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OVeRVIEW OF MATERIALS AVAILABLE FROM THE SURVEY OF AMERICAN PRISONS AND JAilS 

On October 15, 1976, the Crime Control Act of 1976 was enacted into law. The Act lncluded the following 
mandate: 

"The Institute shall, before September 30, 1977, survey existing and future needs in correctior~al 
facilities in the Nation and the adequacy of federal, state and local programs to meet such needs. 
Such survey shall specifically determine the effect of anticipated sentencing reforms such as 
mandatory minimum sentences on such needs. In carrying out the provisions of this section, thE! 
Director of the Institute shall make maximum use of statistical and other related information of 
the Department of Labor, Department of Health, Education and Welfare, the General Accounting 
Office, federal, state and local crlmijj~! jlJstlce agenc;es and other appropriate public and private 
agencies." 

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, within the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, was assigned the responsibility for executing the study. In order to respond to the 
statutory requirement for a report to Congress no later than September 30,1977, and to address the longer 
term research Issues, a two-phased research project was developed, resulting in the following Interim 
and final reports: 

INTERIM REPORTS: 

Prison Population and Policy Choices, I/olume I: Preliminary Report to Congress and Volume II: Technical 
Appendix, September, 1977. These volumes document the first four monti'(~\ of project activity. The major 
analyses conducted during that period are also summarized in the final report volumes. 

F~NAL REPORTS: 

American Prisons and Jails, Volume I: Summary Findings and Policy Implicafions of a National Survey, 
presents in summary form the major findings of the study and implications for cOirections policy. This 
volume serves both as a self-contained document for the policymaker and a foundation for the more detail· 
ed presentation of results in Volumes II, III, IV and V. 

American Prisons and Jails, Voiume II: Population Trends and Projections, presents a history of the size 
and composit!on of inmate populations at the federal, state and local levels of government, defines the 
models used to project future populations, discusses the significant limitations of those models, and 
presents state-by-state projection results. The accuracy of these projections is tested for the years for 
which actual Inmate counts have become available. 

Amerloan Prisons and Jails, Volume III: Conditions and Costs of Confinement, discusses the physical con
ditions and costs of the in:lltltutions surveye~, including an important assessment of institutional 
capacities based on the application of standards promulgated by the Commission on Accreditation for 
Corrections, the Department of Justice and other prison and jail standard-setting groups. 

American Prisons and JailS, Volume IV: Supplementa! PJeport-Case Studies of New Legislation Govern
ing Sentencing and Release, examines the impact of revisions in sentencing and release policies on In
mate population flows. The case studies include investigations of two determinate sentencing statutes, a 
mandatory sentencing law, parole release guidelines, and a Community Corrections Law. 

American Prisons and Jails, Volume V: Supplemental Report-Adult Pre-Release Facilities, discusses the 
physical conditions, staffing and costs of those institutions that house sentenced prisoners for less than 
24 hours a day. 
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CHAPTER 1 
MEASURING THE CONDITiONS OF CONFINEMENT 

This report6 one of five volumes documenting the results of a 
nationwide survey of American prisons and jails, examines the oonditions 
and costs of custodial corr~ctions. The 1976 COi'lgtessional mandate that 
pranpted this assessment reflected a growing national concern fc·r the 
ability of the nadon's correctional facilities to maintain adequate living 
conditions for the 26lthousand persons then oonfined or to house1future 
populations if the qrowth of the early 1970's continued unabated. The 
pr~d~ing volume of this report (Volume II: population Trends and projec
tions) has documented in some detail the uuplec6d~~t~d_p'opulation increases 
that aroused tJlis concern. 

Briefly, between 1961, asCi 19~8, the nation's prison population 
declined by approximately 14 p-ercent. In anticipation of this trend _ 
continUing, plans were announced to close selected facilities and, in some 
cases, to halt the construction of new facilities. By 1972 this downward 
movement was reversed, and many states and the federal system experienced 
dramatic growth in their prison population. Between 1972. and 1976 alone, 
pr ison po~ulations increased by more th:an one-third, and pr ison conditions 
in many jurisdictions deteriorated rapidly as a consequence of sever:e 
overcrowding. At the local level, while the population of inmates under 
local jurisdiction remained stable~ many jails became extremely overcrowded, 
frequently as a direct result of the back-up of prisoners awaiting transfer 
to state facilities. 

At the state and federal levels, various emergency measures were 
instituted to respond to the incleased demand for prison space3 The con
struction moratorium urged by the National Advisory Commission was set 
aside, and plans were made to expand institutional capacity. Between 1972 
and 1977, state correctional agencies increased reported capacity by some 
23,000 beds~ in Ma~(:h1978~ these agencies reportF 'new plans for a net 
increase of 52~843 beds over the next four years. Secur ing appropr i
ations for facility construction and conversion became one of the overrid
ing concerns of corrections policy in many jurisdictions. 

Prison crowding is not a new problem. In 1~31, the Wickersham 
Commission reported widespread and serious crowding at the federal and 
state levels, even citing examples in five s~ates of prisoners sleeping in 
doubledeck cots in the corridors of prisons. Though it is not a new 
phenomenon, the crowding that developed this past deca/ie has hat' important 
implications for correctiops policy, largely due to the new visibility of 
pr ison and jail conditions". 
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As discussed below, recent years have seen a greater willingness on 
the part of the courts to address the constitutional rights of prisoners, 
and the emergence of increasingly spv~ific professional standards and 
accreditation procedures. As a resul.t, correctional facilities have become 
more accountable for the conditions and practices existing behind their 
wall.s. 

1.1 The Role of Standards and Litigation 

In this century, several notable commissions have issued substantive 
recommendations for upgrading pr ison C01n..:li tions. These have included: 

• The National Co~ission on Law Observance6and Enforce
ment (The "Wickersham" Commission, 1931); 

• The American Correctional Association (1946-1966);7 

• The uniged Nations' Economic and Social Council 
(1957) ; 

• The American Law Institute (1962);9 

• The National Council on Crime and Delinquency (1966) ,10 

• The President's CORuiliasj.on on Law1~nforcement and 
Administration of Justice (1967); 

• The American Bar Association's pry~ect on Standards 
for Criminal Justice (1968-1973); 

• The Joint Conimisf!on on Corrections Manpower and 
'rraining (1969); 

• The National Sheriff's Association (1970);14 

• The pref~dent's Task Force on Prisoner Rehabilitation 
(1970) ; 

• The AdVteory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(1971)1 

• The National ,Advisory commif:;ion on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals (1973). 

In many cases, the standards and recommendations that emerged from these 
efforts can be characterized al3 statements of general intent rather than 
precise guides for daily practice or policy determination. While many were 
extremely comprehensive in their descriptions of prison programs ana facili
ties, the use of terms such as "appropriate"~ "as necessary" or "based on 
reasonable 'Iidence" offered little guidance in measuring institutional 
compliance. As a result, these early standards might best be described 
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as aspilational in nature, capable of exerting little direct influence on 
ct)r-rections policy. Enforcement mechanisms were also largely absent. 
While the 1956 revision of the American Correctional Association's Manual 
of Correctional Standards included a plan for applying those standards, the 
1966 edition of the manual r,jOrted little progress toward the goal of 
testing and self-evaluation. A survey of this nation's experience with 
the united Nations' "Standard Minimum Rule!s for the Treatment of Pr isoners" 
also reporte2nthe absence of a substantial impact on prison laws and 
regulations. - Although several Departments of Correction adopted the 
rules through executive or administrative order, the adopting language was 
often broadly stated to direct adherence to the Rules' "spirit and intent", 
asserting t~,t departmental policies already conformed in "philosophy and 
principle". 

In more recent years" corrections standards have made considerable 
progress in moving away from broad statements of purpose and discretionary 
guidelines toward the development of minimum standards and formal accredi
tation procedures. The initiative for this movement has come from four 
quarters: The courts, through decisions challenging the conditions of 
confinement; the corrections profession, through the Commission on Accredi
tation of the American Correctional Association; related professional organi
zations, through standards promulgated by such olganizations as the American 
Bar Association and the American Medical Association; and the Department of 
Justice, through its own standards for reviewing the conditions of confinement 
in federal facilities. To provide the context for this study's review of 
prison and jail conditions, the role of each of these groups is considered 
briefly below. 

The Standards of the Courts 

Since the Attica tragedy of 1971, judicial intolerance of condi
tions that threaten inmates' constitutional rights has been expressed with 
increasing frequency in federal and, occasionally, state court decisions 
establishing minimum standards of institutional adequacy. Appendix A-1 
reviews some of the key decisions that mark the judiciary's increasing role 
in corrections policy. While litigation in the South has produced landmark 
decisions, court action has not been limited to any geographic area. Re
sponses ~~. the survey conducted for this report reveal that, as of March 
31, 1978, tnere was no region in the country unaffected by court orders to 
eliminate subatandard conditions of confinement (see Chapter 2, Section 
2.5) • 

courts hav~;\, repeatedly characterized overcrowding as the condi-
tion of confinement -tbat exposes inmates to the most harmful physical and 
mental consequences. ~fie of the most frequently litigated issuea, by 1978 
overcrowding had been a principle factor--and in some instances, the sole 
factor--prompting judicial supervision of state prisons in at least 12 
states. The District of Columbia Jail and innumerable city and county jails 
across the country had also been declared unconstitutionally overcrowded. By 
early 1980, institutions in 19 states were under court order to improve the 
conditions of confinement and cases were pending in another 12 states. 
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From the many cases in which overcrowding has been held unconsti
tutional, there has emerged no clearly delineated set of standards for 
determining constitutionally acceptable population levels. In setting 
limits on the number 0.£ inmates who may be confined to an institution, 
judges have prohibited the practice of double-occupancy in cells ranging in 
size from 35 to 8S square feet~ limited the overall inmate population to 
the design or normal capacity of the facility; or adopted expert testimony 
as to the minimum amount of square feet of sleeping space per inmate 
humanely permissible. These latter estimates have produced a range from 48 
square feet to 75 square feet (See Appendix A-1). 

While the specific standards have varied from case to case, in 
general, these decisions have established the doctrine that corrections 
standards cannot be considered in isolation, but must be viewed as a total
ity. In assessing the impact of crowding, the courts have considered such 
variables as the length of incarceration in the ~acility, the number of 
hours each day that inmates are confined to their quarters, and the adequacy 
of opportunities for physical exercise and recreation. 

The recent and only Supreme Court decision in this area clearly 
illustrates the absence of a set of absolute judicial standards for the kinds 
of confinement practices that will be p~2scribed by the courts. In the 
landmark case of Bell v. Wolfish (1979) the Supreme Court failed to 
uphold the lower court's finding of unconstitutional confinement practices in 
the Metropolitan Correctional Center (MCC) in New York. While detainees were 
frequently double-bunked in 75 square foot cells, the court found compensatory 
value in the limited number of hours detainees were confined to their cells 
and their short terms of confinement in the facility itself. 

Just as standards qf adequacy have varied among cases, so also 
have the courts' affirmative actions to remedy unlawful overcrowding~ 
While some judges have chosen to enjoin corrections officials from receiving 
any new prisoners, to order individual facilities closed, or to mandate 
co~ntermeasures such as bail reform for local facilities, others have been 
generally reluctant to dictate specific steps, preferring to outline a 
variety of options with timetables for compliance. Suggestions offered by 
the courts or considered by state legislatures in response to court-ordered 
population reductions have included accelerated release programs or reclassi
fication and the transfer of minimum security inmates to alternative 
facilities such as community treatment centers, halfway houses and residen
tial res~:itution centers. New construction has often figured prominently in 
state plans to achieve compliance--although judges have warned that construc
tion should not be considered a panacea and attorneys have pointed to the 
inability of construction to keep pace with the population increases of the 
last decade. 

On balance, while the process of court litigation has been slow 
and the results often mixed, it is nonetheless clear that persistent 
judicial intervention (or even the threat of inter~~ntion) haS served as an 
important stimulus for upgrading penal conditions. After a tOUI of 
court-ordered improvements at the Mi'ssissippi state penitentiary, a state 
official was asked how much would have been accomplish~~ in the absence of 
judicial intervention. His blunt reply: nNone of it." 
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The Commission on Accreditation for Corrections 

Not surprisingly, the new judicial activism has added a sense of 
u~gency to th~ development of self-regulatory procedures within the correc
t10ns profess10n. The most comprehensive standards-setting exercise has 
smerge~ from the Commission on Accreditation for Corrections whiCh was 
eS~abl~shed by the American Correctional Association in 1974. Supported 
pIl,,~a~lly b~ L~A funds, the Commission in 1979 established its fiscal and 
~dm1n1str~t1ve 1n~ep~ndence from the' A (which now participates primarily 
10 select1ng Comm1ss10n members and Q..e'proving standard!:'.). 

The Commission'/:s goal has ·been the development of a uniform set of 
standards, wh~Ch, ,when used by the Commission's audit teams, would provide 
~easurable cr1ter1a for assessing the safety and well-being of staff and 
~nmates. Ten volumes of standards have been published covering both juven
l~e and adult cor~e~tions agencies responsible for in~sit!ltional and commu-
n1ty-based super~ls10n a~ ~e~l as af~ercar~ services. Those pertaining 
t~ adult corr~ct10ns fac111t1es prov1de gU1dance in all aspects of institu
t10n~1 operat10ns--in:luding facility management, staff training, records, 
phY~lCa~ plant, secur1ty and control, inmate supervision, food services, 
san1ta~10n, ~ealt~ care services, mail and visitation practices, reception 
and,o~lenta710n, 1nmate money and property control, claSSification, inmate 
tra1n1ng, llbrary services, relig·ious services, release preparation and 
temporary release. Reflecting the universal concern for the provision of 
adequate physical space, the most costly and potentially controversial 
sta~ard requires at least 60 square feet of floor space per inmate· when 
conf1nement does not exceed 10 hours per day~ when inmates are confined to 
quarters more than 10 nours per day, the standards require at least 70 
~quar: feet of floor space per inmate in jails and 80 square feet per inmate 
1n pr1sons., These standards also urge that inmates be housed singly and 
that new pr1sons and jails be built with no confinement units designed 
for multiple occupancy. . 

The CO~iss~on uses the~6 standards as the fou~dation for its 
~oluntary accred1tat10n process. This process begins with a letter of 
l?tent from an interested corrections agency to the Commission's Executive 
D1rect~r. ,Following the submission and acceptance of a formal application, 
ac~redltatlon costs are determined and a contract is executed. At this 
pOlnt, the agency is granted ncorrespondentn status and undertakes a six
month period of self-evaluation. Upon submission of the self-evaluation 
~eport~ which i~Clud~s a plan for correcting known deficiencies, the agency 
~s adm1tted to candldaten status for a period not to exceed two years. A 
request fo~ a st~ndards compliance audit is submitted at any time that the 
agen~y belleves 1t has met the requireu compliance levels. A Visiting 
CO~lt7ee, corn~sed of,one or more consultant-examiners, is responsible for 
ver1fY1ng compl1ance w1th the standards and making a recommendation to the 
Boar~ of Commissioners about granting the agency "accreditation" status. To 
rece1ve a three-year accreditation, the agency must comply with 90 percent 
of all "essential" standards, 80 percent of all "importantn standards and 
70 per~ent ?f,all ndesirablen standards. (Notably, the standards that 
establlsh m1n1mum square footage requirements per inmate have been accorded 
the s7a~us ?f "important" but not nessentialn guidelines--a temporary 
ClaSG1f1catlon reportedly designed to pro~~de corrections agencies with time 
to consider major facility improvements.) 
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By the end of 1979, contracts had been executed with five federal 
adult correctional institutions and 123 state institutions in a total of 17 
states: In three of those states, a total ~8 11 local detention facilities 
had also entered the accreditation process. Eleven of the 17 states 
received LEAA support for their accreditation activities through a discre
tionary grant program initiated in fiscal year 1978. Departing from its 
typical categorical or block gIant initiatives~ this support was intended 
to provi~9 fiscal incentives for states to enter an otherwise voluntary 
process. In fact, these 11 states accounted for more than half of the 
facilities under contract with the Commission in 1979. 

Related Professional Organizations 

Concern for the legal status and physical well-being of the 
nation's prisoners has prompted a number of parallel efforts to produce 
detailed corrections staneards. Between 1964 and 1973, the American Bar 
Association produced 17 volumes of Standards for Criminal Justice that 
focused primarily on due process issues and legal procedures. Largely as a 
consequence of the Attica tragedy in 1971, the ABA has undertaken a number 
of initiatives in corrections, beginn1ng its work on the legal status of 
prisoners 6n late 1971. The ABA's Tentative Draft on the Legal Rights of 
prisoners3 sp~cifies the most detailed and stringent due process protec
tions of any set of corrections,standard~. Concerned that these standards 
were excessively stringent and that they would unduly burden corrections 
agencies and detract from the efforts of the CQrumission on Accreditation31 
for Corrections, the ACA expressed extreme opposition to the ABA effort. 

Stimulated by mounting evidence of ~nadequacies in the medical and 
health care services in prisons and jails,3 the American Medical Associa
tion's SjjndardS for the Accreditation ,?f Medic,al Care and ~ealth. Ser,vices 
in Jails was published in 1978 follow1ng two years of de11berat10ns. 
These standards provide the basis for an ongoing accreditation program, 
which, by the end of 1978, involved six states in a proces~ similar to th~t 
established by the Commission on Accreditation for Correct10ns. A compan10n 
effort by the American Public Health Associat!~n prod~ced Standards for. 
Health Services in Correctional Institutions. Publ1shed two years pr10r 
to the AMA standards, these recommendations accorded particular attention 
to the provision of health care to women offenders. 

A number of other standard-setting and evaluation projects have 
emerged with the support of LEAA. One of the largest efforts has involved 
the University of Illinois in the development of a National Clearinghouse 
for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture. In 1971, the Clearinghouse 
produced a 1300-page Guidelines for the Pl~gning and D:sig~ of Regi,?nal and 
Community Correctional Centers for Adults~ These gU1~e11nes pro~1ded a 
series of architecturally oriented standards for assess1ng correct10nal 
facilities to be constructed or renovated with LEAA funds. 
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Department of Justice Standards 

Finally, in response to a directive from former Attorney General Griffin 
Bell to "undertake a comprehensive review of federal corrections policy and 
to develop standards that are responsive to the rights a.nd needs of inmates 
as well as to the requirements of institutional security and management," 
the Justice Department issued its own dIaft Federal Standards for Correc-
tions for review and comment in June, 1978~ The draft noted that the . 
pr imary purpose of promulgating starldards was not to require their literal 
adoption by state and locally operated facilities, but to "offer guidelines 
for the humane and safe operation of the nation's corrections and detention 
facilities." As such, the standards would be used as a basis for evaluating the 
correctional programs and policies of the federal Bureau of Pr isons~ for 
shaping correctional and financial assistance programs within the Department 
of Justice~ and, not incidentally, for assisting those divisions of the 
Department of Justice (e.g., the Civil Rights Division and the Cr iminal 
Division!6engaged in litigation involving state and local correctional 
systems. The standards were explicitly derived from those developed 
by the Commission on Accreditation as well as related professional interest 
groups and the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals. Once again, however, the emergence of this version of these 
standards added to the concern that the proliferation of guidelines might 
confuse rather than strengthen efforts37o achieve a consensus on minimum 
standards of institutional operations. 

Implementation Issues 

It remains to be seen whether the new generation of standards and 
accreditation procedures will shift the burden of reform from the judiciary 
to state executives and legislators. Arguably, many of the standards 
continue to be exceedingly difficult to measure. For accreditation purposes, 
others can only be verified by the presence of written guidelines ~8ecifying 
institutional policies in conformance with the relevant standards. The 
fact that common practice may frequently differ from written policy may not 
be readily observed by a consulting examiner--yet it is precisely these 
discrepancies that may be introduced in future court proceedings. In 
addition to the inherent difficulties of measurement and validation, both 
the probable costs of compliance and the voluntary nature of the accredita
tion process may further constrain the direct influence of these standards 
on corrections policy. 

In the immediate future, then, the question is not whether the new 
standards will remove the burden of reform from the judiciary, but rather, 
to what extent these standards will receive the support of the judiciary in 
reviewing the conditions of confinement. In several cases, attorneys have 
cited professional standards in their arguments; judges have occasionally 
referenced standards in their decisions~ and the draft standard~ of the 
Department of Justice have pointed to the utility of these guidelines to th~ 
Department's litigating divisions. Under these circumstances, it is not 
unreasonable to assume that the combination of executive or professional 
standards backed by the judiciary will continue to exert powerful pressure 
on states and localities to achieve compliance. 
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1.2 Central Research Questions 

For the purposes of this report, our interest in the new gen~ration 
of standards lies in their use in providing uniform measures of the conditions 
of confinement in American p~isons and jails. While court decisions have 
provided different views of the conditions in a number of state and local 
facilities, our goal has been to apply selected standards to all institutions 
at all levels of government. 

As we undertook the task of responding to the study's mandate to 
assess "existing and future needs in correctional facilities and the· 
adequacy of federal, state and local efforts to meet those needs," the 
available standards provided only the broadest context for selecting 
measures of "need" and "adequacy." Despite the proliferation of standards, 
the concept of adequacy remains difficult to quantify and subject to 
variable definitiQn~ Given the qualitative nature of many of the relevant 
issues and the differing values that can be assigned to these factors, 
there is nothing resembling a consensus on what constitutes adequate prison 
conditions. A judge might ask what is adequate to rehabilitate: a warden, 
what i~ adequate to maintain order: and a prisoner, what is adequate to 
guarantee his or her safety. Faced with the threat or reality of court 
intervention, a state corrections official might ask what i~ ~dequate to 
satisfy the local district court judge. Since the ranking of different 
dimens ions of adequa,cy--s·anitation, training, pr ivacy, safety, etc.--is 
influenced by one's choice of these perspectives, it is not surprising that 
no consensus exists. 

Our choice of measures was necessarily influenced by the requirement 
for a survey of all federal, state and local facilities. This restricted 
the study to a mail survey design and clearly called for measures that 
could be easily quantified, self-administered, and compared across juris
dictions. (This design was subsequently modified to permit a small number 
of on-site inspections intended primarily to validate the mail survey 
responses~) 

At the sarne time, our initial design work revealed the critical need 
to apply a uniform measure of capacity that would assist in defining the 
problem of prison and jail crowding by describing the physical space available 
to house the nation's prison and jail populations. In the absence of that 
measure, our early reports, like many of their predecessors, relied on 
information reported by corrections agencies on their "rated" or "design" 
capacities. Although a number of space standards based on square footage had 
been proposed, there was no reason to believe that measures of rated capacity 
conformed with any consistency to any of these standards. Consider, for 
example, the institution where cells of roughly 60 square feet, originally 
designed or rated to hold a single. inmate, constituted the facility's pr irnary 
housing space. With no modificati~n~·"in ... the physical plant, it was not 
uncommon to see increases in reported capacity that merely corresponded to 
subsequent increases in population. 

In addition to shifts in population, definitions of rated capacity 
were also vulnerable to varying financial, legal and political exigencies 
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While overstatements might occur in response to the threat of litigation, 
understatements were equally likely to be used as a means of dramatizing 
the need for additional bedspace. In this context, the terms "over-capacity" 
or "under·-utilization" were then (and remain) virtually meaningless. 

TO address this information gap, our survey was designed to answer 
the following central questions for all federal, state and local institutions: 

• Capacity. Applying standard,s based on the square footage 
of confinement units, to what extent does reported capacity. 
understate or overstate the physical capacity of the nation's 
prisons and jails? 

• Occupancy. How are inmates distributed within the spaces 
~lltJCated to cells and dormitories? 

• Density. To what extent do federal, state and local 
institutions meet or exceed minimum standards of square 
footage per inmate? 

• Crowding. Combining densit~l and occupancy standards, 
how crowded are the nation's prisons and jails? 

It is important to emphasize two limit.ations of our response to the latter 
question: 

(1) Our definition of czowding is based only on the application of 
physical measurements of density and occupancy. A range of 
other variables that may influence perceptions of crowding--inclu
ding other physical conditions as well as psychological aspects 
of the environment--are not considered and must be reserved for 
a future research agenda. 

(2) The minimum standard of density that is most often applied in 
our analyses is 60 square feet per inmate. While this measure 
was derived from recommendations of the Commission on Accredi
tation, other organizations--!gcluding the courts--have selected 
both higher and lower valuea~ It is useful to recall that 
in the early 1820's, when one school of the penological art 
favored total solitary confinement, the cells at the Eastern 
State Penitentiary in Philadelphia were 96 squ~re feet and each 
had its own48utdoor recreation area, inside plumbing and hot 
water heat. This historical observation demow,trates 
the relative nature of the concept of adequacy. Standards, 
whetheJ: developed by professional associations, executive 
agencies or the courts, are only one tool for gauging the 
conditions which characterize incarceration. 

TO supplement our analyses of the crowding phenomenon, data were 
also collected on the distribution of employees and the operating expenses 
in each facility surveyed. These data, together with related information 
on the basic characteristics of the institutions and the inmates they 
housed, are combined in this report to provide a broad overview of the 
conditions and costs of custodial corlections in 1978. 
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1.3 Scope and Design 

Despite the inherent limitations of our measures of· adequacy, this 
study represented the most comprehensive survey of adult correctional 
institutions ever undertaken. Working in conjunction with the ongoing 
survey program of4~he National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics 
Service (NCJISS), data were obtained from approximately 3,500 local 
correctional facilities, 521 state prisons, 38 federal prisons and 402 
community-based pre-release facilities. (This volume covers the federal, 
state and local prisons and jails while Volume V pr~sents a supplemental 
report on the community-based facilities.) 

At all levels of government, the survey was confined to adult 
correctional facilities. As shown in Figure 1.1, in 1970 these facilities 
contained approximately 15 percent of all persons residing in public and 
private ri~identi.al institutions. Juvenile correctional facilities were 
encluded, as were correctional facilities ua~er the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Defense or Indian reservations. Also excl~~ed were 
police lock-ups which held persons for less than 48 hours. Finally, 
the study did not address non-custodial corrections, thereby excludin.g 
adults under probation or parole supervision. As illustrated in Figure 
1.2, at the time of our survey, less than one-third of all adults under 
some form of correctional supervision were confined on a daily basis. 

The results reported in this volume are based on a mail survey of 
federal and state institutions administered by the research project staff. 
The Bureau of Census, through an inter-agency agreement with NCJISS, 
provided the staff with data on local correctional facilities collected as 
part of its 1978 National Jail Census. In order to assess the validity of 
the mail instruments and to collect supplementary data bearing on the 
adequacy of correctional facilities, site visits were conducted at 52 
facilities selected randomly from a stratified population list. 

In the sections that follow we discuss in detail the data collec
tion procedures and instruments for this investigation. 

Mail Survey Instruments and Data Collection Procedures 
Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Systems 

To complete the survey of state and federal facilities, coordinators 
were identified for 52 correctional agencies (the 50 states, Washington, 
D.C., and the federa~ Bureau of prisons) and were asked to oversee the data 
collection for all facilities within their adult correctional system. Forty 
of the 52 coordinators chose to distribute the survey instruments to their 
facilities themselves. In these jurisdictions, the central coordinating 
agency verified responses for consistency with their records and completed 
any missing information.. The remaining 12 coordinators requested that we 
mail the instruments directly to all facilities in the state (District of 
Columbia, Idaho, Indiana r Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, New Hampshire, 
Oregon, Utah, Virginia, and Washington). 
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Figure 1.1" 

Proportion of Total Population Housed in Institu'Y.l-1Jns
By Type of Institution, 1970 _-:.---_ 

Homes for the Aged and Dependent 
436% 

Mental Hospnals and Resldenllal T:eatment 
204% 

Source: PSY~hiatric Services and the Changing Institutional Scene, 1950-1985 (National I n.stitution of Mental Health 
Series 3, No. 12). Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, 19'77. . 

Figure 1.2" 

Proportion of Total Persons Under Correctional Supe,l'Vision 
By Type of Supervision ...._.----______ ' 

\ 
\ 

\ 
Parole Superv!slon 

102% 

Probation SUpervision 

606% 

PiISOIl and Jail Populatloll 

292% 

~ 
Sources: The prison a.nd jail population of 445,003 is based on the National Prisoner Statistics for December 31 1977 

(~PS Bulletin SD-NPS-PSF-5, February, 1979) and this study'!; jail datci collected by the Bureau of ~he 
Census, Mar~h 1978. The probation population of 923,064 and parole population of 156 194 refer to 1976 
as r~ported In State ~nd Local Pr~~tion and Parole Systems, U.S. Department of Justice: National Criminal 
Justice and Information and Statistics Service, Washington, D.C., 1978. 
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Vittually all of the 521 state and 38 federal facili.ties cooperated 
in completing the survey instruments. The survey instruments were mailed 
two weeks prior to the reference date of the survey (March 31, 1978) and 
all instruments were returned by December, 19'78. 

When the instruments were returned, if data were missing or the 
~esponses required clarification, respondents were contacted by telephone 
and asked to provide answers from available records at the facility or a 
central offi,-:e. If precise calculati:ms we.re not available, they were asked 
to provide a reasonable estimate of the information and a note was made of 
that fact. Less than iO percent ot the information provided was estimated. 

Due to the volume of telephone follow-up calls that were required 
to complete the files, a decision was made to provide each state Department 
of corrections with the opportunity to review the information finally 
recorded for all institutions in the state. Following all normal coding, 
keypunching and cleaning operations, printouts of the data contained in 
the files were submitted to the administrator of every state corrections 
department and the feder-al Bureau of Prisons. Each was asked to verify 
that no facilities were omitted or duplicated and to check each response 
for face validity. Thirty prison systems responded. While most adjustments 
were minor 0 five duplicate facilities were eliminated from the files and 
previously unavailable race and Hispanic population data were added for two 
states. 

The following survey instruments were used (see Appendix A-2): 

PC-1: Survey of State an2LFederal Adult Correctional Systems. 
This instrument was sent to the ~rrectional agencies in each of the 50 
states, the District of Columbia and the Federal Bureau of Prisons. The 
PC-1 solicited information on th'i! number of inmates in these correctional 
systems on March 31, 1978 by sex, severity of sentence, and type of facility~ 
the rated and operational capacities of all the facilities~ plans for major 
facility construction, renovation, acquisition, or closing between March 
31v 1978 and December 31, 1982~ past and pending court orders affecting the 
facilities~ and the issues involved in present court litigation. 

PC-2: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities. 
This instrument was designed for facilities primarily holding inmates 24 
hours a day. The PC-2 solicited information from individual facilities 
regarding the number of inmates housed on March 31, 1978 by sex, race, age, 
crime committed, and severity of sentence~ the rated and operational 
capacity of the institution~ and its security classification. For each 
confinement unit within the facility, information was requested on its 
rated capacity, the number of square feet of floor space, the number of 
inmates being housed, and the average number of hours per day those inmates 
were confined. Information was also obtained on the number of employees in 
the facility by job category, sex~ race, and age~ and finally, the operating 
expenses for the facility. (The corresponcing survey of community-based 
pre-release facilities (PC-3) is described in Volume V.) 
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Survey of Local Correctional Facilities (National Jail Census, 1978). 
Tw~ forms of this survey (CJ-3 and CJ-4) were used in the 1978 National 
Ja1l Census. These Census Bureau forms solicited informat~on about the 
nume:~ of res~de~ts on February 15, 1978 by sex and sentencing status; the 
~um.J""" of adm1ss10ns and releases~ the average daily population at the 
Jails~ plans to close, renovate, build, or acquire new facilities and the 
anticipated co~t of those plans~ the rated capacity, amount of floor space, 
and number of 1nmates for each confinement unlt~ and the number of fu11- and 
part-time employees. Extensive information was also obtained on the extent 
and substance of medical care, including the use of admission screenings 
and sick call~ the number of inmate deaths~ and the availability of work
release and counseling services. The CJ-3 and CJ-4 forms were almost 
identical~ with the CJ-4 eliciting less information on medical facilities, 
admission procedures, and jail employees. The CJ-3 was sent to jails with 
50 or more inmates, while the shorter CJ-4 was sent t~jails with less than 
50 inmates. Only 28 out of 3,493 facilities did not participate. 

Site Visits to Selected Adult Correctional Facilities 

In addition to the collection of national survey data, the research 
sta~f. v~sited 24 state~ 24 local, 2 federal and 2 commu:'aity-based pre-release 
facl.l1 t1es. These ViS1tS had two primary purposes: (1) to validate the 
responses provided by those facil:ities to the mail survey instruments; and 
(2) to provide supplementary data on correctional practices and conditions. 

Appendix A-3 describes the method used to select the sample and the 
procedures fo~lowed du~ing the visits. Also included in this appendix are 
the results of the va11dation effort, with a focus on. the accuracy of the 
~loor space measurements provided by the fa~ili ties on the mail survey 
1nstruments. 

Other data collected at these facilities, including that collected 
from interviews with inmates and c:orrectional officers, are presented in 
Appendix A-4 ar~ referenced, WherE! appropriate, in subsequent chapters. 

1.4 An Overview of Subsequent Chapters 

In the remaining chapters of this volume, analyses of the data 
described in the preceding sections are generally provided at a national or 
regi~n~l level. However, due to the tremendous variations in physical 
cond1t10ns often found among the s.tates, Appendix C provides a detailed 
report of these data at the state level. 

• Chapter 2 provides a basic description of the correc
tional facilities in the national survey, reporting 
institutional characteristics as well as the character
istics of the inmates housed in 1978. Also included 
is an overview of court orders and inmate litigations 
(pending or effective on March 31, 1978) that have 
attempted to mediate or question the oonditions of 
confinement in federal and state correctional systems. 
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• Chapter 3 addresses the central research questions 
defined in Section t.2. Using data from the national 
survey of federal~ state and local correctional 
facilities, this chapter presents the first comparative 
account of tbe capacity of prisons and jails using a 
uniforM standard of measured space. This chapter also 
describes the distribution of persons within confinement 
units, thus presenting a national picture of prison 
density, inmate p~ivacy, freedom of movement, and 
other measures that address the is~ue of crowding_ 

• Chapter 4 examines the staffing levels in the nationVs 
prisons and jails. Beginning with an examination of 
historical staff population trends, inmate-to-staff 
ratios are examined by jurisdiction and region with a 
particular emphasis on custodial and services personnel. 

• ~o assist the corrections planner or practitioner in 
assessing the fiscal implications of proposed standards, 
Chapter 5 provides a comparative review of the ope'rating 
and capital costs of prisons aid jails. 

• Finally, Chapter 6 presents a brief concluding summary 
that references the major findings of the survey. 

1.5 Cautionary Notes 

In reviewing the findings in this volume, several cave~ts must be 
kept in mind. First, the reader should not expect the number of state·
sentenced inmates reported in the present volume to be identical to those 
found in the National Prisoner Statistics (NPS) published by LEAA. The NPS 
statistics are based on a year-end enumeration of individuals sentenced as 
adults or as youthful offenders to maximum sentences of more than o~~ year. 
In the survey of federal and state correctional systems reported here, 
inmate counts are based on all adults residing in the facilities on March 
31, 1978. 

Second~ givert the small sample of cor-orectional facilities that were 
site visited, extreme caution sho\.~ld be used in interpreting those findings. 
The reader should be espeqially wary of generalizing from these few facili
ties to other correctional facilities. T~~il same warning need not be 
applied to results from the surveys of-federal, state~ and local adult 
correctional fcu;iliHes. Sampling in these cases was exhaustive, and the 
findings do not suffer the limitations of sampling error. 

Third, although most of the data reported here were derived from 
precise calculations or measurements, some information had to be estimated 
by the respondents. For example, not all of the prisons and jails had 
measurements of floor space on record~ most of these facilities provided 
estimates instead of taking measurements for the purposes of the survey. 
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Simi:arly, there were some institutions or systems that did not have 
preC1se counts of the number of inmates present on the day specified 
H~~ce, t~ey may have estimated the number of inmates present or chos;n 
a. ?r?at1ve date close to the one specified. Response 
~1n1m1zed by means of systematic telephone follow-ups. 
1n th: total number of inmates specified for any given 
occas10nally be noticed by the reader due to errors in 

an 
errors were greatly 
Still, discrepanCies 

variable will 
reporting. 
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prel~inary data on public facilities ap~ar in :hilnren ~~ 
31, 197'1. t the 1977 Census of Publ1.c Juven1le Facil1 
Custody: Advance Repor on tm nt of Justice, NCJISS, September, 
~, NO. S~~D-5A, U.S. Depa~ ~e facilities appear in the Advance 
1979. Prel~1nary data on ~r~v~ ate Juvenile Facilities, No. SD-JD-5B. 
Report on the 1977 Census 0 r1V _ 

, 600 ersons held in facilities operated by 
There are approx1mate.ly 3, p, 1975 facilities located on Indian 
the Department of Defense. DUr1ng l't' of 1002--153 juveniles 
reservations had an avera~e da;~rb~P~n~ ~~~eau L~W Enforcement 
and 849 adults. The Comb1ned f Indian Affairs, Washington, 
Services Annual Report, 19~5, Bureau 0 
D.C., 1976. 

of' the number of persons confined in police 
No recent est~ates th ere 

I 1931 it was est~ated that ere w 
lock-ups are available. n , d St t s and , " d villa e lock-ups" in the Un1te a e , 
10,860 "po11ce Ja1ls an 193~ some 1,350,000 persons were held in 
that from January to June, ~police Jail~ and Village Lock-ups," 
those facilities~ H~rt, ,H.H., , d parole, National commission 
Report on Penal Inst1tut10ns, pro~at10~,ant D.C. 1931, pp. 327-344. 
on Law Observance and Enforcement, Was 1ng on, , 
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CHAPTER 2 
AN OVERVIEW OF FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL FACILITIES 

The preceding chapter has provided an historical view of the role 
of the courts and other standard-setting organizations in the movement to 
regulate the conditions of confinement. The purpose of this chapter is to 
provide a brief overview of the characteristics of the federal, state and 
local facilities included in the pr'esent study and to outline the specific 
litigation issues that coufronted those institutions at the time of the 
survey. We consider both the physical attributes of the institutions 
(size, security classification and age) as well as the characteristics of 
the inmates they housed in 1978. 

As Chapter 1 has indicated, the pr ison and jail surveys encoitipasfled 
a total of 38 federal prisons, 521 state prisons and 3,493 local jails. 
The corresponding survey of pre-release facilities included 402 publicly or 
privately operated pre-release facilities that housed inmates under state 
or federal jurisdiction. The results of all aspects of the pre-release 
survey are reported in Volume V. This volume considers only the lat'ger 
surveys of prisons and jails. 

2,1 Incarceration Rates 

Any discussion of the conditions of confinement in American prisons 
and jails must begin by noting the significant regional differences in the 
distribution of sentenced prisoners. Of particular importance in this 
context is the disproportionate use of incarceration in the South. 

Table 2.1 shows the rates of incarceration per 100,000 population 
by state and region for local jails and state prisons. Table 2.2 presents 
a corresponding distribution of facilities in March, 1978. These tables 
clearly confirm the concentration of prison and jail facilities and inmates 
in the South. Over 250,000 prisoners were incarcerated in state prisons, 
with nearly half (48 percent) confined in the South's 284 facilities. 
About 158,000 jail inmates were held across the country. Again, the South 
accounted for the largest share of both jail facilities (1,678) and jailed 
prisoners (43 percent). While almost half of the nation's prisoners were 
held in Southern institutions, the region contained only one-third of the 
U.S. population. The other three regions all supported inmate populations 
below their respective shares of the U.S. population. 

Volume II discusses the regional components of inmate population 
trends in some detail. It will suffice to say here that the South's 
dominance in rate of incarceration per 100,000 population has made this 
region vastly more susceptible to deteriorating conditions of confinement. 

21 

=------ 1 





2.2 Federal and State Facility Characteristics 

In 1969, the Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and Training 
described the "multi-purpose p~ison" or "Big House" as the cornerstone of 
the adult correctional system. These facilities were characterized by 
their large size, antiquated physical plant, and maximum or mixed security 
designation. Used as the central or even the only prison in a state, they 
held about half of all ~dult inmates in federal and state institutions at 
the time of the Commission's survey. In describing these facilities, the 
Joint Commission emphasized their continuing influence on contemporary 
conditions of confinement: 

"Multi-purpose prisons typically resemble dreary walled 
fortresses, studded by armed guard towers and se.aled 
shut by massive steel doors. As a class of institution, 
they represent corrections' closest and strongest tie 
"lith the past and the main locus of the field's inertia. 
Indeed, a researcher concerned with corrections in 
the future feels a temptation to dismiss this class of 
institution as an anomaly of the past and to concentrate 
instead upon the contemporary adaptations of the institu
tion such as the pre-release center. To do so, however, 
would ignore the continued importance of multi-purpose 
pr isons in corrections today and would fail to take 
into account the amazing capacity for survival which 
this ty~e of institution has demonstrated over the 
years. " 

Another 10 years have passed since the Joint Commission's report, 
and, not surprisingly, these institutions have continued to demonstrate 
their capacity for survival. As shown in Figure 2.1, over half of the 
nation's state and federal prisoners were housed in maximum custody insti
tutions; akaost three-quarters of these lived in facilities housing 1,000 
or more inmates and the majority of those were confined in prisons built 
prior to 1925. Expressed as a percent of the total state and federal 
prison population, over 20 percent of prisoners were confined in little 
better than one-sixteenth of the institutions and all of lhese facilities 
were large reminders of our "inglorious prison heritage." Inspection of 
Table 2.3 shows the North Central region as the dominant user of the old 
"fortress" prison with 10 facilities (housing almost a third of all 
prisoners in the region) showing the combined attributes of large size, 
age and maximum custody designation. 

