938 Dwelling 
731-00001 00049 1925 Storer,oom 
731-00001 00050 1930 Dwcll:ing 
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731-00001 
731-00001 
731-00001 
731-00001 
731-00001 
731-00001 

' 

00051 
00054 
00055 
00057 
00058 
00059 

Virgina Wome/lS Correctional Center 
P.O. Box 1 
Goochland, Va. 23063 

1938 
1910 
1874 
1938 
1932 
1931 

Lan~[ and Community Associates 

Gara~e-B57 
Garag,e-B55 
Dwe!liing 
Dwe!liing 
Garag1e-B57 
Dwelliing 

The Correctional Center for Women, established as the Stat<t Industrial Farm for Women in 1930 
is significant as the state's first and only correctional facility for women and as a model facility fo~ 
its type and period. This facility, located on a 170-acre trac11 of land just west of Goochland 
County Courthouse, consists of a group of primarily institu~ional Georgian Revival buildings laid 
out in an arrangement similar to that of an early twentieth-ce:ntury college campus and well 
represents the campuslike plan advocated by tum-of-the-cer1tury prison reformers. Based on this 
evaluation of its significance, the Virginia Women's Correct:ional Center appears to be a good 
candidate for nomination as a district to the Virginia and Nat:ional registers. 

37-151-1 716-00001-01 1932 Building I 
37-151-2 716-00001-02 1949 Building 2 
37-151-3 716-00001-03 1949 Building 3 
37-151-4 716-00001-04 1949 Building 4 
37-151-5 716-00001-11 1949 Greenhouse 
37-151-6 716-00001-13 1948 Maintenance 
37-151-7 . 716-00001-16 1940 Power Plant 
37-151-8 716-00001-24 1932 Staff Res 
37-151-9 716-00001-25 1938 Sheep Shed 
37-151-10 716-00001-26 1940 Warden Residence 
37-151-12 716-00001-27 1940 Smoke House 

716-00001-28 1940 Meat Storage 
716-00001-29 1940 Meat Storage 

37-151-13 716-00001-8 1950 Administration 
37-151-17 716-00001-10 1950 Auditorium 
37-151-19 716-00001-33 1945 Chicken House 
37-151-20 716-00001-34 1945 Chicken House 
37-151-21 716-00001-35 1945 Chicken House 
37-151-22 716-00001-36 1945 Chicken House 
37-151-23 cl940 Abandoned House 
37-151-24 Storage 
37-151-26 post Dairy Barn 

1950 Complex 
37-151-27 cl932 Entry Gates 

Virginia State Penitentiary 
500 Spring Street 
Richmond, Va. 23219 . . . . ... 
Although the State Penitentiary has importanc.e 1~ \he history of the r<!le of the pn~o.ner m V 1rg1ma, 
the current facility has not been evaluated as significant. The, demohuon of the ongmal !,,atrobe 
building and of the two earliest facilities for women in the st.It~ system and ?ther alterall?ns. . 
diminish the ability of the Penitentiary to represent the early !history and design of penal institutions 
in Virginia. The existing complex is not signific'!°t in tef!11S of ill: ar7hitecture and does not . 
represent significant trends or philosophies of pnson design. This site, however, perform~d a vital 
role in the state's history with instant name recognition throuJghout the commonwealth. It 1s hoped 

54 



[J 

C 
[j 

[J 

[] 

C 
C 
[] 

D 

f I 
LI 

Survey of State-Owned Properties: 
Department of Corrections 

land and Community Associates 

that some portions of the complex may remain on the site a1nd be adapted for other purposes. 
Given the long occupation of the site by this facility, it should also be the object of an evaluation by 
a qualified archaeologist Consideration should be given tc, listing and preserving the wall 
delineating the site perimeter to provide some lasting and tangible evidence of centuries of 
Penitentiary use on this site. 