While our definition of the fortress prison includes only the 
oldest facilities, construction of the large prison complex was not entirely 
restricted to the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Appendix Table 
B-2 presents the distribution of facilities by age, security classification 
and size. As indicated, of the 85 facilities housing 1,000 or more inmates, 
almost half were constructed between 1925 and 1969. It was not until the 
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Figure 2.1 

Percentag~ Distribution of Inmate:;~ in Federal and State Facilitiesb by Security Classification 
SIze of the Inmate PopulatIon on March 31, 1978 and the Age of the Facility , 

(171) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC 2) 1978 . 
figure; Appendix Table B·2 provides a comparable dl'st 'b t' . 'f f '1:' AppendiX Table B·' provides supporting data for this 

rI U Ion 0 aCI Itles by these attributes. 

apercentages within circles refer to . t h . 
-Circle, the number of relevant facil;~i;sai~~~t~~Umbers of which are recorded at the foot of each circle. At the top of each 

blncludes only facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours per day. • 
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Table 2.3 
Distribution of Facilities and Inmates in Facilities with the Combined Attributes of Age (Constructed 

Prior to 1925), Large Size (Average Daily Population Greater than 1,000) and Maximum Security 
Designation by Region, 1978 

Region 

Total U.S. 

Federal Prisons 

State Prisons 

Northeast 

North Central 

South 

west 

Total 
Number of 
Facilities 

559 

38 

521 

77 

90 

284 

70 

Facilities 

Number of Old, 
Large, Maximum 

Security Facilities 

34 

3 

31 

6 

10 

12 

3 

Inmates 

Total Number of Inmates 
Number of in Old, Large, Maximum 

Percent Inmates Security Facilities Percent 

6% 278,987 62,002 22% 

8 27,548 4,845 18 

6 216,985 57,157 26 

8 39,361 9,013 23 

11 58,343 17,940 31 

4 115,878 25,181 22 

4 37,857 5,023 13 

Source: Surve,y of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 
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decade of the 1970' s t!l~~ ~"f pr ison construction began to emphasize 
smaller facili_tJes-'~-Of 150 facilities dated between 1970 and 1978, only 
two were~./.}igned to hold 1,000 or more inmates. Notably, however, these 
newer, facilities were no less secure than their aging counterparts--despite 
a prediction made in the 1966 American Correctional Association (ACA) 
Standards that suggested, ~ • • • for many years to come, in most slates, 
it will be unnecessary to build new maximum security institutions." 
Roughly one-quarter of the facilities constructed in the 1970's were 
designed to provide maximum custody housing; fully one-half of all maximum 
security facilities were built between 1950 and 1978. While th~se facili
ties were relatively smaller (and accounted for only 28 percentb£ all 
prisoners confined in maximum security settings) maximum custody prisons 
buil~ today may have a life expectancy of at least a century. Thus, this 
group of facilities may well be tomorrowl~: bastilles. 

The same 1966 ACA standards offered the5following assessment of the 
need for facilities of various secu:ity levels: 

• Maximum: "It is doubtf~l that real maximum security 
facilities are needed for more than 15 percent of an 
unselected prison population." 

• Medium: "labout one-half of an unselected state pr ison 
population can be handled satisfactorily in medium 
secu.rity facilities." 

• Minimum: "If a prison system maintains an adequate 
program of classification, it is possible to maintain 
approximately one-third of the unselected adult prison 
population in open or minimum security institutions 
and facilities." 

As summarized below, there clearly remains a substantial disparity between 
these guidelines and the actual distributions of inmates: 

• Maximum: 51 pe.rcent of all state and federal inmates 
were confined in maximum security institutions. Con
sistent with the larger size of the older facilities, 
these institutions constituted only 27 percent of all 
prisons .. 

• Medium: 38 percent of all prisoners were held in 
medium custody facilities which accounted for 40 
percent of all prisons. 

• Minimum: Excluding inmates housed in pre-release facilities 
(11,437) only 11 percent of prisoners were housed in minimum 
security facilities. Since most of these institutions were both 
newer and smaller, they represented fully one-third of all 
facilities. 
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Appendix Tables B3-B7 show the regional distributions of inmates 
by size of facility, security classification, and the year the facility 
opened. The following patterns emerge: 

• A large proportion of prisoners in the South and West 
were housed in newer facilities. In both regions, 
over two-thirds of all inmates were housed in facili
ties constructed between 1925 and 1978. This distri
bution may be partly the result of the many converted 
facilities .in that region, such as tents and modular 
or trailer units. Because of their adaptability in 
warmer climates and their relatively low cost, these 
facilities have offered a quick means of responding to 
the steep rise in prisoner intake experienced in 
recent years. In contrast, reflecting the origins of 
the fortress prison, the Northeast and North Central 
legions confined roughly half of their prisoners in 
institutions constructed before 1925. 

• The North Central and Western regions confined the 
largest percentages of prisoners in the "Mega-prison. w 

In the West, California's 10 large facilities domi
nated the region; among the North Central States, 
Illinois and Ohio together supported 11 large facili
ties (Table 2.2). 

• The West housed the lowest percentage of inmates in 
maximum security facilities with 23 percent, a figure 
less than half that shown for the federal system and 
the other three region~. 'l'his region's reliance on medium 
custody housing was consiste~t with the security classifi
cation of its inmates and, in turn, the larger portion of 
offenders incarcerated for "public order" offenses. 

Also summarized in Appendix B (Table B-8) are the distributions of 
federal and state prisoners by the type of confinement units within facili
ties. These included regular units (holding 95.4 p~!rcent of all inmates as 
well as space reserved for the sick and injured (O.~' percent of inmates), 
for disciplinary detention (2.3 percent of inmates) and protective custody 
(1.6 percent of inmates). While the fraction of imnates in protective 
custody units is CllTlall, it is nonetheless an uncomfortable· fact of prison 
life that this proportion represents 4,430 persons whose safety wit •• ~n the 
institution relies on total segregation from the general population of 
prisoners. 
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Federal and State Inmate Characteristics 

. In addition to information on facility characteristics, the survey 
obtalned aggregate data on the characteristics of inmate populations--their 
age distribution, sex, race/ethnicity, offense category and security 
classification. Appendix Tables B9 and BlO present the regional distribu
tions of males and females by each of these characteristics. Tables Bll _ 
B16 display (for males and females separately) the distributions of these 
inmate attributes by the facility characteristics discussed above. Summary 
comments on these analyses are provided below. Volume II presents a more 
detailed analysis of the characteristics of the offender population without 
reference to specific types of facilities. 

• Inmate Security Classification. While facility 
custody designations refer to the perimeter security 
of an institution, inmate security classifications are 
normally intended to reflect the degree of supervision 
and control required by individual inmates--regardless 
of the overall custody level of the institution. The 
standards of the Commission on Accreditation for 
Corrections avoid any predictions regarding the 
proportions of inmates who might receive maximum, 
medium and minimum designations, suggesting instead 
that all inmates should be asStgned the least restric
tive custodial level possible. As indicated in 
Appendix Tables B9 and Bl0, 38 percent of all federal 
and state inmates were assigned maximum custody 
status; 35 percent were considered medium security 
risks; 22 percent received a minimum custody designa
tion and the remaining 4 percent were accorded a 
"mixed" or "other" security classification. Predic
tably, w'hen compared with facility designations, a 
lower percentage of inmates were classified as maximum 
security risks than lived in maximum custody facilities; 
similarly, a higher percentage of inmates were classi
fied as minimum security risks. 

• Offense Classification. Close to half of all prisoners 
were confined for violent crimes, a third for property 
offenses and the remainder for other crimes (e.g., 
drug offenses and other so-called crimes against the 
"public order"). Contributing to the potentially 
explosive environment of the fortress prison, greater 
percentages of those confined in older, larger maximum 
security facilities were classified as violent offenders • 

• Race/Ethnicity. More than half of all prisoners were 
non-white. Blacks alone constituted 47 percent of the 

29 



male population and 53 percent of the .female popula
tion. There were no discernable differences in the 
proportions of minority offenders held in prisons of 
varying sizes, ages or security classifications. 

• Age. The majority of all male prisoners were between 
the ages of 18 and 34 with roughly equivalent propor
tions of 18 to 24 year olds (37 percent) and 25 to 
34 year olds (38 percent). Again, these groups 
were distributed fairly evenly across institutions 
of varying sizes, ages and security classifications. 

• Sex. As Table 2.2 has indicated, a total of 42 
institutions were designated for females only, 26 
confined both males and females and the remaining 
491 held males only. Thus, female prisoners, who 
constituted roughly four percent of the total inmate 
population, were distributed among 12 percent of 
the facilities. Reflecting thei.r smaller numbers 
and minimum security classifications, the majority 
of female offenders were confined in the smallest, 
medium and minimum security institutions. Less 
than one-fifth were held in maximum custody facilities. 

2.3 Local facility Characteristics 

In contrast to their federal and state counterparts, local jails 
are larger in number, generally smaller in size and more ~iverse in lo~a~ 
tion and jur.isdiction. Many local jails are part of mult1-purpose fac111-
ties that also serve as the county courthouse, the local sheriff's office 
or police station. with the authority to retain adults f~~ 48 ho~rs or 
longer, the local jail serves as a holding tank for pretr1al deta1nees as 
well as the primary place of confinement for persons sentenced to short 
terms--generally less than one year. Increasingly, local jails have also 
served to hold inmates awaiting transfer to state facilities. 7In Alabama, 
for example, as a result of the court's order in Pugh v Locke, 2,160 
state prisoners were be.ing held in county jails on December 31, 1976. At 
that tiWe, 7,738 state prisoners were backed-up in local jails in 10 
states. 

There is, of course, considerable variation across the states in 
the responsibilities of state and local jurisdictions. Thus, even the 
broadest definition for local jurisdiction may be inconsistent with local 
practice. In seven jurisdictions, for exam~le, the s~ate or.f:d:ral city 
corrections agency is responsible for pretr1a1 detent10n fac111t1es 
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(Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, vermont and Washing
ton, D.C.). There are also many states where persons sentenced to one year 
or more need not fall under state jurisdiction, and others where the state 
assumes jurisdiction over those with shorter sentences. In South Carolina, 
for instance, jurisdictional change~ effective in 1973 required the transfer 
of misdemeanant prisoners serving 90 days or more to state custody. In 
contrast, Pennsylvania prisoners sentenced up to 24 months can be held in 
local facilities. 

Volume II presents the full distributions of the legal status of 
jail inmates, indicating that about half of all prisoners at the local 
level were awaiting trial and sl~ghtly less than one-third were serving 
sentences of less than one year. There was no pattern of regional 
differences with the exception of those states in the Northeast and South 
that frequently used jails for sentences in excess of one year. The 
supplementary site visit data reported in Appendix A provide a view of the 
segregation policies of a sample of 24 local facilities. While males and 
females and juveniles and adults were commonly separated, there was far 
less consistency in the separation of sentenced frcm unsentenced prisoners10 despite standards that clearly require the provision of separate quarters. 

Detailed data describing the characteristics of local jail popula
tions fre not yet available from the Survey of Jail Inmates conducted in 
1978. 1 Results from the 1978 National Jail Census permit a division 
of local facilities along only two dimensions: (1) the year the facility 
was constructed7 and (2) the average daily inmate population of each 
facility. The distributions of inmates and facilities according to these 
attributes are displayed by region in Appendix Tables B-17 and B-18. As 
these tables indicate, there was some regional variation in the percentage 
of inmates confined in jails built since 1950, ranging from 43 percent in 
the Northeast to 62 percent in the South and 66 percent in the West. These 
are parallel to the findings for state facilities cited in Table 2.2. 
Nationwide, 44 percent of all jails housed only up to nine inmates7 52 percent 
held from 10 to 249. Only 10 percent of the Northeastern facilities were in 
the smaller categorY7 in all other respects there was relatively little 
regional variation. 

2.4 An Overview of Court Orders and Pending Litigation 

To complete this overview of the surveyed facilities, Tables 2.4 
and 2.5 provide tabulations of the court orders/consent decrees and pending 
inmate suits reported by survey respondents from. federal and state correc
tional systems. (Similar data were not available from the 1978 National 
Jail Census.) To highlight the areas of need being brought to the attention 
of the courts, both tables list the particular conditions of confinement at 
issue in these cases. 
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Inspection of Tables 2.4 and 2.5 provides a revealing measure of 
the deteriorating conditions of confinement in the nation's prisons and the 
implied inaction of state officials. A total of 82 court orders were 
in effect on March 31, 1978. Many of these were the result of comprehen
sive attacks on entire state prison systems. Facilities in the Northeast 
and North Central regions accounted for 26 and 23 percent of these orders 
respectively. Consistent with the larger number of facilities in the 
South, the greatest proportion of court orders was found in that region 
(35 percent), while the West accounted for only 15 percent. 

In addition to these comprehensive orders, states reported a total 
of 8,186 pending cases filed by inmates. In contrast to the regional 
distribution of court orders, pending litigation was concentrated in the 
Northeast, which accounted for 46 percent of all state cases reported on 
March 31, 1978. The South followed with 29 percent of all cases, the North 
Central region with 15 percent, and the West only nine percent. Since the 
disproportionate number of cases in the Northeastern region may simply 
reflect a social climate more conducive to litigation, these distributions 
cannot be viewed as true measures of litigable facility conditions or 
levels of inmate discontent. They do, however, provide a "view from the 
bench" of institutional practices that required mediation, indicating the 
substantial burden that the prison environment has placed on the courts. 

Crowding. As the preceding chapter has indicated, the issue of 
crowding has been one of the most conspicuous concerns of the courts: as 
seen in Table 2.4 it was an issue raised in 26 court orders in effect on 
March 31, 1978. Complaints regarding crowding have appeared relatively 
infrequently in inmate litigation, which has focused more often on staff 
practices, the provision of institutional services, and legal protections. 
However, when asked about areas of institutional operations most in need of 
improvement, the limited sample of state inmates questioned during site 
visits (25) commonly cited overcrowding and the absence of privacy as major 
problems at their facilities. While many fewer local inmates made this 
complaint, interestingly, more locaJ than state corrections officials 
mentioned the need for more lilTing and bed space in their facilities. 
(Appendix A provides the tabulations for these site visit data.) 

Medicill and Health Care Services. For both court orders and pending 
litigation, the provision of medical and health care services combined 
represented the single most frequently cited issue. In marked contrast, 
relatively few of the 24 prison and 24 jail administrators interviewed 
during the site visits mentioned the need for more medical and psychiatric 
facilities or improved health care services (see Appendix A). While close 
to one-third or mor~ of both state and local administrators cited the need 
for better recreational facilities and higher budgets for mainteAance and 
repairs, only 13 percent noted additional medical care needs. Similarly, 
in the services area, the need for improved vocational training was men
tioned more than three times as often as the need for improved health care 
services. 
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Staff Practices. One-fourth of the court orders and nine percent of 
th'e pending inmate suits reported in Tables 2.4 and 2.5 were concerned, at 
le:ast in part, with staff practices. Many of the issues listed by the 
respondents in the "other" categories of both tables also included instit'l
tional or staff practices--e.g., "brutality," "discipline," "visitations," 
"classifications," or "procedures." 

Other Physical Conditions of Confinement. Food services and 
sanitation practices are the remaining conditions cited with some consis
tency in both inmate litigation and court orders. That strong needs exist 
in these areas was clearly supported by the interview data reported in 
Appendix A. Administrators at the site visited state and local facili
ties cited the need for better maintenance and repairs, and inmates fre
quently complained about the consequences of inadequate maintenance--faulty 
plumbing, poor sanitation, and inadequate temperature control, ventilation, 
and lighting. A complete assessment of facility standards in each of these 
areas was beyond the scope of this study. However, the site visits did 
include limited inspections of inmate living quarters, sanitation, fire 
safety equipment, light levels; and airflow: the results of these inspec
tions are also reported in Appendix A. 

A more recent tally of effective and pending court actions chal
lenging the conditions of confinement in state institutions is reported in 
Table 2.6 with relevant case citations. This table reveals the continua
tion of the trend reported by the survey respondents 8 suggesting quite 
clearly that in the absence of state executive or legislative action, the 
conditions of confinement will be increasingly subject to external dictation. 
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State 
Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

Colorado 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

------,,----_ .. -

'/ 

Table 2.6 
Litigation Involving Prison Conditions and Overcrowding, April 1980 

Affected Institution 
State System 

State Penitentiary 

State System 

Maximum Security Penitentiary 

State Penitentiary 

State System 

State Penitentiary at Reidsville 

State Penitentiary at Menard 

State Penitentiary at Pendleton 

Status 
Court order; Receiver appointed 
466 F.Supp 628 (M.D. Ala. 1979). 

Preliminary orders limiting prison 
population and reclassification. 

Court order; Special Master 
appointed. 

Case 
Pugh v. Locke, 406 F.Supp 318 
(M.D. Ala. 1976). 

Harris v. C,s/dwell, C.A. No. 75-185, 
PHX·CAM (D. Ariz.). 

Finney v. Mabry, 458 F.Supp 720 
(E.D. Ark. 1978). 

Declared unconstitutional and Ramos v. Lamm, C.A. No. 77-K-1093 
ordered cloped; partial stay Issued (D. Col. 12120179). 
pending appeal (10th Clr. 380). 

Court ord",r 

Court order 

Court order; Special Master 
appointed. 

Court order 

Pending 

Anderson v. Redmon, 429 F.Supp 
1105 (D. Del. 1977). 

Costello v. Wainwright, 
397 F.Supp 20 
(M.D. Fla. 1975). 

Guthrie v. Evans, C.A. No. 3068 
(S.D. Ga.). 

Lightfoot v. Walker, C.A. No. 78-2095 
(S.D. 111.2119/80). 

French v. Owens 

State Penitentiary at Michigan City Pending W911man v. Faulkner, 
1P79·37·C (S.D. Ind.). 

State Penitentiary Pending 

State Penitentiary and Court order (by consent 
ReformatJry decree) 

State Penitentiary Court order 

State Penitentiary Pending 

2 State Penitentiaries Declared unconstitutional 

Maximum Security Unit Pending 
at Walpole 

State System Court order 

State Penitentiary Court order 

2 State Penitentiaries Pending 

Eitate Penitentiary Court order 
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Watson v. Ray, 
C.A. No. 78·106·1, flied 12128179 
(S.D.la). 

Kendrick v. Carroll, 
C76-0079 cyJ.O. K.y.) and 
Thompson v. Bland, (April 1980). 

Williams v. Edwards, 547 F.2d 1206 
(5th Clr. 1977). 

Lovell v. Brennan, C.A. ____ _ 
(D. Me.). 

Johnson v. Levine, 450 F.Supp 648 
(D. Md. 1978), 
Nelson v. Co/llns, 455 F.Supp 727 
(D. Md. 1978). 

Blake v. Hall, C.A. 78-3051·T 
(D. Mass.). 

Gates v. Collier. 501 F.2d 1291 
(5th Clr. 1974). 

Burks v. Teasdale, 603 F.2d 59 
(8th Clr. 1979). 

Maginnis v. O'Callaghan, 
C.A. No. 77-0221 
(D. Nev.). 

Laaman v. Helgemoe, 
437 F.Supp 269 
(D. N.H. 1977). 

~ 

I 
I 

I 
I 
r 
I 
I 

State Affocted Institution 

New Mexico State Penitentiary 

North Carolina Central Prison at Raleigh 

Ohio 

Women's Prison 

State Penitentiary at 
Lucasville 

State Prison at Columbus 

State Prison at Mansfield 

Oklahoma State System 

Rhode Island State System 

South Carolina State Penitentiary 

Tennessee State System 

Texas 

Utah 

Washington 

Wyoming 

State System 

State Penitentiary 

State Reformatory 
cyJalia Walla) 

State Penitentiary 

Status Case 

Pending Duran v. Apodaca, 
C.A. No. 77-721·C 
(D. N.M.). 

(NO !NFORMATION AVAILABLE) 

Pending Batton v. Stat9 Gov't of 
North Carolina, 

----.-~--

C.A. No. 80·143·CRIT·5 (E.D. N.C.), 
flied February 25, 1980. 

Court order 

Court order by Consent Decree; 
to close in 1983. 

Pending 

Court order 

Court order; SpeCial Master 
appointed. 

Pending 

Declared unconstitutional; 
preliminary order 
closing one unit. 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Court order by consent decree 

Chapman v. Rhodes, 
434 F.Supp 1007 
(S.D. Oh. 1977). 

Stewart v. Rhodes, 
C.A. No. C·2·78·220 
(S.D. Ohio) (12/79). 

Boyd v. Denton, 
C.A. 78·1054A 
(N.D.Oh.). 

Battle v. Anderson, 
564 F.2d 388 
(10th Cir. 1977). 

Palmlglano v. Garrahy, 
433 F.Supp 956 (D. R.1. 1977). 

Mattison v. South Carolina 
Board of Corrections 
C.A. No. 76·318. 

Trigg v. Blanton, 
C.A. No. A6047· 
Chancery Court, Nashville. 

Rulz v. Estelle, 
trial ended summer, 1979. 

Nielson v. Matheson 

Collins v. Rhay, 
C.A. No. C·7813·V (W.O. Wash). 

Bustos v. Herschler, 
C.A. No. C·76·143·B (D. Wyo.). 

SourCE!: National Prison Project of the American Civil Liberties Union Foundation. 

37 



1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 • 

Chapter 2: NOTES 

John J. Galvin and Loren Karacki, Manpower and Training in Correctional 
Institutions, Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and Training, 
Washington, D.C., December, 1969, p. 16. 

Ibid, p. 17. 

David Fogel, "We Are the Living Proof •••• R: The Justice Model for 
Corrections, Cincinnati: Ande~son, 1976, p. 1. 

American Correctional Association Manual of Correctional Standards, 
~lird Edition, College Park, Maryland, 1966. 

Ibid, pp. 332-333. 

Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, Manual of Standards for 
Adult Correctional Institutions, (Standard 4193), Rockville, Maryland, 
1977, p. 37. 

Pugh v. Locke, 406 F. Supp. 318 (M.D. Ala. 1976): affirmed and 
remedied by U.S. Court of Appeals, 5th Circuit, September 16, .977, 
No. 76-2269. 

National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service, Prisoners 
in State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 1976. These were 
Maryland, South Carolina, Arkansas, Virginia, Georgia, Floridaf 
Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and New Jersey. 

Data obtained from interviews conducted with inmates for the 1978 
Survey of Jail Inmates indicated that only 42 percent of the inmates 
in local jails were unconvicted. The Bureau of the Census has been 
unable to reconcile the differences between the two values. 

See Section 5337 in the Manual of Standards for Adult !..,pcal Detention 
Facilities, Commission on Accreditation for Corrections (Rockville, 
Me: American Correctional Association, 1977), p. 71. See also, 
Section 003 on page 48 of the Department of Justice draft, "Federal 
Standards for Corrections." 

Data will be available at a later date when the report based on the 
Survey of Jail Inmates is completed. 
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CHAPTER 3 

A PERSPECTIVE ON CROWDING 

As preceding chapters have reported, crowding1 has been a princi
pal factor prompting judicial involvement in corrections policy. While 
there has been little systematic research on the consequences ~f crowding 
in the pris~n environment, previous st~dies have suggested that illness 
complaints, disciplinary infractions, deaths, suicid~s, self-mutila
tion, psychiatric commitments and assault and violence may be associated 
with housing conditions or perceptions of crowding. In considering the 
constitutionality of confinement in crowded institutions, the courts, in 
turn, have cited the destructive psychological effects, the infringements 
on privacy and per~onal dignity and the risks to the personal security and 
health 01 inmates. 

tions 
sions 
Among 

Although there has been little agreement on the totality of condi
that constitute a crowded living space, several key physical ~imen
repeatedly appear in court decisions and professional standards. 
these are: / 

• the number of inmates per confinement unit (occupancY)1 

• the number of hours confined to quarters (freedom of 
movement) 1 

• the square feet of living space provided (density). 

As Chapter 1 (and Appendix A-1) has shown, while the courts have 
stopped short of selecting a number of square feet as a constitutionally 
required minimum, they have set limits on the size of a population which is 
allowed given a certain capacity., Alabama is a case in point, where the 
court declared that the existing state facilities could not exceed a fixed 
number of inmates. Moreover, given the increasing convergence of various 
sets of standards around such numbers as the 60 square foot measure (see 
Table 3.1), one cannot exclude the possibility that future court decisions 
may include thes~ standards in the definitions of Eighth Amendment require
ments. At the very least, the Draft Federal Standards have noted, federal 
courts may reasonably consider compliance with these standards in assessing 
the need for court intervention. 

To provide a view of the potential impact of standards governing 
prison and jail capacity, this chapter addresses the central research 
questions defined in Chapter 1 and elaborated below: 
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rable 3.1 
Comparison of Correctional Space Standards 

ACA Comml"lon on Accreditation lor Correctlonl 

MANUAL OF STANDARDS FOR ADULT 
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS' 

~14P.; 1'"nere Is one inmate per room or cell, 
which has a floor area of at least 60 square feet, 
provided inmates spend no more than 10 hours per 
day locked In, exclusive of counts; when confine
ment exceeds 10 hours per day, there are at least 
80 square feet of floor space. (Important) 

DISCUSSION: The Institution should provide 
humane care. Single cells provide privacy and en· 
able Inmates to personalize living space. Less per· 
sonal living space Is required for Inmates who 
have programs and activities available to them 
throughout the Institution. 

4144 Where used, dormitories house not more 
than 50 inmates each, and have: 
At least 10 cubic feet of fresh or purified and recir
culated air per minute for each person occupying 
the dormitory; 
Access to hot and cold running water; 
Adequate toilet and shower facilities; 
Locker for each Individual; 
Lighting of at least 20 footcandles; 
A minimum floor area of 60 square feet per Inmate 
and a clearn floor-to-ceiling hlght of eight feet; 
Noise levels low enough so as not to Interfere with 
normal human activities; 
No double or triple bunking; and 
Clear observation supervision lines of sight for 
staff. (Important) 

DISCUSSION: Where dormitory housing cannot be 
avoided, the number of Inmates per dormitory 
~hould be kept low. Living conditions may be 
enhanced by placing partitions between beds or by 
increaSing the space between beds as much as 
possible. Chairs and desks should be provided for 
reading and writing. 

a CommiSSion on Accreditallon lor Corrections, Manual 01 Standards lo( 
Adult COfft::tlonal Institutions (RockVille. Md.; Amencan Conectlcnal 
ASSOCiation. August 1977), pp. 27, 28. 

b Commission on AccredllaUon lor Corrections. Manual 01 Standards lor 
Adult Local Detention Faellilles. (ROCkville. Md.; American Correctlonsl 
AssoclaUon, December. 19771. Pp.. 21, 22. 

c U~ned Siaies Oepanment 01 Jusllce draft. "Federal Standards lor COt· 

rectlons," June, 1978. pp to. 12 

MANUAL OF STANDARDS FOR ADULT 
LOCAL DETENTION FACILITIESb 

5102 All cells and detention rcoms designed for 
single occupancy house only one Inmate. (Deten
tion - Essential, Holding - Essential) 

DISCUSSION: Single·cell occupancy provides 
privacy and protection for the inmate, and should 
be provided based on the designed capacity of the 
facility. 

5103 Single rooms or celis in detention 
facilities have at least 60 square feet of floor 
space, provided inmates spend no more than 10 
hours per day locked in, exclusive of counts; when 
confinement exceeds 10 hours per day, there are 
at least 70 square fest of tloor space. (Detention
Essential, Holding - Not Applicable) 

DISCUSSION: Rooms or cells of sufficient size en· 
able Inmates to personalize living space. Inmates 
who have access to programs and activities 
throughout the facility require less space In their 
rooms or cells because they do not spend as 
much time there. 

5106 Multiple·occupancy cells are designed to 
house no more than 16 inmates, with a minimum 
of 50 squ~re feet of floor space per Inmate in the 
sleeping .. ~a", (Dl!tontlon - Essential, Holding
Not Applicable) 

DISCUSSION: The facility classification committee 
should carefully evaluate each inmate, before 
assigning him/her to a muillple·occupancy cell, 
for the purpose of ensuring the protection of the 
Individual being assigned as well as the protec· 
tion of the other Inmate(s) already assigned to the 
cell. Only minimum security Inmates should be 
assigned to multlple·occupancy cells. 

5107 Dormitory living units are designed for a 
capacity of no more than 50 Inmates, with a mini
mum of 50 square feet of floor spa.ce per inmate In 
the sleeping area. (Detention - Essential, 
Hl)ldlng - Not Applicable) 

DISCUSSION: Dormitories ara large multiple· 
occupancy rooms that can be used to house mini· 
mum security Inmates who do not reed to be 
segregated and who pose relatively little risk to 
the fac!i!ty or other Inmates. Living conditions 
may be enhanced by placed partitions between 
beds or by Increasing the spacE! between beds as 
much as possible. 

5108 There Is a separate day room for each cell 
block or detention i!')om cluster. (Detention
E~lsential, Holding - Not Applicable) 

DISCUSSION: Day rooms equivalent to a minimum 
of 35 square feet per inmate should be available 
to allinmatas for reading, writing or table games. 
Tables should be provided, which may also be us· 
ed for dining. 

Nole: Olner standards address the minimum space necessary or 
desirablo for persons Incarcerated in 1i'il~t!n5 and Jails. For exam· 
pie; the National Adylsory Commission on Criminai ':u~!lco Sian. 
dards and Goals. COfltlcllons (\'Vashlngton, D.C.: U.S. Goyernment 
Printing Offlco, 19731, p. 358, -9slablished 80 sQuaro leet as Ihe 
mmimum s~andard. The National Sheriffs' Association, A Hand· 
boo" on Jail ArchItecture (Washington, D.C,; National Sherilis' 
Associslion. 19751. p, 63. recommended 70 square leel 01 floor 
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U.S. Dep,rtment of JUltlce Dr~1I 

"FEDERAL STANDARD-S FOR 
COR.RECTiONS'" 

002 All cells and detention rooms r9ted for 
single ocr;upancy house only one inmate. 

003 Single rooms or cells in holding facilities 
have, at a minimum, 50 square feet of floor space. 

004 Single rooms or cells have at least 60 
square feet of floor space. Where inmates spend 
more than 10 hours per day in the room or cell, 
there is at least 70 square feet 01 floor space In 
detention facilities and at least 80 square feet In 
long·term institutions. 

005 Multiple·occupancy cells house no more 
than 16 inmates, with a minimum of 60 square feet 
of floor space per inmate In the sleeping area (ex
cluding activity spaces). 

DISCUSSION: The facility classification committee 
should carefully evaluate each Inmate before 
assigning him/her to a multiple·occupancy cell for 
the purpose of ensuring the protection of the In· 
dlvldual being assigned as well as the protection 
of the other Inmate(s) already assigned to the cell. 

012 Dormitory living units house no more In· 
mates than can be safely and effectively super
vised in a dormitory setting with a minimum of 60 
square feet of floor space per inmate (excluding 
activity spaces). 

DISCUSSION: Dormitories are large multiple· 
occupancy rooms that can be used to house 
minimum security inmates who do not need to be 
segregated and who pose relatively little risk to 
the lacH!!y or to other Inmates. Insofar as possl· 
ble. living conditions should be enhanced by piac' 
ing privacy partitions between beds or by Increas· 
ing the spaces between beds as much as possl· 
ble. 

006 Thllre Is a separate day room for each cell 
block or detention room cluster. 

space lor /alls. The American Public Health ASSOCiation, Health 
Standalds lor COllectlonal InsllluNons (Washington. D.C.: 
Amellcan Public Health AssoclaUon. 1976) recommended a 
minimum of 60 square teet of floor space. The ABA Rights 01 
Prisoners draft recommends one Inmale per unlLol adequate size 
and dorms designed lor mSlllimum prlYBcy consIstent with prisoner 
safety. The Nallonsl Clearinghouse lor Crlmlilsl Justice PlannIng 
and AlchUectute Ilas recommended 70 square te61 per inmate. 
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Capaci~ 

• To what extent does reported capacity understate or overstate a 
standard of measured capacity that provides one unit of capacity 
for any room or cell and 60 square feet of floor space per unit 
of dormitory capacity? 

• To what extent does reported capacity differ from a measure that 
requires all units of capacity to have at least 60 square feet 
of floor space? 

• How many institutions of what ages, sizes and security classifi
cations fail this latter test in the majority of their confine
ment units? 

Density 

• Considering floor space per inmate (rather than space per 
confinement unit), to what extent are federal, state and local 
prisoners confined with less than 60 square feet of floor space 
each? 

Occupancy 

• To what extent are cells occupied by more than one person? To 
what extent are celled inmates confined to quarters less than 10 
hours per day? Are dormitory quarters frequently shared by more 
than SO persons? 

Crowding 

• Combining density and occupancy standards, how crowded are the 
nation's prisons and jails? 

For many of the analyses in this chapter, the results are presented 
at the regional or national level of aggregation. However, in view of the 
significant variation among states, the supporting data for individual states 
are provided in Appendix C. 

3.1 Measures of Capacity 

In order to assess the actual space available to house the nation's 
prisoners or to understand the extent of crawding, the use of a uniform 
standard of capacity is essential. Capacity is intended to reflect the 
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number of inmates that a confinement unit, facility, or entire correctional 
agency can hold. Most efforts to characterize pr~s~n and jail space 
have relied on reported "design" or "rated" capac1t1es: These ~e~sures of 
capacity have traditionally been determined by correct1~nal off1c1als, 
using whatever criteria they believe to be most appropr1ate. Indeed, :he 
capacities of correctional facilities have been administratively redef1ned 
from time to time, often with no attendant changes to the phys~ca~ p~an7. 
It is sometimes the case that similar facilities i.n different JU~ 1~d1c710ns 
will have dramatically different capacities. For example',a fac1~1~y 1n 
one jutisdiction may be rated to have a capacity of 500 wh1le,a s1~1lar 
facility in another jurisdiction may be rated to have a capa:1ty of 1,000. 
Th~ former jurisdiction is rating its 500 cells to hold ~ne 1nmate each~ 
while the latter jurisdiction rates its cells, of approx1mately equal S1ze, 
to hold two inmates each. Ratings of dormitory space can be even more 
arbitrary. 

To rectify this problem, the surveys conducted for this report 
asked for the physical dimensions, in square feet of floor space, of all 
confinement units where inmates spend the night. This information has, for 
the first time, permitted the develotl\"~!:)nt of a uniform physical measure of 
"bedspace" capacity in the united Stal:.es. 

Recognizing that responding agencies' definitions of the v~ri~us, 
types of confinement units might also vary signifi~antly from o~e Jur1sd1c
tion to another, we categorized all confinement un1ts as measur1ng less 
than 120 square feet or measuring 120 square feet or more. For convenience, 
we use the terms "cell" and "dormitory," respectively, to refer to these 
two types of confinement units. 

All confinement units with less than 120 square of feet of floor 
space (cells) are rated as having a capacity o~ one inmate, s~nce confine
ment units of this size holding more tgan one 1nmate ~ould fa1l to meet a 
standard of 60 square feet per inmate. Thus; any un1t smaller than 
120 square feet has a capacity of one, at most. 

Confinement units with 120 or more square feet of floor space 
(dormitories) are assumed capable of holding more than one inmate. Their 
capacity is defined as the smaller of two values, the total squ~re feet ,'of 
floor space divided by 60 or the jurisdictionally defi~ed capac1ty. :h~s 
1istinction is made because we found from our site vis1ts that the ut1l1za
tion of space within the larger confinement units makes it difficult t~ , 
interpret square footage in terms of sleeping space. Fbr example, act1v1ty 
areas (e.g., day rooms) were sometimes included i~ the square footage 
figure if they were located insid.e confinement un1ts. Our m:asure of 
iormitory capacity provides a minimum of 60 square feet per 1nmate ,an~ 
?recJ,ude~ an administrative determination of capacity smaller than th1s 
ninimum standard. 
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Figure 3.1 shows that cells, as we have defined them, constituted 
about half the measured capacity of federal and local facilities and almost 
two-thirds the capacity of state facilities. 

Figure 3.2 shows Significant differences in the mix of confinement 
units in each of the four regions. For both state and local facilities in 
the South, ~ess than five out of every 10 beds were in cells. The range in 
the proport10n of measured capacity comprised of cells varied from almost 
all of the state capacity in the Northeast to only one-third of the local 
capacity of the West. Capacity not composed of cells is defined as dormitory 
spaceJ thus, for example, two-thirds of the local capacity of the West was 
made up of dormitory living space. 

Comparisons of Capacity Measuzes 

In addition to a measure of physical capacity based on the nQmber 
of square feet for each confinement unit, data were also collected on the 
most r~cent administratively-determined capacities. Not surprisingly, a 
compar1son of the two measures revealed a substantial discrepancy between 
state definitions of capacity and the study's uniform definition based on 
square footage. For all federal, state and local faciliHes, reported 
capacity was slightly more than half a million beds in 1978. Applying the 
standard measure of capacity described above, however, provided a figure of 
374,700 beds. Thus, our measure of capacity resulted in the loss of one
quartez of the spaces reported by the various federal state and local 

' 1 ' , correct10na agencies. It must be noted that we are not yet describing the 
actual distribution of inmates in correctional facilities, but only reported 
and measured capacities. As noted below, the population of federal, state, 
and local correctional facilities was far from evenly distributed throughout 
the available correctional capacity of the nation. 

Table 3.2 displays both reported and measured capacities by type of 
confinement unit. Figure 3.3 displays this relationship between the 
reported capacity and measured capacity as defined by this study. For 
Federal facilities, reported capacity was only slightly greater than 
measured capacity. In state facilities, reported capacity was 22 percent 
greater than measured capacity, while local facilities reported a capacity 
55 percent greater than measured capacity. Clearly, the application of a 
standard of at least 60 square feet per inmate would have the greatest 
impact on the approximately 3,500 local correctional facilities. 

While there was little regional variation among federal facilities, 
at both the state and local levels there were important regional differences. 
As presented in Figure 3.4, these differences were especially marked in the 
South. The South reported 33 percent more prison capecity and 78 percent 
more jail capacity than we computed using our physical measure of capacity. 
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Figure 3.1 
Percentage of the Total Measured Capacitya Comprised of Cellsb for 

Federal, State and Local Adult Correctional Facilities-197SC 

(200,100) 

54% 

Federal State 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978; National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 
1978. See note provided with Table 3.2. 

aMeasured capacity is defined as one inmate per cell or for dormitories as the smaller of (1) Number of 
. square feet of floor space/60 or (2) The jurisdictionally reported capacity. 
bConfinement units with less than 120 square feet of floor space. 

cThe width of each bar has been drawn as a proportion of the total measured cell capacity. 

Total Measured 
Capacity 

~~ 

,j 

-------- ~-- ~--

\ --



r 

i 
.t 
j. 

State 
Facilities 

Region: 

Local 
Facilities 

(33,700) 
....... 

88% 

Northeast 

Figure 3.2 
Percentage of the Total Measured Capacitya Comprised of Cellsb for 

State and Local Adult Correctional Facilities by Region-197SC 

North Central South 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-21. 1978; National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4l, 
1978. See note provided with Table 3.2. 

aMeasured capacity is defined as one inmate per cell or for dormitories as the smaller of (1) Number of 
square feet of floor space/60 or (2) The jurisdictionally reported capacity. 

bConfinement units with less than 120 square feet of floor space. 

cThe width of each bar has been drawn as a proportion of the total measured cell capacity. 
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TABLE 3.2 

Measured and Reported Capacities of Federal, State, and Local Confinement units by Type of Confinement Unit-1978 

Type of Confinement units 

Total 
Measured Reported 
Capacity c Capacity 

Measured
d 

Reported 
Capacity Capac i tyC 

Total United States 374,700 502,200 213,400 284,300 

Federal Facilities 23,800 24,800 12,900 12,800 

State Facilities 200,100 243,500 126,300 154,000 

Local Facilities 150,800 233,900 74,200 117.,500 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2)g 1978 
National Jail Census (CJ-3/CJ-4), 1978 

Dormi tor iesb 

Measured Reported e c Capacity Capacity 

161,300 217 ,900 

10,900 12,000 

73,800 89,500 

76,600 116,400 

Note: Almost every state system had a few confinement units for which there were some missing values. Five of the 
states had over 500 inmates housed in confinement units not included in this table. Hence, the total measured 
capacity for state facilities provided in this table probably underestimates by 10,000 to 15,000 beds the figure 
that would have been obtained if there were no missing data. 

Northeast: Connecticut 850 
New York 5,000 

South: North Carolina 2,100 
Virginia 1,700 

West: Calj~ornia 750 

aConfinement units with .less than 120 square feet of floor space. 

bconfinement units with 120 or more square feet of floor space. 

cThe capacity of individual confinement units as reported by the jurisdiction. 
d 

Measured capacity is defined as one inmate per cell. 

eMeasured capacity for dormitories is defined as the smaller of: (1) Number of square feet of floor space/60 or 
(2) The jurisdictionally reported capacity. 
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Figure 3.3 
Percentage of Reported Capacity in Excess of Measured Capacityb for 

Federal, State and Local Adult Correctional Facilities-1978 

(243,500) 

(233,900) 

4 
(24,800) 

(23,800) 

Federal State Local 
------------------,-".-""..:~ ... ~-.. "~~ .. ~~~. 

,~- ;:. -,." .. \, (:,~ '-' '"" - ... 
Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2j~ 1978; National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ·41. 

1978. See note provided with Table 3.2. 

a The capacity of individual confinement units as reported by the jurisdiction. 

bMeasured capacity is defined as one inmate per cell or for dormitories as the smaller of: (1) Number 
of square feet of floor space/60 or (2) The jurisdictionally reported capacity. 
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In contrast, the Northeast showed measured capacity only slightly over
stated by reported capacity for ei.ther stat.e or local facilities. In the 
West, however, there was little difference between rated and measured 
capacity for state facilities, ~~t reported capacity was greater than 
measured capacity by some 64 percent for local facilities. 

The Distribution of Cells by Size of Cell 

While our defin~tion of measured capacity provides at least 60 
square feet per unit of capacity in dormitories, it provides one full unit 
of capacity for any room or cell. Since cells are defined as units less 
than 120 square feet, the measured capacity figures do not necessarily 
represent units of capacity that would consistently meet proposed m1n1mum 
standards of 60 square feet per space. Accordingly, this section reviews 
the actual size distribution of the nation's cell space. 

Figure 3.5 plots the data collected on cell size for federal, 
state, and local facilities. In 197~, the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals established 80 square feet as a 8 
minimum requirement. Both the Commission on Accreditation for correctio~s 
and the Department of Justice draft, "Federal Standards for Corrections" 
recommended 80 square feet of floor space when confinement exceeds 10 hours 
per day in long term institutions. Figure 3.5 shows that this standard was 
met for only two out of every 10 cells in federal and local facilities, and 
only one out of every 10 cells in state facilities--without considering the 
number of inmates in those cells or the amount of confinement time. 

The National Sheriffs' Association10 has recommended 70 square 
feet of floor space for jail cells. Both the Commission on Accreditation 
for Corrections and the Department of Justice draft standards recommended 
70 square feet of floor space when confinement exceeds 10 hours per day for 
jails. Again, conside~ing only the floor space requirement, a standard of 
70 square feet per. inmate was met by only one out of every four local 
conf inement units. 

Finally, both the Commission and the Department of Justice recommend 
60 square feet of floor space when inmates spend less than 10 hours per day 
in their cells for 1yoth prisons and jails. The Tenth Circuit Court in 
Battle ~ An~erson ruled that it would adopt the standards 0f2the 
American Public Health Association of 60 square feet for cells as the 
m1n1mum permissible in Oklahoma correctional facilities. It can be seen 
from Figure 3.5 that 61 perce.nt of the cells in federal facilities, 45 
percent of the cells in state facilities, and 39 percent of the cells in 
local facilities met the 60 square foot standard. Reducing the standard to 
50 square feet of floor space per cell dramatically increased the number of 
cells that would comply: 83 percent of the federal cells, 73 percent of 
the state cells, and 67 percent of the local cells met this reduced standard. 
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Table 3.3 shows regional difference& in the percentage of cells 
that met a 60 square foot standard, from 30 percent of the local cells in 
the Northeast and state cells in the West to 58 percent of the state cells 
in the North Central region. As shown in Appendices C-l10 and C-l11, there 
was wide variation within regions, for example, 99 percent of Oklahoma's 
state cells met the 60 square foot standard while in Texas only 10 percent 
of the cells contained at least 60 square feet. 

As further testimony to the influence of the "Big House" on contem
porary conditions of confinement, the old, large, maximum security prisons 
also had the smallest cells. Only 17 percent of federal ~~d state cells 
built prior to 1875 met a 60 square foot standard, compared with 83 per~ent 
of the cells built since 1970. This also held true for jails: the older. 
the facility, the smaller were its cells. It should be noted that federal 
and state facilities were generally older than local facilities. As Table 
3.4 demonstrates, 15 percent of the federal and state cells were constructed 
prior to 1875 compared to only five percent of the local cells. More than 
half the jail cells were constructed between 1950 and 1978 compared with 
one-third of the federal and state cells. 

Table 3.5 shows that small facilities tended to have more spacious 
cells: 61 percent of federal and stat~'facilities with average daily 
populations of less than 500 prisoners met a 60 square foot standard, while 
only 39 percent of cells in facilities with over 1000 prisoners met this 
standard. The larger local facilities also had smaller cells. In large 
local facilities (with average daily populations of 250 or more), only a 
quarter of the cells met the 60 square foot standard compared with one-half 
in ~mall local facilities (those with average daily populations of less 
than 10). In ,federal and state facilities, nearly all (96 percent) of the 
minimum security cells contained at least 60 square feet compared with 
5~ percent of the medium security cells and only 37 percent of the maximum 
security cells (Table 3.6). In surr~ary, older and larger facilities were 
more likely to have smaller cells, and for pr isons, the h ;:r:Jher the secur i ty 
level of the facility, the smaller the cell. (Additional data are presented 
in Appendices C-112 through C-'I15.) 

As the next section will ir icatl}, if the measured capacity figures 
reported above were adjusted to eli, inate any room or cell that failed to 
provide at least 60 square feet of floor apace, the total capacity of 
federal, state and local facilities would drop to little more than a 
quarter of a million beds, reducing reported capacity by almost half • 

Summary: Capacity and population 

As we have seen, determining whether the nation's prisons and jails 
are operating above or below their capacities depends first on selecting 
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TABLE 3.3 

Percentage of the Total Number of Federal, State and Local 
Cells With Number of Square Feet of Floor Space 
Greater Than or Equal to Sixty by Region, 1978 

Total Percentage of Cells a 

Number Greater Than or Equal 
Of Cellsa to 60 Square Feet 

Federal To'.:al 12,900 61% 

State Total 128,900 45 

Northeast 32,000 49 
North Central 38,200 58 
SOuth 35,200 39 
West 23,500 30 

Local Total 74,200 39 

Northeast 20,700 30 
North Central 18,100 42 
South 
West 

Source: 

Note: 

?&;700 43 
10,600 42 

Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional 
Facilities (PC-2)¥ 1978 
National Jail <;:ensus (CJ-3/C,J-4), 1978 

See note provided with Table 3.2 and Tables C-109 
and C-110 in the appendix for state-by-state 
percentages that have been compu;:ed for o:her . 
amounts of floor space. The stat.e total 18 Sllghtly 
higher than found in Table 3.2 ar:d APpendi~ C because 
it includes cells for which the number of lnmates 
was not provided. Confinement units were included 
in Table 3.2 and Appendix C only if data were pro
vided on the number of inmates occupying them. 

a , t 't w1'th less than 120 square feet of Conf1nemen un1 s 
floor space. 
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TABLE 3.4 

Percentage of the Total Number of Federal, State and Local 
Cells With Number of Square Feet of Floor Space Greater 

Than or Equal to Sixty by Year Facility Opened, 1978 

Total Percentage of Cellsa 
Number 

Of Cellsa Greater Than or Equal 
to 60 Square Feet 

Federal and State Total 141,700 47% 

Before 1875 20,200 17 1875-1924 40,800 37 1925-1949 32,700 56 1950-1969 30,800 50 1970-1978 17,200 83 
Local Total 74,200 39 

Before 1875 3,800 36 1875-1924 12,900 25 1925-1949 15,800 35 1950-1969 21,900 37 1970-1978 19,900 55 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional 
Facilities (PC-2), 1978 
National Jail Census (CJ-3/CJ-4), 1978 

Note: See note provided with Table 3.2 and Tables C-111 
and C-112 in the appendix for state-by-state 
percentages that have been computed for other 
amounts of floor space. The state total is slightly 
higher than found in Table 3 0 2 and Appendix C because 
it includes cells for which the number of inmates 
was not provided. Confinement units were included 
in Table 3.2 and Appendix C only if data were pro-

aC f' " on lnement un1ts w1th less than 120 square feet of 
floor space. 
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TABLE 3.5 

Percentage of the Total Number of Federal, State and Local 
Cells with Number of Square Feet of Floor Space Greater 

Than or Equal to Sixty by Average Oaily Imnate population, 1978 

Total Percentage of Cells 
a 

Number Greater Than or Equal 
Of Cellsa to 60 Square Feet 

Federal and State Total 141 ,700 47% 

Less than 500 inmat.es 20,300 61 

500-999 39,400 52 

1,000 or more inmates 81,900 39 

Local Total 74,200 39 

Less than 10 8,500 52 

10-249 38,000 45 

250 or more 27,800 27 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional 
Facilities (PC-2), 1978 
National Jail Census (CJ-3/CJ-4), 1978 

Note: See note provided with Table 3.2 and Tables C-113 
and C-114 in the appendix for state-by-state 
percentages that have been computed for other 
amounts of floor space. 

aConfinement units with less than 120 square feet of 
floor space. 
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TABLE 3.6 

percentage of the Total Number of Federal and State 
Cells With Numbef of Square Feet of Floor Space Greater 

Than or Equal to Sixty by Facili ty ~:lecur ity Classif ication, 1978 

Federal and State Total 

Maximum 
Medium 
Minimum 

Total 
Number 

Of Cellsa 

141,700 

79,900 
54,800 

7,000 

Percent(~e of Cellsa 

Greater 'l'han or Equal 
to 60 Square Feet 

47% 

37 
54 
96 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional 
Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See note provided with Table 3.2. 

aConfinement units with less than 120 square feet of floor 
space. 
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measures to define the space available in the nation's corrections facilities. 
Using an administratively determined "design" or "rated" capacity, there 
were over half a million bed spaces available to house prisoners in 1978. 
As shown in Table 3.7, state facilities were using a higher proportion of 
their capacity than local facilities, but only the federal system and the 
state prison systems of the South reported more inmates than capacity to 
hold them. 

Applying the standard of 60 square feet of floor space per unit of 
capacity for dormitories and one unit of capacity per room or cell of any 
size, a fourth of the rety.:>rted capacity is lost leaving room for approxi
mately 375,000 inmates. The North Central state prison sy~tems and local 
facilities in the Southern and western regions now join the list of those 
regions and jurisdictions with more inmates than capacity. 

If we also subtract those rooms or cells that contain less than 60 
square feet (assuming that under proposed standards no inmates could be 
confined in these units) the reported capacity of federal, state and local 
facilities is reduced by approximately half. The effect is now most 
dramatic for state and local fiilcilities in the Northeast where a large 
percentage of total capacity is made up of cells with less than 60 square 
feet of floor space. Each of these capacity measures is compared with the 
reported 1978 populations of federal, state and local facilities in Table 
3.7. 

Table 3.8 provides one demonstration of the magnitude of the 
renovation problem that would arise if the second measured capacity standard 
were applied to all state and federal prisons. Assume for a moment ·that: 

• In all dormitories, partitions o~. walls are constructed to 
provide as many 60 square foot units as the space will allow. 
One inmate is placed in each unit and the excess prisoners are 
removed from the institution. 

• In cells, inmates are allowed to remain if their cells contain 
at least 60 square feet of floor space. If a cell fails this 
dimensional standard, the inmate(s) it holds are also removed 
from the institution. While we have constructed walls in 
dormitories, we do not tear down walls between cells under the 
assumption tha~ many institutions would require such total 
renovation that inmates would be displaced for indefinite 
periods--if not permanently. 

Applying these two sets of assumptions produces a total of 87 state 
and federal institutions that would be forced to displace 90 percent or 
more of their inmate populations. From these institutions alone, over 
54,000 inmates would be displaced. As Table 3.8 illustrates, a substantial 
portion of the affected population is confined in 15 old, large, maximum 
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1825-1924 

1925-1969 

1970-1978 

Total 

Source: 

Maximum Security 
No. Facilities Ave. Size 

15 1214 

13 1011 

6 245 

34 965 

TABLE 3.8 

Custody Level, Average Size and Age of 
Institutions Where 90 Percent or More Inmates 

Would Be Displaced If a 60 Square FOot Standard 
a Were Applied To All Confinement Units 

Medium Security Minimum Security 
No. Facilities Ave. Size No. Facilities Ave. Size 

4 861 207 

30 464 6 130 

9 314 3 130 

43 469 10 138 

Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

aSee Section 3.1.3 for a full description of the assumptions used in applying the standard 

Total 
No. Facilities Ave. Size 

20 1093 

49 568 

18 260 

87 

., 
1 

'I 

- 1 
\ 
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security facilities and 13 slightly smaller and newer--but nonetheless 
obsolete--ma~imum custody institutions. 

This demonstration is only useful for illustrating the fact that-
before any inmates enter--virtually the entire physical plant of many 
institutions cannot survive the test of minimum standards of floor space 
per confinement unit. It does not consider the entire distribution of 
inmates who are confined with less than 60 square feet of floor space, nor 
does it allow for the fact that while many inmates are confined in units with 
less than 60 square feet of floor space, they also have the presumed 
benefit of a single room or cell. In the next section, we consider these 
issues of density and occupancy by examining the distribution of inmates 
within confinement units. 

3.2 Distribution of I nmates in Prisons and Jails' 
" 

The previous sections have described the capacity and size of the 
nation's prisons and jails. Nothing has yet been said about the actual 
distribution of inmates throughout the federal, state, and local correc
tional systems. This section uses data collected in the surveys to describe 
how inmates were distributed in confinement units throughout the United 
States in early 1978. Two related but distinct concepts are required to 
organize this mass of data: occupancy and density. 

Density 

Density is the number of square feet of floor space per inmate. It 
is der ived by dividing the size of confinement units by the number of 
inmates confined. For purposes of exposition, high, medi~1 and low density 
have been defined as follows: 

• High Density: confinement units with less than 60 square feet 
of floor space per inmate. 

• Medium Density: confinement units with 60-79 square feet of 
floor space per inmate. 

• Low Density: confinement units with 80 or more square feet of 
floor space per inmate. 
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For convenience in presenting the data, in a number of subsequent 
tables the latter two categories are combined to form a single category of 
low-to-medium density units, defined as confinement units with 60 or more 
square feet of floor space per inmate. 

These density definitions correspond to recommended standards of 
confinement space. As the preceding section has noted, both the Commission 
on Accreditation for Corrections and the Department of Justice draft, 
"Federal Standards for Corrections" recommend single occupancy cells with 
a minimum of 80 square feet of floor space when prisoners are held for 10 
or more hours per day in long-term institutions, 70 square feet of floor 
space when prisoners are held for 10 or more hours per day in detention 
facilities, and a minimum of 60 squar~ feet of floor space when they are 
confined less than 10 hours per day for both long-term and detention facili
ties. ~y assuming there will be only one inmate per room or cell, these 
standards refer to floor space per cell and not necessarily space per 
inmate. In our data, however, there are a significant number of multiply 
occupied cells. Thus, we are interested here in floor space per inmate-
regardless of the size of cells. 

As Table 3.9 indicates: 

• Approximately two-thirds of all inmates in federal, state and 
local correctional facilities were confined in high density cells 
or dormitories. 

• Almost half of the federal inmates were assigned to cells and 
slightly over half of these inmates were living in high density 
units. 

• Both state and local inmates housed in cells were more likely to 
be living in high density units than those housed in dormitories. 

Following a discussion of occupancy levels, the next section presents 
a state-by-state distribution of inmates living in high density conditions. 

Occupancy 

Occupancy refers to the number of inmates per confinement unit. 
Obviously, occupancy and density are closely related~ the more individuals in 
a confinement unit, the greater its density. Howevsr, there is considerable 
evidence that a given density is experienced in very different waYR if 
confined alone, with one, with several, or with many other inmates. In recent 
years, standards have recommended that each prisoner have his or her own 
confinement unit and have generally criticized the use of dormitories in any 
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I
I 
I 

0) ... 

Total 

High 
Medium 
Lqw 

Cells 

High 
Medium 
Lqw 

Dormitories 

High 
Medium 
Lqw 

TABLE 3.9 

Percentage and Number of Inrnateg in Federa16 State 
and Local ce11sa and Dormitories by Densi,ty , 1978 

Jurisdiction 
Total Federal State - -Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number 

100% 411,923 100% 28,124 100% 229,196 

66% 272,000 61% 17,224 65% 149,255 
19 77,929 29 8,210 22 50,294 
15 61,994 10 2,,690 13 29,647 

100% 233,469 100% J.3,570 100% 145,541 

73% 169,662 52% 7,116 70% 102,525 
20 47,769 34 4,609 24 34,844 

7 16,038 14 1,845 6 8,172 

100% 178,454 100% 14,554 100% 83,655 

57% 102,338 69% 10,108 56% 46,730 
17 30,160 25 3,601 18 15,450 
26 45,956 6 845 26 21,475 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 
National Jail Census (CJ-3/CJ-4),1978 

aConfinement uriits ,with less than 120 square feet of floor space. 

bconfinement units with 120 or more square feet of floor space 

cNumber of square feet of floor space per inmate. 

Local 
Percent Number 

100% 154,603 

68% 105,521 
13 19,425 
19 29,657 

100% 74,358 

81% 60,021 
11 8,316 

8 6,021 

100!!, 80,245 

57% 45,500 
14 11,109 
29 23,636 



b 't f '1" 13., .... ut ml.nl.mum secur l. y acl. l.tl.es. ""lere 
avoided, the Commission on Accreditation 
be no more than 50 inmates per dormitory 
standards are considered below. 

dormitory housing cannot be 
for Corrections has urged that 
unit. Both cell and dormitory 

--Occupancy of Cells: Pr~v~cy and Freedom of Movement 

there 

To address current standards of one inmate per unit, we distinguish 
single occupancy cells from those which are empty and those housing more 
than one prisoner. It should be noted that empty cells do not necessarily 
mean that space is, in fact, underutilized. Some vacancies are required on 
any given day to accommodate the segregation of inmates, maintenance needs, 
and the possibility of more inmates the next day. The population sizes of 
small institutions tend to be significantly less predictable than those of 
large facilities, much as estimates based on small samples are less precise 
than those based on large samples. The proportion of reserve vacar;cy re
quired for small institutions is, therefore, generally higher than the pro
portion for large institutions. Figure 3.6 demonstrates this relationship 
for local facilities. There were on the average 1.5 empty cells for every 
occupied cell for the 961 facilities with average daily populations of less 
than five inmates. This ratio drops off rapidly as the size of the facUi ty 
increases. The 131 facilities with an average daily population around 50 
have approximately one empty cell for every ten occupied cells. Most of the 
local facilities with average daily populations over 50 have less than 10 
percent of their cells empty. 

Figure 3.7 presfmts occupancy data for- cells in federal, state and 
local facilities. Fede-ral facilities had the smallest percentage of empty 
cells (six. percent), followed by state -facilities with eight percent or 
approximately 10,000 empty cells across the nation. Conforming to tht' 
greater reserve required for smaller facilities, in local facij.ities, Jne in 
every four local cells 'oi/'as reported to be el'lpty. Only one-tenth of all 
federal prison cells contained more than one inmate compared with a fifth of 
all state cells. 

Figure 3.8 shows dr;;illlatic regional differences in occupancy. 
Nearly half of the sitate cells in the South cor:fined at least two inmates 
compared with 17 percent in the North Central region, seven percent in the 
West, and only four percent of the state correctional facilities in the 
Northeast. Multiple occupancy cells were also infreqUent in local cells in 
the Northeast~ only three percent of these 20,000 cells held more than one 
inmate. In contrast., nearly one-fourth of the cells in the South and West 
held two or more inmaltes. Occupancy figures by state are provided in 
Appendix C. 
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Ratio of Empty Cells to Average Daily Inmate Population 

and Number of Facilities (Bar Graph) by Average 
Daily Inmate Population for Local Correctional 
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Figure 3.7 
Occupancya of Cellsb in Federal, State, and Local Facilities-197SC 

(12,900) (126,300) 
r--

%-~ 8% 6 

8 3% ~ 73% 

, 

1 1%-~ 19% 

Federal State 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978; National Jail Census (CJ-3. CJ-4). 
1978. See note provided with Table 3.2. 

aNumber of inmates per confinement unit. 

bConfinement units with less than 120 square feet of floor space. 

cThe width of each bar has been drawn as a proportion of the total measured cell capacity. 
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Figure 3.8 

Occupancya of Cellsb in State and Local Facilities by Region-197SC 

State 
Facilities 

Region: 

Local 
Facilities 

4'Yt 0 

3% 

(29,600) 

10% 

86% 

Northeast 

(20,700) 

23% 

73% 

(38,300) 

8% 4% . 

76% 

17% 

North Central 

(18,100) 

32% 

53% 

15% 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities {PC-2l, 1978; National Jail Census (CJ·3, CJ·4), 
1978. See note provided with Table 3.2. 

aNumber of inmates per confinement unit. 

bConfinement units with less than 120 square feet of floor space. 

cThe width of each bar has been drawn as a proportion of the total measured cell capacity. 
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In addition to the assumption that cells will contain only one 
inmate, standards for the confinement of celled inmates recommend different 
amounts of floor space contingent upon how long the inmate remains locked 
in his or her room or cell. Both the Commission on Accreditation for 
Corrections and the Department of Justice require a minimum cell size of 80 
square feet of floor space when the inmate spends more than 10 hours per 
day locked in long-term adult correctional facilities. 

The importance of considering anyone standard in relation to 
associated conditions of confinement was clearly illustrated by the Supreme 
Court decision in Bell vs. Wolfish which held that "double bunking" pretrial 
detainees in jail cells of only 75 square feet was not necessarily unreason
able. The Court's opinion was based on two factors: the inmates were only 
confined to their rooms between 11:00 P.M. and 6:30 A.M., and for brief 
periOds during the afternoon and evening head counts; and nearly all of the 
detainees were released within 60 days. Specifically the opinion reads: 

We disagree with both the District Court and the Court of Appeals 
that there is some sort of "one man, one cell" principle lurking in 
the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment. While confining 
a given number of people in a given amount of space in such a manner 
as to cause them to endure genuine privations and hardship over an 
extended period of time might raise serious questions under the Due 
Process Clause as to whether those conditions amounted to punishment, 
nothing even approaching such hardship is shown by this record ••• 

We simply do not believe that requiring a detainee to share 
toilet facilities and this admittedly rather small sleeping place 
with another person for generally a maximum period of 60 days 
violates the Constitution. (emphasis supplied) 

Current standards are understandably reluctant to condone double
bunking with a guideline that suggests that more hours of liberty might 
compensate the double-celled prisoner. Accordingly, the standard for hours 
confined pertains only to single-celled ir~ates. Our analysis, however, 
refers to all celled inmates, 35 percent of whom share their cells w'ith at 
least one other inmate. . 

As shown in Table 3.10, most federal facilities reported that 
inmates spent 10 or fewer hours in their cells, but a sizeable number of 
state inmates were reported to spend more than ten hours a day in their 
cells. In marked contrast to current standards, those inmates housed in the 
smallest cells also spent the most time in their cells. Of those inmates 
confined to cells more than 10 hours per day in cells less than 60 square 
feet, inmates in federal facilities and state facilities in the Northeast 
spent less time' locked in their confinement units than inmates in the remain
ing three regions. 
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TABLE 3.10 

Percentage of Inmates Confined in Federal and State Cells More Than 
Ten Hours Per Day By Region and Size of Confinement Units, 1978 

Percent 
Total Number Number of Inmates Size of Confinement Units* 
of Inmates Confined to Cells Less 80 or 

Region in Cells More Than 10 Hours Total Than 60 60-79 More 

Federal Total 11,722 1,884 16% 25% 8% 16% 

State Total 117,660 52,018 44 50 41 25 

Northeast 29,081 4,034 14 21 9 1 

North Central 34,479 20,627 60 63 61 39 

South 33,335 15,744 47 48 52 34 

west 20,765 11,613 56 67 27 19 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 

Note: Sixty one percent of all inmates confined to federal and state cells more than 
10 hours per day (N = 53,902) are confined to cells less than 60 square feet; 
33 percent to cells 60-79 square feet; and 6 percent to cells 80 or more square 
feet in size. Missing data for the number of hours per day confined to units 
accounts for the totals being lower than those reported in Appendix c. 

* For example, of those inmates conf~ned in federal facilities with less than 
60 sq. ft. of floor space, 25% were confined to cells for more than 10 hours 
per day. 
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Similar standards have been set for local facilities. Both the 
Commission on Accreditation for Corrections and the Department of Justice 
draft standards recommend a minimum cell size of 70 square feet of floor 
space when the inmate spends more than 10 hours per day locked in detention 
facilities. Although no data were collected on length of time locked in 
cells in the National Jail Census, anecdotal evidence and our site-visit 
observations suggest that a large proportion of the inmates incarcerated in 
local detention facilities do, in fact, spend more than 10 hours per day in 
their cells. Even if jail inmates were confined to their cells for lesser 
amounts of time, the fact remains that only one-fourth of all local cells 
could meet or exceed a standard of 70 square feet of floor space. 

--Occupancy of Dormitories 

Since all dormitory space is space shared with other inmates, the 
standards of the Commission on Accreditation for Corrections preclude any 
new dormitory construction to house mainline prison populations. In 
existing dorms, the standards require that the number of persons confined14 in a single dormitory be kept low, with no more than 50 inmates per unit. 

Table 3.11 clearly indicates that more than half of the existing 
dormitory units in state and federal facilities failed to meet the 50 person 
occupancy standard. Of all federal inmates confined in dorms, 63 percent 
shared their unit with more than 50 inma.tes: for state facilities this 
figure dropped only slightly to 52 percent. Consistent with the smaller size 
of many local facilities, only nine percent of local prisoners housed in dorms 
shared those units with more than 50 inmates. 

Appendix Table C-116 presents a breakdown of these occupancy 
figures by region indicating that 40 percent of all state prisoners housed 
in dormitories were found in the South sharing their confinement with at 
least 50 other inmates. 

Standards regarding the length of time inmates are confined to 
quarters are only addressed to rooms or cells housing one inmate. In fact, 
since dormitories may include common areas for recreation or meeting 
purposes, it would be difficult to apply such a measure in a dormitor~l 
setting. This measurement problem is unfortunate in many respects in '7iew 
of the ease with which additional beds can be added to dormitories--quickly 
transforming common areas into living space and further restricting the 
pr ivac:y and freedom of movement for all occupants. 
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Occupancy 

Total 

One inmate 

2-10 inmates 

11-50 Inmates 

TABLE 3.11 

Number and Percent of Inmates in Federal, Stste 
and Local Dormitories by occupancya, 1978 

- Total Federal -State 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

178,454 100% 14,544 100% 83,655 99% 

5,482 3 30 1,841 2 

43,714 24 2,703 19 9,462 11 

69,051 39 2,.732 19 28,500 34 

Local 
Numb~'r Percent 

80,245 99% 

3,611 4 

31,549 39 

37,819 47 

en More than 50 co 
inmates 60,207 34 9,089 62 43,852 52 7,266 9 

Source: Survey of State and ~edera1 Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 National Jail Census (CJ-3, 
CJ-4), 1978 

~umber of inmates in each confinement unit 

-I 
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Distribution of Inmates by Occupancy and Density: 
An Introduction to the Crowded Inmate 

Thus far we have considered the square feet of floor space per 
inmate in federal, state and local facilities as well as the occupancy 
levels withi~ both cells and dorms. In this section, the concepts of 
occupancy amI density att! combined in order to locate those inmates who 
have neither Jrivacy nor an amount of floor space that satisfies a 60 
square foot standard. 

Figures 3.9 and 3.10 present national and regional distributions of 
inmates by density and occupancy--regardless of types of confinement unit 
(Le., cell or dormitory). The most idea.1 Hving situation--1ow density, 
single occupancy--is presented at the top of each bar. This situation was 
most prevalent in federal facilities and least so in local facilities. The 
least desirable situation--high density, multiple occupancy--constitutes our 
definition of crowding discussed in the next Section. This extreme condi
tion affected 46 percent of federal inmates, 44 percent of state inmates 
and 50 percent of all local jail prisoners. 

State-by-state density and occupancy figures for state and local 
facilities are presented in Figures 3.11 and 3.12. For each state, these 
figures show the total percentage of inmates living with less than 60 
square feet and the portion of that total who were confined in dormitories, 
in multiple occupancy cells, and in single occupancy cells. Although the 
latter group was not afforded 60 square feet per person, at the very least, 
a measure of privacy was available as these inmates did not share their 
rooms or cells with other prisoners. In the next Section~ this group is 
eliminated and states are re-ordered according to the percentage of inmates 
confined only in high-density multiple occupancy units. 

The EKtent of Crowding in State and Local Facilities 

The preceding Section examined the full distribution of inmates by 
various occupancy and density conditions. In this Section, Figure 3.13 
elaborates on the portion of that distribution that we have defined as 
"crowded" inmates. To reiterate: a crowded inmate is one who lives in a 
high density multiple occupancy confinement unit--i.e., a cell or dormitory 
shated with one or more i~~ates with less than 60 square feet of floor 
space per inmate. 

As we have implied, this definition provides a conservative estimate 
of the extent of physical crowding for two reasons: 
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Figure 3.9 
Percentages of Inmates in Federal, State

b 
and local 

by Densitya and Occupancy -197SC 

(28,100) (229,200) 

20010 

15% 

21% 

44% 

Federal State 

Facilities 

(154,600) 

12% 

19% 

19% 

50% 

Local 

Density: a 
Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2l. 1978; National Jail Census (CJ·3. CJ·41. { 

1978. See note provided with. Table 3.2. d 
aNumber of square feet of floor space per inmate. ' Low' 

bNumber of inmates per confinement unit. to-Medium 

cThe width of each bar has been drawn as a proportion of the total number of inmates. { 1-----

dConfinement units with 60 or more square feet of floor space per inmate. 

eConfinement units with less th~1n 60 square feet of floor space per inmate. High e 

t Confinement units occupied by one inmate. 

9Con1inement units occupie6by two or more inm&tes. 

.. ' 

Occupancy:b 

Singlet 

Multiple9 

Single t 
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Figure 3.10 

Percentages of Inmates in Federal, State, and Local Facilities 
by Densitya, Occupancyb and Region-197SC 

(30,400) (56,700) (107,lB4) 

32% 16% 
43% 

15% 

3010 _Jr-----
23% 

67% 
41% 

31% 

Northeast North Central South 

(23,900) {27,400) (65,100) 

16% 9% 
25% 

18% 

9% 24% 
1.3% 

46% 22% 

60% 

38% 

D . a 

1978. See note provided with Table 3.2. 

aNumber of square feet of floor space per inmate. Lowd 

bNumber of inmates per confinement unit. to-Medium 

6% 

(34,91 l,l) 

16% 

West 

(38,100) 

23% 

Occupancy: b 

Single f 

Multiple 9 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2', 1978; National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-41, enslty: { 

cThe width of each bar has been drawn as a proportion of the total number of inmates. J 1------,-

dConfinement units with 60 or more square feet of floor space per inmate. HI'gh
e 
1 

eConfinement units with less than 60 square feet.of floor space per inmate. 

Single f 

f Confinement units occupied by one inmate. 

9Confinement units occupied by two or more inmates. ..L.. __ _ 
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Figure 3.11 
Percentage of Prison Inmates Living in High Density Cells or Dormitories 

(less. than 60 square feet of floor space ,per inmate) 
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Figure 3.12 " " .. 
Percenta'ae of Jail Inmates Living in High Density Cell~ or DormitOries 

(less than 60 square feet of floor space per mmate) 
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figure 3.13 
Percenta~ of Inmates Held in Crowdeda Confinement Units 

In State and Federal Correctional Facilities by State 
March 31, 1978 

Percentage of Inmates 
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I 

Key: 

III Percentage of Inmates Held in Units Oc· 
cupied by More Than One with Less Than 
60 sq. ft. of floor space per inmate. 

• Percel'ttage of Inmates Held in Crowded 
Units Occupied by More Than 50 Inmates. 

Source:S'.!niey of State and Federal 

Adult Correctional Facilities 
(PC·2).1978 

QA "crowded" confinement unit is a celi 

or dormitory with two or more inmates 

and less than 60 square feet of floor 

space per inmate. 



(1) Inmates who may live with less than 60 square feet 
but did not share their confinement unit are excluded. 
Only those inmates subjected to both conditions--high 
density and multiple occupancy--are considered in 
Figure 3.13. Thus, the distribution under-reports 
the extent to which each state IS facil,i ties failed 
to meet minimum density standards alone. This 
analysis was provided in Figures 3.11 and 3.12. 

(2)1.!ne 60 square foot standard presumes that inmates 
were confined to quarters less than 10 hours per 
day; If they are confined for longer periods, an 80 
square foot per inmate standard has been recommended. 
Since we know that many inmates were in fact q 

confined more than 10 hours per day, once again Figure 3.13 
depicts all institutions in the best possible light. 

The overall length of each bar in Figure 3.13 represents the 
percent of all inmates in a given state who lived in high density units 
and who shared those units with one or more other inmates. The shaded 
portion of the bar reveals the proportion who shared their crowded confine
ment units with more than 50 inmates -- a condition that can certainly be 
considered an extreme of cro~ding. 

The results clearly demonst:cate that it is inappropr iate '1::0 speak 
in terms of a national prison crowding problem. Both Figure 3.13 and the 
subsequent summary table (Table 3.12) illustrate the enormous range of 
variation among states: 

• For 28 states and the District of columbia, ~ third Or' 

less of the inmates wete confined .in crowde./j quarters, 
and shar ing of unit,s with SO or more iiimates was 
relatively infrequent. 

• Sixteen states confined from one-third +Of) two-thirds 
of their inmates in crowded quarters~ the federal 
system had 45 percent in such quarters. For. five of 
these states and the federal system, the number of 
inmates in crowded units shared by 50 or more was 
substantial, ranging from 19 to 46 percent of all 
inmates in those systems. 

• In the remaining six states--Florida, Mississippi, New 
Mexico, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Texas--two
thirds Ot more of the inmates were confined in crowded 
units: Texas heads the list with 90 percent. Large 
numbers of these inmates alGo shared these units with 
50 or more ir~ateS~ Mississippi; for instance, had 72 
percent of its i~~ates so confined. 
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Table 3.12 

per:entage of Inmates Held in Ctowdeaa Confinement units 
ln State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Percentage Held in Crowded Units Shared by 50 or More Inmates 

. ______ , _________________ ~,,_. ------1.,.-__________________ __. 

Percentage. of Inmates 
Held in Crowded 

Confin~ment units 
Shared by 50 or 
Mor~ Inmates 

o - 15 Percent 
~ " - ._7c--..:. ....... --;--. 

16 - 25 Percent 

26 Percent 
or More 

Percentage of Inmates Held 
in Crowded Confinen1~htUnits 

o - 33 
P~:icent 

28 statesb 

District of 
Columbi:iit 

.<- . 

34 - t6 67 - 100 
1?.arcent " 

Federal 
Nebr,aska 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
Georgia 
Louisiana 

Percent 

South Carolina 
Texas 

Florida 
Mississippi 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 

Surv~yof State and Feds-r!:ll Adult Corr,ectional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

aA "crpwdedF! confinement unit is a cell or 'dorml'tory wl'th two or more inmates 

Source: 

and less than 60 square feet of/floor space per inmate. 

bA ' " . rlzona, Call.fornla, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, 
Iowar~ans~s, Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, 
New Hampshue, New Je~se~" New York" North Dakota, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
South Dakota, Utah, VlIglnl.a, we~~vlIgini~, Wisconsin, Wyoming. 

cAlaska, Illinois, ~aryland, Missouri, Nevada, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Tennessee, 
Vermont,' Washingti.4n./ 
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Figure 3.14 displays the same informat,ion for jail inmat.es. For 
the most part, the nation's prisons have experienced the greatest popula
tion increases in recent years, while inmate populations under local 
jur i:sdiction h;,ive remained fairly stable. However, where externally 
imposed limits on state prison capccity have occurred, crowding in local 
jails is also apparent. Several states that were among the first subject 
to court order to reduce crowding are also amcmg those that had the highest 
percentages of jail inmates held in crowded confinement units: Alabama 
(80 percent)~ Florida (65 percent)~ Louisiana (60 percent)~ Mississippi.. (47 
percent)~ Nevada (54 percent)~ and Tennessee (64 percent). Among the nine 
additional states where local facilities held more than 50 percent of their 
inmates in crowded units, are several whose state systems were under pending 
court actions: Texas (71 percent), Maryland (84 percent), and Georgia (67 
percent). Predictably, the two states that contained the most crowded local 
facilities confined the largest number of state inmates backed-up under local 
jurisdiction: Alabama (with 2600 state inmates under local jurisdiction) and 
Maryland (with ~2l locally confined state inrr.ates). 

3.3 Future Capacity 

In an effor~. to gauge the extent to which states intended to expand 
their prison capacity, the survey form PC-l asked each state Depar~~ent. of 
Corrections for information on facility constructioll, renovation, acquisi
tion and closing plans between March 31, 1978 and December 31, 1982. Table 
3.13 displays the results. In interpreting these data" two cautions are in 
order. First, increases in bedspace reported here mus,t be assessed against 
rated capacity, not the measured capacity standards discussed in Section 
3."'i"":-l3econd, appropriations may ot may not have been authorized by state 
legislatc,_l:es to accommodate these changes as respondents provided informa
tion on both funded and unfunded plans. 

As Table 3 ~-il. indicates, a total of 5,652 new beds we re planned for 
the federal system, incl~ding a decrease of 550 beds in maxim~~ sacurity 
areas. Fulfiilment of this plan would bring a 23 percent increase over 
present rat~ capacity in the federal prisons. Across all security classi
fications, 47,191 new beds were planned for the nationGs state prisons by 
1982, 57 percent of which were to be in medium security areas. This is a 
projected increase of 19 percent over current rated capacity. Not surpris
ingly, the largest projected increases were in the South where close to 
27,000 additional beds were planned--ful1y 26 per,cent over current rated 
capacity. 

Table 3.14 presents comparable information fat local jails. On 
February 15, '1978, funds had been committed to construct or acquire before 
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Figure 3.14 
Percentage of Inmates Held in Crowdeda Confinement Units 

In Local Correctional Facilities by State 
February 15, 1978 
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Key: 
Ii1 Percen~age of Inmates Held in Units Oc

cupied by More Than One with Less Than 
60 sq. ft. of floor space per inmate. 

• Percentage of Inmates Held in Crowded 
Units Occupied by More Than 50 Inmates. 

Source:National Jail Census 
(CJ-3, CJ-4). '1978. 

aA "crowded" confinement unit is a cell 
or dormitory with two or more inmates 
and less than 60 square feet of floor 
space per inmate, 

bThere are no local facilities in Connecti= 
cut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, or 
Vermont. 
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Tabl. 3.ll 
!*timated Chang.a in Bed.paca Ra.ulting free Fedaral .nd St.t. Facility 

COnetruction, Renovation, Acqui.ition, or Clo.ing Plan. 

by Sacurity Cl ••• ific.tion, Raqion and Stat.a--
March 31, 1978 to OIc .. ber 31, 1982 

S.curity ~la •• ification 
Ragion and Stat. 

Cosaun.\.ty-ba"" 
Othub Max ill,. Med.\.ua M1nillWl Pra-R.l .... 

1IWl'1'!'D 9U'1'!S +8,425 +31,700 +8,682 +2,755 +1,281 

PlDIML TOTAL -550 +4,946 +1 ,256 0 0 

STA'l'ZS roTAL +8,975 +26,754 +7,426 +2,755 +1,281 

NOR'ftIIAST +3,363 +1,066 +358 +475 +180 
Main. -100 +30 +70 0 0 
Hav a .. pallire 0 +32 +64 +9 0 
V.rllOnt +24 +45 +20 0 0 
Ma •• achu •• tee +346 +286 -26 +24 0 
lIhocle I.land -364 +81 +50 +20 +180 
COM.cticut -64 Q 0 +72 0 

Hew York +4,031 +192 0 0 0 
Nev J.r •• y -510 +400 0 +350 0 
Penn.ylvania 0 0 +180 0 0 

NOR1'8 CEIITIIAL +403 +4,265 +779 +540 0 
Oh10 0 0 0 0 0 
Indiana +470 -100 +325 +75 0 
Illinoi. +250 +1,550 0 0 0 
Michigan -1,268 +1,044 +174 +300 0 
Whconain +766 +491 0 +90 0 

Minnnoto -200 +544 +95 0 0 
Iowa +75 +100 0 0 0 
M1.lIOIIr i +50 +600 +300 0 0 
North Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 
SOuth Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 
H.br .. ka +260 +36 -115 +75 0 
Ken .... 0 0 0 0 0 

SOOTH +3,728 +15,564 +5,312 +1,410 +890 
Delavare +64 +91 +42 -61 +21 
Maryland +400 +2,008 -166 +547 0 
Diet. of Colwabia 0 +1,100 0 0 0 
Virg.\.nia +400 +1,222 
wut virginiac 0 0 +248 

Nor th Carolina +968 +364 +1,128 0 +172 
SOuth Carolina -138 +610 +1,326 +354 +240 
Georgia 0 +3,030 0 +100 +209 
Florida +848 +3,129 +60 0 0 
K.ntucky +334 +332 +180 0 0 
T.nne •••• +119 +1,632 0 0 0 
Al&b ... +516 0 +1,600 +145 0 

Mlesisaippi +60 +692 +192 +200 0 
Arkan ... 0 0 0 0 0 
Louisian. +96 +650 +750 0 0 
Oklaholla +61 +705 +200 +125 C 

T.xa.c 

laST +1,481 +5,859 +917 +3JO +211 
Hontan. 0 +192 0 0 0 
Idaho 0 0 0 0 +96 
ilyOlling +248 +2~5 ,+141 +28 0 
COlorado -80 0 +70 0 0 
N.v Mexico 0 +100 +390 0 0 
Ar izona +615 +1,832 +22 0 0 
Utah +40 +115 0 +150 0 
H.,,&da -12 +644 0 0 0 

W .. hington +198 +200 +354 +152 0 
Ore9on 0 +130 0 0 0 
California +400 +2,000 0 0 0 
Aluka 0 +23 0 0 +115 
Havaii +72 +298 0 0 0 

Sourcs, Surv.y of State and Ped.ral Adult Correctional Sy.t ... (PC-2) , 1978. 