127-680-1 
127-680-2 
127-680-4 
127-680-5 
127-680-6 
127-680-7 
127-680-8 
127-680-9 
127-680-11 

127-680-12 
127-680-13 

127-680-14 
127-680-15 

710-00001-01 
710-00001-02 
710-00001-03 
710-00001-06 
710-00001-09 
710-00001-12 
710-00001-14 
710-00001-15 
710-00001-23 

710-00001-19 

1917 
1903 
c1930 
1888 
1942 
1939 
1948 
1938 
1916-
1946 
cl945 
cl945 

1942 
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Admbistration Bldg. 
A CeHhouse 
Complex Bldg, E,W and CTR 
Facto1ries 1,2,3 
B CeUlhouse 
Powe1; Plant 
Accou,nting 
Service Station 
Guard Stations 1-8 
and pliison wall 
Baseball Field 
Probaiion and 
Parole,Office 
Gener,1! Views 
Storag~ Building: 
Correctional 
Enterp1rises 
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CURRENT PRESERVATION POLICIES AND LEGISLATION 

National Role in Historic Preservation 
Preserving historic resources has been a national policy sincei the passage of the Antiquities Act of 
1906; significant expansion in historic preservation has occurred through the subsequent Historic 
Sites Act of 1935 and the National Historic Preservation Ac1;of 1966, as amended. These last two 
acts made the Secretary of the Interior responsible for maintajning the National Register of Historic 
Places, a list of p~operties that have been evaluated as signifi,~ant in American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engmeering, and culture, and found to be worthy of preservation. The National Park 
Service maintains and expands the National Register ofHisti>ric Places on behalf of the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Nominations to the National Register for state-owned properl~es in Virginia are made by the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, who is also the Director of the Division of Historic Landmarks, 
Department of Conservation and Historic Resources. Federal agencies request determinations of 
eligibility for properties that are subject to Federal, federally l,ISSisted, or federally licensed activities 
in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Pres~rvation Act, as amended. For state· 
owned properties, a National Register designation accomplisl~es the following: 

• increases public awareness of historic resources and may encourage 
preservation, 
• may mitigate the negative impact of projecb, where there is federal 
involvement, but 
• does not restrict the use of private funds. 

Role of the Department of Conservation and Histo1ric Resources 
The General Assembly, in recognition of the value of the Co~nmonwealth's cultural resources, 
provides for the review by the Department of Conservation at:d Historic Resources of all 
rehabilitation and restoration plans for state-owned properties listed in the Virginia Landmarks 
Register to insure the preservation of their historic and architectural integrity. In this respect the 
Virginia Landmarks Register is a planning tool in the protecti,,n and wise use of significant historic 
properties in the commonwealth. 

Enabling Legislation 
The specific provisions for review are defined in the 1987 Appropriations Act, 1987 Session, 
Virginia Acts of Assembly, Chapter 723, Section 4-4.01. · 

State-Owned Registered Historic Landmarks: To guarantee that the historical 
and/or architectural integrity of any state-owned prope:rties listed on the Virginia 
Landmarks Register and the knowledge to be gained faom archaeological sites will 
not be adversely affected because of inappropriate changes, the heads of those 
agencies in charge of such properties are directed to su.bmit all plans for significant 
alterations, remodeling, redecoration, restoration or rep1airs that may basically alter 
the appearance of the str~cture, landscaping, or demolition to tI;e DePai:t1U~nt t?f 
Conservation and Historic Resources. Such plans shaJI be reviewed w1thm thirty 
days and the comments of that Department shall be s.ub1mitt~ to the governo~ . 
through the Department of General Services for use m:makmg a final detenmnation. 

The 1987 Appropriations Act, which supersedes the similar p1,ovisions o! the 1986 Appropriati?ns 
Act, places into the code the provisions of Executive Orde; Fo1rty-Seven 1~sued by Governor ¥ills 
Godwin in 1976. In that executive order Governor Godwm srated the rationale for safeguardmg 
state-owned historic resources: 
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Virginia's many historic landmarks are among he11 most priceless possessions. The 
preservation of this historic resource should be of iprime concern to all citizens. As 
Governor, I believe the Commonwealth should sell an example by maintaining 
State-owned properties listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register according to the 
highest possible standards. 

Departmental Policy and Authority 
By memorandum dated 28 October, 1986, B. C. Leynes, Jr., Director of the Department of 
Conservation and Historic Resources, delegated to the Di,~ision of Historic Landmarks, subject to 
his continuing and ultimate authority, the responsibility for review of all plans for significant 
alterations, remodeling, redecoration, restoration, and rep,1irs that may basically alter the integrity 
of state-owned registered historic landmarks, and to proviide comments related to such plans to the 
governor, through the Department of General Services. 