~Th ••• data at. collap.ed acrQ~ ••• x of inMat ••• A minus .ign indic.t.s • planned 

H.t 
Chang. 

52,843 

5',652 

47,191 

5,442 
0 

105 
89 

630 
-33 

8 

4,223 
240 
180 

5,987 
0 

770 
1,800 

250 
1,347 

439 
175 
950 

0 
0 

255 
0 

26,904 
157 

2,789 
1,100 
1,870 

2,632 
2,392 
3,339 
4,036 

846 
1,751 
2,261 

1,144 
0 

1,496 
1,091 

8,858 
192 

96 
642 
-10 
590 

2,469 
305 
632 

904 
130 

2,400 
138 
370 

eS.cr •••• in bed.pac., • plus algn indicat ••• pl.nned ii'lc,r •••• in bedspac •• Wh.never 
" range va. given, the maan va. u •• d. 

bAla• ka , pr.trial facilitYJ OIlav.re: not specified, Geo~gia: divereion c.ntere, 
Idaho, not epec1tied, NorthCirOITiia. .ixed .ecurity f.cilitie., RhocS. I.l.neS, 
n;;-!ntak. facilitYJ SOuth Carolin •• lntake servient Virginia. eSor. conver. ion 
(-1811, youth off.ndAr. (+200), recaption .nd Cl •• lif!cAtion araa. (+236). 

cMia.inq infor .. tion fro. Taxa. and W •• t Virginia. 
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TalIl. 1.14 

Eatillated H..-ber of Hew Jail. and Bed. to be B ilt 
Befor. Dec_ber 31, 1982 for Which funeS. a~ve a::n Acqu.\.red 
co..ittecS by Region and Stat.: February 15, 1978~ 

Huaber of 
Nev Jail. 

STATES TOTAL 207 

HOJmIEAsT 
17 Maine 

New a_pllhir. 2 

V.rmont 2 

Ma .. achua.tta :2 Rhocl. leland 
Connecticut 

New York 1 Nev Juaey 
PeM.ylvania S 

5 

SOOTH 
96 Delavare 

Maryland 
7 

Di.trict of Coluabia 0 Virginia 
S lO'.at Vir'ilinia 4 North Carolina 9 SOuth Carolina 

Georgia 1 

FLOrida 6 
5 

Kentucky 
3 Tlrnn ••• e. 

AlabMl. 11 

Missis8ippi 3 
7 

Arkaileaa 8 Lou 111 iana 
Oklahoma 1 

Texas 1 
25 

~:ORT8 aNTRAL 
5~ Ohio 

Indiana 6 

Illinois 6 

Michigan 7 

ifiscon8in 5 

MinnelOta 5 

Io..a 4 

lUllOuri 2 

North Dakota 9 

South Dakota 0 

Nebraska 0 

Kan ••• 7 
3 

WIST 
40 Montana 

IeSaho 5 

ifyoIIing 0 

COlorado 3 

H.v Mexico 3 

Ar bona 3 

Utah 3 

NevaeSa 0 
0 

wa.hington 5 C''l:egon 4 California 
Alllllka 13 

Havaii 

Source. National Jail CenauI, 1978. 

a 
Approximately 3300 bed. vill be adeSed through r.novation or 
addition and approximately 3300 beds will be r •• oved through 
r.novation or by clOSing all or part of existing faciliti ••• 
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Nuabu of 
New BeeSe 

66,237 

5,663 
64 

150 

346 

40 
2,573 
2,490 

28,574 

6,602 
0 

2,522 
2,097 

668 
26 

1,248 
1,746 

164 
2,223 

198 
4,111 

2,254 
75 
40 

4,599 

18,759 
4,240 
2,422 
2,387 
2,5.'3 

281 
231 

2,052 
4,175 

0 
0 

361 
67 

13,241 
2,070 

0 
2,108 

194 
315 
20S 

0 
0 

532 
252 

7,565 
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mb 31 ~982 207 new jails containing 66,237 new beds. 
Dece er , I , • er the 148 000 
funded beds represents a 45 percent lncrease ov , 
as the total local capacity on February 15, 1978. 

The number of 
beds estimated 

The North central region accounted for the largest percentage 
ity (58 percent). The South was 

increase over current bedspace cai~~ west (42 percent) and the Northeas7 
second (50 percent), followed by t f the new beds will be constructed ln 
(21 percent). Forty-t~ree percen ~., be constructed in the Northeast 
the South while only el~ht percen~ Wl-!tructiOl'l will increase the South's 
region. This differentlal ra7e of con38 to 40 percent and decrea&e the 
share of national local capaclty rom 
Northeast's share from 18 to 15 percent. 

. . should be noted that very little of this increase.in 
, F~nall~, ltff t by corresponding decreae~s in existing capaclty. 

~~iac~~~O~sb::~n;i~l ~: removed through renovation or by~closing all or 
y ... 

part of existing facllltles. 

3.4 Summary 

t t federal and local correc-
At the time of our surveys, many s a e, . ' th' limits by any 

tional institutions in the united States were very near e1r 60 
t' body has recommended less than square 

standards. No standard-~et lng 0 1 61 per.cent of the cells in federal 
feet of floor space per lnmate. ~ Y ll~ and 39 percent of local jail 
facilities, 44 percent o~ statedPr~sonS~:ndards as high as 80 square feet 
cells met or exceeQed thlS ~tan ar • t of state cells and 19 percent of 
have been proposed. Only nlne perc.en 
local jail q~lls met or exceeded this higher standard. 

two out of every three inmates in the united ~tate~ 
Approximately d h If Ilved In 

a confinement unit wH;h at least one other inmate an a " 
shared . ' t . ts (those with less than 60 
high density con~itions. Hlgh den~~k!l;n~O be found in older, larger, 
square feet per lnmate) \lrere more. ..,. d ibed as 
maximum security facilities--preclsel~ th~se inStltu~l~V~ :~;ite stand-
"corrections' closest a~d strongest tl~ wl,th t:e f~::d~m of movement as 
ards that suggest that lnmat~s be provld:~ :r the rule. Natiom.;ide, a 
density increases, the .0ppoSlt~ a~J?E!:r~e~~ity units spent more -than 10 
greater percentage of lnmates ln 19 . ' 
hours pe.I day in confinement than those in low denslty unltS. 
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Confinement in a cell or dormitory shared with one or more inmates 
with less than 60 square feet of floor space per il'lmate (the definition 
of crowding used in this report) was extremely variable among the states. 
Half of tpe states confined less than 35 percent of their inmate population 
under crowded conditions as they have been defined in this report. The 
remaining states confined even gr~ater proportions of inmates under crowded 
conditions--over 75 percent in the states of Mississippi, North Carolina, 
South Carolina, and Texas. States confining large proportions of their 
inmates under crowded conditions were also more likely to confine many of 
these inmates with 50 or more other inmates--a situation that can be 
considered crowded in the ext:eme. 

There was no simple direct correspondence between cr.owding in state 
penal systems and local jans with the notable exceptions of those jails 
that confined substantial numbers of state inmates or those subject to 
court action to reduce state prison capacity. Nationwide, jail crowding 
was more severe than that observed in state or federal institutions. Fifty 
percent of the inmates in local facilities occupied crowded confinement 
units compared with 46 and 44 percent of the inmates in federal and state 
facilities, respectively. 

Responses of inmates to confinement conditions require more study 
to determine the actual extent of crowding in correctional facil.ities. The 
definition of crowding that we have applied here, i.e., confinement in high 
density, mult.iple occupancy units--prevides one objective meaygre of this 
concept. Crowding, however, is a subjective phenomenon. Loo explains 
that, 

••• researchers may compare two density conditions, and 
if they find no significant differences in the behavior 
of those occupying the two conditions, it may be errone
ously concluded that crowding has no effect. For if there 
is no ~xperienced stress for the occupants of the high
density condition, then neither condition is crowded, and 
the researcher is simply comparing two densities. This 
distinction between density and crowding has served~ 
highlight the need for re ~archers to analyze both the 
physical measurements of \ ~~ironment and the psycho
logi9al aspects of the conui~ion (emphasis added). 

Holding density or occupancy constant, the perception of cr9,ding might 
vary as a fuv~tion of other physical factors, such as noise and tempera
ture levet§, or social. factors, such2Bs the allocati~~ of inmate status 
and power or the distribution of sex or age groups within a 
facility. It should also be noted that individuals experience crowding 
differ~2tly based on their own i9~osyncratic preferences for interpersonal 
space, normative expectations, their perceptions of their ability 
to control the situation,24 and their' f.reedom to act. 25 Thus, for 
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d ~o may be more . built over a hundre years-~ 
example, an inmate in a facil1~y. rowded than one confined in a 
likely to view his living cond1t.10ns .• as c . 
facility opene.d during the last deca~e. 

. of c~owding in the nation's 
While a more complete understand1

h
ng --r1'ables- the importance of 

. . tion of t ese Vo , 
prisons and jails awa1ts exam~n~ , h d Results of this study have pro-
the present study cannot be d1m1n1S e d· 't1'on of capacity for all adult 

• 1m consistent escr1p d vided for the f1lSt tea , t If nrofessional standar s , ., . the Un1ted Sta es. ~ . th eed 
correctiOnal fac111t1es 1n 'd this description po1nts to e n 
and court decisions are ~sed as,gu1 e~, licies in many states, at all 
for significant changes 1n conf1nemen po 
levels of govelnment. 
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Chapter 3: NOTES 

1. The term "overcrowding" is often used in this context. See, for ex
ample, Carolyn Johnson and Margorie Kravitz, Overcrowding in Correc
tional Institutions: A Selected Bibliography. Washington, D.C.-:--
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law Enforce
m~nt Assistance Administration, 1978. We have been unable in any 
empirical way to distinguish between "crowding" and "overcrowding" and 
have therefore chosen to use the-less emotive term, "crowding." 

2. Garvin McCain, Verne C. Cox, and Paul B. paulus, "The Relationship Be
tween Illness Complaints and Degree of Crowding in a Prison Environment," 
Environment and Behavior, Vol. 8, No.2 (June 1976), pp. 283-289~ David 
D'Atri, "Psychophysiological Responses to Crowding," Environment and 
Behavior, Vol. 8, No. 2 (J~ne1976), pp. 283-289~ L. King and G. Geis, 
~Tuberculosis Transmission in a Large Urban Jail," Journal of the 
American Medical Association, Vol. 237 (February 21, 1978), pp. 790-793~ 
and Bailus Walker and Theodore Gordon, "Health and High Density Confine
ment in Jails and Prison~," Federal Probation, Vol. 44, No. 1 (March 
1980), pp. 53-58. 

3. Edwin I. Megargee, "Population Density and Disruptive Behavior in a 
Prison Setting," in Albert Cohen, George Cole, and Robert Bailey, 
Prison Violence (Lexington, MA: Heath Lexington Books, 1976)~ P.L. 
Nacci, J. Prather, H.E. Teitelbaum, "Population Density and Inmate 
Misconduct Rates in th~ Federal Prison System," Federal Probation, 
Vol. 41, No o 2 (June 1977), pp. 271-282. 

4. Garvin McCain, Verne C. Cox, and Paul B. Paulus, The Effect of Prison 
Crowding on Inmate Behavior, Interim Report, LEAA Grant 78-Nl-AX-0019. 

5. See Chapter 2 for ~eferences to specific decisions. Paul Paulus, Verne 
Cox, Garvin McCain and-.Jane Chandler, "Some Effects of Crowding in 
a Prison Environment," Journal of Applied Social Psychology, Vol. 
5, No.1 (1975), pp. 86-91.--'-:._ 

6. See section 4142 in the Manual of standards for Adult Correctional 
Institutions and Section 5103 in the Manual of Standards for Adult 
Local Detention Facilities, both published by the Commission on 
Accreditation for Corrections. See also section 004 on page 10 of 
the Department of Justice draft, "Federal Standards for Corrections." 
Sixty square feet of floor space is a minimum. The standards refer
enced above recommend 70 square feet of floor space in detention 
faciiities and 80 square feet of floor space in long-term institutions 
when confinement exceeds·lO hours per day. 
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7. 

8. 

National Advisory Commission on CrUninal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Corrections (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1973), p. 358. 

Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, Manual of Standards for 
Adult Correctional Institutions (Rockville, MD: American Correc-
tional Association, 1977), p. 27. 

9. U.S. Department of Justice, "Draft Federal Standards for Corrections," 
June 1978, p. 10. 

10. The National Sheriffs' Association, A Handbook on Jail Architecture 
(Washington, D.C.: National Sheriffs' Association, 1975), p. 63. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

~attle vs Anderson, 564 F. 2d 388,395 (10th Cir. 1977). 

American Public Health Association, Standards for Health Services 
~[rectional Institutions (Washington, D.C.: American Public 
Health Association, 1976), p. 62. 

See Section 4142 in the Manual of Standards for Adult Correctional 
Institutions and Section 5102 in the Manual of Standards for Adult 
Local Detention Facilities, both published by the Commission on 
Accreditation for Corrections. See also Section 002 on page 10 of 
the Department of Justice draft, "Federal Standards for Corrections." 
The language of these standards is worth noting. For Adult Correc
tional Institutions, the standard'unambiguously reads, "There is 
one inmate per room or cell." For Local Detention Facilities, it 
reads, "All cells and detention rOOffiS design~d for single occupancy 
house only one inmate." This is not a rigorous standard because 
many, if not most local cells and detention rooms with less than 
120 square feet of floorspace, were originally designed to hold 
more than one inmate. Less rigorous still is the standard from 
"Feg~~ab Standards for Corrections" which reads, ,"All cells and 
detention rooms rated for single occupancy house only one inmate." 
Indeed, this standard does not even specify that cells should be 
rated to hold only one inmate. 

The Commission on Accreditation for Corrections recommends that dormi
tories house no more than 50 inmates each. It is interesting to 
note that the Department of Justice draft, "Federal Standards for 
Corrections," recommmends only that, "Dormitory living units house 
no more inmates than can be safely and effectively supervised ••• " 

15. Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and Training, Manpower and 
Training in Correctional Institutions, Washington, December 1969. 
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20. 

21. 
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24. 

25. 

Ch~lsa.LoO, "The Psychological Study of Crowding," ~~~ican Behavioral 
SClentls;, vol~ 18, No.6 (July/August 1975), p. 83~ John R. Aiello, 
et ~l., Crowdlng and the Role of Interpersonal Distance Preference," 
~oclometr~, ~ol ~O, No.3 (September 1977), pp. 271-282, Daniel Stokols, 

On the Dlstlnctlon Between Density and Crowding," Psychological Review 
Vol. 79, No.3 (1972), p. 275. ' 

D. Glass and J. Singer, Urban Stress: Experiments on Noise and Social 
Stressors. New ,York: Academic $iress, 1972. 

Edwin I. Megargee, "The Association of Population Density, Reduced 
Space, and Uncomfortable Temperatures with Misconduct in a Prison 
Community," American Journal of Community Psychology, Vol. 5, No. 3 
(September 1977), pp. 289-298. 

Nacci, et al, Supra note 3. 

J.L. Freedman, A.S. Levy, R.W. Buchanan, and J. price, "Crowding and 
Human Aggressiveness," Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
Vol. 8 (1972), pp. 502-517. 

Nacci et al., Supra note 3. 

John R. Aiello, et al., "Crowding and the Role of Interpersonal Dis
tance Preference," Sociometry, Vol 40, No.3 (September 1~77), 

pp. 21'1-282. 

J.L. Freedman, et al., Supra note 20. 

Drury R. Sherrod, "Crowding, Perceived Control and Behavioral After
effects,," Journal of Applied Social Psychology, Vol. 4, No. 2 (June 
1974), pp. 171-186, S. Zlutnick and I. Altman, "Crowding and Human 
Behavior," in J. Wohlwill and D. Carson (eds.), Environment and 
the soqial Sciences: Perspectives and Applications (Washington 
D.C.: American Psychological Association). . , 

H. Proshansky, w~ Ittleson! and L. Rivlin, "Freedom of Choice and 
Beha~io~ in a Physic~l Setting," in H.Prcshansky,. W. Ittleson, and 
L. R~vlln (eds.) EnVlronment P~ychology: Man and HlsPhysical 
Settlng (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1970). 
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CHAPTER 4 
INMATE/STAFF RATIOS 

While the survey data on institutional staff are neither as detailed 
nor re~ealing as those collected on the crowding issue, this chapter examines 
st~ff availability as a partial measure of other lmportant aspects of the 
~Ilaiity of prison life. The level of supervisory control, the availability 
of medical and health care services, the opportunities for structured 
activities and freedom of movement within the institution are among the 

--Ciimt!~sions of prison life that are largely conditioned by th~, av~Utability 
and quality of staff support. A direct examination of each of these 
dimensions was f~~ beyond the scope of this ~tudy. Rather, we focus 
on the staffing pat'telns reported by the institutions surveyed, as one 
indicator of the supervision and services provided to inmates of federal, 
state and local facilities. 

Throughout this chapter, we focus primarily on two categoIies of 
personnel--corrections officers or "custodial" staff; and "treatment" or 
"services" personnel (including teachers, vocational instructors, social 
workers, psychologlsts, counselors, doctors, nurses and related staff 
designated to address the human S',ervice needs of the nat ion' s pr isoner s) • 
As a measure of adequacy, the former cat~ory reveals only the extent to 
which prisoners are more or less guarded or controlled by institutional 
staff. The treatment staff categc>l,y addresses the issue of adequacy more 
directly, providing one indicati()ll1 of ,the resources oa'lailableto ameliorate 
many of the problems of ,¢!)i1finement raised repeatedly in "conditions" 
suits. 0 , 

w~ begin in Section 4.1 w'ith an historical overview of tx:ends in 
the employment of custocUal and t,reatrnent personnel. This is followed in 
Segtions 4.2 and 4~lwith an' exam,i,nation of staff-inmate ratios--by type of 
personnel, le~~l of government, region, and state. Finally, Section 4.4 
carunents on the cort'espondence ~tween the age and race of staff and 
inmates. 

The data sources for this chaptel:' include: 

• A variety of secondary sources, most notably, The 
Natio~al Manpower Surv~, a project of the National 
Institute of Justice that gathered correctional 
employment data in 1975; 

• The Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional 
Systems (PC-l and PC-2) coftducteCi by this project r c and 
the related jail survey administered by the Bureau of 
the Census. 

Preceding page blan" 89 
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It is important to note that tile pr imary data are based on a 
survey question that requested numbers Qf personnel by job title. Since 
these titles may reflect varying responsibilities in different states, it 
is virtually impossi,b1e to define a strict dichotomy between custodial and 
treatment personnel. Practically speaking, most employees probably spend 
some time seIving both functions and the administrative definitions which 
distinguish counselors from guards will ,vary from institution to institution. 

4,1 Staff Population Trends 

Figure 4.1 illustrates the trends in the numbers of staff devoted to 
state corrections institutions between 1962 and 1978. Although the breakdowns 
~ong staff.~~t~oJies are only toughly comparable, this_tab~e provige,;.~. 
crude indicationofcl'i"anging correctional priorities reflected in the distri
butions of custodial and treatment personnel. 

• Correctional officers have consistently accounted for 
the largest portion_ (63 percent) of the total workforce. 
Iri absolute numbers, custodial staff nearly doubled 
between 1962 (26,966) and 1979'" (52,240) ." 

• predictably, a fairly small fraction of total-employ
ment has been allocated to treatment Personnel. The 
number of personnel in this category has, however, 
more than quadrupled (from 3,061 in 1962 to 13,142 in 
1978).· In 1962, seven percent of total staff were 
treatment and educational specialists. By 1974, the 
proportion had grown to·lO percent, and in 1978, 16 
percent of the total were services staff. 

Figure 4.2 shows the same distribution for local facilities for the 
twoIears for which data are available. Custodial personnel have aCG~unted 
for about half of all jail employment, treatment personnel between.~even and 
nin~percent, administrative pe,{~c::nGl. roughly ,one quarter, and other per-' 
sonnel about one-tenth gf the total. The higher pert::entage pf,aiiministrative 
staff at the 10~alo level undoubtedly reflect~,thecombination of law.enforce
ment anc.!supervisory functions associated with many j~·~l;\-positions. ' 

--~-' - '" /'. "': 

Table-4.1 shows the dist,.:ibution of full-"~nd part-time employees 
workiilg in federal, st,~te_-andiocal facilities in early 1918. Most correc
tional employ~~s are fuYl-time with the majority of part-time employees 
located il'110ca1 facilities. Forty three percent of the full-time staff 
are custodial personnel infedera1 facilities compared with 63 percent 
in state facilities and 68 percent in local facUities. COnversely, only 
seven percent of the full-time local staff are made up of service perso~nel 
compared with 16 p~ri.:lent of the state personnel and 23 percent of federal. 
per sonnel. ' .. ' . 
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Figure 4.1 
Number of Full-Time- Employees in State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupational Group 

'-- :.~ 

o I 

1962, 1974. and 1918* 

"-.',-. 
:"'';'' _.' 

CUSTODIAL PERSONNEL 

__ • OTHER 

:

-.-------------~ SERVICE PERSONNEL 

- ADMINISTRATIVE 

1961 

Year 

• 
1974 

!PERSONNEL 

1978 

Sources: Data for 1962 ere from U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, National Prisoner Statistics, 
Numbe! 35, Personnel 196~ October 1964, p, 5, 10, and 11. State data for 1974 are from a • 
tabulation besed on the 1974 Census ~i the State Correctional Facilities (NPS-20) collected by the 
Bure~u Qf the Censusfortheuw Enforcement Assi~nce Administration, Data .il~om both years 
~re ~ted from t~ U.S. Depaftment.o~f Justice, National Institute of Law Enforcement, and Criminal 
"~ustlce, The National Menpower Survey of the Criminal Justice System, Volume Threa, Corrections, 

.' $eptember 1978, p. 15. Federal and state data for 1978 are from a tabulation besed on the 1978 
Survey of State and Federal Adilit Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 

Note: Does not include data' for Massachusetts for 1962 and 1974, 
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TABLE 4.1 

Humber and Percentage of Full- and Part-Time Employees fOL Federal, State 
and Local ~ult Correctional Facilities by Occupational Group, 1978 

Total Full-Time 
Number P.ercent Number 

Total 162,678 100% 139,232 

Administrative Personnel 19,372 12% 7,298 
Custodial Personnel 93,552 58 $8,435 
Service Personnel 21,780 13 18,487 
Other 27,974 17 25,012 

Federal 8,626 99% 8,582 

Administrative Personnel 191 2% 191 
Custodial Personnel 3,659 42 3,658 
Service Personnel 1,985 23 1,945 
Other . 2,791 32 2,788 

State 83,535 100% 82,595 

Administrative Personnel 1,848 2% 1,83'1 
Custodial Per~nnel 52,536 63 52,240 
Service Personnel 13,264 16 13,142 
Other 15 q 887 19 15,382 

Local 70,517 100% 48,055 

Administrative Personnel 17 ,333 25% 5,276 
Custodial Personnel 37,357 53 32,537 
Service Personnel 6,531 9 3,400 
Other 9,296 13 6,842 

Sources: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 
National Jail Census (CJ-3/CJ-4), 1978 

", 

Percent 

100% 

5% 
64% 
13 
18 

100% 

2% 
43 
23 
32 

100% 

2% 
63 
16 
19 

100% 

11% 
68 

7 
14 

I r 

Part-Time 
Number Percent 

23,446 100% 

12,074 51% 
5,117 22 
3,293 14 
2,962 13 

44 100% 

0 0% 
1 2 

40 91 
3 7 

940 100% 

17 2% 
296 31 
122 13 
505 54 

22,462 100% 

12,057 54% 
4,820 21 
3,131 14 
2,454 11 
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4.2 Inmate-Staff Ratios by R'l]ion and Staff Type 

Inmate-to-employee ratios attfct;m.e means of judging the sufficiency 
of present staffing levels among the :i.nstit~~~~l'lS !1iurv.e.yed. RecOgnizing 
the many factors that must be considered in developing prison staffing 
policy, correctional standards generally avoid suggesting ideal inmate/staff 
ratios. FOr example, standards of the American Correctional Association 
for counselor staffing levels state: 

"Factors that should be considered in determining the 
workloads of counselors and social workers include, but 
are not limited to: type of inmate population served, 
type of institution, legal requirements, goals to be 
accomplished and administrative tasks required. Other 
factors that may influence the number of professionals 
required include 'whether or not the team approach is used 
and whether the instituti£n uses para-professionals, 
volunteers and students." 

Similarly, in considering relative numbers of correctional officers, most 
corrections standards recommend that the staffing ratio not be determined 
solely by the size of the inmate population, but also reflect other factors, 
including "legal r.equilements, goals to be ac~ornplished, character and 
needs of inmates? and other duties of staff." In two cases where an 
ideal inmate-to~'corrections officer ratio has been proposed, the recommln
dation has been to have one correctional officer for every six inmates. 
The National Manpower Survey reported a ratio of 8~2 inmates per officer4 in 
1960 (for all state adult facilities), dropping to 5.0-5.2 in 1974-1975. 

Custodial Staff Ratios 

Figure 4.3 displays the downward trend in the number of inmates 
supervised by.custodial staff in state and local correctional facilities 
and th.e inmate-to-corrections officer ratio for the federal system in 1978. 
These data indicate that,both state and local facilities, when each was 
considered as a whole, f~ll within the 6:1 guideline for correctional 
officers, while federal 'facilities exceeded this recommended ideal with a 
staffing ratio of 7.5 to 1. 

It is interesting to note that corrections officers themselv~s 
believed that these staffing levels were inadequate. Of the corrections 
officers interviewed at site visited state and local·-facilities, 56 percent 
of state and 76 percent of local officers did not believe their facility 
had enough guards to maintain safety and security. The National Manpower 
Survey reported comparable dissat~sfaction among corrections administrators 
in ten states visited in 1975-76., These administrators suggested that 
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Figure 4.3 
Number of Inmates Per Custodial Staff 

for Federal, State, and Local Correctional Facilities 
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Local data for 1972 from U.S. Depsrtment of Justice, National Crimina' JustiCII Information and Statistics 
Servioa, The Nations Jails, MaV 1975, p. 23 and 34. Local data for 1978 are from tabulations based on the 
1978 National Jail Census (CJ-3/CJ-41 collacted bV the Bureau of the Census for the Lew Enforcement 
Assistance Administration. State data for 1962 are from U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Prirons, 
National Prisoner Statistics, Number 33, Prisoners In State and Faderal Institutions 1962, Deoamber 1963, 
p. 15, and U.S. Dejllrtment of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, National Prisoner Statistics, Number 35, fIuIum!! 
ll!§Z, October 1964, pp. 5, 10, and 11. State data for 1974 are from a tabulation besed on the 1974 Census 
of State Correctional Facilities (NPS-201 collected by the Bureau of the Census for the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration and from U.S. Dejllrtment of Justice, National Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics Service, Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31. 1974; June 1976, p. 36. 
Emplovment data for both vears are cited from the U.S. Departmen~ of Justice, National Institute of Lew 
Enforoament and Criminal Justice, National Man wer Surve of the Criminal Justice S stem Vol. 
Thr .... Corrections, September 1978, p. 15. Federal and State data for 1 78 aro rom a tabulation based 
on the 1978 Survev of State and Federal Adu't Correctional Facilities (PC-21. 

Note: Does not indude SUite data for Massachusetts for 1962 and 1974. 
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the 6: 1 /;;tandard may be inadequate in view of the increases in various 
daytime release programs, the emphasis on volunteer activities, and the 
expansion of custodial duties as a r~sult of more stringent due process 
standards. 

Custodial staff ratios may increasingly become a subject of court 
action. The 400 inmates of the maximum security facility at L~rton Reforma
tory were recently awarded $600,000 in damages in a class action suit filed 
in U.S. J.)istr ict Court. Attorneys' for the inmates successfully argued that 
there were not enough guards to provide adequately for safe conditions. The 
case generated ~ number of separate legal actions against the District ol 
Columbia Department of Corrections in April 1980 when officials tried to 
reduce the number of guards as part of its budget cutbacks. The city 
government assured both the federal trial and appellate courts that the 
number of custodial staff at the maximum secur ity facility would not be 
reduced below 122. (The facility reported 127 full-time guards on March 31, 
1978.) Attorneys for the inmates inforwed the trial judge that the number 
of full-time gUB,ds has dropped to 110. Regardless of which number is 
correct, they all produce on inmate-to-cu'stodial staff ratio below the 
overall median of four inmates per guard for state adult correctional 
facilitie5'. 

The difficulties of judging the sufficiency of custodial staff 
~atios are further compounded by the structural characteristics of an 
institution. At the risk of some oversimplification, it might be said that 
corrections 0fficers do not guard prisoners, they guard space. The need 
for having knowledge of the prison's physical plan to understand the 
meaning of a given staffing ratio is illustrated in remarks made recently 
by F. Warren Benton, DireCtor of the Oklahoma Department of Corrections, at 
the "Special National Workshop on Crime Control: The State of the Art." 
Under court order to reduce the inmate population at the Oklahoma State 
Penitentiary, Benton's staff drew up plans to modify the confinement units 
and reduce the population for both cells and dormitories to one-fourth 
their cur rent level. When Benton asked his staff how many fewer guards 
would be needed to supervise the reduced inmate population, they told him 
that no decrease could be anticipated. Since the overall dimensions of the 
plant remained the same, there was no safe way to reduce the number of 
guard posts. Thus, the same number of correctional qfficers were needed at 
the penitentiary whether there were 400 inmates or 1600. 

Service Staff Ratios 

The period between 1962 and 1978 has also produced major reductions 
in the national average number of inmates per service employee in state 
facilities. In 1962 there were roughly 64 inmates for each full-time 
service employee at the state level and prison populations had begun a 
period of decline. By 1974 the state prison population had returned to its 
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1962 level of a little over 200,000 inmates, but the number of inmates per 
service employee had been cut by nearly half (to 34). Despite subsequent 
population increases, by 1978 the number of inmates per service employee 
was again Significantly reduced to 19. Between 1972 and 1978, substantial 
reductions were also experienced in local facilities which moved from 
roughly 80 inmates per full-time service employee to an average figure of 
55. While federal faciliti~s supported more inmates per correctional 
officer than state or local facilities, the number of federal inmates per 
service employee was lowest with roughly 14 inmates for each service 
employee. These trends have been summarized in F~gure 4.4. 

It should be emphasized that average ratios mask wide variation-
not only among regions, states and institutions, but also acrossinstitu
tions of varying sizes. This is particularly true for local facilities 
where the majority of institutions reported no full-time personnel. 
Accordingly, the next section reviews the full distributions of these 
ratios. 

4.3 Distribution of Inmate-Staff Ratios Among Local, State 
and Federal Facilities 

Local Distribution of Custodial Personnel 

Figure 4.5 shows the overall u.S. and regional distributions of 
local inmate-to-custodial staff ratios aggregated at the state level. 
Local jurisdictions with average daily populations of over 1,000 have also 
been presented. Overall, the median of these state ratios is five inmates 
for each custodial staff with half the states between four and seven 
custodial staff per inmate. There is, however, considerable regional 
va;iation. with a median of three inmates per custodial staff, all six of 
the Northeast states (including the three jurisdictions with average daily 
populations greater than 1,000) have inmate-to-custodial staff ratios below 
4 to 1. The median value for the South and West is about twice that of the 
Northeast. California and Texas, both states with large jail populations, 
have inmate-t~-custodial staff ratios of nearly 8 to 1. Compared with the 
other three regions, custodial staffing practices clearly appear to be 
different for. the Northeast. 

Local Distributions of Services Personnel 

To scme extent, measures of the employment of services personnel at 
the local level fail to provide a reliable indication of the availability 
of programs and services, as many inscitutions rely on the use of contracted 
services outside their facilities. Moreover, the more rapid turnover of 
local jail inmates is generally considered a significant constraint to 
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Number of Inmates Per Service Staff 

for Federal, State, and Local Correctional Facilities 
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$c;lIrce.: Loc:.I data for 1972 from U.S. Oejllrtm.nt of Justice, National Criminal Ju.tice Information and Stati.tics 
Service, II!! Nttlon, J.II., May 1975, Po 23 and 34. Local data for 1978 a" from tebul.tion. betad on the 
1978 Nttlonal Jail Censu. (CJ-3/CJ-41 collected by th! Bureau of tha Censu. for the Lew Enforcement 
Atslttlnce Administration. Stata ddta for 1962 ar. from U.S. Oejllrtment of JUttlca, Bu"au of Prison., 
National PrllOnar Statistics, Number 33, PrllO!ltr.ln Slit. and Feral Institution. 1982, O.cember 1983, 
p. 15, and U.S. Dljllrtment of Justice, Bu".u of Prison., Nttlonal Prlson.r Statistics, Number 35, eersonnel 
UIU, October 111G4, pp. 5, 10, and 11. Statl data for 1974 a" from a tabullltion be"d on the 1974 Cen.u. 
of S'catl Corrlctlonal Facilitlll (NPS-201 coIl.cted by the Buraau of the Cen.us for th! Lew Er.forcement 
Aulttlnce Admlnlstr.tlon and from U.S. O'jllrtment of Justice, Nttlonal Crlmlnll Ju.tice Informetlon and 
Statistics Service, Prllg"'" In State and Flderal Institution. on Olcember 31. 1974, J' .. 1il1 1976, P. 36. 
Employment data for both y.ari .re cited from thl U.S. Oljllrtmtnt of Justice, National Institute of Lew 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Ihe National ManpoWlir Survey of the Criminal. Justice Sy.tem, Vol. 
1hr!!. Corr.~'tlonl, Septemblr 1976, Po 15. Federal anll Statl data for 1918 are from. tabulation llind 
on the 1878 Surv.y of State and Federal Adult Correctional Fecllitlll (PC-2I. 

Note: Doe. not indude ttlte data for Ma.llchueetl. for 1962 and 1974. 
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program development at the local level. Nevertheless, the limited observa
tional data gathered during the course of our site visits generally con
firmed the disparity between prisons arid jails in the opportunities for 
structured activities of any ki.nd, and the particularly critical shortage 
of medical and health care personnel at the local level. Thus~ only part 
of the difference in service staff ratios between local facilities and 
their state and federal counterparts may be attributed to the more frequent 
tm:'nover of inmates in local facilities, or reliance on the use of contracted 
services. For many local institutions, the balance represents inadequate 
numbers of staff in service positions. 

Table 4.2 provides a regional summary of the distribution of 
inmates-to-service personneL There were only about 3,000 full-time 
service personnel in local facilities for an average daily u.s. inmate 
population of over 160,000. Service personnel in local facilities are 
concentrated in the larger jurisdictions: two-thirds were working in 
facilities with average daily inmate populations of over 250 inmates that 
contained slightly less than half the inmates held in local facilities. 
The overall inmate/service staff ratio was 55 to 1, but th~ ratio was twice 
as high in those jurisdictions with an average daily inmate population less 
than 250, than those jurisdictions over 250. Only 453 facilities have any 
full-time service personnel at all. Full-time service staff are virtually 
non-existent in facilities with average daily inmate populations of less 
than 50 inmates. The same regional pattern exists for service personnel: 
the lowest ratio is fou~d in the Northeast, the highest ratios are found in 
the South and to a l~siiier degree the West, with the North Central: region 
falling in between. A presentation of inmate-to-custodial and service 
personnel ratios for local jut lsdictions with average daily inmate popula
tions of over 250 inmates has been included as Appendix D of this volume. 

" 

Federal and State Custodial Staff Distributions 

Figure 4.6 shows the distribution of inmate-to-custodial staff 
ratios for federal and state adult correctional systems, with the state 
systems displayed by region. Half of the states have inmate-to-custodial 
staff ratios that lie between 3:laJ')d 6:l,,,!-ith a quarter above and a 
quarter below this range. Vermont has the lowest custod.ial staffiinmate 
ratio of 2:1 and Texas has the largest with 12:1. Only three states 
(Arkansas, New Mexi90' and Texas) had fewer custodial staff per inmate than. 
the federal system. Among the state systems, those in the Northea.~t 
showed the lowest ratios, as well as the least variability across prisons. 
The weighted median for 5he Northeast is 3:1 compared with 5~1 in the 
remaining three regions. All of the state systems wi~ local detention 
functions (Alaska, Conne~tic:ut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, and Vermont) 
had inmate-to-custoo.lal staff ratios at or be.low -3:1. 
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Figure 4.6 
Distributions of the Number of Inmates per Custodial 

for Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
by Region 
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State and Federal Service Staff Distributions 

Figure 4.7 displays comparable data for the inmate-to-service 
personnel ratios. with a 25:1 weighted median, the South has a higher 
inmate/service staff ratio than the Northeast, North Central and Western 
regions, each with ratios below the overall national median of 19:1. There 
is a considerable range in the inmate/service staff ratios, with MinneS':)ta 
the lowest at 6:1 and Texas, again with the highest ratio, with one service 
staff for every 60 inmates. The federal system has a service staff-to
inmate ratio of 14:1, lower than all but 13 states (again, excluding utah) • 

.? 

Correlations 

Since it is possible that prison systems make trade-offs (either 
implicitly or explicitly) between custodial and treatment staff, we might 
expect to find fewer service staff in states with more custodial personnel. 
This possibility was tested by correlating the inmate-to-guard and inmate
to-sgrvice personnel ratios. The correlation between the two ratios was 
.23, suggesting the prison systems are not making the hypothesized 
trade-offs between custodial and service staff. If this were the case, a 
small negative correlation would be expected, rather than the moderate 
positive one that was observed. Most likely, this correlation par~ly 
reflects regional and budgetary differences. Southern prisons, which rely 
heavily on dormitory accommodations, have staffing requirements unlike those 
of the North, where cells are the norm. Fu=ther, the Southern states tend 
to spend less per inmate than do systems in other parts of the country (see 
Chapter 5). Those states that spend relatively more per inmate for custodial 
staff also spend more for service personnel. 

Predictably, with the usual lag in both hiring and adequate training 
of staff, the ratio of inmates to staff increases under ~rowded conditions. 
The correlation between inmate-to-service staff ratios and levels of 
crowding was .357 a similar analysis of custodial staff ratios and 
crowding produced a correlation of .45. 

4.4 Staff-Inmates Racial, Ethnic and Age Composition 

In addition to the sheer numbers of available staff, the quality of 
the staff-inmate relationship is necessarily influenced by the nature of 
those staff. This section briefly considers the age and racial composition 
of institutional staff and the degree to which these match inmate profiles. 

The changing racial and ethnic composition of American prisons and 
jails has had enormous implications for correctional management. The 
Association of State Correctional Administrators has described the emergence 
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Distributions of the Number of Inmates Per Service Staff 
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of racial and ethnic problems in c~6rectional facilities as one of the most 
disturbing trends of recent years. Previous studies have drawn atten
tion to the relationship between street gang'10r inmate organization and 
other racial conflicts in prisons and jails. 

In 1969, the Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and Training 
reported that of the total number of 'employees in pr isons and. jails at tha.'t 
tU4e, eight percent were black, fouf2r~rcent Hispanic and less than one 
percent from other minority groups. At the time of the Attica revolt in 
New York in September 1971, there were no black ~~rrectional officers 
although 54 percent of the prisoners were black. According to the 1978 
National Manpower survey, no state prison systems reporting data in 1974 to 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) approached parity between 
the racial and ethvtc composition of their guard force and that of their 
inmate population. For example, New York reported that in 1974 just 
over 20 percent of its custodial officers, but 58 percent of its inRlates 
were black. In Louisiana, an inmate population that was 71 percent black 
was' guarded by a staff that was only 16 percent black. 

Results from the nat.ional survey of adult correctional facilities 
clearly show that this pattern has not changed since that 1974 EEOC report. 
Figure 4.8 shows the distribution of non-white full-time male and female 
employees--including both custodial officers, service personnel and others-
for the total U.S., the federal system, and the state systems by region and 
compares these figures to those for the prisoners housed in those facilities. 
Overall~ 48 percent of the male prisoners were non-white, only 14 percent 
of the staff were non-white. Some regional variation is apparent: the 
Western prisons come closest to achieving parity, largely due to the 
smaller p~rcentage of non-white inmates. 

Similar findings prevail in viewing the age distributions of 
full-time employees and inmates, as shown in Figure 4.9. The vast majority 
of the prisoners in federal and state prisons were under the age of 35, but 
the lnajority of full-time employees were 35 or older. While 42 percent of 
the male full-time staff are over 44, only eight percent of the male inmates 
exceed this age. 

In short, while it would be difficult to find such an extreme 
situation in any part of the United States today, the racial, ethnic, and 
age disparities between the kept and their keepers in most prisons remains 
enormous. 

4.5 Summary 

Measured over the time frame of recent fluctuations in prison 
population, prison space has behaved as if it were largely insensitive to 
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Figure 4.8 
Percent Distribution of the Non-White Full-Time Staff 

and Inmate Populations of Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
by Region· and Sex 
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Figure 4.9 
Percent Distribution of the Full-Time Staff and Inmate Populations, 

of Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
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prison population. A~ this Chapter has , indicated, level~ of priso~ manpower 
have p,r;oved to be somewhat more respons1ve--at least to 1ncrease~ ~n p~ ison 
populations. In large part this simply reflects the fact that h1r1ng 1S an 
easier decision to make and implement than building additional facilities 
or developing alternatives to imprisonment. The stronger relationship also 
reflects an array of pressures which encourage staffing increases. The 
National Manpower Survey found the level of correctional staff to be linked 
to the .generally rising fraction of the GNP devoted to the public sector. 

Between 1962 and 1978 the number of state custodial staff increased 
by 94 percent, decreasing the inmate-t~custodial staff ratios from 7.2 to 
4.8. For jails, the number of custodial staff increased ~Y 60 percent , 
between 1972 and 1978. This has effectively reduced the 1nmate-to-custod1al 
staff ratios for jails from 7.0 in 1972 to 4.9 in 1978. With an inmate-to
custodial staff ratio of 7.5, the federal system in 1978 has fewer custodial 
staff per inmate than either state or local facilities. 

While the employment of full-time service personnel began at a 
lower level, it increased at a faster rate for both state (108 percent , , 
between 1974 and 1978) and local (72 percent between 1972 and 1978) fac1l1-
ties. This resulted in inmate-to-service staff ratios of 55:1 (down from 
81:1 in 1972) for local facilities and 19:1 (down from 34:: 1n 1974~ for 
state facilities. This increase in personnel occurred dur1ng a per10d of 
more moderate increase in the size of inmate populations (12 percent between 
1972 and 1978 for jail populations and a 21 percent increase between 1974 
and 1978 for state inmate populations). There were roughly 14 federal 
inmates for each service employee in 1978. 

Despite these apparent trends in the national averages, there is 
considerable variation in staffing patterns among regions and states: 

• The Northeast, for both state and local facilities and 
for both custodial and service staff, had the lowest 
staffing ratios, sometimes half that of the other 
regions. 

• Among state facilities, Texas was in a class by itself 
with staffing ratios for both custodial and service 
staff three times the national median. 

Most of the local jurisdictions with average daily 
inmate pgpulations over 1,000 are located in the South 
and West and have a higher n~~er of inmates per 
custodial and service staff than the national average. 

• States with high levels of crowding were also among 
those with the highest ratios of inmates to staffG 
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While these data provide a useful perspective on the simple weight 
of staff numbers available (and in many cases, unavailable) within the 
nation's prisons and jails, they provide little information on thequalita
tive aspects of the staff-inmate relationship. The need for a broader 
perspective is clearly suggested by the increasing volume of litigation 
challenging the staff-inmate relationship. On March 31, 1978, staff 
practices were at issue in nearly 10 percent of a~l pending inm~te suitss 
Obviously, these cases encompass a broad range of issues and their groWing 
number may reflect only the increasing willingness of prisoners to file 
suit. Nonetheless, they have provided a new visibility to the staff-i~~ate 
relationship. 

Despite the fact that inmate interaction with custodial personnel 
is ge~erally much more frequent than contact with professional counselors, 
there has been little systematic experimentation with the functions of the 
correctional officers. Jacobs' observational studies of prison environ
ments suggest a number of reasons to expect that the effects of custodial 
staff £g inmates may be even more marked than those of non-custodial 
staff. Some kind of basic "social contract" has to be negotiated 
between the guards and the guarded in order for the institution to function 
at all. The terms of such a hidden agreement reflect perceived relative 
strengths of guard and inmate groups, the social interaction skills of both 
sides and the available motivational factors--rewards and punishments with 
which the two sides can negotiate. The Joint Commission on Correctional 
Manpower and Training has "described these negotiations as follows: 

"Greatly outnumbered by the offender popUlation and 
unable to cover every nook and cranny of the institution, 
(line personnel} may resort to various transactions with 
inmates, often sub rosa, in order to maintain at least 
the surface appearance of a properly controlled situa
tion. Such transactions may include the USe of informers, 
CUltivating and influencing peer group leaders • • • 
entrapment of suspects • • • frequent searches of persons 
and places •••. breaking up informal inmate cliques, 
deflating unmanageable inmate leaders, supporting dominant 
factions against minority groups, tolerating some forms 
of rule-breaking as a concession for compliance in other 
matters, and conniving at thre'ats and beatings when ;:gese 
serve to 'discipline' people who 'buck the system.'" 

In the same report, published ten years ago--but perhaps as true today--the 
Commission also noted that "there is little scientific knowledge about 
handling offender populations, few princil?les for consistent practice, and 
almost no provision for assessing the value of particular measures in 
specific situations. Custodial staff generally operate on the basis of 
lore which has nat been subjected to the kind of thorough analysis which 
has mad,7 for continued improvements in practice in other fields and occupa
tions." 
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Chapter 4: NOTES 

Manual of Standards for Adult Correctional Institutions, Section 4442, 
p. 84. 

Ibid., Section 4063, p. 13. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and,Goals, 
Corrections, Standard 19.6.11, p. 300. This same ratio of 1:6 for 
custodial staff was used by the President's Crime Commission in esti
mating manpower needs in 1967. Although this ratio was used by the 
President's Commission, the report commented: "The desirable ratio of 
custodial personnel to inmates depends upon the institution's program 
and the type of inmates involved. No standard ratio exists, nor are 
data available which would allow an estimate of the average ratio 
needed." President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 
of Justice, Task Force Report oil Corrections, 1967, p. 96,. 

The National Manpower Survey of the Criminal Justice System, Volume 
Three, Corrections, National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department 
of Justice, September, 1978, p. 17. 

Ibid., p. 18. 

Laura A. Kiernan and Michel McQueen, "Lorton Felons Win $600,000 OVer 
Safety," The Washington Post, June 21, 1980. 

7. Utah was excluded because it classifies personnel with custodial 
functions as service personnel. With only 10 individuals identified 
as custodial personnel, the inmate-to-custodial staff ratio'would be 
83: 1 • 

8. The medians provided in Figures 4.5 through 4.7 are unweighted. 

9. This correlation excludes both Utah and Texas. The exclusion of Utah 
was discussed in footnote 6. Texas was excluded becaus.e its high 
staffing ratios for both custodial and service personnel heavily 
determine the magnitude of the oorrelation coefficient between the 
two ratios~ including Texas, it is 46. 

10. Association of State Correctional Administrators, Uniform Correctional 
Policies and Procedures, 1972. See also John O. Boone, "Racial Issues 
in Pr ison Planning," Report on the Colloquit.Jm on Corrr;ctional Facilities 
Planning, American Justice Institute, Saczarnento, Caiiforn,ia, 1978, pp. 
230-252. 

11. E.g., in his study of an Illinois prison, James Jacobs found: "Where 
an inmate!s influence was once rooted in his ability to manipulate the 
system through his position in the formal organization, today influence 
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is based on organizational rank carried over from the The h ' street. 
c ang1ng basis ~fpower in the inmate's social system means that there 
are fewer gJ::ounds, for accvmmodation between inmates and staff." James 
~', Jaco?s, State~ll1e: The P~nitentiary in Mass Society, Chicago: 
un~vers1ty of Ch1cago Press, 1977, QDealing with Prison Violenc~," in 
pr~son Vi~~ (ed. Albert K. Cohen, George F. Cole and Robert G. 
Ba1ley), Lexington: Lexington Books, 1976, pp. 474-475. 

Joint Commission 
Washington, D.C. 
Criminal Justice 

on Correctional Manpower and Training, A Time to Act, 
1969~ see also, National Advisory Commission on----
Standards and Goals, Corrections, 1973, pp. 474-475~ 

Official Report of the New York State Special Commission on Attica, 
New York: Bantam Books, 1972, pp. 16-24. 

The National Manpower Survey of the Criminal Justice System, supra 
note 4, p. 50. 

James B. Jacobs, Stateville, supra note 10, personal communication. 

Joi~t,Com~ission on,Correctional Manpower and Training, Manpower and 
T~a1n1ng 1n Correct10nal Institutions, Washinqton, D.C., December, 
1..69, p. 43. 

:ibid. 
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CHAPTER 5 
COSTS 

A central cause of the concern surrounding the recent rise in prison 
and jail populations is the fear that vast additional sums of money will be 
required to construct and operate correctional facilities, particularly in 
the face of recent court decisions demandirlg adherence to minimum standards 
of confinement (see Chapter 1). Any complete assessment of corrections 
population policy must, therefore, consider the cost of incarceration. 
Consistent with the focus of this study, the present chapter examines the 
costs of adult correctional facilities and generally excludes those of pro
bation, parole, and general administration. The costs of juvenile, military 
and Indian corrections systems are also beyond the scope of this chapter. 

In order to place the focus of this chapter in perspective, Table 5.1 
presents data on government spending for fiscal year 1977 at four levels of 
aggregation: correctional institutions, all correctional activities, the 
complete criminal justice system and all functions of government. As shown 
in that table, spending for correctional institutions in that fiscal year was 
more than $3.6 billion, nearly three-fourths of the total spending on correc
tions of $4.9 billion. The latter, in turn, accounted for almost one-fourth 
of the $21.6 billion in expenditures for the entire cr iminal justice system. 
The criminal justice system in total accounted for roughly 3 percent of all 
govern-ment spending, which totaled $681 billion in fiscal year 1977. Thus, 
spending for all correctional activities was only 0.7 percent of all govern
ment spending in that year: spending for correctional institutions was about 
0.5 percent of all government spending. 

As seen in Table 5.1, state governments account for nearly 60 
percent of government expenditures for correctional activities, while local 
governments account for just over one-third and the federal government 
spends five percent of that totale Relative spending for correctional 
institutions parallels those figures. These figures show that corrections 
is disproportionately a state and local responsibility. 

In presenting and discussing cost data, it is important to distin
guish among several related terms. Operating cost is toe cost of resources 
such as personnel, utilities, food, and materials that are used up or consumed 
during an accounting period such as a year. Capital cost is the cost of a 
correctfonal facility or a piece of equipment that is used over a multi-year 
period. A transfer cost is a payment made by one organization (e.g., a 
state correctional agency) to another organization (e.g., a local jail) to 
cover the costs incurred by the recipient organization. An external cost is 
a cost that is not reflected in a cash payment but can still be considered a 
cost to society (e.g., the foregone earnings of an inmate). 
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Level of 
Government 

Total 

Federal 

Stte 

Local 

Table 5.1 

Direct Expendituresa at Four Levels of Aggregation 
by Level of ,Government (~n Millions of Dollars) 

Fiscal Year 1977 

All Governmental Cr iminal Justice All Correctional 
Functions System Activities 

$681,000 (100%) $21,574 (100%) $4,936 {lOOt) 

359,000 52.7%) 2,779 12.9%) 299 6.1%) 

129,000 18.9%} 5,812 26.9%) 2,847 57.7%) 

193,000 28.4%) 12,983 60.2%) 1,788 36.2%) 

All Correctional 
Insti tutions 

$3,632 ( 100%) 

181 5.0%) 

2,173 59.8%) 

1,278 35.2%) 

Sources: EXpenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System: 1977. Washington, D.C.: 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, u.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, 1979. Tables 2,4, 47. Statistical Abstract of the united States (lOOth Ed.). 
Washington, D.CQ: u.s. Bureau of the Census, 1979. Table 472. 

aDirect expenditures = Direct current expenditures ana capital outlays~ intergovernmental transfers 
are excluded ,in order to avoid double-counting. 
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The first objective of this chapter is to present a description of 
the current costs of incarceration. In all subsequent tables, operating 
costs are presented and analyzed separately from capital costs. The capital 
costs data presented are limited to those associated with constructing new 
facilities, renovating existing facilities, and acquiring facilities for 
correctional use~ no attempt is made to estimate the current debt service 
payments occasioned by past capital outlay decisions. COsts in this study 
are measured at the level where the resources are actually used~ transfer 
costs are excluded, thus avoiding double-counting. External costs are 
ignored in this study because of the difficulties, both conceptual and 
practical, of measuring such costs. 

Once this description of current operating and capital costs is 
presented, an attempt will be made to estimate the total operating and capital 
cost of the nation's prisons and jails in fiscal year 1982. Finally, the 
chapter will conclude with a brief discussion of the expenditures necessary, 
at current price levels, for the nation's correctional facilities to match 
present st.andards of confinement. 

5.1 Operating Costs 

This section presents data on tge total and per inmate operating 
costs of adult correctional facilities. In order to approximate these 
operating costs, data on direct current expenditures for adult correctional 
institutions were drawn from Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal 
Justice System, the most reliable source of data available for assessing cost 
trends. The term direct current expenditures refers to current cash outlays 
for the purchase of non-capital goods and services for use in adult correction
al facilities. It is important that the limitations of these data be kept in 
mind~ they do not represent the total cost of incarcerating adult ·offenders. 
The most important exclusions from total cost are the capital costs associated 
with prisons, which are discussed i.n Section 5.2. Also excluded are the 
costs of central office administrat~n, pmployer cOntributions to employee 
fringe benefits (e.g., contribution. to pension funds), and the costs of a 
wide variety of services provided to prison inmates by public and private 
agencies. Despite these omissions, data on direct current expenditures do 
provide a "lower-bound" estimate of the true operating cost of corrections. 
Also, because these costs have been measured on a consistent basis from year 
to year, they provide a reasonable basis for estimating rates of change in 
the costs of incarceration. 

Direct current expenditures for adult correctional facilities across 
all levels of government in fiscal year 1977 were more than $2.4 billion. As 
shown in Table 5.2, $1.5 billion or 60 percent of this total was spent at the 
state level. The total direct current expenditure per inmate for all adult 
institutions was $5,461. At $5,662, state agencies spent slightly more per 
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Table 5.2 

Direct Current Expenditures Per Inmate for Federal, state 
and Local Correctional Facilities--Fiscal 1977 

Direct Current 
ExpencUtu:r.es Total 
For Adult Number 

Institutions of 
FY 1977 Persons a (in thousands) Held 

Dir~ct 

Current 
Expenditures 

Per 
Government Number Percent Number Percent Inmate 

Total $2,457,298 100% 450,061 100% $5461 

Federal 149,006 6 30,920b 7 4819 

state 1,476,292 60 260,747b 
58 5662 

Local 832,000 34 158,394c 
35 5253 

Sources: aExpenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System: 1977, Washington, D.C.: 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Bureau of 
the Census, 1979. Total direct current expenditures for correctional institutions minus 
expenditures for juvenile institutions from Tables 4, 47, 53, 56, and 59. Local expendi
ture was estimated. 

bprisoners in state and Federal Institutions on December 31, 1977, washington, D.C.~ Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.s. Department of Justice, 1979. Total number of 
persons held in state institutions from Table 1. 

c . . 
Census of Ja1ls and Survey of Jail Inmates, 1978, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
u.s. Department of Justice, National Prisoner Statistics Bulletin No. SD-NPS-J-6P, February 
1979. The reference date for local facilities was February 15, 1978--45 days after the 
December 31, 1977 reference data for federal and state facilities. 
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inmate than federal ($4,819) or local ($5,253) agencies. The single figure 
for states masks rather wide variation arr~ng states in the amount of money 
per inmate expended. with a median of ~lout $6,250, half the states fell 
between $4,200 and $9,000 per inmate with the lowest amount expended per 
inmate in Texas ($2,241) and the highest in New Hampshire ($15,946). These 
costs have been displayed for all states in Table 5.3. 

Staff-inmate ratios, rates of crowding and incarceration rates were 
explored as possible predictors of state-to-state variation in direct current 
expenditures per inmate. Plotting the ratio of the number of inmates per 
correctional officer against direct current expenditures per inmate revealed 
a clear relationship betw~en lower costs on inmates and higher inmate-staff 
ratios. The relationship between direct current expenditures per inmate and 
staff costs was also reflected in the correlation between such expenditures 
and the annual starting salaries for state officers in each of the fifty 
states. The Spearman rank-order correlation between these salaries and the 
direct current3expenditures per inmate cited in Table 5.3 is .40, ! (48) = 
3.02, p < .01. Another treatm~~t of the relationship between per inmate 
operating costs and the predictor variables of starting salaries for correc
tional officers and inmate-to-staff ratios can be found in Appendix E-1. 

Predictably, because it is less expensive to house more inmates per 
unit of space, states in which ncrowding" existed (see Chapter 3 for a defini
tion of this term) also had lower costs per inmate. Finally, states with 
lower costs per inma2e were also those with higher incarceration rates. 
These plots had an R value in the range of .35 to .40. 

None of the states with over $7,000 of direct current expenditures 
per inmate had an inmate-to-staff ratio of over 6:1, only three states had 
more than 30 percent of their inmates in crowded confinement units or an 
incarceration rate in excess of 100 per 100,000. It should be noted that all 
of the Southern states had direct costs per inmate of less than $8,000 and 
that most had higher inmate-to-staff ratios, tended to be crowded, and had 
incarceration rates in excess of 100. On the other hand, New Hampshire, 
Massachusetts, North Dakota, and Minnesota, with direct costs per inmate of 
more than $10,000, had lower inmate:~J;,~staff ratios., tended to be less 

",.c::~;:.9~dJ¥'i.i .~J.1.9~l1.~jtJ~~f,:-:·~~~t:~Ii?:l":aili;i~n-;f$iies. . -" ',.,~----- ,~.--" -=-"---

5.2 Capital Costs 

This section presents data on capital outlays for obtaining and 
upgrading prisons and jails, which accounts for most of the capital outlays 
made in connection with such facilities. Capital outlays are also made to 
purchase equipment, but these represent a relatively small proportion of the 
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Rank 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

Table 5.3 

Direct Current Expenditures Per Inmate in state 
Prisons By State--Fiscal Year 1977 

state Rank state 

Texas 2241 26 west Virginia 
Georgia 2467 27 Indiana 
South Carolina 2475 28 Wisconsin 
Arkansas 3088 29 Utah 
Missouri 3326 30 Wyoming 
New Mexico 3606 31 Delaware 
South Dakota 3609 32 Vermont 
Alabama 3G49 33 Colorado 
North Carolina·· 3767 34 Maine 
Oklahoma 3772 35 New Jersey 
Kentucky 3818 36 California 
Arizona 4011 37 Iowa 
Florida 4205 38 Connecticut 
Louisiana 4270 39 North Dakota 
Ohio 4585 .40 pennsylvania 
Oregon 4953 41 New York 
Michigan 4990 42 Washington 
Idaho 5369 43 Montana 
Virginia 5434 44 Rhode Island 
Nevada 5651 45 Minnesota 
Tennessee 5815 46 Kansas 
Illinois 5841 47 Hawaii 
Nebraska 5869 48 Alaska 
Mississippi 6036 49 Massachusetts 
Maryland 6208 50 New Hampshire 

6305 
6350 
6366 
6990 
7008 
7221 
7382 
7528 
7676 
7443 
8173 
8305 
8962 
9032 
9439 
9445 

10,030 
10,303 
11,194 
11,852 
12,153 
13,943 
14,071 
14,442 
15,946 

. Sources: Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System: 
1977. Washington, D.C.:' Law Enforcement Assistance Administra
tion, U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
1979. Total direct current expenditures for correctional insti
tutions minus expenditures for juvenile institutions from Table 
53. Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 
1977, Washington, D.C. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
U.S. Department of Justice, 1979. Total number of persons held 
in state institutions from 'l'able 1. 
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total. As indicated in Table 5.4, capital outlays for correctional institu
tions in fiscal year 1977 amounted to $415 million~ 94 percent of those 
expenditures were made at the state or local level. New construction, in
cluding newly constructed additions to existing facilities, will continue 
to account for a large proportion of capital outlays for correctional facil
ities in the future. As will be seen, new construction accounts for 86 
percent of planned capital outlays for jails between 1978 and 1982 (see 
Table 5.11, "Upper Estimate"). Following a discussion of new construction 
costs, this section briefly reviews the costs of prison renovation or. acquir
ing existing structures (e.g., motels, hospitals) for uSe as correctional 
facilities. 

Due to measurement problems, no at:;tempt has been made to estimate the 
current annual cost associated with the exis4ing capital stock in the correc
tions sector of the criminal justice system. From the perspective of the 
policymaker, this omission of the cost of the existing capital stock is 
not problematic. The financial obligations associated with previous acquisi
tions of capital goods (i.e., the obligation to make payments on the bonds 
issued to raise cash for the initial capital outlay) will continue regardless 
of what is done wIth these goods, except in the unlikely event that the goods 
are sold for a sil;, nificant pr ice and the proceeds used to retire some or all 
of the outstandin;J bonds. And this stock, which oonsists prima.rily of. prison 
buildings and the equipment necessary to operate the prisons, is not Ieadily 
convertible to other uses. Thus, current decisions to expand or reduce 
prison capacity will not have a significant impact on the cost oi: the existing 
capital stock. On the other hand, these decisions will directly affect the 
level of capital outlays for new construction, renovation and acquisition. 

New Construction Costs 

The National Council on Crime and Delinquency, in a recent publica
tion, asserted tgat construction costs for prisons range from $25,000 to 
$50,000 per bed. The federal Bureau of Prisons estimated that the construc
tion

6
cost for a new 500 bed f~deral facility is approximately $35,000 per 

bed. The National Clearinghouse for Cr iminal Justice Planning and 
Architecture estimated that the average construction cost pe, bed in 1974 was 
$36,000 for a federal prison and $30,0~0 for a state prison. Among a 
sample of recently constructed prisons, costs per bed ranged from $7,500 for 
a 100 bed, minimum security facility in South Carolina constructed in 1976, 
to $55,600 per bed for a 360 bed, maximum security prison in Virginia construc
ted in 1978. See Ap~ndix E-2 for the construction costs of this sample of 
recently constructed state prisons. 

One of the major sources of variation in capital costs associated 
with new prison construction is the large variation in prison design, especial
ly that related to the security classification of the institution. Table 5.5 
shows average construction costs for prisons at three different security 
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Table 5.4 

Capital outlays for Federal, state, ana Local 
Correctional Facilities--Fiscal 1977 

Capital Outlays 
(in thousands) 

Level of 
Government Number Percent 

Total $415,873 100% 

25,306 6 
.---Jj'ederal 

state 223,518 54 

Local 167,049 40 

Source: 

Note: 

Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal 
Justice System: 1977, ~lashington D.C.: Law Enf()rce
m"'nt Assistance Administration, U. S. Department ()f 
J~stice and U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1979. Ta:bles 
4, 48, and 52. 

Capital outlays for adult cor.·rectional instit~tion~ 
were not presented separately from those foJ.." Juven~le 
detention facilities for state and local governments. 
The Fed.eral figure for capital outlays for adult cor
rectiolnal institutions was $24,337. 

-_._-_._._---- J 

levels and jajla, as calculated in a 1~76 study of the costs of corractional 
institutions. The estimates reported-ther~ were based on a sample of 
facilities constructed or planned circa i974, drawn to be roughly representa
tive of all regions of the countlY. These figures suggest that mixed and 
high security prisons are much more costly to construct than minimum security 
prisons, while the cost for jails is roughly comparable to that for mixed 
security prisons. Similar conclusions ab~ut the relationship of security 
level and construction cost can be drawn from averages, compiled from the 
sample of more recently constructed state prisons, listed in Appendix E-2 
(See Table 5.6). 

The size of an institution may also have an impact on the construc
tion cost per bedf other things being equal, a larger facility cOluld be 
cheaper to construct. One attempt to test for such "economies of scale" 
found that per bed construction costs 60r the California correctional system 
were not lower in larger institutions. The test applied by this study was 
admit~edlVocrudei thus, the existence of economies of s~ale is still an open 
quest10n. 

Another reason for wide variation in construction costs is differ
ences in labor and material costs across various parts of the country. 
Construction labor costa are typically .lower in the South, and the cost of 
materials varies by region as well. One measure of this regional variation 
in construction prices is provided by a price index developed by the Depart
ment yf Defense for use in estimating construction costs for defense facili-
ties. with Washington, D.C. as an arbitrary reference point (i.e., the 
point at wnich the index = 1.00), relative construction prices by region of 
the countr" are displayed in Table 5.7. Construction costs in the South are 
shown to be lower than those in the other thr.,..,. regions of the country. 

Another indication of the differences in construction prices across 
regions is the variation in estimated per bed construc~ion costs for local 
jails to be built between 1978 and 1992. These data, collected as part of 
the 1978 National Jail Census, are presented in Table 5.8. The estimates 
provided in that table do not control for possible differences in the 
ambitiousness of those construction plans. Nevertheless, the variation in 
construction prices across different regions suggested by the Department of 
Defense price index seems to be corroborated by these additional data. 

Finally, of course, some of the apparent differences in construction 
costs may be attributable simply to non-standardized reporting of costs. In 
particular, the costs of site acquisition and preparation, furnishings and 
equipment, and architectural fees mayor may not be included in reported 
figures. Each of these items may add substantially to the initial capital 
outlay required to complete a construction project. The National Moratorium 
on Prison Construction estimated that furnishings and equipment costs may be 
as much as $5,000 per bed, while architectural fees may add 10 percent and 
site acquisition anq2preparation may add still anoth~r 20 percent to basic 
construction costs. 
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Table 5.5 

Estimated Capiti:l.l Cost Per Bed by Type of Institution 
a 

(In 1978 Dollars) 

Type of Institution 

High Security 

, b 
Mixed Secur~ty 

Low Security 

Jail 

capital Cost Per Bed 

$50,876 

39,035 

15,364 

37,472 

Source: Singer, N. and Wright, V.D. Cost Analysis of Corrections Standards: 
Institutional-Based Programs and Parole. Washington, D.C.: 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1976, 
p. 20. 

aFigures adjusted to 1978 dollars using an average annual inflation rate 
of 8.2%. 

b"Mixed" security faci.lities are not equivalent to medium security facilities. 

Table 5.6 

Average Capital Cost Per Bej for a Sample 
Recently Constructed State Prisons by 

Security Classification of Institution (In 1978 

Security Classification 
of Institution 

Maximum 

Medium 

Minir.lum 

Average Capital 
Cost Per Bed 

$46,413 

26,965 

18,459 

Source: Carter, Goble, Roberts, Inc., 1978. 

of 

a 
Dollars) 

samplE 
Size 

3 

10 

4 

aFigures adjusted to 1978 dollars using an average annual inflation rate 
of 8." .• 

b 
See Appendix I for a list of the prisons in this sample. 
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Table 5.7 

Price Ind'Elx for New Construction 
by Region 

Regio;} Price Index
a 

Northeast 1.02 

North Central 1.00 

South 0.89 

West 1.06 

Source: Military Construction Cost Review Guide: Fiscal 
Year 1980. U.S. Department of Defense, Office 
of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Installations and Housing, 1978, pp. 9-12. 

a h' Was ~ngton, D.C. costs are assigned a score of 1.00 on 
this index. 

Table 5.8 

Average Estimated Jail Construction Costs Per Bed: 
Projected New Construction by Region --

1978 to 1982 

Region 

Northeast 

North Central 

South 

West 

Estimated Construction 
Costs Per Bed 

$37,200 

35,200 

20,500 

41,600 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3 and CJ-4) , 1978. 
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Clearly, this complex picture leaves the planner and policymaker with 
tremendous uncertainty in estimating the implications of various prison 
population projections for capital cost outlays. To provide further guidance 
in this area, a prototype (or model) ~rison design that would meet current 
corrections standards was developed. 1 This prototype and the square 
footage costs of its various components are presented in Appendix E-3, 
together with a discussion of its potential use to planners and policymakers. 

One issue frequently raised in discussions of prison construction is 
the likely impact of the Department of Justice or American Corrections 
Association standards on the design and ~onstruction costs of new prisons. 
It should be noted that guidel~nes issVid by the Na7ional c~ear~nghouse for 
Correctional Planning and Arch1tecture have been 1nfluent1al 1n recent 
facility design as a result of that group's involvement in construction 
grants issued by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration under Part E 
of the Crime Control Act (as amended, 1970). Thus, even prior to the issuance 
of the DOJ and ACA standards, there had been a general movement within the 
architectural profession toward designs consistent with those standards. 

In comparison with tradition,al prison and jail designs, the designs 
suggested by these recent standards would seem to involve higher construction 
costs. Most important among these standards are requirements for single cell 
occupancy, exterior light in every cell, larger cell sizes, and metropolitan 
locations. The housing component of a prison or jail is the most expensive 
to construct on a cost per square foot basis~ thus, larger cells clearly add 
to the cost per bed of construction. Also, for a given allotment of space 
per inmate, it is clearly more expensive to construct singlft occupancy cells 
than double occupancy cells. The requirement that all cells must have direct 
exterior light uictates a limited number of design options and eliminates the 
use of internal space for cells. This requirement increases either the 
length, width, or height of a building, and, therefore, the square footage of 
the exterior surface area. Finally, the requirement that prisons be located 
closer to metropolitan areas means that land costs are likely to be higher~ 
also delays in locating urban or suburban sites acceptable to the public will 
add to the overall capital outlay required to complete the prison project. 

A recently completed project by the Institute for Economic and Policy 
Studies provides the most up-to-date iVsormation ~n the ~s~ible cost~ of 
meeting present corrections standards. Correctlons adm1n1strators 1n 
five states were asked to complete a self-assessment report of their system's 
compliance with current standards. In consultation with the IEPS staff, 
these administrators then devised a list of resource needs for reaching 
compliance. Estimates of the direct current expenditures necessary for 
compliance were made on the basis of extant salary schedules, price lists and 
purchase orders. Estimates of the necessary capital costs were made on the 
basis of both recent capital expenditures by those states and national level 
data. It was estimated that the following total expenditures would be needed 
for these state systems, including all juvenile detention facilities, to be 
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brought up to standards: Colorado ($16.1 million); Connecticut ($2.0 million)~ 
Iowa ($28.6 million); Maine ($18.1 million)~ and New Jersey ($18.3 million). 
Notably, these states are not among those that confined substantial portions 
of inmates in crowded quarters (Chapter 3). In defending its facilities 
against charges of unlawful conditions of confinement, Texas has estimated 
that current square footage standards might require the replacement of all 
state prisons at a cost of roughly one billion dollars. We can develop an 
equally crude estimate of the national costs of compliance by looking at the 
loss in capacity that occurs when the 60 square foot standard is applied to 
all confinement units in state and federal institutions (Chapter 3). Assum
ing new per bed costs of $32,000 to $40,000, expenditures on the order of 
eight to 10 billion dollars would only resolve the discrepancy between re
ported and measured capacity without considering expanded operating budgets. 

Without a state-level examination of specific facility conditions and 
needs, these figures are no more than arbitrary indicators of the magnitude of 
the re-construction task. We can be confident, however, that even allowing 
for a wide margin of error, the costs of maintaining 1978 population levels 
and meeting minimum floor space standards, will ,far exceed the resources of 
many state and local corrections systems.,. 

Additions to Existing Facilities 

One option adopted by several states in recent years to expand prison 
capacity has been to add newly constructed confinement units to an existing 
facility. In principle, the per bed cost of this approach should be less 
than that of building a completely new facility since it requires little or 
no addition to the support components of- the prison. One such project was 
recently completed in South Carolina, where per bed costs were estimated to 
be approximately $7,800. Another project was recently completed in Arkansas, 
where the per bed cost, including the cost of upgrading some support facili
ties, was only $12,900. A third "add-on" project in Arizona cost almost 
$30,000 per bed. It should be noted that most current corrections standards 
have effectively set an upper limit on the use of this option to expand 
capacity by their recommeygation that new facilities not exceed a certain 
size (e.g., 500 inmates). 

Renovation of Existing Facilities 

While the bulk of capital outlays for adult correctional facilities 
appears to be for new construction, some money is allocated for renovation 
of existing facilities; many of these renovation projects may be in response 
to recent court orders (see Chapter 2). Approximately 16 percent of the 
capital funds to local jails between 1978 and 1982 is allocated for the 
renovation of existing facilities. The average per bed cost of these 
renovations is $3,700. It should be noted that this average comes from a 
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wide variety of projects and cannot be used as an estimate of the renovation 
costs required to bring the typical jail up to standards. One renovation 
project designed to bring a facility up to standards--specifically, the 
guidelines issued by the National Clearinghouse for Correctional Planning 
and Architecture--was recently completed in Montana. The state renovated a 
prison industry building to accommodate maximum security inmates at a cost 
of $6,000 per bed space. This figure nearly matches the costs incurred by 
New York in its renovation of the Green Haven Correctional Facility. In 
expanding cells to 71 square feet each, a total of 240 cells were lost. The 
cost per new cell, including furnishings, was $6,783. 

Acquisition of Non-Prison Facilities 

The final category of capital outlays associated with adult correc
tional institutions is the acquisition of non-prison buildings for use as 
prison facilities. states have converted schools (South Carolina), office 
buildings (Arizona), military barracks (Florida), mobile homes (Arkansas) and 
other buildings to accommodate prisoners. Oklahoma recently acquired a 
number of buildings (motels, a junior high school, a hospital, and an old 
apartment complex) and converted them to minimum secur ity facilities at an 
average cost Der bed of approximately $4,500, including the cost of needed 

. 17 renovatlons. 

It should be noted that this approach has been limited to the expan
sion of minimum security capacity and is probably not feasible for medium and 
maximum security facilities. For example, the Division of Corrections in 
Maryland studied the feasibility of converting a large industrial complex to 
a medium security prison and 'found that the proposed conversion would cost 
approximatsly five to 10 percent more than construction of an entirely new 
facility. 

5.3 Estimates of Future Operating and Capital Costs of Adult 
Correctional Facilities 

This section presents estimates of the future costs of the nation's 
adult correctional facilities. These estimates are presented separately for 
operating costs and capital outlays as defined in the early part of this 
chapter. Operating cost estimates are given for fiscal year 1982, while 
capital outlay estimates are for the period extending from March 31, 1978 to 
December 31, 1982. The operating cost estimates are based in part on projec
tions of the inmate population of the nation's prisons and jails for fiscal 
year 1982. The projections used here are those reported in a preliminary 
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draft of Volume II of this report, Population Trends and Projections. Volume 
II presently offers population projections through fiscal year 1983~ given 
the enormous range in the cost estimat:s reported here for fiscal year 1982, 
no effort was made to extend those estlmates beyond that year. 

It is important to place these projections in the context of cost 
trends for direct current expenditures and total capital outlays in the 
early and mid-1970's. Figure 5.1 shows that federal, state and local 
governments have seen a steady increase in their direct current expenditures 
for. all correctional activities from fiscal year 1971 to 1977. In 1977 
equlvalent dollars, state systems have experienced a 45 percent increase in 
such expenditures during this period~ increases in federal expenditures 
~atched this. rise (47 percent), while local governments saw a 46 percent 
lncrease. Dlrect current expenditures for adult correctional facilities 
have risen quite sharply during this seven-year period. Figure 5.2 displays 
these data for state governments; data were not available at the federal or 
local levels for the entire time period. In 1977 equivalent dollars, state 
systems saw a 58 percent increase in their operating costs for adult facil
ities or $350 more per inmate in 1977. 

Figure 5.3 plots the total capital outlays for all correctional 
activities f~r fiscal years 1971 to 1977 at the federal, state and local 
levels. Durlng that seven-year span, state governments incurred capital 
costs of $1.3 billion; interestingly, capital outlays fell in fiscal years 
19?2 and 1973 and then rebounded sharply in successive years. While this 
shlft.generally corresponds to the shift in prison population, recall that 
the tlme between capital outlays and the actual accommodation of prisoners is 
roughly a generation of prisoners (2-1/2 years). Capital outlays at the 
local level totaled $1.009 billion, with these expenditures rising steadily 
from year to year. In comparison to these figures, federal capital outlays 
for correctional activities have been modest, totaling only $185 million. As 
can be seen in Figure 5.3, federal capital costs have oscillated throughout 
the seven-year period. Data on capital outlays for aduit correctional 
facilities alone are not available. 

Projection of Operating Costs in 1982 

In considering the level of operating costs for the nation's pr isons 
and jails in 1982, aggregate estimates are presented separately for federal 
prisons, state prisons, and local jails. The goal is to establish a range 
within which the operating cost totals are likely to fall and to assess the 
impact of increases in the population of incarcerated adults on these totals. 

. Any estimates of future costs are subject to a high degree of un
certalnty. Possible futllre policy changes--including the enforcement of 
standards by the courts and the efforts of regulatory and accreditation 
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Figure 5.1 
Total Direct Current Expenditures for Corrections by Level 

of Government-Fiscal Years 1971-1977 
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forcement Assistance Administration. U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
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Total Direct Current ExpenditurM for Adult Correctional 
Facilities b'i State Governrnents·-·Fiscal Years 1971-1977 
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Figure 5.3 
Total Capital Outlays for Corrections by Level 

of Government-Fiscal Years 1971-1977 
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1970·1971: Tables 4 and 50.1971·1972: Tables 4 and 39.1972·1973: Tables 4 and 39.1974: 
Tables 4 and 39. 1975: Tables 4 and 40. 1976: Tables 4 and 45. 1977: Tables 4 and 47. Statistical 
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bodies--cQ~ld have a substantial impact on actual costs. Other unknowns 
include the future course of the economy and the possibility of legislative 
efforts to cut back public spending. Finally, as discussed in Volume II, 
projections of future prison and jail populations are subject to considerable 
error. Given these uncertaint~es, the estimates presented here can only be 
viewed as rough indicators of possible future operating costs; nevertheless, 
they may provide useful benchmarks for policy planners. 

The operating cost projections rely on the fiscal year 1977 totals 
described in Section 5.1 as their base. Three different methods are used in 
making these projections. The simplest approach (Method I) is simply to 
extend the fiscal year 1977 totals to 1982 on the assumption that the average 
annual growth rates of total operating costs observed from 1972 to 1977 would 
continue unchanged into the near future. ~nis approach essentially assumes 
that operating costs, at least over periods as short as five years, are 
determined by policy and are not closely tied to the changes in prisoner 
populations likely to occur over .this period. 

The second approach (Method II) has recently observed trends in 
operating costs per inmate, rather than total operating costs, as its base. 
Total operating costs are then projected as tile product of projected cost per 
inmate and the projected number of inmates. This method assumes that the 
average cost per inmate is determined by the system, and that the marginal 
cost of an additional inmate is equal to that average cost. Of the three 
projection methods, this one is the most sensitive to projected changes in 
the population of incarcerated adults. 

The third method (Method III) is based on a regression equation 
estimated from expenditure and inmate data for the fifty states for the 
period 1972 to 1976, as well as from data on the change in total personal 
income in each state over this period. This regression equation is described 
more fully in Appendix E-1. With this equation, changes in total operating 
costs are seen to be a function of changes in the inmate population and 
changes in total personal income. Specifically the equation suggests that a 
10 percent increase in the inmate population will result in a 7.2 percent 
increase in total operating costs, while a 10 percent increase in personal 
income is associated with a 10 percent increase in total operating costs. 

The results of applying these three methods are presented in Table 
5.9. Two estimates each are presented for Methods II and III to reflect 
the upper and lower bounds of estimated cllanges in the PI ison and jail 
population, as described in Volume II~ Thus, five alternative estimates 
are presented for each of the three levels of government. 

There is a wide range in the estimates produced by the alternative 
methods and the two projections of inmate population. Method II, the most 
sensitive to differences in inmate population estimates, provides estimates 
at the upper and lower ends of the range. Method I, which. is completely 
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Total 

Federal 
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Local 

Table 5.9 

Projections of TOtal Operating costs for the Nation's prisons ~Id Jails in 1982 
(in Millions of D~llars) 

Method of Estimation a 

Method I Method II (Per Inmate Cost Trends) Method III (Regression Equation) 
(Total Cost Trends) 

b' Low b High b Low b High 
Estimate % Change Estimate \ Change El;timate % Chan~e Estimate % Change Estimate % Chan~e -. 

$4,978 15.3% $3,942 10.0% $5,336 16.9% $4,031 10.5% $4,607 13.5% 

317 16.3 245 10.5 314 16.1 246 10.5 276 13.1 

3,024 15.6 2,264 9.1 3,385 18.2 2,377 10.2 2,872 14.4 
-

1,637 14.5 1,433 11.5 1,637 14.5 1.::174 10.6 1,459 11.6 

Sources: EXpenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System: 1971-1972. Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LE~), U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1974; same volume for 
fiscal year 1977, published in 1979. 

The Nation's Jails: A Report on the Census of Jails from the 1972 Survey of Inmates of Local Jails. Washington, 
D.C.: LEAA, U.S. Department of Justice, 1975. 

Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 1971, 1972 and 1973. Washington, D.C.: LEAA, U.S. 
Department of Justice, 1975; same volume for December 31, 1977, published in 1979. 

National Jail Census (CJ-3 and CJ-4), 1978. 

a These methods are described in Section 5.3. Method III is more fully' explained in Appendi>: I. 

b Average annual change from 1977 to 1982. 
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independent of inmate population projections, provides estimates near the 
upper end of the range. Method III, which gives weight to ,both the esti
mated change in inmate populations and to other factorsv tends to produce 
estimates in the middle of the range. Table 5.10, provides a comparison of 
total operating costs in 1977 with the high and low estimates of such costs 
in 1982 by Method II. These figures suggest that total operating costs may 
range from close to $4 billion to as much as $5.3 billion in 1982, a figure 
far greater than the $2.4 billion total for fiscal year 1977. 

Projection of Capital Costs: 1978 to 1982 

This section presents a compilatl~n of capital spending plans at 
the federal, state and local levels for the period extending from March 31, 
1978 to December 31, 1982, as reported in the Survey of State and Federal. 
Adult Correctional Systems (PC-:-1) and the 1978 National J'ail Census (CJ-3 
and CJ-4). Three estimates are provided for each level of government. One 
estimate includes only capital spending for which data were reported and 
funds have been committed~ this probably represents a lower bound estimate 
of actual capital outlays over this five-year period. A second estimate 
includes all reported spending plans, whether or not funds were actually 
committed, so long as a cost estimate was reported. Finally, the third 
estimate includes all spending plans: where the cost of a proposed facility 
construction, renovation, or acquisition was not provided, an estimate has 
been made. Th~s, this last estimate represents a probable upper bound on 
capital spending over this five-year period. Because of the long period of 
time between the initial planning for major facility construction, renova
tion or acquisition and the actual opening of a facility, the range of 
capital spending estimates presented in this section should be a good predic
tor of the actual level of such spending over the period from 1978 to 
1982. It is unlikely that many projects not even in the planning stage on 
March 31, 1978 would be completed and ready for occupancy by December 31, 
1982. 