Application and Review Procedures 
The 1987 Appropriations Act directs the heads of state age:ncies in charge of state-owned landmark 
properties to submit all plans for significant alterations, r/imodeling, redecoration, restoration, or 
repairs that may basically alter the appearance of the struc1ture, landscaping, or demolition to the 
Department of Conservation and Historic Resources. Although capital projects represent the most 
obvious state-funded activities that affect historic resources, state agencies should notify the 
Division of any remodeling, redecoration, restoration, or r-epair that could affect the structure or 
visual character of a state-owned landmark or archaeologicial site. Even such normal maintenance 
including repointing brickwork, cleaning masonry, painti1'og woodwork, or landscaping can 
compromise the integrity of a landmark if not done in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. The Standards encompass the most widely accepted 
principles regarding work undertaken on historic buildin£IS in the United States and are used in 
review of all Federal projects involving historic properties listed in or eligible for listing in the the 
National Register of Historic Places. The Virginia Divisie!1n of Historic Landmarks uses the 
Standards as a basis for evaluating proposed alterations to state-owned historic landmarks. The 
Standards are available without cost from the Division of Historic Landmarks. 

PRESERVATION AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
Several of the Commonwealth of Virginia's properties hel/d by the Department of Corrections 
possess inherent historic and design values that merit pres:ervation. The necessary first step in their 
preservation is a recognition by the commonwealth that thiese resources are indeed significant. 

This recognition should be accomplished through listing iii the Virginia Landmarks Register, and 
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places, of 'the properties evaluated as eligible in the 
course of this survey and the adoption of an official preservation policy by the Department of 
Corrections. This policy statement should reiterate the na!ture of the department's resources and 
their significance to the department and the commonwealtlh. Furthermore, the statement should 
pledge the Department to a course of using ~isely \ts. histc,!ric reso?I'c~~- In most _instance~ the 
properties th_at have been evaluated as potentially ehg1ble for the Vrrgmia and National registers are 
not currently in use as high-security institutions. Conseq111ently, preservation goals should not be 
in conflict with security at most of the historic properties. 

Given the age _and use of these facilities - coupled with tloe fact that they have n~ver b~~ 
considered as historic resources prior to the initiation of th~s survey - the potentially ehg1ble 
facilities are remarkably well preserved. The need for inoreased security in recent ye~, however, 
has. created new pressures that threaten some historic resource~, particularly _for pro~r~es where 
there are abandoned or vacant agricultural build_ings .. ~e relatively i:ew pohc}'. restncung most 
inmate labor outside secured areas has resulted m a s1gmfiicant reduction m agnc~lt~ral work at 
most correctional institutions, less outdoor maintenance of both grounds and bu1ldmgs, and 
decreased use of agricultural buildings. 
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A number of issues face historic resources at correctional facilities. Maintenance of historic 
buildings and other resources is particularly critical because inmates have traditionally provided the 
labor and that labor source ~as been strictly curtailed. Sign1ificant historic landscape details, such 
as wooden fences are also m danger of being lost because c1f the current lack of available inmate 
labor to repair, rebuild, and repaint them when necessary. 

Departmental adoption of the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation would provide 
sta~dards for maintenance, repair, and additions to historic !buildings. Development of 
maintenance plans based on the Secretary's Standards would ensure that both historic buildings 
and landscape elements are given proper care. Road widths and alignments, for example are 
significant design components at the old State Farm, Beaurnont, and the Goochland woO-:en's 
Correctional Center and should be preserved. Significant aJ,terations of either will diminish 
integrity. All future master plans and rehabilitations to hist~,ric buildings should incorporate the 
principles of the Standards and acknowledge the importance of preserving the integrity of the 
historic resource. There should be historic structure reports prepared for major historic buildings 
or major types of buildings that contribute to historic distridts. All future planning consultants, 
architects, engineers, and landscape architects should be weill informed concerning the nature of the 
historic resource and its integrity and have the ability and ex,perience to work successfully in a 
historic environment. 