Table 5.11 presents capital spending plans for the federal Bureau 
of Prisons and the state correctional systems: regional totals are provided 
for the latter. Capital spending at the federal level is estimated to 
range from between $118 and $191 million, while such spending among state 
systems is projected to fall between $574 million and $1.4 billion. 
Regionally, the South accounts for roughly 50 percent of the total for 
state spending. The Northeast has the leab~ ambitious sp&nding plans of 
any of the regions. The North Central region is below the West for the 
lower and middle estimates, but exceeds the West fer the upper estimate. 

Estimated capital outlays for jail renovation and new construction 
are presented in Table 5.12. Separate estimates are provided for renova
tion and new construction, and totals are provided by region. Across the 
entire country, such outlays are estimated to range from nearly $750 
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Table 5.10 

Comparison of Total Operating Cost.s in 1977 
High and Low Estimates of Total Operating Costs 

(In Millions of Dollars) 
in 1982 

Projection of Total 
Operating Costs in 1982 

Level of 
Government 

Total Operating 
Low Estimate High Estimate 

Costs 1977 
Estimate % Change 

a 
Estimate % Change 

Total $2,457 $3,942 10.0% $5,33F. 16.9% 

Federal 149 245 10.5 314 16.1 

State 1,476 2,264 9.1 3,38::; 18.2 

Local 832 1,433 11.5 1,637
b 

14.5 

Source: Tables 5.2 and 5.9. 

aAverage annual change from 1977 to 1982. 
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Table 5.11 

Estimated Capital Outlays for Federal and State Prison Construction, 
Renovation, or Acquisition March 31, 1978 to December 31, 1982 

(In Millions of Dollars) 

Type of Estimatea 

Region 
Lower Middle Upper 

United States Total $692.1 $1,393.8 $1,593.3 

Federal Total 118.1 190.5 190.5 

States Total 574.0 1,203.3 1,402.8 

Northeast 59.8 99.6 99.6 

North Central 64.7 206.7 317 .0 

South 341.1 641.8 727.1 

West 108.4 255.2 259.1 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Systems (PC-1), 
1978. 

a 
Lower, middle, and upper estimates are defined as follows: 
(a) Lower estimate: cost data reported and funds committed; 
(b) Middle estimate: cost data reported, whether or not funds committed; 
(c) Upper estimate: adds to the middle estimate the estimated cost of 
renovation, acquisition, or new construction projects for which cost 
estimates were not provided. 

135 



Table 5.12 

Estimated Capital OUtlays for Jail 
Renovation and New Construction -- 1978-1982 

(In Millions of Dollars) 

Typ'e 
. a of Estll\late 

Region Lower Middle 

b $ 747.1 $ 1,181.5 United States Total: 
(Renovation) (118.8) (152.9) 
(New Construction) (628.3) (1,028.6) 

Northeast: 91.9 121.9 
(Renovation) (30.2) (33.0) 
(New Construction) (61.7) (88.9) 

North Central: 152.9 305.8 
(Renovation) (23.4) (35.3) 
(New Construction) (129.5) (270.5) 

South: 307.7 327.7 
(Renovation) (38.6) (51.5) 
(New Construction) (269.1) (321.2) 

West: 194.6 381.1 
(Renovation) (26.6) (33.2) 
(New Construction) ( 168.0 ) (347.9) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3 and CJ-4), 1978. 

Upper 

$ 1,431.7 
(202.0) 

(1,229.7) 

135.7 
(45.0) 
(90.7) 

403.4 
(48.9) 

(354.5) 

424.1 
(70.9 ) 

(353.2) 

468.5 
(37.3) 

(431.2) 

aLower, middle, and upper estimates are defined as follows: 
(a) Lower estimate: cost data reported and funds committed; 
(b) Middle estimate: cost data reported, whether or not funds committed: 
(c) Upper estimate: adds to the middle estimate the estimated cost of 
renovation, acquisition, or new construction projects for which cost 
estimates were not provided. 

bRegional figures may not sum exactly to United States totals because 
of rounding error. 

136 

million to more than $1.4 billion. Considering only plans for which funds 
have been committed, the South again exceeds the other regions, although 
not as dramatically as was the case with prison capital outlays. However, 
for total spending plans (i.e., the middle and upper estimates), the West 
actually exceeds the South. Again, the Northeast has the lowest estimated 
capital spending plans of any region. 

Across all three levels of government, capital spending for major 
adult correctional facilities (new construction, renovation, and acquisi
tion) is estimated to range from $1.4 billion to more than $3 billion for 
the period 1978 to 1982, with the South leading the other regions of the 
country in its spending plans. It is important to note that most of the 
capital outlays for facilities are for additions to, rather than replace
ment of, existing capacity. Thus, variations among regions in capital 
outlays primarily reflect regional differences in the projected need for 
addition~l capacity, as viewed by policymakels in the various states and 
localities. 

5.4 Summary 

Compared against the costs of all government functions, corrections 
is disproportionately a state and local responsibility. State governments 
account for nearly 60 percent of government expenditures for correctional 
activities, while local governments account for just over one-third of that 
figure. In fiscal year 1977, for example, direct current expenditures for 
adult correctional facilities totalecl slightly more than $2.4 billion 
across all levels of government. Of tha.t total, $1.5 billion was spent at 
the state level, while local governments spent $0.8 billion and the federal 
government spent $0.15 billion. For that year, total direct current 
expenditures represented an average op'~rating cost of $5,461 per inmate. 

There is a wide range in per i.nmate operating costs across the 
nation's state prison systems. Three factors were associated with this 
state-to-state variation: (1) the inmate-to-staff ratio, with states 
having higher ratios spending less per inmate; (2) the extent of inmate 
crowding, with sta.tes housing a higher percentage of inmates in crowded 
units spending less per inmate; and (3) the incarceration rate, with states 
confining a higher percentage of its citizens spending less per inmate. 

Capital outlays for all correctional institutions, including both 
adult and juvenile facilities, were $415 million in fiscal year 1977, 94 
percent of which was spent at the state and local level. Most of that 
amount was spent in the expansion and upgrading of correctional capacity. 
The capital costs of new construction are found to be associated with 
several variables: (1) the security classification of the facility; (2) the 
overall size of the facility; and (3) regional variation in the construction 
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price index. While no single figure serves adequately to describe the likely 
costs of compliance with minimum floor space standards, billions would clearly 
be required to address these standards through new construction. 

An option exercised by many states attempting to expand prison capa
city has been to add new confinement units to an extant facility. Clearly, 
the cost per bed of such projects is considerably less than that for a 
completely new facility~ however, adoption of this strategy is constrained 
by the fact that current standards have recommended that prisons not exceed 
a certain size. A relatively small percentage of capital outlays is allotted 
to prison renovation~ costs for these projects have run between approximately 
$3,000 and $7,000 per bed. Finally, some states have recently acquired 
non-prison buildings and converted them to minimum security facilities~ 
whether a cost savings can be realized by this method of expand~ng prison 
capacity is not yet clear. 
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Chapter 5: NOTES 

1. The t~rm "capital cost" may refer to the initial cash outlay f9..r 
a cap1tal good or to an annualized figure that takes into account the 
useful life of the capital good and the interest cost associated with 
the financing of the purchase. This chapter is concerned only with 
the initial cash outlay. 

2. Inmate totals were those reported in Prisoners in State and Federal 
Institutions on December 31, 1977. Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice, 1979. 

3. S. Siegel, Non-parametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences. 
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956. 

4. In principal, it would be possible to calculate the "true" annualized 
capital costs for correctional institutions by estimating how much is 
"used up" in that yeat and calculating an appropriate interest cost. 
However, such an exercise would be plagued with technical problems. 
For example, what is the appropriate wuseful life" for a prison or 
jail building? In calculating costs for the current year, should the 
initial capital cost be adjusted for inflation? What interest rate is 
appropriate--the one in existence at the time the building was con
structed or the current rate? Various analysts have attempted to 
address some of these problems, but there is no generally agreed upon 
methodology for calculating the current annualized costs of capital 
goods purchases made over a long period of time. 

5. Prisons: The Price We Pay. Hackensack, NJ: National Council on 
Crime and Delinquency, 1977, p. 7. 

6. What Can Be Done About Overcrowding in Long-Term Federal Correctional 
Facilities? Washington, D.C., General Accounting Office, 1978, p. 13. 

7. W. H. Robinson, P. Smith, and J. Wolf, Prison Population and 
eosts: Illustrative Projections in 1980. Washington, D.C.: Congres
sional Research Service, Library of Congress, 1977, pp. 29, 32. 

8. N. Singer f and V.B. Wright, Cost Analysis of Corrections Standards: 
Institutional-Based Programs and Parole. Washington, D.C.: National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1976, p. 20. 

9. M. Block, Cost, Scale Economics and Other Economic Concepts. Wash
ington, D.C.: Correctional Economics Center, 1976. 

10. It 
of 

is extremely difficult to test for economies of scale on the basis 
actual prison construction costs because many factors vary in 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

addition to size: the basic design of the prison, the extent of 
support facilities, the location of the facility, and the year it is 
constructed. There is no completely satisfactory way to control for 
these factors. Experience with similar types of construction projects, 
such as the building of barracks for the military, apartment buildings 
and housing sub-divisions, has shown that increasing the size of a 
construction project typically results in lower per unit costs. 

Military Construction Cost Review Guide: Fiscal Year 1980. Washing
ton, D.C.: U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Deputy Assistant 
Secletary of Defense Installations and Housing, 1978, pp. 9-12. 

Jail and Prison Costs. Washington, D.C.: National Moratorium on Prison 
Construction, 1975. 

The prototype was developed by the architectural firm of Carter, 
Gobel, Roberts, Inc. and reflects this firm's experience in consulting 
with a number of states on the design of new correctional facilities. 

Guidelines for Correctional Architecture, Champaign, IL: National 
Clearinghouse for Correctional Planning and Architecture, 1971-1972. 

G.S. Fu.nke, Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards: Color ado 7 
R. Greiser, Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards: Maine, 
T. Henderson, Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards: Iowa, 
G. Legaz, Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards: Connecticut, 
B. L. Wayson, Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards: New Jersey. 
Alexandria, VA: Institute for Economic and Policy Studies, 1979. 

Draft Federal St.andards for Corrections. Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Department of Justice, 1978. 

Personal communication: Planning and Research Division, Oklahoma 
Department of Corrections, November 1978. 

Feasibility Study: The Biddle Street Site. Division of Corrections, 
State of Maryland, 1977. 
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6.1 Summary 

CHAPTER 6 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

"How crowded are the nation's prisons and jails?" As we have 
reported, the answer depends on the measures used to define the capacity 
of the nation·s corrections facilities. 

• In March, 1978, all federal, state and local facilities combined 
reported a capacity of over a half million beds. At the same 
time, there were r~ughly 411,500 persons confined in these 
facilities. Clearly, using reported capacity figures, there 
was excess bedspace in 1978. Most of this "surplus" was re
ported by jail facilities where close to 154,600 persons were 
~onfined in space reportedly capable of holding almost 234,000 
1nmates. At the state and federal levels, deficits were reported: 
the federal system report~d slightly more than 24,800 beds for 
approximately 28,000 inmates while state systems reported a 
shortfall of nearly 15,000 beds. 

• A significantly different picture emerged by applying a standard 
measure of one inmate per room or ,.:ell and at least 60 square 
feet per dormitory space. By thi~ d~::ini~ion, many jurisdictions 
were operating under severe bedspat..,: aef:i.ci.:s; many more were 
very near their limits. Across all institu~ions, this standard 
produced a measured capacity of almost 37 S,000 bedspaces to hold 
the 411,500 persons then confined. Federal prisoners exceeded 
measured capacity by 18 percent or 4,300 beds. State facilities 
faced a deficit of more than 25,000 beds or 14 percent of a 
reported population of 229,200. Finally, the population of 
local facilities exceeded this standard of measured capacity by 
two percent or roughly 3,800 beds. 

• While the previous measure included cells with less than 60 
square feet of floor space (provided they were singly occupied) , 
the final measure of capacity discussed in this volume required 
that each unit of capacity contain at least 60 square feet. 
Imposition of this standard would close down almost half of the 
nation's reported facility capacity with federal prisons and 
local jails facing a deficit of one-third and state facilities, 
a shortfall equivalent to 42 percent of reported population. 

In view of these disparities, the disr" Lbution of inmates among confinement 
units cOuld hardly be expected to cO:tform to minimum standards of adequacy. 
As Table 6.1 indicates: 
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Incarcer ated 
Rate Per 
100,000 

Number of Civilian 
Facilities Population 

4,052 

38 

521 124 

77 83 

90 104 

284 183 

70 99 

3,493 71 

207 49 

1,042 49 

1,678 90 

566 96 

Table 6.1 

Summary Table 

Percentage 
of Meaaured 
capacity 

TOtal Number Reported Measured comprised 
of Inmates Capacity Capacity of Cells 

411,900 502,200 374,700 571 

28,100 24,800 23,800 54 

229,200 243,500 200,100 63 

30,400 34,000 33,700 88 

56,700 66,000 52,800 72 

107,200 103,400 77,500 46 

34,900 39,300 36,100 64 

154,600 233,900 150,800 49 

23,900 30,800 27,800 74 

2:1,400 47,700 33,000 55 

6,5,100 103,000 58,OPO 43 

38,100 52,400 32,000 33 

Percent~e Pe rcentage Percentage Percentage Median Median 
of Cells of Cells of Inmates of Inmates Number of Number of 
With Less Occupied By Living In Living In Inmates Per Inmates Pe" 

than Two or More High Density Crowded Custodial Service 
60 sq. ft. Inmatell Units Units Staff Staff 

441 1" 6" 471 4.6 

61 11 61 46 7.5 15 

45 19 65 44 4.2 18 

49 4 53 12 7.6 14 

58 17 54 31 4.3 17 

39 U 77 67 5.1 24 

30 7 60 20 5.3 18 

39 15 69 50 5.1 55 

30 3 66 20 3.0 28 .. 
42 15 60 38 4.5 49 

1 
90 

,'I 
43 23 73 60 5.5 >;\ 

42 23 71 61 6.4 57 
i 
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• In state facilities, 63 percent of the measured capacity was 
composed of cells. While current standards unambiguously 
require one inmate per cell, in practice, 19 percent of all 
cells were occupied by more than one inmate. Dormitories 
frequently housed more than the recommended 50 inmates per 
unit: fully 52 percent of prisoners housed in dorms resided 
in confinement units with more than 50 others. Given these 
occupancy levels, the number of square feet of floor space per 
inmate was p~edictably low: almost two-thirds (65 percent) of 
all state prisoners were provided less than 60 square feet of 
confinement space. Combining the occupancy and density stand
ards, fully 44 percent were living in crowded conditions--de
fined in this report as high density (less than 60 square feet), 
multiple occupancy units. 

• The conditions of federal prisoners were generally comparable to 
those of state sentenced inmates. Cells constituted 54 percent 
of federal bedspaces and 11 percent of these units were occupied 
by more than one inmate. Sixty-two percent of inmates housed in 
dormitories shared these units with more than 50 others. Over
all, three-fifths (61 percent) of federal inmates were confined 
with less than 60 square feet of floor space while 46 percent 
lived in high density, multiple occupancy confinement units. 

• Finally, at the local level, the lowest percentage of capacity 
was composed of cells (49 percent) and 15 percent of cells were 
occupied by more than one inmate. Compared to state and federal 
facilities, the highest percentage of inmates were confined with 
less than 60 square feet (69 percent) and exactly half of all 
jailed prisoners met our definition of crowded inmates. 

These national figures submerge even greater discrepancies that were 
found among regions and states. These discrepancies, in turn, reflected 
widely different practical answers to more fundamental questions regarding 
the appropriate use of incarceration. In Chapter 2, we began our report of 
the survey results by noting two conditions that characterized the distribu
tion of inmates in the nation's prisons and jails: 

• The disproportionate use of incarceration in the South. In 
1978, nearly half of the nation's state and local prisoners were 
confined in facilities in the South--a region that supported 
one-third of the u.s. population. The rate of incarceration 
per 100,000 civilian population (for state and local prisoners 
combined) was 273 in the South, followed by 195 in the West, 153 
in the North Central region and 132 in the Northeast. Even 
within regions, the disparities were often wide: Louisiana's 
rate was 290 while neighboring Mississippi incarcerated 172 
persons per 100,000 members of the general population. 

• The continued reliance on larger, older, maximum security
facilities to house state and federal prisoners. Although 
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efforts to depart from the huge, walled prison have met with 
some success over the past two decades, in 1978 over half of 
the nation's state and federal prisoners were still housed in 
maximum security institutions; 22 percent were confined in 
maximum security facilities that were built prior to 1925 and 
held 1,000 or more inmates. 

In reporting on the extent of crowding in prisons and jails nation
wide, Chapter 3 returned to the South and to the large, antiquated facility 
in describing the central locations of inmates confined in crowded conditions. 
This Chapter noted: 

• The disproportionate incidence of crowding in Southern facilities. 

• 

The differences between reported capacity and our standards of 
measured capacity were especially marked in the South where both 
jail and prison capacities were substantially overstated. Two
thirds of the inmates in this region were confined in high densitr, 
multiple occupancy units--units shared by two or more inmates 
with less than 60 square feet per occupant. Six states confined 
two-thirds or more of their state inmates in units occupied by 
more than one with less than 60 square feet of floor space per 
inmate: Texas, North Carolina, Mississippi, South Carolina, 
Florida and New Mexico. 

The prevalence of sub-standard confinement units in the older, 
more secure, multi-purpose prison. While the South clearly 
tolerated a uniquely high le\lel of crowding, problems were also 
evident in the remaining three regions--largely as a consequence 
of the older mega-prison. The North Central states followed the 
South's lead with over 30 percent of all inmates confined in 
crowded conditions. While the Western and Northeastern regions 
held fewer inmates in high density, multiple occupancy conditions 
(20 percent and 12 percent respectively) on the density standard 
alone, both regions confined over half of their inmates with 
less than 60 square feet of floor space. Once again, the 
influence of the old, large, maximum security facility was quite 
evident. Across the nation, confinement units with less than 60 
square feet of floor space were generally more likely to be 
found in those institutions repeatedly condemned as corrections' 
most visible failures. Only 17 percent of federal and state 
cells built prior to 1875 met a 60 square foot standard compared 
to 83 percent of the cells built since 1970. While nearly all of 
the minimum security cells contained 60 square feet, only 37 
percent of the cells in maximum security facilities met this 
standard. Finally, only four out of every 10 cells in large 
state facilities (over 1000 prisoners) satisfied the 60 square 
foot standard. 

While these figures clearly reveal a problem of national proportions, 
only by examining states within regions--or even individual facilities within 
states--can the problem be effectively described. Within the Southern region, 
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for instance, the percentage of inmates living in crowded 
from two percent in West Virginia to 90 percent in Texas. 
region, 69 perc~nt of New Mexico's inmate population were 
quarters compared Wit.~1 a regional total of 20 percent. 

conditions ranged 
In the Western 

housed in crowded 

As an ancillary measure of the conditions of confinemen'c, Chapter 4 
examined inmute-to-staff ratios. Not surprisingly, higher inmate-to-treat
ment staff ratios were correlated with higher percentages of inmates con
fined in crowded quarters. As Table 6.1 indicates, acr.oss all federal 
institutiolls, there were 15 i.nmates for every treatment or service employee; 
in state systems, this figure tose to 18. In local facilities, there were 
roughly 55 j,nmates per treatment specialist but the ratio was twice as high 
in'smaller «250 ADP) jurisdictions. Only 453 local facilities supported any 
full-time service staff. While these ratios were substantially improved over 
prior years, the regional distributions pointed to severe staff shortages in 
the South, where the inmate-to-staff ratios were higher than those found in 
the other three regions or. the federal system. 

Finally, Chapter 5 repc:rted correlations between lower costs per 
inmate ana: 

• higher incarceration rates: 

• higher percentages of inmates confined in crowded conditions; and 

.' higher inmate-staff ratios. 

In s,hort, by 1978, it was quite evident that corrections resources in 
many jurisdictions had failed to keep pace with rising inmate populations-
placing proposed capacity standards well out of reach of thElitajority of 
inmates in many jurisdictions. 

6.2 Conclusions 

The implications of these data are clear--and not unlike those 
suggested or implied by the courts in response to litigation challenging 
the conditions of confinement. In many states, even voluntary compliance 
with the capacity standar:ds discussed in this volume will require substantial 
increases in the budgets allocated to institutional corrections and/or 
fundamental changes in incarceration policies. 

While expanded budgets are undoubtedly a necessary condition for 
compliance, two aspects of the study suggest that this option alone is not 
likely to provide sufficient relief: 

• First, based on the estimates provided in Chapter 5, the level 
of expenditures required to achieve compliance is likely to go 
well beyond the financial capabilities of many jurisdictions. 
Assuming construction costs between $32,000 and $40,000 per space, 
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expenditures on the order of eight to 10 billion dollars could 
be anticipated merely to resolve the deficit between reported 
capacity and a measure based on 60 square feet per space. 
Increased capacity also requires increased operating costs to 
maintain a~equate conditions of confinement. As one federal 
judge in Onio observed: "The popular and simplistic idea is that 
the importlnt source of the problems is the purely physical one ••• 
but the evidence clearly demonstrates that if a bealltiful brand 
new jail were built and operated the way the present jail is 
ope~il!ted, there would be little improvement in the difte'rences 
at firat, avd what improvement there was would very rapidly 
disappear. n 

• Second, Volume II of this report has presented &ome evidence 
that capacity for both prisons and jails may playa decisive 
role in limiting population. ~.ere incarceration policies have 
explicitly taken capacity limitations into account, it has 
generally been possible to cOtltrol the degree of crowding. 
Where new space has been freely added, however, on the average 
it has been followed two years later by population increases of 
nearly equal size. While these findings are only ~~ggestive~ 
they point strongly to the need for caution in assuming that 
space added will necessarily improve the conditions of today's 
prisoners. 

In the absence of a policy solely determined to constru,:::t more bed-~ 

space, the only remaining alternative is, obviously, to remove {"mates and 
subtract bedspace. At the simplest level, subtracting beds pace m~ans that 
beds must be removed from cells and dormitories until each inmate confined in 
those units is provided with 60 square feet of floor space. At a more costly 
level, where there are cells whose basic dimensions fail the 60 square foot 
test, there must be renovations that produce a smaller number of cells of 
larger eize~ Finally, where there are whole institutions composed of con
finement units that cannot survive the test of minimum standards f renovation 
probably implies destruction. Indeed, as part of any strategy to achieve 
compliance with proposed standards, a policy of closing institutions must be 
considered in overall facilities planning. While they are admittedly the 
most difficult institutions to close, t.his study has identified facilities 
combining the attributes of large size, maximum security and age, as prime 
candidates for dissolution. Many of the cells in these facilities were not 
constructed at the outset to provide 60 square feet of floor space and thus 
had a capacity of less than one before the first inmate was confined. For 
these facilities, such total renovation would be required that closing may be 
the only practical alternative. 

Whether this space is replaced by newar beds or by the expanded use 
of non-cu\~todial dispositional alternatives l is a choice that depends 
on answers to basic questions about the goals of imprisonment and which 
norms shol,ad determine whom to incarcerate. The wide variation in incar
ceration rates both across and within regions is a subject discussed in 
detail in Volume II. It will suffice to say here that the correspondence 
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between in~arceration rates and the physical conditions of confinement 
discussed 1n this volume, clearly suggests that the answers to these 
questions must ohange if minimum standards of adequacy are to be achieved. 

These issues are diSCUSSed more fully in Volume I as we combine the 
data from this volume with those of the remaining aspects of the survey. 
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1 • Jones v. Wittenberg, 330 F. Supp. 707, 712 (1971). 
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APPENDIX Ar,~ 1 
LITIGAT~ 'N AND ITS IMPACT ON CORRECTIONAL POPULATIONS 

Until the late 1960's and early 1970's, the judiciary avoided 
involvement in the administrative practices and conditions of correctional 
institutions. This "hands-off" policy had a variety of rationales, includ
ing the doctrine of separation of powers, the lack of judicial expertise in 
penology, the fear that judicial involvement would disruft prison disci
pliner and the desire to stem a flood of new litigation. The 1971 Attica 
uprising is generally credited with awakening the judicial conscience to 
the decaying conditions in Arne.tica's prisons. Since that tiJrte, the courts 
have intervened in the day-to-day ope.r.ation of prisons aOD jails with 
increasing frequency. 

Although still reluctant to interfere with matters of prison 
adm~nistration, acknowledging that the courts are "ill-equipped" to do 
so, many judges are no longer willing to t.olerate executive and legisla
tive inattention to inmates' fundamental constitutional rights. Since 
prisoners are effectively barred from the political process .ifdld wield no 
influence over legislators, the courts have fel~compelled to establish and 
enforce minimum standards of inst.itutional adequacy-.. Court decisions 
declaring certain correctional systems unconstitutional have come largely 
from the fede~al district courts and only occasionally from the state 
courts. Until MaYr 1979, in the case of Bell v. Wolfish (examined at the 
conclusion of this chapter), no broad-based ruling concerning the adequ~cy 
of a prison facility's physical plant or inmate living conditions had been 
issued by the Supreme Court. 

Litigation Prior to the 1979 Supreme Court Decision 

For a number of purely tactical rea~ons, almost all inmates' rights 
cases have been litigated in federal court. First, the reluctance of 
prisoners and their attorneys to proceed in state court stems from a 
perception that state judges are more susceptible to local political 
pressures and tend to be less progressive on theoe issues than their 
federal counterparts. Second, federal pretrial discovery is controlled by 
more f1.exible rules than those in state courts. Finally, state prosecutors, 
charged with defending the suits on behalf of state and prison officials, 
tend to be less familiar with federal litigation and are at a disadvantage 
in federal. court. A number of cases, however, have been successfully 
brought at the state level. Indeed, a state judge recently issued a 
decision, as comprehensive as any entered by a federal court, ruling that 
conditions in all of Tennessee's penal institutions vio~ated the federal 
and state constitutions as well as state statutory law. [See Chapter 2 
for a listing of pending litigation and court decrees regarding facility 
conditions in federal and state correctional systems at the time of the 
national survey reported in this volume (March, 1978).] 
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6 Pugh v. Locke, the now famous 1976 Alabama prison case, exempli-
fies the new judicial activism at the lower federal court level. COnclud~ 
ing that substandard conditions throughout the Alabama state prison system 
constituted cruel and unusual punishment in violation of the Eighth Amend
ment., u. S. Distr ict Court Judge Fr ank Johnson issued a remedial orde!' aimed 
at correcting deficiencies in virtually every aspect ~f prison life: 
massive crowding~ unsanitary conditions in the livin~ and food services 
areas; inadequate plurilbing, heating, lighting, and vent ilation 1 insuffi
cient mental and medical health services; lack of tttotection from violence; 
an unmanageable and nonfunctioning classification system; the absence of 
opportunities for recreation or work; and inadequate staff resources. 
The district court decision, which was slightly modified by the Fifth 
Circuit, established a detailed set of minimum constitutional standards 
for operation of the state's prisons and directed prison administrators to 
take specific steps toward impl'ementing them. 

The Supreme Court declined to revie ..... the pugh decision on its 
merits, granting certiorari for: the sole purpos€' of orderio.g the dismissal 
of the State of Alabama and the Board of Corrections as defendants on the 
grounds of Eleventh Amendment immur.ity from suit. The Cotirt did not remove 
individual state officials ,S defendants and left the substance of the 
decision completely in~I;:.act. 

until the Wolfish decisi0n in May 1978, the only case in which 
the Court had considered the constitutionality of physica~ conditions of 
incarceration was Hutto v. Finney, decided June 23, 1978. In HuttOt the 
supreme Court affirmed a lower federal court ruling that conditions in 
Arkansas' isolation cells violated the Eighth Amendment and upheld the 
~istri~t court's remedial,order limiting the1~axim~ peri~ ~~_~ugit~v:, 
1solat1on to 30 days. Th1S case began as HOL~ v. sarver 1n l~b~. ~ 
was the first decision Lo address the totality of prison conditions and to 
declare an entire penal system unconstitutional. Punitive isolation was 
one of several issues in the case. Cells were crowded and filthy, the 
meals consisted merely of a baked paste callel ngrue," and violence was 
pervasive. Th~ 30-day limitation on punitive isolation was part of a more 
comprehensive/ order, the other aspects of which were not challenged on 
appeal. The Supreme Court said that ordering the limitation was a 
proper exercise of the lower court's discretion in fashioning appropriate 

relief. 

In the second part of the Hutto decision, the Supreme Court upheld 
an award of $20,000 in attorneys' fees, which served the same purpose as a 
remedial fine fOJ: contempt, to be paid out of Arkansas' Department of 
Corrections funds for "bad faith" in failing to comply with previo~a court 
orders and dragging out the litigation over a period of eight years. The 
Court also affirmed an additional award of $2,500 to cover fees and expenses 
on appeal pursuant to the Civil Rights Attorney's.Fees Awards Act of 1976. 
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Crowd:'.ng 

,The courts have repeatedly characterized crowding as the condition 
of conf1nem.ent that exposes j.nmates to the most harmful physical and mental 
conse~uen~es: One of the mos7 frequently litigated issues, crowding has 
~ee~ ~ pr1nc1pa~ ~actor, and 1n some instances thr sole fact9~' prompting 
J~d1;~:11juper~1~10n 94 state priygns in Alabamaf 0 Ariz99a, Delaware,T2 !.lorA........ i~u1slana, M~ryl~8d, Mississippi, 6 Ohio, Ok! hema,ll:' 
~ennessee, and Puerto R1CO. The District of COl~bia Jail~T and 
1nnumerable city and county jails across the country have also been 
declared unconsti.tutionally crowded" 

,In analyzing the constitutionality of crowding and other conditions 
o~ conflnement, the courts have drawn a legal distinction between the 
rlght~ of , convicted prisoners and those of pretrial detainees. The primary 
constltut1onal theory underlying judicial intervention on behalf of convicted 
offe~ers has been the Eighth Amendment's ban on cruel and unusual punishment, 
appl1cable to the states through the Fourteenth Amendment. As interpreted 
by the,supreme Court, the Eighth Amendment precludes punitive treatment 
tha: ~lolates conteitIPo~~~y notions c:>f "dignity, civilized standards r 

hum(.ln1ty, an~ ~ecency. In practl.ce, judges generally inquire as to 
whether cond 1 t ,~ons of conf inernen t ar. e so deplor able as to II shock the 
conscience" before concluding that a violation has reached the Eighth 
Amendment criterion. 

.' The p~etexts for judicial intervention into the conditions affecting 
pretr1al.deta1nees are more broadly defined. Emphasizing that detainees 
are merely defendants, unconvicted of any crime and presumed innocent under 
the law, courts have held that the due process clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment preclud:s s:a:es from subjecting detainees to any restrictions 
~ther th~n those J~s~lf!ed b~ ~he nature of conf~~ement itself or by the 
cc:>mpel~ln~ ~ecess1t1es of }a1l administration. Although potentially 

qU1te slgn1flcant, the distinction between convicted persons and detainees 
has not produced substantially different results in the cases decided to 
d~te. Conditions in p~isons and jails for pretrial detainees have gener
ally.been found to sat1sfy the more stringent "cruel and unusual punishment" 
standard. 

In making judgments, the courts frequently focus upon the extent to 
which crowding has impaired the overall quality of institutional conditions. 
Where eve~-expanding populations have o~!ertaxed facili'.ties tID the 'point 
:hat conf1nement poses serious hazards to the health or safety of the 
lnmates, t~e courts agree that a reduction in population is constitution
al~y requl.red. FO~ examplep in concluding that overcrowding in Alabamats 
prlson system const1tuted cruel and unusual punishment the court observed 
that "overcrowding is primarily respon~~ble for and ex~cerbates all of th: 
othe~ ills of Alabama's penal system." Similarly, crowding in the . 
Flor1da penal system was found to have a direct and immediate rela.tionship 
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to the failure to provide minimally adequ&te medical care. The Court 
concluded that crowding had led to a critical shortage of medical staff 
and equipment and had created a dangerous risk of epidemics of contagion. 

The relationship between crowding and an atmosphere of violence 
is also frequently cited as a basis for finding crowding unconstitu
tionaL PLacing excessi,re numbers of inmates in dormitories arid cells 
without adequate classification procedures or supervision has produced 
institutions where stabbings, beatings, and forci2!e rapes continually 
jeopardize the personal security of every inmate. 

The courts have also acknowledged that crowding in itself can 
be so dehumanizing as to constitute an independent basis for finding a 
constitutional violation. Co~vinc~9 that a "minimum space ~o call one's 
own is a psychological necess1ty," the courts have emphas1zed that 
crowding in the closed prison or jail setting inevitably produces extreme 
depression and alienation while increasing the incidence of homosexuality, 

° d ° °d ~8 aggress10n, an SU1C1 e. 

The practice of housing two or more inmates in cells intended to 
accommodate only one person, "double-bunking" or "double-ceIling," has been 
the focus of many decisions. Condemning this practice as an intolerable 
infringement on privacy and personal dignity, judges have pointed to the 
humiliation of having to urinate and defecate in the presence of a cell
mate sitting only a few feet away, the frustration of unavoidable physical 
contact between cell-mates who cannot move in their tiny cells without 
bumping into one another, and the degradation of having to fight over the 
only available chair at meal time. 

In assessing the destructive psychological impact of crowding: 
courts take into consideration the average le~th of incarceration in the 
facility, the square feet of living space provided per inmate, the number 
of hours each day that inmates are confined to their quarters, and the 
adequacy of opportunities for physical exercise and recreation. In one 
case in which a court concluded that double-cellirl-=l priso'ners in cells 
originally designed fot single occupancy was not a violation o~ inmates' 
constitutional riahts, the Fourth Circuit stressed that the prlsoners were 
confined to their'~65 square foot cells for only 10 hours at. night, and that 
during the day they enjoyed wide freedom of movement and ample opportunity 
for exercise and recreation. The Couz,t also noted that c~o~ding 2~d 
not led to unsanitary conditions or to an atmosphere of vlolence. 

From the many cases in which crowding has been held unconstitu
tional, there emerges no clearly delineated set of standards for determining 
constitutionally acceptable population levels. In setting limits onttle 
number of irunates who may be confined to an institution~ judges ha~e 
decided: (1) to prohibit the prac3bce of double-celling in cells ranging 
in size from 35 to 88 square feet; (2) to limi~ the overa!l ~n~ate3l 
population to the design (rated) or normal capaclty of the ~aclilty; 
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or (3) ,to ado~t expert test~mony regarding the minimmn amount o~ square 
feet of sleep1ng space per 1nmate that is humanely permissible. 2 

Relying on violations of m1n1mum standards set by certain statutes 
and regulations, a few cases have carved out non-constitutional grounds for 
ord~ring population reductions. For ex~~ple, a federal court in Delaware 
rel1ed on ~andatory language in state corrections regulations ("sleeoing 
acco~mod~t10ns shall meet all requirements of health") to enjoin double
cel14n~ 1n 61} square ~oot cells and to require 75 square feet of dormitory 
space ° 1n ° acc~3dance wHh standards set by the American PUblic Health 
Assoc1atl.<;>n. T'ne federal court exercised its discretion to hear the 
sta,te clalm on the theory of pendent jur isdiction. The c(,mrt explained 
that disposition of the case as a matter of state law made resolution of 
the constitutional issues unnecessary. In Michigan, a state court applied 
thest~t.?housing code and Department of Corrections regulations to require 
~2 square feet of floor. space and 500 cubic .feet cd! air i:lp.:.\;e per. jail 
l~mate. The jail wa~ also held in violation of the state building code 
wlth respect to pUJitbing~4venti.ls,tion, heat:i.ng, electrical fire and . t' 0 ~ , , sanl atlon requl!:'ements. 

Implementation of COutt-Im~sed Population Reduction 

, In~ari~~y, state and local officials have protested that they 
lack the fJ.nanclal resources to comply with coUrt orders to eliminate 
crowding. Though understanding of these pract.ical difficulties, the 
courts have repeatedly held t,hat budgetary problems are no defense to the 
continued existence of unconstitt:!tional conditions. As the Supreme Court 
has stated: 

[E]xpenditures not; required by the Constitution may not be 
given priority over those needed to remedy a deprivation of 
constitutional rights ••• [N]o government may be excused from 
according its citizjgs their constitutional rights because 
of a lack of funds. 

The courts are genar;~11y relUctant to dictate specific steps 
officials mllst take to t(;!duce inmate populations, preferring to outline a 
~ariety of options ;lnd then setting timetables for compliance. Some 
Judges, how1aver:, have expressly directed that certain measures be imple
mented, to, alleviate crowding. Federal courts in Ohio and Massachusetts 
o~dered the funding of bail reform projects which, by making recommenda
~l?nS for ba~l. re~gctions, were expected to have a considerable impact upon 
Jall populatlons. The District Court in f.fassachusetts also ordered the 
~tate corrections commissioner to exercise his authority to transfer 
lnmates ~rom a county jail after county Officials reporte~ b~ihg unable to 
comply wlth a court deadline to eliminate double~celling. 7 



In Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana, federal judges issued 
emergency! court orders enj"oining state officials from accepting any new 
prisoners, except escapees and parole violators, until prison populations 
reached constitutionally permissible levels. As a result: much of the 
prison crowding problem in those states has shifted to the county and 
city jails where state officials have housed thousands of prisoners awaiting 
transfer to state facilities. As shown in Figure A-1.1, inmate population 
levels at Jefferson County Jail in Birmingham, Alabama, increased dram~ti
cally after the injunction barring the admission of new prisoners into the 
Alabama prison system went into effect in late August, 1975. The population 
level at Jefferson County Jail was relatively constant from 1970 to 1975. 
The daily inmate population at the jail then jumped from 393 on Decembet 
15, 1975 to 793 on June 15, 1978, an increase of 102 percent. The mean of 
the average daily populations (ADP) during the years 1970 to 1975 was 
414.44, whereas the mean ADP after 1976 w~s 655.75. 

The Alabama prisoners' attorneys are returning to the courts to 
seek the removal of the state prisoners from local jails on grounds that 
such confinement is cruel and unusual punishment. To further complicate 
matters, constitutional challenges to the jail conditions are also being 
brought on behalf of the city and county prisoners. Some state prisoners 
have been confined for as long as three years in crowded jails origin
ally designed for short-term occupancy. These facilities are now plagued 
by essentially the same deficiencies that prompted the original lit.igation 
over the state prison system. As of September 1918, court motions on 
behalf of the state prisoners were pending in Alabama and anticipated in 
Mississippi. At that time, about 3,000 of Alabama's state prisoners and 
800 of Miss~6sippi's state prisoners were confined in substandard local 
hcilities. 

Accel~rated Release Programs 

Corrections officials have also arranged for the early parole of 
certain inmates as part of their efforts to alleviate crowding, although 
this practice has typicallynot been pursuant to court order. Although 
judges have threatened to orde:: the release of inmates, they consider 
rel~ase a drastic judicial remedy to be used only as a last resort. Some 
state officials, however, are concerned that by setting "impossible" 
compliance- deadlines, judges are encouraging them to parole offenders 
afbitrarily, many of whom may pose a threat to public safety. 

In Maryland, for example, the state appealed orders by.two federal 
judges (in May, 1978) requiring officials to remove aboutl,OO~9prisoners 
in eight months from medium and maximum security institutions. The state 
argued that this timetable wbuld leave the prison administration no choice 
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but to grant the premature release of violent offenders. The judges 
rejected the state's 22-month timetable for eliminating double-celling, a 
plan that was tailored to new construction timetables, explaining that 
prisoners should not have to wait years before receiving relief from 
constitutional violations. TO reduce the prison population as promptly as 
possible, the courts suggested that officials consider: (1) transferring 
mentally ill inmates to state mental hospitals; (2) hiring additional 
prison personnel to screen and r.eclassify inmates for transfer to minimum 
security institutions, halfway houses, and community treatment centers; (3) 
hiring additional parole board personnel to expedite parole boarings; and 
(4) onlioif warranted, accelerating the release of certain inmates on 
parole. 

Mississippi is one stat~ where the legislature chose to enact 
accelerated release programs as part of its efforts to comply with a 
court-ordered population reduction. Two pieces of legislation--"early 
parole" and "supervised earned releasec'--were passed to accelerate parole 
eligibility for those convicted of property crimes and for other offenders 
who had served at least one year of their sentences. According to the 
attorney for the prisoners' defense committee, however, the s:tate has ~ot 
taken full advantage of the early release pr~t&ma as a means of reduclug 
the prison population. He contends that the state has been applying 
restrictive standards for determining early releasellnd that officials have 
failed ri~ularly to consider pr isoners backed-up in I:::ounty jails for early 
release. 

Alternatives to Incarceration 

In the hope of easing the backlog of prisoners in local jails, the 
Mississippi legislt2ure also appropriated funds for ~i~ new satellite 
prison facilities. Under the satellite program, mlnlmum security 
inmates work at state surplus property centers, charity hospitals, or other 
public jobs and live on-site in renovated buildings or temporary housing 
units. TO help meet the court-imposed population limit, prison officials 
also hope to create a statewide system of restitution centers. The 
first center opened in 19777 by the spring of 1978, the legislature had 
appropriated funds for three more. Residents will sleep at the cen7ers at 
night and work in regular jobs in the community during the daY7 thelr 
earnings are used to pay for room and board, to support their families, and 
to reimburse their victims. 

In the aftermath of litigation, one might hypothesize that local 
trial judges will feel pressured to rely more heavily on alternatives to 
imprisonment in their sentencing decisions, As various types of community-
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based facilities are developed to reduce prison populations, it is feared 
that judges will simply sentence defendants to these facilities in cases 
where they previously would have g~anted probation. In Mississippi, the 
governor has periodically called meetings of trial judges to discuss this 
issue7 there are no data to show whether the sentencii~ practices of these 
judges have changed to any marked degree as a result. 

New Construction 

Many state and local officials are counting on new construction as 
the ultimate long-range solution to reaching compliance with court orders. 
In Oklahoma, for example, officials are hoping that the construction of 
three 400-bed medium security institutions, additional housing units at the 
nlinimum security institutions, and three new community treatment centers 
will er.able them to comply with a federal court order to relieve systemic 
crowding. However, attorneys for the prisoners are critical of the 
state's reliance upon medium security institutions, and they point to the 
inability of construction to keep pace with recent prison population 
increases. They emphasize that a14ernatives to incarceration are much less 
costly, financially and socially. 

Judges have warned that construction of new correctional facilities 
should not be viewed as a panacea. As one federal judge in Ohio observed: 

[T]h~ pr.oblems which must be remedied ••• stem from two sources, 
purely physical matters, and actions and attitudes of public 
officials. There is no precise line of demarcation between 
these two sources, nor can they be considered as being entlrely 
separate and independent. Rather, they blend into one another 
and are interdependent. 

The popular and simplistic idea is that the important source 
of the problems is the purely physical one, and that this is 
easily remedied ••• [b]ut the evidenc~ clearly demonstrates that 
if a beautiful brand new jail were built and operated the way 
the present jail is operated, there would be little improvement 
in the differences at first, .Igd what improvement there was 
would very rapidly disappear. 

Court Impl~mentation of Decisions 

Because of the enormous complexity of these cases, judges have 
begun to appoint outside experts as "special masters" to oversee compliance 
efforts and to assist in the resolution of implementation problems. The 
authority for appointing a master in federal court is found in Rule 53 of 
the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. State rules of civil procedure have 
a similar provision. Some prior cases have shown that in order to expect 
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positive in~titutional change, a court must retaAg jurisdiction over a case 
and aggress1vely monitor and enforce compliance. In instances where 
judges have not done so, cases have dragged through the courts indefinitely 
while conditions steadily deteriorated. 

Courts have threatened to place prisons in federal receivership or 
even to close down entire penal systems if officials fail to comply with 
their orders. Only in Alabama has such an extrem.e measure been taken, 
though in some instances, where the physical plant has degenerated beyond 
any real~stic hope of repair, courts have ordered individual facilities 
closed. In February 1979, Federal District Court Judge Frank Johnson 
declared the entire Alabama prison system uncoiotitutional and appointed 
the governor of Alabama as temporary receiver. 

In practice, courts have been quick to extend compliance deadlines 
if the state seems to be making some progress. While contempt sanctions 
are available to coerce compliance and to compensate i.nmates for losses 
sustained as a result of noncompliance, they have been used infrequently. 
In one case, a Pennsylvania state court imposed a conditional fine of 
$250,000 upon state officials to be remitted only if those officials met a 
forthcoming compliance deadline, citing their use of "dilato~y t~~tics" in 
implementing an earlier prison reform decree. In addition the cuurt 
imposed a fine of $75,000 to compensate the prisoners for ~ast violations 
of t~e~r ri~hts and :stabUshed a committee to spend the money to improve 
condltlons 1n the pr1son. . 

A 1976 American Bar Association study on the implementation of four 
~rison refo~ decrees concluded that the judicial activism of the particular 
Judge handl1ng the ca~8 was the key factor that determined the speed and 
deg~ee.o: compliance. . The study also noted that the news media played 
a slgnlf1cant role dur1ng the compliance stage. One of the authors of the 
study recently commented: 

The thing that sticks· out in my mind was the impact of the 
media. These cases were much more political than I originally 
thought: the principal actors in these were very sensitive to 
where they thought the public opinion was. Judges, attorneys, 
corrections officials, and appropriating bodies were all sen
sitive to it. And all the principal actors made SOIDT attempt 
to influence the media, and to pay attention to it.~ 

Not surprisingly, the problems of prison management have proven too 
broad and complex to be easily resolved by court action. The process of 
court litigation has been slow and the results often disappointing. Court 
orders to reduce correctional populations have improved the quality of 
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institutional life for some inmates. For others, backed-up in local jails 
or transferred to other crowded institutions, conditions may have worsened. 
Despite the shortcomings of the legal process, it is clear that persistent 
judicial pressure is forcing the legislative branch of government to 
reevaluate correctional policies and to appropriate funds for upgrading 
penal systems. After a tour of recent improvements at the Mississippi 
state penitentiary, which included provision of 50 square feet of floor 
space per inmate, a state official was asked how much would have been 
acco~qlished in the absence of a court o.r:der. His blunt reply: "None of 
it." 

The Supreme Court Decision - May, 1979 

The Metropolitan Correctional Center (MCC), a federally operated, 
short-term custodial facility in New York City designed primarily to house 
pretrial detainees, was const~ucted in 1975. It differed markedly from 
typical jails with barred cells and clanging steel gates, having many 
modern and innovat~~e features and reflecting "the most progressive peno-
logical planning." However, within a short time after.its opening, 
newly detained inmates had to sleep on cots in common aL~tS until they 
could be transferred to rooms as space became available. 

Within four months of its opening, inmates brought a class action 
suit in federal district C()l.lft challenging the conditions of confinement 
and practices in the MCC. The district court enjoined 20 MCC practices 
(e.g., "double-bunking," prohibitions against receiving packages from the 
outside, the practice of body-cavity searches of inmates after contact 
visits, etc.) on a number of constitutional or statutory grounds. These 
rulings were then affirmed by the Court of Appeals, which held that the MCC 
had failed to show a "compelling necessity" sufficient to justify those 
practices. Appeal was made to the united States Supreme Court. 

In the landmark case of Bell v. WOlfish,55 the Supreme Court, 
in an opinion written by Justice William Rehnquist, held that: 

• Restrictions imposed on pretrial detainees that are reason
ably related to legitimate, non-punitive government objec
tives and that are not imposed for purpose of punishment do 
not deprive those detainees of liberty without due pr6Cess. 

• Requiring detainees to share a 75 square foot cell with 
another person during sleeping hours does not constitute 
"punishment" in violation of the due process clause, . 
particularly when nearly all de~ainees are released within 
60 days. In regard to the clai.ln that double-bunking 
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violates the due process clause, Justice Rehnquist wrote: 
"We disagree with both the District Court and the Court 
of Appeals that there is some Bort of 'one man, one cell' 
principle lurking in the due process clause of the Fifth 
Amendment • • • We simply do not believe that requiring a 
detainee to share toilet facilities and this admittedly 
rather small sleeping place with another person for 
generally a maximum period of 60 days violates the Consti
tution" (p.4513). 

• Prohibition against receipt of hardback books unless mailed 
directly from publishers, book clubs, or bookstores does 
not violate First Amendment rights, in light of the obvious 
need to prevent smuggling of contraband, the availability 
of alternative means for obtaining reading material·, and 
the limited period of detention. 

• Prohibition against receipt of packages containing food 
or personal property does not deprive inmates of property 
without due process in light of the correctional facilities' 
justified concern about contraband. 

• A rule barring detainees from watching guards perform a 
room search facilitates the safe and effective performance 
of that search and does not violate th~ Fourth Amendment. 

• Conducting visual body-cavity inspections after every 
contact visit constitutes reasonable practice in further
ance of significant and legitimate security concerns. 

e None of the above-noted security restrictions and practices 
constitgGes punist~ent in violation of the due process 
clause. 

This decision represents the first broad-based ruling concerning conditions 
of datantion ever issued by the Supreme Court. In its decision, the Court 
found that the rules governing the pretrial detention of defendants can be 
identical to those for convicted criminals, except that pretrial detainees 
may not be "punished." In defining what constitutes punishment, the Court 
made it clear that jail officials would be given much leeway so long as 
imposed restraints were reasonably related to the institution's interest in 
maintaining jail security and in ensuring the detainees' presence at trialc 
In imposi~g these restraints, prison officials must not have punitive 
intent or establish "arbitrary or purposeless" conditions. 

In its decision, the Court repeatedly stated that the judiciary 
should not unnecessarily interfere with the running of jails and prisons, 
and that the courts are "ill-equipped~ to deal with the problems of prison 
administration: 
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We think the District Court and the Court of Appeals have 
trenched too cavalierly into areas that are properly the 
concern of MCC officials. It is plain from their opinions, 
that the lower courts simply disagreed with the judgment 
of MCC officials about the extent of the security interests 
affected and the means required to further those interests. 
But our decisions have time and again emphasized that this 
sort of unguided substitut~ion of judicial judgment for that 
of the expert pri~9n administrators on matters such as this 
is inappropriate. 

Response to the Bell v. Wolfish decision was immediate, but mixed. 
Justice Marshall had written a strong dissent, as had Justice Stevens in 
conjunction with Justice Brennan. Of course, the Justices often disagree 
with a majority decision and sometimes write strong dissenting opinions, 
but their public discussion of those decisions is highly unusual. It was 
reported in the New York Times that in an address to the annual meeting of 
judges and attorneys of the Second Judicial Court, Justice Marshalsatook 
his fellow Justices to task for their decision in Bell v. Wolfish. 

On the other hand, Attorney General Griffin Bell reportw.~ he was 
"pleased with the decision," but hastened to reaffirm that the Justice 
D~partment wouS~ maintain the improvement of pri~on and jail standards as a 
high priority. Similarly, Bureau of Prisons D1rector, Norman Carlson, 
\1aS quoted as saying: "We fully recognize our responsibility to provide 
inmates with safe, humane places of incarceration and., 'within the limits of 
our res~'Orces, we will do everything possible to improve federal institu
tions." 

Some members of the corrections community have viewed ~~e Bell v. 
Wolfish ruling as the knell of judicial concern for prisoners. Others 
nave been less pessimistic. In a recent presentation to the American Bar 
Association, Allan Breed, Director of the National Institute of Corrections, 
emphasized that his own reading of the Bell v. Wolfish decision showed it 
to be lirr.ited in many respects to the unique situation at the New York 
MCC: 

The decision does not alter the viability of the totality of 
condi tions doctrine which has been so important in so many 
important prison cases in recent years, and it does not 
eviscerate inmates' rights secured by other provisions of the 
constitution, such as freedom of speech and religion. 

It is too soon to know the long term impact gf Bell v. Wolfish on 
corrections policy or on the way that lower courts will decide future 
cases. In one recent case, a class action suit was filed: on behalf of 
inmates at Passaic County Jail in New Jersey asking the court to consider 
the constitutionality of the jail's regulations banning visits from inmates' 
children and limiting visits by others to non-contact visits. The judge 
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decided that th~ policy barring visitation by inmates· children was uncon
stitutional. C:' .. aiming t'nat he needed more information with regard to the 
non-contact visit ~~gulation, he appointed a special master to investigate 
and file a repr~rt. Although the judge referred at length to Bell v* 
Wolfish, citing the need for the courts to defer to the informed discretion 
of prison officials, he nonetheless concluded that the ban imposed by 
Passaic County Jail officials on visits by inmat,es· children was n(;it 
reasonably related to an.y legal goal of the jail. 

How other judges will construe the Bell v~ Wolfish decision remains 
to be seen. 
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1. See ~~eyond the Ken of the Courts: A Critique of Judicia1 Refusal to 
Review the Complaints of Convicts, n 72 Yale L.J. 506 (1963\. 

2. Procunier v. Martinez, 416 U.S. 396, 405 (1974). 

3. 42 USC 1983 erlables prisoners to seek i:elief in federal court fran 
state abuses of their constitutional rights: 

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regula
tion; custom, or usage of any State or Territory, subjects, or 
causes to be subjected, any citizen of the united Stat~a or o~her 
person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any 
r ight.s, pr ivileges, or immunities secured by the Constitution and 
laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action of law, 
suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress. 

4. Hirschkop, Crisman and Millemann, "Lit:lgatinq an affirma;tive prisonerls 
rights action,iI American Criminal Law Review, 1972, ~,51 > 

5. Trigg v. Blanto~, C.A. No. A60947 (Chancery Court, Nashville, August 23, 
1978) • 

6. Pugh v. Locke, 406 F.Supp. 318 (M.D. Ala. 1976), affld as modified sub 
nom. Newman v. Alabama, 559 F.2d 283 (5th Cir. 1977). 

i. Alabama v. Push, U,S~ __ , 98 S. Ct. 3057 (1978). 

8. Hutto v'.,Fihrtey, __ U.S, __ , 98 S. Ct. 2565 (1978). 

9. The long history of this litigation may be found in several reported 
decisions. See Holt v. Sarver, 300 F.Supp. 825 (E.D. Ark. 1969); 
Holt v. SP.r~er, 309 F.Supp. 362 (E.D. Ark. 1970), affld 442 F.2d 304 
(8thCir:-i971); Holt v. Hutto; 363 F.Supp. 194 (E.D. Ark. 1973), 
revld in part, 505 F.2d (8th Cir. 1974); Finney v. Hutto, 410 F.S~pp. 251 
(E.D. Ark. 1976), affld 548 F. 2d 740 (1977). 

10. Pugh v. Locke, supra note 6. 

li. Harris v. Cardwell, Civil Action No. A. 75-185 (D. Ariz. August 1977). 

12. Anderson v. Redmon, 429 F .Supp. 1105 (D. Del. 1977). 

13. Costeno v. Wainwright, 397 F.Supp. 20 (M.D. Fla. 1975), aff'd 525 F.2d 
1239 (5th Cir. 1916) and 553 F.2d 506 (5th Cir. 1977). 

14. Williams v. Edwards, 547 F.2d 1206 (5th Cir. 1977). 

15. Johnson v. Levine, 450 F.Supp. 648 (D. Md. 1918), and Nelson v. Collins, 
455 F.Supp. 727 (D. Md. 1978). 
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Gates v. Collier, 349 F. SUppa 881 (N.D. Miss. 1972), aff'd 501 
F. 2d 1291 (5th Cir. 1974) u 

Chapman v. Rhodes, 434 F.Supp. 1007 (S.D. Ohio 1977). 

~attle v. Anderson, 564 F.2d'388 (10th Cir. 1977). 

Trigg v. Blantont supra note 5 

Martinez-Rodriguez v. Jimenez, 409 F.Supp. 582 (D.P.R. 1976), aff'd 
537 F.2d 1 (1st Cir. 1977). 

Campbell v. McGruder, 416 F.Supp. 100 and 111 (D.DeC 1976), aff'd and 
remanded C.A. Nos. 75-1350, 75-2273 (D.C. Cir., March 30 t 1978l~ see 
also companion case (Inmates of D.C. Jail v. Jackson, 416 F.Supp. 119 
(D.D.C. 1976). 

E.g., Detainees v. Malcolm, 520 F.2d 392 (2d Cir. 1975); Ambrose v. 
Malcolm, 414 F.Supp. 485 (S.D.N.Y. 1976); Taylor v. Sterret, 
344 F.Supp. 411 (N.D. Tex. 1972), aff'd as modified, 499 F.2d 367 
(5th Cit. 1974); Inmates of Suffolk County Jail v. Eisenstadt, 
360 F.Supp. 676 (D. Mass. 1973), aff'd 494 F.2d 1196 (2 Cir. 1974); 
Hamilton v. Schiro, 338 F.Supp. 1016 (E.D. La. 1970), order entered 
sub nom. Hamilton v. LanddelJ, 351 E'.Supp. 549 (E.D. La. 1972); 
Jones v. Wittenberg, 323 F.Supp. 93, 330 F.Supp. 707 (N.D. Ohio 1971), 
aff'd sub nom. Jones v. Metzger, 456 F.2d 854 (6th Cir. 1972): 
Wayne County Jail Inmates v. Wayne County Board of Commissioners, 
1 Prison L. Rptr. 51 (Cir. Ct. of Wayne Co., Mich. 1971), 1 Prison L. 
Rptr. 186 (Cir. Ct. of Wayne Co., Mich. 1972), aff'd and remanded 
391 Mlch. 359 (1974). 

Estelle v. Gamble, 429 U.S. 97, 102 (1972) quoting Jackson v. Bish~p, 
404 F.2d 571 if 579 (8th.Cii: ~ 1968). 

E.g., pet.Ciinees v. Malcolm, sup,r~~.!)te 22; Camp.!::!:!ll v. McGrllder, 
supr 2. note 21. 

pughv. Locke, 409 F.SI.tPP. 318, 3~13 (M .. D. Ala. 1976). 

E.g.~ pugh v. Locke, supra note 25; Gates v. Collier, supra note 16. 

Battle v. Anderson t 564 F.2d 388,395 (10th Cir. 1977). 
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28. Other courts have found that in the circ~~stances before them c~owd-
ing inflicted mental and physical damage on inmates. See, e.g., Detain
ees of Bro9klyn House of ~~tention v. Malcolm, 520 F.2d 392, 396, and 
~. ! (CA2 197~) (~estimony 01£ correctional experts 'that double-bunking 
1S psycholog1cally destr.uctive and increases homosexual impulses, 
tensions and aggressive t€ndencies"); Battle v. Anderson, 564 F.2d 
388,398 (CAlO 1977)1 Campbeil v. McGruder, 380 F.2d 521,536 (1978) 
(cr:o~uing likely "to impair the mental and physical health" of 
detainees); Chapman v. Rhodes, 434 F.Supp. 1007, 1020 (S.D. Ohio 
1977) • . 

29'(; Hite 'IJ~ Lee!;.lil, 564 F.2d 670 (4th Cir. 1977); see also Crowe v. Leeke, 
540 F.2d 740 (4th Cir. 1976). ~ 

30. • 35-40 sq. ft. cells--Battle v. And~rso~, 564 F.2d 388 (10th Cir. 
1977) • 

• 40 sq. ft. cells--Detainees v. Malcolm, 520 F.2d 392, (2d Cir. 
1975) ~ Johnson v. Levine, Civil Action No. 
H-71-113 (D. Md. May 7, 1978). 

• 4,4 sq. ft. cells--Nelson v. Collins, Civil Action No. B-77-116 
(D. Md. May 17, 1978). 

• 48 e,q. ft. 'cells--Campbell v. McGruder, 416 F.Supp. 106 (D.C. 1976), 
aff'd and remanded Civil Action No. 1462-71 (D.C. 
Cir. March 30, 1978). 

~ 49 sq. ft. cells-~Costello v. Wainwright, 397 F.Supp. 20 (M.D. Fla. 
1975), aff'd 525 F.2d 1239 (5th Cir. 1976). 

• 60 sq. ft. isolation and segregation cells--pugh v. Locke, 406 F.Supp. 
318 (M.D. Ala. 1976), modified in other respects 
sub ~. Newman v. Alabama, 559 F.2d 283 (5th 
Cir. 1977). 

• 63 sq. ft. cells--Chapman v. Rhodes, 434 F.Supp. 10007 (S.D. Ohio 
1977) • 

• i5 sq. ft. cells--united States ex reI. Wolfish v. Levi, 428 
F.Supp. 333 (S.D.N.Y. 1977), modified in other 
respects, 573 F.2d 118 (2d Cir. 1978). 

• 88 sq. ft. cells--Inmates of Suffolk County Jail v. Eisenstadt, 
360 F.Supp. 676 (D. Mass. 1973), aff'd 494 F. 2d 
1'196- (1st Cir. 1974). 

31. Pugh v. Locke, supra note 251 Costello v. Wainwright, supra note 30; 
~~milton v. Schiro, 338 F.Supp. 1016 (E.D. La. 1970), order entered 
sub nom Hamilton v. Landrieu, 351 F.Supp. 549 (E.D. La. 1972); 

.Jones v. Wittenberg, 330 F. SUppa 707 (N.D. Ohio 1971), aff'd sub nom. 
Jones v. Metzger, 456 F.2d 854 (6th Cir. 1972). ----
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32. • 48 sq. f't.--Csmpbell v. McGruder, .:'lupra note 30. 
• 50 sq. ft.--Gates v. Collier, 423 F.Supp. 732 (N.D. Miss. 1976), 

aff'd 548 F.2d 1241 (5th eire 1977)i 

• 70 sq. 

• 60 sq. 
75 sq. 

• 75 sq. 

See also 
remanded 
tories. 

Williams v. Edwards, 547 F.2d 1206 (5th Cir. 1977); 
proceedings on remand sub nom. Willia."l\s v. McKeitchen, 
Civil Action No. 71-98 (M.D. La., April 27, 1977). 

ft.--Martinez-Rodriguez v. Jiminez, 409 F.Supp. 582 (D.P.R. 
1976), aff'd 537 F.2d 1(1st Cir. 1977). 

ft. in cells 
ft. in dormitories--Battle v. Anderson, supra note 30. 
ft. in dormitories--Ambrose v. Malcolm, 414 F.Supp. 485 

(S.D.N.Y. 1976). 
United States ex reI. Wolfish v. Levi, 573 F.2d Cir. 1978), 
for reconsideration of the proper space allocation in dbrmi-

33. Anderson v. Redmon, supra note 12. 

34. Wayne County Jail Inmates v. Wayne County Board of Commissioners, 
supra note 22i see also Taylor v. Sterret, supra note 22. 

35. Goldberg v. Kelley, 397 U.S. 254,266 (1969). 

36. Jones v. wittenberg, 330 F.Supp. 707 (1971); Inmates of Suffolk 
County Jail v. Eisenstadt, 518 F.2d 1241 (1st Cir. 1975). See also 
Alberti v. Sheriff of Harris County, 406 F.Supp. 649 (S.D. Tex. 1975). 

37. Inmates of SUffolk County Jail v. Eisenstadt, 494 F.2d 1196, 1199, 
(1st eire 1974). 

38. Telephone interviews with Alvin J. Bronstein, Executive Director of 
the National Prison project, and Ronald Welch, General Counsel of the 
Mississippi Prisoners' Defense Committee (September 1978). 

39. Johnson v. Levine, 450 F.Supp. 648 (D. Md. 1978), Nelson v. Collins, 
455 F.Supp. 727 (D. Md. 1978). 

40. This information stems from telephone interviews with attorneys for 
the prisoners and for the state of Maryland (September 1978) as well 
as an examination of the courts' decisions in Johnson v. Levine, supra 
note 39 and Nelson v. Collins, supra note 39. 

41. Telephone interview with Ronald Welch, General Counsel of the Missis
sippi Prisoners' Defense Committee (September 1978). 

42. Telephone interviews with Mr. Welch and Morris Thigpen, Deputy Co~~s
sioner of Corrections in Mississippi (September 1978). 
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43. Telephone interview with Mr. Welch (September 1978). 

44. Telephone interviews with Ned Benton, Director of Corrections, and 
attorneys for the. prisoners (September 1978). 

45. Jones V. Wittenberg, 330 F.Supp. 707,712 (1971). 

46. For an in-depth look at some of the compliance decisions facing Chief 
Judge Raymond Pettine, who ordered reform of the Rhode Island prison 
system in Palmigiano v. Garrahy, 443 F.Supp. 956 (D.R.I. 1977), see 
"Prison Reform: The Judicial Process," Crim. L. Rptr. supplement to 
volume 23, No. 17, August 2, 1978. The Rhode Island case does not 
involve massive crowding. 

47. E.g., Inmates of Suffolk County Jail v. Eisenstadt, 360 F.Supp.676 
(D. Mass. 1973)~ Gates v. Collier, 390 F.Supp. 482 (N.D. Miss. 1975)~ 
Palmigiano v. Garrahy, supra. 

48. Newman v. Alabama, 466 F.Supp. 628 (M.D. Ala. 1979). 

49. Jackson v. Hendrick, 22 Crim. L. Rptr. 2356 (Pa. Ct. Common Pleas~ 
1977 • 

50. M. Kay Harris and Dudley P. Spiller, Jr., After Decision: Implementa
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Report Period Covered: January 1, 1970 through December 31, 1982 l'MB No. 43 - S78003; Approvel Expires March 31, 1979 

FORM PC·, This report is authorized by law (Pl94-503I. While you are not required to respond, your 
(4·1-781 cooperation is needed to make the results of this survey comprehensive, accurate and timely. 

SURVEY OF STATE 
AND FEDERAL ADULT 
CORRECTIONAL SYSTEMS :1 Abtl".",ot" '"" RETURN . . . 

COMPLETED Attn: Cnmlnal Justice Area 
FORM TO 55 Wheeler Street 

Cambridge, MA 02138 (Please correct any error in name and addressl 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Please answer all questions with respect to the adult correctional system identified above. If there are items on the questionnaire 
for which the answer cannot be obtained from available records, your reasonable estimates are requested. Indicate these estimates with 
an asterisk (*1. If there are questions about how to com!!lete any item, please call Dr. Bradford Smith collect at (6171 492-7100. 

1. What was the totai number of inmate. in your adult correctional system on !\/larch 31.19781 Inmates include all· persons in the 
custody of your adult correctional system (e.g., sentenced, unsentenced, probation and parole violators, civil and diagnostic com
mitments, and inmates temporarily absent from the facility), but do not include persons on parole. Include inmates from o1her 
jurisdictions housed in your adult correctional system and inmates housed in local jails bflcause of overcrowding in state facilities, 
whether or not they are considered to be in the custody of your adult correctional system. Do not include inmates under your jl.Jris
diction housed in other states or in federal facilities. 

If you cannot distinguish inmates with maximum sentence INMATE COUNT ON MARCH 31, 1978 

lengths of more than one year from the rest of the inmates, Inmate. with over one 
Other inmates please check the box to the right and enter the cc·mbined ye~r maximum sentence 

figures in the "Other inmates" column. D 
, 

Male Female Male Famale 
~..". .. \ 

State·operated facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours 
a day. Include prisons; reception, classification, diagnostic, 
hospital and psychiatric units; work camps; and jails which 
<l.re part of the state system 

State-operated community-based pre-release facilities pri-
marily holding inmates fewer than 24 hours a day 

Privately operated community-based pre-release facilities pri-
marily holding inmates fewer than 24 hours a day 

Work/education release programs in which inmates sleep at 
home 

Local jails holding state inmates as a direct result of over-
crowding in state prisons 

Local jails holding state inmates for other reasons 

Other (please specify) 

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF INMATES 

Preceding pa,e blank 
175 

-·--,.,..-_____ 1"' ____ ' 

• 

• 



2. Please indicate t'he number of inmates under the jurisdiction 
of your adult correctional syste~ that were housad in other 
states or federal correctional facilities on March 31, 1978. 

Names of states that house Number of Inmates 

your inmates in their facilities Male Female 

Federal Bureau of Prisons 

3. Please indicate the number of inmates housed for other 
states or federal correctional authorities in your adult cor
rectional system on March 31, 1978. 

Names of states that house Number of Inmates 

their inmates in YOllr facilities Male Female 

>....--

Federal Bureau of Prisons 

4. What was the rated capacity (that is, official capacity 
typically based on administrative polir,y, court order, 
or legislative restriction) for your adult correctional 
system on March 31, 1978? 

Male Female 

State-operated facilities primarily 
holding inmates 24 hours a day 

State·operated community· 
based pre-release facil ities 

TOTAL RATED 
CAPACITY 

5. Do you have an operational capacity that differs from your 
rated capacity? Operational capacity is that which has been 
determined for day-to·day operatiol"s anc4 may be more 
or less than the rated capacity. 

o No 

DYes _ What was the operational capacity for your 
adult correctional system on March 31,19787 

Male Female 

State,oflerated facilities primarily 
holding inmates 24 hours a day 

State .. operated community-
based pre-release facilities 

TOTAL OPERATIONAL 
CAPACITY 

FORM pc·, 14 , 781 

6. How many court orders/consent decrees 
dealing with facility conditions in your I Number 
system were in effect on March 31, 1978? L. _____ ---1 

7. Please indicate the number of times each of the following 
was an issu(l of the court orders/consent decrees regarding 
facility conditions on March 31. 1978? When a court order / 
consent decree was applied to more than one issue, count 
it for each issue. 

Overcrowding 

Staff practices 

Health 

Sanitation 
r' 

Food 

Medical care 

Due process 

Access to courts 

Other 

Other 

Other 

Other 

8. Approximately how many court litigations 
were cu'rrently filed regarding facility con-
ditions in your system on March 31, 1978? I Number 

Do not include challenges to convictions. L. _____ ---' 

9. Please indicate the approximate number of times each of the 
following is an issue of pending court litigations regarding 
facility conditions on March 31. 1978? If a court litigation 
applies to more than one issue, count it for each issue. 

-2-
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Overcrowding 

Staff practices 

Health 

Sanitation 

Food 

Medical care 

Due process 

Access to courts 

Other 

Other 

Other 

Other _ 

, --
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10. Please provida the following information for any major facility construction, renovation, acquisition, ot closing plans (whether or not funds have been authorized) for 
your systam between March 31, 1978 and December 31, 1982. If there are no such plans, enter "None" in the first column. 

I Sex Number of bed~ to be increased or decreased by levlli of security. (Please Amount Total 
of 

Year in- circle + for an increase, enter "0" for no change in the number of beds, authorized !!!timllted 

change 
mates and ... for a decrease.) to be spent cost 

CD Cmnmunity- as of as of ii, effective ~ E '~ilHd Other March 31, December 31, 
OIl 

Name and/or location of facility ~. CD Maximum Medium Minimum pre-,'8Iea"" 1978 1982 u.. 

+ + + + + 
- - - - -
+ + + + + 
- - - - -
+ + + + + 
- - - - -
+ + + + + 
- - - - -
+ + + + + 
- - - - -
+ + + + + 
- - - ... -
+ + + + + 
- - - - -

I + + + + + 
- - - - -
+ + '+ + + 
- - - ... ... 
+ + + + + 
... ... ... - ... 
+ + + + + 
... ... ... ... ... -+ + + + + 
... ... ... - ... 
+ + + + + 
... ... ... ... ... 
+ + + + + 
- ... - ... ... 
+ + + + + 
- ... - - -
+ + + + + 
- - - - -

.+ + + + -to 

- ... -r - -
+ + + + + 
- - - -
+ + + + + 
- - - - -
+ + + + + 

- -
+ + + + + 
... - - - ... 

+ + + + + 
... - - -

PLEASECOMP!...ETE ITEMS 11 THROUGH 17 ON PAGE 4 

~~w _____________________ _ 

.. 

~l 

l' 



11. Do you h.v. pi.ns to in:r.aM or decr .... the ~mbar of 
contracted bads in privately operated community-based 
pr .. r.I .... faciliti.s batween March 3i, 1978 and Qecem
bar 31, 19827 

o No changes planned 

.......... ... I Number J 
o Yes, plan to increase _ 

o ~I 
Yes, plan to decrease ....•....•... L_ 

'2. How many stat .. oper.ted community
baed pr .. r.I .... faciliti.s were there 
in your system on Jilnu.ry 1, 19707 

13. Since J.nu.ry 1, 1970. how m.ny 
it~.rated community-b.sed 
pre·'r.I ... faciliti.s in your Iystem 
hoe baan opened7 

COMMENTS: 

I tbJmb __ e_r ___ _ 

INumber . 

14. Since J.nu.ry 1, 1970, how many 
Itat .. operlhd community-based 
pr .. ret .... facilities in your syltem 
bD\!:~ been clG M7 

15. How many state-ilper.ted community
based pr .. ,ei .... facilities were 
th.r. in your _vit.m on March 31, 
19787 

I Numbllr 

16. Approxim.tely how many inmates released in calendar 
year 1977 participated in community-based pre·release 
progr.ms, or were eligible but did not participate, or were 
not eligibl. to participate in these progrllm$_ If the counts 
arenot available, please provide an estimated percentage 
breakdown. 

Male Female 

Participated 

Eligible, but did not participate 

Not eligible 

TOTAL RELEASED 
IN 1977 

-------------------~---------~--~-6 -

~-------------~~----------------------------

17. REPORT .7-.(~ .... P""" 
COMPLETED 
BY 

Area codel 

-4-
178 

Telephone Oat;; Completed 1 Number JExtension 

I 

Report Period CoverE!d: July 1, 1976 through March 31 1978 - , 
FORM PC-2 

OMS No. 43 - 578003; Approval Expires March 31, 1979 

(4-1-781 This report IS authorized by law (PL 94-503). While You are not required to respond, your 
cooperation is needed to make the results 01 this survey comprehensive, accurate and timely. 

SURVEY OF STATE 
AND FEDERAL ADUI.'f 
CORRECTIONAL SYSTEMS :;> Abl A"od,,~ ,"" 

RETURN Attn: Criminal Justice Area 
COMPLETED , 
FORM TO 55 Wheeler Street 

Cambridge, MA 02138 
(Please correct any error in name and address) 

INSTRUCTIONS 
This questionnaire is for facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours a day, Please answer ail questions with respt ctta t~e adult cor. 
rectional facility identified above. If there are items on the questionnaire for which the answer cannot beQbtai~;ed from available 
records, your reasonable estimates aie requested, Indicate these estimates with an asterisk ("). If there are questions about how to c9mplete any item, please call Dr. Bradford Smith collect at (617) 492-7100. I 

1. What was the total number of inmates housed in this f,lt;ility on March 31, 1978? Inmates include all persons housed in this facility 
(E:.g., sentenced, unsentenced, probation and parole v Jlators, civil and diagnostic COmmitments, and inmates temporarily absent from the facility). 

If you cannot distinguish inmates with sentences from the rest 
.- iNMATE COUNT ON MARCH 31, 1978 

of the inmates, please check the box to the right and enter the 
Sentenced inmates Unsentenced inmates combined figures in the "Unsentenced inmates" column. 

0 Male Female Male Female 
Inmates held 24 hours 

Inmates held less than 24 hours on work/educati(ln rele<lse programs 

Inmates held less than 24 hours on furlough -
Other 

TOTAL NUMBER OF INMATES 

2. In what year was this facility opened? ~LD 

3. What were the rated hhat is, offici;:!) capacity and inmatb 
count for confinement units of each security designation 
indicated below on March' 31, 1978? If you are unable to 
provide the security designation breakdown, please enter the 
total rated capacity of the facility. 

Security 
Rated Inmate designation 

capacity count of confine· 
ment units Male Female Male Female 

Maximum 

Medium 

Minimum 

I I j Other 

I -X9TAL I ~~~ 
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4. Is the rated capacity defined as a percentage of the total 
number of available beds? 

o No 

DYes ---1.~ What is the percentage? r~ 

5. Do you have an operational capacity that differs from your 
rated capacity? Opeiational capaciw is that which has been 
determined for day·to·day operations and may be more or 
less than the rated capacity. 

o No 

DYes ---What was the operational capacity 
for thi~ facility on March 31, 1978? 

Male ___ _ Female ___ _ 

Ii. What is the security classification of this facility? (Please 
check one) 

o Maximum o Medium o Minimum 

o Other 
---~.-------------------



-~---- - -- - ----

7. For ail confinement units Icells, rooms, dormitories, wards, or other units where inmates spend the night), pllI'(!.~:PfOVide: 

A. The rated (that is, official) capacity (e.g., 2 person, 15 person, etc.). 

B. The typical 1I00r space for ONE unit of each type (e.g.,. 54 ~q_ ft.!. 

C. The number of confinement units of each siZe. 

D. The average number of h(!U,~ pE:r day confined to units of each size. 

E The t(,tal number of inmates assigned to each type of unit TODA Y 

Count all inmates and confinements units only Q,:lce. Indicate estimates with lm asterisk (*). 
Date 

Two eifilmples have been included below: 

• The first example indicates that there are {40 one person confinement units, each with a typical floor space of 54 square feet, 
confining a total of 164 inmates an average of 11 hours a day. 

• The second example indicates that there are 2 fifteen person confinement units, each with a typical floor space ot 930 square 
feet, confining Ii total of 26 inmates an average of 8 hours a day. 

Confin~ment unit~ (e.g., A. B. C. D. E. 
cells, rooms, dormitories, 

Tote! I'.!;mbe'r of inmates wards, or other units where Average number of hours 
inmates spend the night) Rated Typical floor space for Number of ,"un"mm .. ", per day confined to unit; ,~ljjned to each type of 
for ... capacity ONE unit of !!ach type units of each size of each Sil~ , ILInit TODAY 

1 51/- sq. ft. 1'10 II hrs. /b'f 
.' 

1 sq.ft hrs. 

ONE 1 sq. ft. hrs. 

inmate 1 sq. ft. hrs. 

, :!" 1 sq. ft. hrs. 
I-
U 1 sq. ft. hrs. <t 
c.. 

21:1 <t /! '1'{) sq. ·ft. 2. g hrs. u 
0 

sq. ft. hrs. w 
I-
<t sq. ft. nrs. a: '. 

...J 
<t TWO or sq. ft. h .. 

.T'~' 
I- MORE 0 
I- inmates sq. ft. hrs. 

sq. ft. I1rs. 

sq. ft. hr~ 

sq. ft. hrs. 

sq. ft. hrs. 

0 Discipl inary 
sq. ft. hI'S. 

action • 

0 Protective 
sq. ft. hrs. 

custodv " 
-0 Sick Dr injured 

sq. ft. hrs. 
inmates " 

:,;,:,;: , ' 

Other purposes"" ::)I:f~I;II; sq. ft. hrs. 

TOTAL NUMBER OF INMATES TODAY 

" Check boxes above if confinement units designed for disciplinary action, protective custody or for sick or injured inmates are 
considered part of the total rated capacity of the facility. 

"~l:nter units used for confinement but not considered part of the total rated capacity of the facility (e.g., program space, corri
dors, etc.) under "Other purposes." 

FORM PC·2 14.1·781 -2-
180 

. ___ ~""""~~1ire-=--=="'~U4""=""=--- ,'- -~, -~-~:Z{~7, :.."":_ 
- : .... --:.-::.-,-. 

I 
i 

I 

i 
I , 

o. n,,~ dllY !-Id. lUI U115 litClllty conSUUC'l:eu Tor hOUSing Inmates, 
but is not currently being used WI' that purpose? Include con
finement units that have beer. administratively deactivated for 
purposes of housil1~'\!if{\dtes, but that ~ould be reactivated. 

DYes ---- What would be the rated capacity of the 
following types of spaces if they were to be 
used to house inmates? 

DNa 
Space now In use 
(offices,l~tr.: r . 
Space not now 
in use 

- E~ber I 
I Number ~ 

9. Was any part of this facility constructed for purposes other 
~hclO to house inmates, but is now used to house inmates? 

DYes - How ma.ny inmates are so 
confined? 

DNa 

I Number 

10. How many inmates were housed in this facility under each 
type of inmate security designation on March 31, 19;r11? 

Security designation 
Male F.m ... ~ of inmates 

Maximum 

--
Ml!dium 

-----
Minimum f 

Other 

I U I AL NUMBER 
OF INMATES 

, 1. How many inmates in this facility were there in each oq the 
categories listed below on March 31, 1978? The Hispanic 
population includes persons of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, 
Central American, South American or other Spanish culture 
or origin. I f records do not allow the count for March 31, 
1978, please provide the count tor another date. 

Date Male Female 
"":,:,":.:,:,:,:, ',:':':',':':':':':':':, '.,:::::,:,¥: 

A. Total population by race ,:,::",: : 
,:,:y:,:::,: ':::::':::::'::::::::::.,:::::,:::,:,:::,:,:,: 

White 

Black 

1 L._ How many inmates in this facility were there in each of the 
age ~at6l!lOries listed below on March 31, 1978? If records do 
not allow the count for March 31, 1978, please provide the 
count for another date. 

Date Male Female 

Under 18 

18 - 24 , 
25 - 34 

35 - 44 

Over 44 
',,",-

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF INMATES 

13. How many inmates were &erlling sentences for violent, proper
ty, or other crimes on March 31, 1978? Count each inmate 
ol1ly once and for his/her most serious crime. If records do 
not allow the count for March 31, 1978, please provide the 
cOlmt for another date. 

Date Male Female 

Violent crimes (for example, 
murder, forcible rape, 
robbery, aggravated assault) 

Property crimes (for example, 
burglary, larceny-theft, motor 
v~hicle theft) 

Inmates serving sentences for 
other crimes 

Unsentenced inmates 

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF INMATES 

14. On March 31, 1978, how many inmates were being paid 
for work performed in each of the positions listed below and 
what were the total earnings, from all sources for these in· 
mates for the month of March? Do not include monies 
earned in work release programs. 

I 

AlTwricc:n Indian 01 
Alaskan Native 

Number of Amount of -, 
inmates on payroll for 

A~ian 01 Pacific 
Islander 

B Hispanic population 

Of the black population re-
ported above, how many 
were Hispanic? 

Of the white population reo 
ported above, how many 
were Hispanic? 

FORM pc,~ (4·1·781 

March 31, 1978 

H)::::~:i:!ifJ::;:':":::::: :,:::;~:~:~::::::;~:~{: 
~~:;:::::::::::rrfS:r{ , ':':'::: ' ::,:,:,:':,:, 
, :' , ' . :':;::::::: 

Correctional 
industries 

Attending school 

Support services 

Other 

-PLEASE COMPLETE ITEMS 15 THROUGH 21 ON PAGE 4 
-3-
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-----,-

March 1978 J 

S .00 

$ .00 
1-,---

S .00 

S .00 

J- _ 



15. What was the average (mean) daily population for this facil
ity for the calendar year 1977? Include those on temporary 
authorized absences, such as court appearances, short fur
lough. hospitalization, etc. Do not include those on indefin
ite absences. such as indefinite commitment to mental health 
facilities. work release living at home. or those that have 
escaped. 

Male ___ _ Female ___ _ 

16. What was the average (mean) weekday number of inmates 
that participated in work/education release programs outside 
of this facility for the month of March 1978? 