There is a need for at least one position at the departmental c,ffice of planning and engineering and 
at each potentially eligible institution that includes responsibiility for historic preservation as part of 
the official job description. Each of these staff members sh<,mld receive some background training 
and continuing education in preservation issues and technoh.>gy. Additionally, each institution for 
which a historic district is recommended needs a preservation plan that can be incorporated into its 
overall master plan; for some, master plans may require subi1tantial revisions to accomplish 
preservation. The locations of new buildings, structures, and roads, for example, need to be 
carefully considered. 

Since this survey did not include an archaeological component, potential archaeological sites have 
not been considered. Some of the sites visited, however, co,~ld be expected to yield information 
significant in archaeology; consequently, there should be an iarchaeological investigation by a 
qualified archaeologist when any site is proposed for major i~ew construction or other land­
disturbing activities. The Division of Historic Landmarks nleeds to allow in its future work plans 
for the periodic updating, further documentation, and evalualtion of existing conditions at state­
owned properties included in this survey. 

A thorough review of prison master plans should occur prio1r to any future development in order to 
eliminate as many conflicts as possible with preservation ~ohls. At !he institutions consid~~ 
eligible, there is a deliberate balance betw~en o~en.~d built spac~ either as. a re~ult_ of design intent 
or as an evolutionary process that has attained sigmficance over time as an identifying 
characteristic._ 

Three of the potentially eligible districts are located in rural, ,agricultural counties. A_t th~ !?resent 
none has experienced commercial or residential developmenit on adjacent lands. Mamtain)ng an 
agricultural setting is important to ~e. inte~rity of each site. :ni.e Department should r~~am aware 
of current land use policies and decmons m each county and discourage land use decmons that 
may jeopardize the integrity of these districts. 
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(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Convicts Returning from Work, Richmond t•enitentiary, 1882. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Field Crew, c. l 980. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
State Farm, late nineteenth century. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Philadelphia House of Refuge, 1828. 
(From Handbook of Correctional InstitutionJOesign and Construction, United 
States Bureau of Prisons, p. 135) 
Women's Building at the Penitentiary, Richmond, c. l 907. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 

_ Nottoway Correctional Center, c.1985. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Plan of Ce!lblocks, Auburn State Penitentiary, 1825. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, United 
States Bureau of Prisons, p. 30) 
Pennsylvania System: Radial Wings. . . 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, United 
States Bureau of Prisons, p. 24) . . 
Virginia State Penitentiary, Plan~ BenJarnin Henry Latrobe, 1798. 
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Virginia State Penitentiary, Elev~tions, by Bc1nJamrn Henry Latrobe, 1798. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 22. 

Figure 23. 

Figure 24. 

Figure 25. 

Figure 26. 

Figure 27. 

Figure 28. 

Figure 29. 

Figure 30. 

Figure 31. 

Figure 32. 

Figure 33. 

Figure 34. 
Figure 35. 

Figure 36. 

Figure 37. 

Figure 38. 

Figure 39. 

Figure 40. 

Figure 41. 

Figure 42. 

Figure 43. 

Figure 44. 

Figure 45. 

Internal Elevation of the Women's Court, V1irginia State Penitentiary, Benjamin 
Henry Latrobe, 1798. (Virginia State Librar:y and Archives) 
Women's Building at the Penitentiary, c.1907. 
(From The History of Corrections in Virgin1ia, by Paul W. Keve, p. 106) 
A-Cellhouse, Virginia State Penitentiary, c. 1903. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
A-Cellhouse, Interior, c. 1950. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
A-Cellhouse with Administrative Building ~dded to Spring Street facade, c. 1917. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Industrial Laborers at Virginia State Penitenltiary, c. 1900. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Plan of Penitentiary, c.1870. 
(From The History of Corrections in Virginia, by Paul W. Keve, p. 106) 
Original Penitentiary Building as it appeared in the early twentieth century with 
added fourth story and hospital wing. (Virgn1ia State Library and Archives) 
Virginia State Penitentiary, Aerial View, c. 11970. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Tuberclllar Ward, Virginia State Farm, c. 19:00. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Tubercular Ward, Virginia State Farm, c. 19:00. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Main Dormitory, Virginia State Farm, c. 1930. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Chapel, Virginia State Farm, c. 1930. (Virgiiqia State Library and Archives) 
Central Complex, Virginia State Farm, early twentieth century. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Old Administration Building, Virginia State ]Parm, c. 1930. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
James River Correctional Center, Aerial View, 1979. 
(Courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corr:ections, Office of Planning and 
Engineering) 
Powatan Correctional Center, Aerial View, l\'79. 
(Courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corriections, Office of Planning and 
Engineering) 
Southampton Correctional Center, Capron Vi'rginia. Rendering of Proposed 
Layout, c. 1945. (From Handbook of Correcti'onal Institution Design and 
Construction, United States Bureau of Prison1s, p. 99) 
Southampton Correctional Center, plan, 1985,. . . . 
(From Guide to Institutions, prepared by the Architecture and Design Umt, 
Department of Corrections, p. 40) 
Bland Correctional Center, plan, 1985. . . U . 
(From Guide to Jnstitu~ions, prepared by the Architecture and Design mt, 

-~ti~:°i:it~~~~~~~;s.:,[rgi~(a Industrial :school ~or BodyEs (B~au~~nt)), c. 1925. 
. . . D ent of Corrections Office of Planning an ngmeen g ~f&~~: at eg~ginia Industrial S~hool for Boys (Beaumont) c.1940. 

(Virginia State Library and Archives). 
Le · c nter Aena! View 191'9. . 

Beaumont f tharnmVP . e. 0e' parunent of Corr'ections, Office of Planmng and 
(Courtesy o e irg1ma 
Engineering) . 
Hanover Learmng <:;en~er, Plan, l 98)i,y the Jruchitecture and Design Unit, 
(From Guide to fnstitutwns, prepare 
Department of Corrections, P· 53) 
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Figure 46. 

Figure 47. 

Figure 48. 

Figure 49. 

Figure 50. 

Figure 51. 

Kilbourne (Bon Air Learning Center) c. 19125. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Kilbourne (Bon Air Learning Center) c. 1925. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Bon Air Learning Center, Aerial View, 19i19. 
(Courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corrections, Office of Planning and 
Engineering) 
Barrett Learning Center, Plan, I 985. 
(From Guide to Institutions, prepared by tht\ Architecture and Design Unit, 
Department of Corrections, p. 50) 
Building Om:, Virginia Women's Correctioi1al Center, early twentieth century. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
Virginia Women's Correctional Center, Ae1:ial View, 1979. 
(Courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corrections, Office of Planning and 
Engineering) 
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OCTAGONAL PRISON 

GHENT BELGIUM 1773 

ISOMETRIC 
PLOT PLAN 

Figure 1. John Howard (1726-1790). 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Dt?Sign and Construction, 
United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 17) 
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PARTIAL DETA L FLOOR PLAN 

Figure 2. The Prison of Ghent, Belgium, established 1773. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Constructiovi, United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 22) 
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Figure 3. Revolving Pillory, c. 1800. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, !United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 16) 



Figure 4. Sir Thomas Dale 
(From The History of Corrections in Virginia, 'ly Paul W. Keve, p. 99) 
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WALNUT STREET JAIL 
PHILADELPHIA PENNA. 1790 
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Figure 5. Walnut Street Jail, Philadelphia, 1790. 
(From Handbook of Correctional lnstitut"on Design and Construction, 
United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 23) 



Figure 6. Virginia State Penitentiary, late 19th century. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 



Figure 7. Benjamin Henry Latrobe (1764-1820). 
(From The History of Corrections in Virginia, by Paul W. Keve, p. 103) 



Figure 8. Cells, Auburn Prison, early 20th cetttury. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, United States 
Bureau of Prisons, p. 9) 

Figure 9. Eastern State Penitentiary, Philadelphia, 1855. 
(From The Human Cage: A Brief History of Prison Architec.ture, by Norman Johnston, p. 29) 



Figure 10. Elmira Refonnatory, Elmira, New York, 1876. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 109) 
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Fi~ur~ .12. C~:mvicts Returning from Work, Richmond Penitentiary, 1882. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 



Figure 13. Field Crew, c. 1980. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 14. State Farm, late 19th century. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 



Figure 15. Philadelphia House of Ref 1ge, 1828. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, 
United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 135) 
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Figure 16. Women's Building at the Penitentiary, Richmond, c. 1907. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 



Figure 17. Nottoway Correctional Center, c.1985. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 18. Plan of Cellblocks, Auburn State Penitentiary, L~25. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 
30) 

Figure 19. Pennsylvania System: Radial Wings. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, 
United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 24) 
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Figure 20. Virginia State Penitentiary, Plan, Benjamin Henry Latrobe, 1798. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 21. Virginia State Penitentiary, Elevations, by Benjamin Henry Latrobe, 1798. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 22. Internal Elevation of the Women's Court, Virginla State Penitentiary Benjamin Henry 
Latrobe, 1798. (Virginia State Library and Archives) ' 
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Figure 23. Women's Building at the Penitentiary, c.1907. 
(From The History of Correct.ions in Virginia, by Paul W . Keve, p. 106) 



Figure 24. A-Cellhouse, Virginia State Penitentiary, c. 190 3. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 26. A-Cellhouse with Administrative Building added to Spring Street facade, c. 1917. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 27. Industrial Laborers at Virginia State Penitentiary, c. 1900. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 



The penitentiary and its dependent buildings in the 1870s. From F. W. 
Beers, Atlas of the City of Richmond (Richmond, 1876); redrawn 
courtesy of the Department of Corrections. 

Figure 28. Plan of Penitentiary, c.1870. 
(From The History of Corrections in Virginia, by Paul W. Keve, p. 106) 



Figure 29. Original Penitentiary Building as it appeared in the early 20th century with added fourth story 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 



Figure 30. Vir¥inia State Penitentiary, Aerial View, c. 1970. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 



Figure 31. Tubercular Ward, Virginia State Farm, c. 1900. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 32. Tubercular Ward, Virginia State Fann, c.1900. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 





Figure 34. 
Chapel, Virginia State Farm, c. 1930. (Virginia State Library and ArchivP<:) 



Figure 35. Central Complex, Virginia State Farm, early 20th century. (Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 37. James River Correctional Center, Aerial View, 1979. 
:courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corrections, Office of Planning and Engineering) 



Figure 38. Powatan Correctional Center, Aerial View, 1979. 
(Courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corrections, Office of Planning and Engineering) 



Figure 39. Southampton Correctional Center, Capron Virginia. Rendering of Proposed Layout, c. 1945. 
(From Handbook of Correctional Institution Design and Construction, United States Bureau of Prisons, p. 99) 
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Figure 40. Southampton Correctional Center, Plan, 1985. 
(From Guide to Institutions, prepared by the Architecture and Design Unit, Department of Corrections, p. 40) 
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Figure 41. Bland Correctional Center, Plan, 1985. 
(From Guide to Institutions, prepared by the Architecture and Design Unit, Department of Corrections, p. 40) 
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Figure 42. Plan for a Cottage for the Virginia Industrial School for Boys (Beaumont), c. 1925. 
(Virginia Department of Corrections, Office of Planning and Engineering) 
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Figure 43. Cottages at the Virginia Industrial School for Boys (Beaumont) c. 1940. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 



Figure 44. Beaumont Learning Center, Aerial View, 1979. 
(Courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corrections, Office of Planning and Engineering) 
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Figure 45. Hanover Learning Center, Plan, 1985. 
(From Guide to Institutions, prepared by the Architecture and Design Unit, Department of Corrections, p. 53) 
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Figure 46. Kilbourne (Bon Air Learning Center) c. 1925. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 



Figure 4 7. Kilbourne (Bon Air Learning Center) c. 1925. 
(Virginia State Library and Archives) 
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Figure 48. Bon Air Learning Center, Aerial View, 1979. 
(Courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corrections, Office of Planning and Engineering) 
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Figure 49. Barret Learning Center, Plan, 1985. 
(From Guide to Institutions, prepared by the Architecture and Design Unit, Department of Corrections, p. 50) 
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Figure 50. 
(V" · :a S 

Building One, Virginia Women's Correctional Center, early 20th century. 
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' Figure 51. Virginia Women's Correctional Center, Aerial View, 1979. 
(Courtesy of the Virginia Department of Corrections, Office of Planning and Engineering) 