Male ____ . Female. ___ ---= 

17. How many employees of this facility (excluding inmates and 
volunteers) were in each of the positions listed below on 
March 31, 1978? Full-time employees are pers(lOS who work 
at or for this facility full time 

Number of employees 
on March 31, 1978 

Full-time Part-time 
Administrators (warden. super-
intendent. assistant or deputy 
wardens. assistant or deputy super-
intendents) 

Custodial personnel (guards. 
correctional officers. etc.) 

Clerical and maintenancE; personnel 
(typists. secretaries. janitors, cooks. 
grounds keepers. etc.! 

Services (academic and vocational 
teachers. social workers. psycho-
logists. counselors. doctors. nurses. 
etc.) 

Other 

TOTALS 

1 a. Please enter the total operating expenses 
(including salaries, wages, food, supPlies.,-I-------.... 
maintenance) for your facility from Amount 

July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1977. ~$ _____ -J 

Do not inclUde farm and industry ex-
penses or capital outlay. If figures for 
this 'period are not available. please sup
ply for another annual period and indicate 
the last day of the annual period covered. 

Date 

19. How many full-time employees of this facility were there 
in the categories listed below on March 31,' 1978? The His
panic population includes persons of Mexican. PUerto Rican. 
Cuban, Central American. South American or other Spanish 
culture or origin. If records do not allow the count for 
March 31. 1978. please provide the count for another date. 

Date Male Female 

A. Total population by race ::::::::,:::;:;:;:::::::, , 
White 

Black 

American Indian or 
Alaskan Native 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander 

B. Hispanic population ':::::: :. .. 
:::::::~:::, 

:,::::::;:,:::, 

'::::::: ,:,:::: 

Of the black population re-
ported above. how many 
were Hispanic? 

Of the white population re-
ported above. how many 
were Hispanic? 

20. How many full-time employees of this facility were there 
in the a(Je categories listed below an March 31, 1978? If 
records do not allow the count for March 31. 1978. please 
provide the count for another date. 

Date --- Male Female 

Under 25 

25 - 34 

35-44 

Over 44 
-

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF EMPLOYEES 

COMMENTS: 

Telephone Date Completed 21. REPORT .~ N,m, {""" "'0" 
COMPLETED Area Code I Number I Extension 
BY / 

FORM PC·2 14·1.781 -4-
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Report Period Covered: July 1. 1976 through March 31. 1978 OM8 No. 43 - S78003; Approval Expires March 31. 1979 

FORM PC·3 This report is authorozed by law (PL 94·5031. While you are not required to respond, your 
(4·'-78) cooperalion is needed to make the results of thiS survey comprehensive, aCCU<nle and timely. 

SURVEY OF COMMUNITY-
BASED PRE-RELEASE 
FACILITIES :1 Ab, A"o,;,,,, ,,,. RETURN . . . 

COMPLETED Attn: Cnmlnal Justice Area 
FORM TO 55 Wheeler Street 

Cambridge. MA 02138 (Please correct any error in name ane! address) 

INSTRUCTIONS 

This questionnaire is for facilities primarily housing residents less than 24 hours a day (e.g .• work/education release programs). 
Please answer all questions with respect to the adult community-based pre-release facility identified above. If there are items on 
the questionnaire for which the answer cannot be obtained from available records. reasonable estimates are requested. Indicate 
these estimates with an asterisk (*). If there are questions about how to complete any item. please call Dr. Bradford Smith col-
lect at (617) 492-7100. 

1. Is this community-based pre-release facility ... 

o Federally-operated? 

o State-operated? 

o Privately operated? 

o Other? ____________ _ 

2. What was the total number of residents housed in this facility 
on March 31, 1978? 

Male Female 

Sentenced residents 

Parolees 

Probationers 

Other 

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF RESIDENTS 

3. How many residents were being held for federal, state, and 
local authorities on March 31, 1978? 

Male Female 

Federal 

State 

Local 

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF RESIDENTS 

4. Please indicate the number of residents participatin!l in the 
following activities as of March 31, 1978? Count each 
resident only once and for his/her primary activity. 

Male Female 

Work release 

Education release 

Other 
-

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF RESIDENTS 

5. In what year was this facility constructed? 

6. What was the original function of this facility (e.g .• jail. 
residential house, Y.M.e.A., college dormitory, etc.)? 

7. In what year was the community-based pre- 11 1 1 1 I 
release program established in this facility? 

8. What was the rated capacity (that is official capacity typically 
based on administrative policy. court order. or legislative restric
tion) for this facility on March 31. 1978? 

Male ____ _ Female 
183 



9. For all rooms, please provide: 

A. The rated (that is, official) capacity (e.g., 2 person, 4 person, etc.). 

B. The typical floor space for ONE unit of each type (e.g., 74 sq. ft.). 

C. The number of rooms of each size where residents spend the night. 

D. The total number of residents assigned to each room TODAY --------
Date 

Count all residents and rooms only once. Indicate estimates with an asterisk (*). 

Two examples have been included below: 

• The first example indicates that there are 20 one person rooms, each with a typical floor space of 74 square feet, housing a 
total of 16 residents. 

" The second example indicates that there are 8 two person rooms, each with a typical floor space of 190 square feet, housing 
a total of 14 residents. 

Rooms (or other units A. B. 
where residents spend Rated 
the night) for ... capacity 

1 

1 

ONE 1 

resident 
1 

> 1 
~ 

U 
1 c:{ 

Q. 
c:{ 
u z 0 
w 
~ 
<t 
ex: 
-I TWO or c:{ 
~ MORE 0 
~ residents 

FORM PC.3 14·'.781 

C. 
Typical net floor space Number of rooms 
of ONE room of each type of each size 

'-
71/ sq. ft. 2-0 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. it. 

sq, ft. 

sq. ft. 

1'10 sq. ft. y 
sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 
'.' 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

TOTAL NUMBER OF RESIDENTS TODAY 

-2-
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D .. Total number of 
residenu 8uigned 
to each ty pe of 
room TODAY 

Ih 

.. 

1'1 

"'--

I 
I:. f 

I 

10. How many residents in this facility we;e there in each of 
the categories listed below on March 31, 1978? The His
panic population includes persons of Mexican, Puerto 
Rican, Cuban, Central American, South American or 
other Spanish culture or origin. If records do not allow 
the count for March 31, 1978, please provide the count 
for another date. 

Date Male Female 

A. Total population by race 

White 

Black 

American Indian or 
Alaskan Native 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander 

B. Hispanic pupulation 

Of the black population re-
ported above, how many 
were Hispanic? 

Of the white population reo 
ported above, how many 
were Hispanic? 

11. How many residents in this facility were there in each 
of the age categories lilted below on March 31, 19787 
If records do not allow the count for March 31, 1978, 
please provide the count for another date. 

:::::::::::: 

. ;:::::::::::::; 

;:::;:;::::::; .. 

D&tll Male Female 

Under 18 

18 - 24 

25- 34 

35-44 _. 
Over 44 

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF RESIDENTS 

12. How many residents left this facility in each of the ways 
listed below during calendar year 19777 

Male Female 

Paroled 

Completed sentence or re-
turned to regular probation 
Removed from the facility for 
criminal. disciplinary. or ad-
ministrative reasons 

Other 

TOTAL NUMBER OF 
RELEASES IN 1977 

13. What WIIS the average length of stay for residents of this 
facility for the calendar year 1977? 

Male ______ _ Female _______ _ 

14. How many residents were serving sentences for ~iolent. 
property. or other crimes on March 31. 1978? Count 
each resident only once and for their most serious crime. 
If records do not aJ.!ow the count for March 31,1978, 
please provide the count for another date. 

Date Male Female 

Violent crimes (for example, 
murder, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assaUlt) 

Property crimes (for example, 
burglary, larceny-theft, motor 
vehicle theft) 

Residents serving sentences for 
other crimes 

Unsentenced residents 

TOTAL NUMBER 
OF RESJDENTS 

15. How many man-days were served by residents in this 
facility for the month of March 1978? A man-day is 
one resident serving one day, 

Male ______ _ Female _______ _ 

16. What was the average (mean) daily population for this 
facility for the calendar year 1977? Include those on tem
porary authorized absences, such as court appearances, 
short furlough, hospitalization, etc. Do not include those 
on indefinite absences, such as indefinite commitment to 
mental health facilities, work release living at home, or 
those that have escaped. 

17. 

Male ______ _ Female 

Please ~nter the total operating expenses I Amount 
(including salaries, wages, food. supplies. $ 
maintenance) for yC',ur facility from July L.. --------' 

1,1976 through June 30.1977. If figures 
for this period are not available. please 
indicate the last day of the annual period 
covered. 

Date 

1 B. Do residents pay for room and board? 

o No 

DYes - What was the total amount I Amount 
paid for the period referred $ 
to in Ques~ion 17? L. --------' 

PLEASE COMPLETE ITEMS 19 THROUGH 21 ON PAGE 4 
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19. How many employees in this facility (excluding inmates and 
volunteers) were in each of the positions listed below on 
March 31, 19787 Full-time ,2mployees are persons who work 
at or for this facility full time. If records do not allow the 
count for March 31, 1978, please provide the count for 
another date. 

Date Full·time Part·time 

Administrators 

Custodial personnel (guards, cor· 
rectional officers, etc.) 

Clerical and maintenance personnel 
(typists, secretaries, janitors, cooks, 
grounds keepers, etc.) 

Services (academic and vocational 
teachers, social workers, psychologists, 
counselors, doctors, nurses, etc.) 

Other 

TOTALS 

COMMENTS: 

20. Approximately how many hour. were worked by inmate. and 
volunteen in each of the pOIition.li.ted below on March 31, 
19781 If records do not allow the figure for March 31, 1978, 
please provide the figure for another date, 

Date Inmates Volunteers 

Administrators 

Custodial personnel (guards, cor· 
rectional officers, etc.) 

Clerical and maintenance personnel 
(typists, secretaries, janitors, cooks, 
grounds keepers, etc.) 

Services (academic and vocational 

I teachers, social workers, psychologists, 
counselors, doctors, nurses, etc.) 

Other 

TOTALS 

Telephone Date Completed 21. REPORT ~N'm"PI'''' pd," 
COMPLETED Area Code I Number I Extension 
BY 

f UH~1 pc·) 14 1 /81 ·4· 
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APPENDIX A-3: 
SITE VISIT METHODS AND VALIDATION RESULTS 

Objective/; 

The site visits were intended primarily to validate the results 
of the mail survey and secondarily, to gather supplementary information on 
the conditions of confinement. 

Sample Selection 

The primary objective of the sampling procedure was to choose a 
sample set that provided a cross-section of adult correctional facilities 
with respect to location, size, and sex of inmates. Twenty-four state and 
24 local t:acilities were selected using a stratified random sampling pro
cedure. ~l'ablep A-3.1 and A-3.2 present a list of the site-visited facili
ties, resJ?ectively. To obtain this sample state and local facilities were 
stratified by region using four categories: Northeast, North Central, South, 
and West. State facilities were then stratified within each region into two 
size categories, with the larger facilities defined as those with 500 or more 
inmates. Three large and three small facilities were randomly selected from 
each region. Local facilities were stratified within each region into three 
size categories by inmate population: 10 or fewer inmates; 11 to 500 inmates; 
and 500 or more inmates. Within each region, one facility was selected in 
the first category, two in the second, and three in the third. 

The federal Bureau of Prisons divides adult facilities into two 
basic categories: maximum security penitentiaries, designed to house 
persons serving sentences of more than five years, and medium security 
facilities, designed for persons serving two to five year sentences. Two 
federal facilities were selected: one maximum security penitentiary for 
adult males in the Northeast and one medium security institution for adult 
females in the South. 

Finally, two community-based pre-release facilities were chosen: 
one privately operated facility in the Northeast and one state-operated 
facility in the South. 

Of the original sample of 48 state and local facilities, eight 
were unable to participate. These were replaced with randomly selected 
substitutes from the same size/region categories. In two cases, the 
facilities originally selected declined to participate because they were 
currently under or facing court orders. The other six facilities originally 
selected were unable to participate due to scheduling problems. 
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Table A-3.1 
Site Visited Local Facilities 

Facility 

Local Facilities 

Jefferson County Jail 
Los Angeles County Jail 
Madoc County Jail 
San Joaquin County Jail 
Wayside Honor Ranch 
Power County Jail 
Cook County Jail/Div. 2 
Bringham City County Jail 
Douglas County Jail 
Bienville Parish Jail 
Baltimore City Jail 
Brooke House 
Detroit House of Corrections 
Wayne County Jail 
Camden County Jail 
Middlesex County Jail 
Nassau County Jail 
New York City Correctional 

Institution for Men 
New York City House of 

Detention for Minors 
Mercer County Jail 
Bell County Jail 
Putnam Cou,ty Jail 
Waukesha County Jail 

State 

Alabama 
California 
California 
California 
California 
Idaho 
Iowa 
Kansar; 
Loui~iana 

Loui .. iana 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Michigan 
Missouri 
New Jersey 
New York 

New York 

New York 
Pennsylvania 
Texas 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
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Region 

South 
West 
West 
West 
West 
West 
North Central 
North Central 
North Central 
South 
South 
South 
Northeast 
North Central 
North Central 
North Central 
Northeast 

Norfheast 

Northeast 
Northeast 
South 
South 
North Central 

Table A-3.2 
Site Visited State Facilities 

Facility 

State Facilities 

Founta:i.n Correctional Center 
Arizona State Prison 
Tucker Farm 
California Correctional 

Facility 
Brevard Correctional 

Instituti0n 
Lowndes Corr€~tional 

Institution 
Wayne Correctional 

Institution 
Northern Idaho Correctional 

Institution 
Menard psychiatric Institute 
Sheridan Correctional Center 
Tornoto Reservoir Honor Camp 
Framingham State Prison 
Southern Michigan State Prison 
Missouri State Prison 
Yardville Youth RSCC 
Elmira Correctional Facility 
Arthur Kill Correctional 

Facility 
Mid-Orange Correctional 

Facility 
Halifax Correctional 

Institution 
Oregon State Penitentiary 
Oregon Women's Correctional 

State 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 

Ca'lifornia 

Florida 

Georgia 

Georgia 

Idaho 
Illinois 
Illinois 
Kansas 
Mas::aachusetts 
Michigan 
Missouri 
New Jersey 
New York 

New York 

New York 

North Carolina 
Oregon 

Center Oregon 
Minimum Security Facility Rhode Island 
purdy Treatment Center for Women Washington 
Wisconsin Correctional Center Wisconsin 
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Region 

South 
West 
South 

West 

South 

South 

South 

West 
North Central 
North Central 
North Central 
Northeast 
North Central 
North Central 
Northeast 
Nor.theast 

Northeast 

Northeast 

South 
West 

West 
Northeast 
West 
North Central 

II 



Site Visit Instruments 

The following site visit instruments were developed: (1) a lengthy 
interview questionnaire for collecting primary data from administrators of 
the selected correctional facilities; (2) a site inspection guide; (3) a 
corrections officer interview; and (4) an inmate interview. - A review of 
previous research, periodic meetings with consultants from the corrections 
field, and pre-tests conducted at six facilities, contributed to the 
developm2nt of these instruments. The site visit instruments are described 
briefly below: 

The State Correctional Institution Instrument was administered 
on-site by project staff to the superintendent of each participating site 
correctional facility. The interview elicited information on capacity; 
inmate population and classification; Inanpower; educational and vocational 
programs; and health and counseling services. 

The Site Inspection Guide was used on-site by an architect/engineer 
to evaluate structural aspects of the living, service, and program areas of 
the facility. This evaluation included measurement of room size; notes on 
room occupancy, building construction, and conditions; and the presence of 
certain amenities (e.g., showers, furnishings, etc.) and fire safety 
equipment. The architect/engineer was accompanied on this visit by a 
member of the staff familiar with the structural aspects of the institution, 
most often the engineering or maintenance supervisor for the facility. 

The Inmate Interview was administered to randomly selected inmates 
of each participating federal, state and local correctional facility. In 
two instances the facility administrator selected the inmate to be interviewed; 
otherwise, respondents were selected randomly from a list or by location in 
the facility. In facilities of 50 inmates or more, an attempt was made to 
interview at least six inmates. The interview included questions on living 
conditions; educational and vocational programs; medical and counseling 
services; and the inmates' views on neeoed physical improvements and policy 
changes at the facility. 

The Correctional Officer Interview was administered to correctional 
officers at each participating state and local correction::.l facility. In 
facilities of 50 inmates or more, an attempt was made to interview at least 
six officers. The interview included questions on pre--service and in-service 
training, security needs, and needed physical improv~ments. 

Site Visit Procedure. Implementation of the site visits involved a 
series of steps to gain the "cooperation of the facilities and staff selected to 
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participate. For each state involved, the Commissioner of Corrections 
was contacted to obtain clearance to approach the selected facilities in 
that state. Once clearance was received, the superintendent or sheriff of 
each facility was sent a letter that included a description of the purposes 
of the site visit, a tentative daily schedule, and a copy of the-clearance 
letter from the state's Commissioner of Corrections. Approximately two 
weeks later, a follow-up call and letter of confirmation were directed to the 
administrator or staff member designated to supervise the site visit. 

Prior to the site visits, a two-day training session was held f.or 
all field -staff in order to develop a consistent approach to the interviews. 
One or two day visits to the selected facilities were conducted by the 
staff from ,~:'I.id-May through September, 1978. At facilities with more than 
50 inmates, data were collected on-site by a two-member team consisting 
of a staff member and an architect/engineer. At facilities with less than 
50 inmates, a field st~ff member was responsible for all tasks. 

validation Plan 

The validation plan conceived of the mail survey and the site 
visits as two independent efforts to obtain data about the physical dimen
sions of confinement units, the number of inmates housed in each of these 
confinwment units, and the amount of time inmates were confined to their 
units. The survey was mailed to local jails enough in advance to 
be received before February 15, 1918 and to state facilities before March 
31, 1978. Site visits to the sample of 24 local jails and 24 state prisons 
began during the month of May, 1978. Unfortunately, not all of the mail 
surveys had been returned at the time the site visits were made. Thus, in 
four of the local jails and five of the state prisons, the visits were used 
to collect primary data, thus forfeiting the opportunity to compare the 

*Matching data were also obtained during the site visit for most of the 
other items contained in the maU survey. Although some differences 
turned up in the data between the two methods, no differences were 
observed that would cast serious doubt on the quality of the data obtained 
through the mail survey. In addition to simply collecting the data during 
the site visits, we attempted to document how the data were obtained by the 
respondent -- e.g., computer printouts, reports, memoranda, special computer 
runs, facility records, estimates, etc. Almost all data were provided in a 
way that was easily replicated -- that is, the data were provided to 
researchers on-site from the same sources from which it had been obtained 
for the mail survey. 
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results of the mail and on-sH.e surveys for these nine sites. 

A more serious and unforeseen difficulty arose when we began 
to compare the data for the latger facilities. In the interests of methodo
logical rigor, the on-site obl~ervers were not permitted to examine the data 
provided by the site onl the maH survey. Only after the on-site data had 
been collected would the two data sets be available for inspection and 
c~~parison. While the post-site matching process worked well for the small 
facilities, difficulties were encountered in matching data for the larger 
facilities. Typically, more detail was obtained by our site visit team 
than was provided in the mail survey. As a result, only a crude match 
could be made between confinement units described on the mail survey and the 
descriptions provided on the site visit forms. Importantly, the total 
rated capacity and the total number of inmates never differed by more than 
ten percent between the two forms7 however, any unambiguous links between 
the descriptions of individual types of confinement units proved to be 
impossible for most of the large~ facilities. 

An extreme example is presented below to help clarify the problem 
of matching the two data sets. (Note that the discrepancies revealed by 
this example are generally greater than those observed for the remaining 
facilities that were visited.) 

Table A,-3.3 presents the data obtained from the mail survey for the 
sample institution. For each type of confinement unit the mail survey 
requested information on the rated capacity, the number of confinement 
units, the typical floor space for one unit, the total number of inmates, 
and the average number of hours per day inmates were confined to units. 
Table A-3.4 displays the data obtained during the site visit for the same 
facility. 

The total number of inmates was approximately the same on the 
two forms. COmputed fr~n the description of each type of confinement unit 
however, the total rated capacity was 2,758 on the mail survey and only 
1,526 based on the site visit data. This discrepancy was resolved by 
noting that the overall total rated capacity of the facility was 1,714 with 
an operational capacity of 2,600. By changing the rated capacity of line (1) 
on Table A-3.3 to one, the total rated capacity of the facility is now 
computed to be 1,599, much closer to the total rated capacity of 1,526 
obtained during the site visit. 

Table A-3.5 summarizes one plausible match between the two data 
collection instruments. Eight types of confinement units from the on-site 
data collection form were assumed to have been combined into one entry on 
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(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 

SOURCE: 

Table A-3.3 
Data Providf!d on the Mail Survey (PC-2) For One Facility 

Rated 
Capacity of 

ONE unit 

2 
115 

55 
63 
1 
1 

57 

Survey of 

Number 
of Units 

1,159 
1 
1 
1 

18 
132 

1 

Total 

Sq. ft. of 
F100t Space 
of ONE Unit 

63 
27,338 
11,998 
20,000 

63 
63 

50,000 

Total 
Number of 

Inmates 

1,974 
115 

55 
140 

45 
227 
57 

number of inmates: 2,613 

Nwnber 
of hours 
Confined 

11 
11 
11 
24 
24 
21 
24 

Comments 

Disciplinary action 
Protecti've custody 
Sick or injured inmates 

State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: Total rated capacity=2,758. If the 1,159 units rated to hold two inmates are 
assumed to hold one inmate, the total rated capacity would then be equal to 
1,159. This is much nearer the total rated capacity of 1,526 obtained during 
the site visit. See Table A-3.4. 
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(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 
(7) 
(8) 

.... (9) 
ce (10) C) 

(11) 
(12) 
(13) 
(14) 

SOURCE: 
Note: 
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Table A-3.4 
Data Obtained On-Site For One Facility 

Rated 
Capacity of Number 

ONE Unit of Units 

55 1 
43 2 

1 182 
1 182 
1 182 
1 182 
1 93 
1 140 

57 2 
1 118 
1 118 
1 56 
1 18 

1 

Sq. ft. of 
Floor Space 
of ONE Unit 

3685.0 
2547.0 

46.6 
46.6 
46.6 
46.6 
57.0 

113.0 
3,066.0 

62.0 
62.0 
62.0 
96.0 

375.0 

Total number of inmates: 

Site Inspection Guide, 1978 
Total rated capacity = 1,526 

Total Number 
Number of of hours 

Inmates Confined 

46 7 
85 7 

295 11 
309 11 
318 22 
298 11 
164 20 
273 6 
114 11 
232 11 
233 11 
159 23 

47 23 
4 23 

2,577 

-i 

\ 

Comments 

9 Dorm/Inside wall/Min. 
6 Dorm/Inside wall/Min. 
2A/Inside wall/Max. 
2B/Inside wall/Max. 
SJ/Inside wall/Max. 
5K/Inside wall/Max. 
lH Hall/Inside wall/Max. 
4A Hall/Inside wall/Max. 
7 Dorm/Outside wall/Min. 
3A/Inside wall/Max. 
3B/Inside wall/Max. 
Adm •• Seq./Inside wall/Max. 
Isolation/Inside wall/Max. 
Not rated capacity 
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Table A-3.5 
An Attempt to Match For One Facility Data Provided on the 

Mail Sur vex with Data Obtained While On-Site 
Mail Survey On-Site Data Collection 

Rated Sq. Ft. of Total Number Rated Sq. Ft. of 
capacity of Number floor space number of of hours capacity of Number floor space 

One Unit of units of ONE unit inmates confined ONE unit of units of ONE unit 

(1) 2 1,159 63 1,974 11 1 1,160 58.5a 

(2) 1 182 47 
(3) 1 182 47 
(4) 1 182 47 
(5) 1 182 47 
(6) 1 140 113 
(7) 1 118 67 
(8) 1 118 67 
(9) 1 56 62 
(10) 55 1 11,988 55 '11 55 1 3,685 
(11) 1 18 63 45 24 1 18 96 
(12) 1 132 63 227 21 1 93 57 
(13) 115 1 27,338 115 11 57 2 3,066 
(14) 57 1 50,000 57 24 
(15) 63 1 20,000 140 24 
(16) 43 2 2,547 
(17) 1 375 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2),1978 
site ,Inspection Guide, 1978. 

~eighted average by number of units 
Weighted average by number of inmates 

-\ 

Total Number 
number of of hours 

inmates confined 

2,117 13b 

295 11 
309 11 
318 22 
298 11 
273 6 
232 11 
233 11 
159 23 

46 7 
47 23 

164 20 
115 11 

85 7 
4 23 

! 
~ 
~ 
I 
1 



the mail survey. Although there are other possible ways of combining the 
data from the on-site data collection form, this seems to be the most 
parsimonious. The overall average amount of floor space is approximately 
equivalent (63 and 58.5 square feet); however, the on-site data show that 
over 60 percent of these units contain only 47 square feet of floor space. 
There is also variation in the reported length of time inmates are confined 
to their cells. Themail survey provides an overall figure of eleven 
hours, whereas the on-site data indicate from six to 23 hours are spent by 
inmates confined to their cells. 

Other confinement units have been matched in ways that seem plausible; 
again, there are alternative ways of linking the two data sets. An 
obvious difference between the mail survey data and the data collected 
while on-site are the figures provided for the amount of floor space in the 
larger confinement units which are as much as ten times larger than the 
figures obtained .while on site. While these differences are among the most 
extreme we found, it was generally true that the larger the confinement 
unit, the larger the discrepancies between the two forms. 

In view of the often large differences in physical layout among 
larger confinement units such as dormitories, the primary lesson that 
emerged from the validation was the need for specific instructions defining 
the areas included in the floor space of a confinement unit. If the 
validation study wer~ to be repeated, the mail survey questionnaire would 
be available during the on-site visit. While the on-site data would be 
collected without reference to that questionnaire, the descriptions on the 
two forms would be matched. The difficulty before leaving the site now 
painfully obvious, but unanticipated when the data were collected, was the 
absence of identifying information for the various areas of the facility 
described on the mail survey. 

While the lack of this information reduced the rigor of the valida
tion process, that process nonetheless disclosed no serious misrepresenta
tions of facility characteristics. As noted, the total rated capacity and 
the total number of inmates for the entire facility never differed by more 
than ten percent between the two data collection instruments, and most were 
within five percent. As a result of our validation experience, the 1979 
Census of State Adult Correctional Facilities (a project of the Bureau of 
the Census in (ollaboration with the Bureau of Justice Statistics) has 
refined the question that was used in our floor space 1978 survey. The 
question now includes a column that identifies the location and security 
designation of each type of confinement unit (e.g., "c Block," "West 
Wing," letc.) and asks about the purposes for which the confinement unit is 
being used (e.g., general housing, protective custody, administrative 
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segregation, disciplinary action, etc.). The definitions provided with 
the questions were also improved as a result of the ambiguities discovered 
during our on-site visits. The new question, included in the 1979 Census 
of State Adult Correctional Facilities (CJ-43), is displayed in Table A-3.6. 
The question used in our survey is included in the 1978 Survey of State and 
Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) located in Appendix A-2. 
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IN$TRUCTIONS 

Column 1 - Confinement unib idlntifiCftion (e.g., "c Block," "West 
Wing," etc.) - All confinement units (cells, rooms, dormitoriesi w~rds, or 
other units where inmates spend the night) including lilY area not 
normally used for confinement but presently being used for this purpose, 
e.g., day rooms, corridors, offices, etc. Other nonrated units should allO 
be included, e.g., hospital Units, infirmaries, segregation units, tltc. 

Column 2 - Rlted capacity of ONE confinement unit - For each type of 
confinement unit, please enter the official capacity typically based on 
administrative policy, court order, or legislative restriction. If the confine. 
ment unit is not included in the total rated capacity of this. facility, enter 
the number of beds and mark the not rated box. 

ColUmn 3 - Floor space of ONE confinement unit - For each type of 
confinement unit, please enter the number of square feet of floor space 
based on the interior measures. The floor sJ)!lCe of larger confinement 
units, such as dormitories, should be based on the interior measure of the 
unit excluding areas devoted to bathing, program space, recreation space, 
office space, etc. . 

Column 4 - Number of confinement units - For each type of confine. 
ment unit, please enter the number of units. The figures entered in this 
column multiplied by the figures in column 2, rated capacity, should equal 
the total capacity for each type of confinement unit. 

Column 5 - Average number of hours PI' ti'.y confined to unit - For each 
type of confinement unit, please enter the average number of hours per 
day that inmates are not allowed to leave their confinement units. 

b. CURRENT INFORMATION 

Column 6 - ConfiMmlnt unit use - For each type of confinement unit, 
pit- enter "'," for a general housing unit, a "2," for a protective 
custody °Unit, a "3" for an administrative segregation unit, a "4" for a 
disclplinlry action unit, and a "5" for a unit for sick or injured inmates. 
For other confinement unit uses enter "6," "7," etc. and define their 
melning In the comments section below. In the case of units with more 
than one use, enter the purpose for which it was most recently used. 

Column 7 - S,ecurity Designation of Confinement Unit - For each type 
of confin~ment unit, please enter a "1" for maXimum, "2" for close, "3" 
for medium, and "4" for minimum. For other security designations, 
enter "5," "6," etc. and define their meaning in the comments section 
below . 

ColUmn 8 - Number of inmates TODAY - For each type of confinement 
unit, please enter the number of inmates today. Inmates should be 
counted only once - where they spent the previous night, or where a bed 
is reserved for them in the case of temporary absences. 

111m 9 - Tote! number of inmates today - Please add the entries in 
column 8 and enter here. This figure should be equal to the number in the 
official count given in question 6. If not, please explain in the comments 
section below (e.g., inmates are out to court or otherwise temporarily 
absent). Do not include inmates who are on escape or AWO L, 

--.---------------r-------------,----------~--------_r--------_r--------r_------_r--------_,~---
C;o,fIf.nement un its 

identification 
Number of 

confinement 
units 

Ftated capacity of ONE Floor r ~~"e of ONE Security 
des ignation 

of confinement 
unit 

Average number 
of hours per day 
confined l'o unit 

confinement unit confh.~·.ment unit 
r-;:J;;t 

(2) rated (3) 
(I) 

(4) (5) 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq, ft. 

sq. ft . 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

SQ. ft. 

hrs. 

hrs. 

hrs. 

firs. 

hrs. 

hrs. 

hrs. 

Confinem-2nt 
unit use 

(6) (7) 

Number of 
inmates TODAY 

(8) 

CENSUS 
USE 

ONLY 

t 
r 

sq. ft. -------------------- .. r-----------r---~r-------------r_--------~----------~----------T_--------_r----------~r_----hrs. 

sq. ft. 

t .. 

1: 

f ", 

t 
~ 
r 
h 

t " 

I ,-

,. 

t t '\~ ji .,:~J 

t 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft, 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. hrs. 

(9) TOTAL NUMBER OF INMATES TODAY 
--C-O-M-M-E~N-T-S--------------------------~~---------------------------------------------________ ~ ____________ ~ __ __ II 

12. The following concerns programs offered for inmates. Please indicate the number of inmates currently participating in each type of program listed • 
(Include inmates in programs operated by private and public agencies.) 
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APPENDIX A-4·: 
SUPPLEMENTARY' SITE VISIT DATA 

In addition to validating the ~esults of the larger survey, 
the site visits described in the preceding Appendix offered the opportunity 
to conduct a pilot study of the physical conditions and correctional 
practices in the sample of 24 state and 24 local institutions. The findings 
from these inspections and interviews are discussed briefly below. In 
reviewing these results, recall that the limited sample precludes any 
generalizatons to the larger universe of state and local facilities. At 
best, these data should be regarQed as a pilot effort to develop a set of 
measures for assessing the adequacy of prison and jail faciliti.es. 

Physical Conditions 

• .Table A-4.1 shows whether basic amenities were present in all, most, some, 
or none of the facility living quarters. While "some" living units 
were deficient on eauh measure, basic furnishings Vlere supplied in all 
living units in roughly two-thirds of the state prisons. In local 
facilities, showers and basic furnishings were somewhat less available 
in inmate living quarters. 

• Table A-4.2 shows greater evidence of sanitation problems in local facilities 
than their state counterparts. 

• Table A-4.3 suggests that few of the examined prisons and jails can meet 
standards specifying a minimum of 20 footcandles of light intensity, for 
each room, cell or dormitory at conventional facilities~ when all rooms 
are ,=onsidered, only one state facility met that standard. 

• Successful airflow measurements (taken with a calibrated velorneter), 
were achieved at less than one-half of the facilities visited. A number 
of older facilities had no mechanical ventilation system and depended on 
natural convection. Measurement. of normal airflow would thus have 
required several visits. In facilities with mechanical systems, some 
were inoperative due to mechanical failure~ in others, exhaust grills 
were closed due to dust accumulation. Where light fixtures were installed 
behind grills, others were closed by inmates wishing to reduce the 
amount of light in their cells. 

Correctional Practices 

• Tables A-4.4, A-4.5 and A-4.6 provide a view of state and local inmates 
classification practices. Availability of bedspace, medical or mental 
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health status and history of prior incarceration were the most commonly 
cited classification factors in state institutions. Age and status as 
sentenced or unsentenced prisoners were commonly mention.ed by local jail 
respondents. While separation of males and females was common in all 
locations, there was much less consistency in the separation of sentenced 
and unsentenced prisoners. In contrast to the dictates of current 
standards, only three state and one local facility mentioned the use of a 
special classification committee for making classification decisions. 

• Thirty two percent of inmates in state facilities and 14 percent in 
local facilities were enro.lled in academic programs. Similarly, 16 
percent of state inmates but only five percent of local prisoners were 
involved in vocational programs. Tables A-4.7 through A-4.l0 show the 
instructors and teachers employed by the facilities and the extent to 
which state and local administrators.believed their programs to be 
adequate. 

• Table A-4.ll provides an indication of the most common industries at the 
visited facilities: furniture making and repair, shopwork, and the 
manufacture of cleaning products. Predictably, large state facilities had 
the greatest variety of industries but tliese tended to employ a fairly 
modest number of inmates. Overall, the pay scale ranged from 90 cents 
to $6.00 a day. 

• Inmate employment in facility maintenance jobs is sho\,ln in Table A-4.l2. 
Most state facilities and fewer local facilities employed inmates in 
non-industry jobs. In both types of facilities, 10 percent or less of 
the tot,:!l inmate popul~tion w.:::!:"t:! eJ\lploy~d in each category. '£he pay 
scale for non-industry jobs ranged from 10 cents to $2.40 per day. 

• Drawing fr.om the larger survey of prison and jails, Table A-4.13 shows 
that work release programs were available in less than half of all 
facilities and supported fairly small average enrollments. 

• Tables A-4.l4 and A-4.l5 show the availability of counseling services and 
the employment of counseling personnel. Fully 96 percent of state and 
87 percent of lcoal facilities reported some type of counseling service. 
The ratio of full-time counselors to inmates was 1:71 and 1:119 at 
state and local institutions, respectively. E~th state and local 
administrators reported that additional resources were available through 
consultants or contractual arrangements. 

• Drawing from both lhe National Jail Census and the sample of visited 
facilities, Tables A-4.l6 through A-4.23 examine the availability of medical 
and health care facilities and personnel: 
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--Table A-4.l6 shows a severe shortage of on-premises medical facilities 
in local jails. The site visit data confirmed the shortage of 
medical facilities in smaller facilities at both state and local 
levels. In one jail, a new hospital unit had, in fact, been 
constructed but had never opened due to the lack of funds for 
operating personnel. 

--Tables A-4.l7 - A-~.20 highlight the corresponding shortages of 
medical personnel. Only two percent of all jails surveyed employed 
full-time physicians~ the majority relied on on-call services. 
Forty two percent of the visited state facilities employed at 
least one full-time phYSician and on-call services were used 
exclusively by only one visited prison. 

--Despite standards that stipulate the pro'ITision of a medical exam 
upon admission, 70 percent of all surve~ed jails provided no exam 
(Table A-4.20). The less frequent admi'nistration of exams in local 
facilities is confirmed in Table A-4.2'1. 

--In Table A-4.22, only 13 percent of the visited state facilities 
but fully 35 percent of local f",cilities reported no regularly 
scheduled sick call. While standards require that sick calls be 
handled by trained medical personnel, the site visits indicated 
that screening for sick call and, in some cases, the sick call 
proceeding itself was frequently conducted by corrections officers. 

• Staff training practices are the subject of Tables A-4.23 and A-4.24. As 
reported in Chapter 4, 42 percent of local and 44 percent of all state 
corrections officers interviewed, indicated they had received no pre-service 
training, close to a third expressed no needs for pre-service taining. 

General Problems and Areas Needing Improvement 

• Tables A-4.25 - A-4.27 present the response of administrators and inmates to 
questions regarding the adequacy of living conditions and institutional 
programs and se~vices. 

--The need for recreational facilities and maintenance programs was 
commonly cited by state administrators. Local administrators 
also cited these problems as well as the need for improved living 
quarters and bedspace. 

--At both state and local facilities, needs for expanded medical 
and health care services were cited less frequently than neQds 
for vocational training and supportive services. 
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--In state facilities, lack of privacy and overcrowding was the 
most common inmate complaint. Plumbing, maintenance, ventilation 
and lighting were the most common concerns of local inmates. 

--The majority of inmates in a third or:more of the institutions 
visited cited no problems with cell conditions. 
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Table 1'.-4.1 

Number of Site Visited State and Local Facilities 
With Amenities Present in All, Most, Some or 

None of the Facility Living Quarters 

Type of 
Amenity 

Showers 

Wash Basins 

Fiat and Cold 

All 
N (%) 

30 (34) 

68 (76) 

Running Water 70 (79) 

Toilet 
Facilities 53 (60) 

Electric Outlets 67 (75) 

Occupant Con-
trolled Light 47 (53) 

Centrally Con-
trolled Light 59 (66) 

Window Pre
senting Out
side View 
(Natural Light) 60 (67) 

Bed for Each 
Occupant 85 (96) 

Mattress for 
Each Bed 

Sheet for 
Each Bed 

Blanket for 
Each Bed 

Desk 

Shelf 

flooks/Closet 

Chair/Stool 

Mirror 

88 (99) 

85 (96) 

67 (98) 

45 (51) 

57 (64) 

64 (74) 

57 (65) 

67 (75)' 

State Facilities
a 

Most Some 
N (%) N (%) 

None 
N (%) 

o 40 (45) 19 (21) 

1 (1) 15 (17) 5 (6) 

2 (2) 6 (7) 11 (12) 

2 (2) 22 (25) 2 (2) 

2 (2) 6 (7) 14 (16) 

2 (12) 2 (2) 38 (43) 

o 5 (6) 25 (28) 

2 (2) 2 (2) 25 (28) 

1 (1) 1 (1) 2 (2) 

o 

o 

o 
4 (4) 

2 (2) 

1 (1) 

2 (2) 

4 (4) 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

3 (3) 

3 (3) 

5 (6) 

6 I' 

4 (. 

o 

3 (3) 

1 (1) 

37 (42) 

27 (30) 

17 (2q)b 

23 (26)c 

14 (16) 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

All 
N (%) 

9 (14) 

H (63) 

52 (78) 

46 (69) 

8 (12) 

9 (13) 

62 (93) 

47 (70) 

63 (94) 

64 (96) 

59 (88) 

57 (85) 

30 (45) 

23 (35) 

32 (48) 

37 (56) 

28 (44) 

Local Facilitiesd 

Most Some 
N (%) N (%) 

6 (9) H (68) 

3 (5) 20 (31) 

None 
N (l) 

6 (9)e 

1 (2) e 

o '5 (9) 9 (13) 

2 (3) 18 (27) 0 

o 2 (3) 56 (85) f 

o 0 58 (87) 

o 0 5 (7) 

1 (1) 0 19 (28) 

1 (1) 0 3 (4) 

2 (3) 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

3 (5) 

1 (2) 

5 (8) 

3 (4) 

o 

1 (1) 

o 

o 
3 (5) 

1 (2) 

3 (5) 

4 (6) 

5 (8) 

o 

7 (10) 

9 (13) 

30 (45) f 

41 (62) f 

26 (39) f 

22 (33)£ 

31 (48)g 

a Percentages based on 89 separately rated living units (i.e., cell blocks, etc.) at 21 
state facilities, unless otherwise noted. 

b Percentages based on 87 units. 

c Percentages based on 88 units. 
d Percentages based on 67 separately rated living units (i.e., cell blocks, etc.) at 20 

local facilities, unless otherwise noted. 

e Percentages based on 65 units. 
f Percentages based on 66 units. 

g Percentages based on 64 units. 
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Table A-4.2 

Number of site Visited State and Local Facilities 
With Evidence of Sanitation Problems 

TyPe of Confinement Unit 

Sanitation State Facilities a Local Facilities b 

Problem N (% ) N (%) 

Stained Walls 16 (19) 22 (32) 

Dirty Floors 11 (13) 21 (31) 

Unclean Lavatories 10 (12) 20 (29) 

Noxious Odors 6 (7) 17 (25) 

Vermin or Pests 9 (11) 11 (16) 

Source: site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

Percentages based on 83 separately rated living units (i.e. , cell blocks, 
etc. ) at 21 state facilities. 

Percentages based on 68 separately rated living units (i.e. , cell blocks, 
etc. ) at 20 local fac ili ties. 
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Table A-4.3 

Light Readings at Site Visited 
. State and Local Facilitiesa 

Correctional Facilities 
Light Readings 
(in footcandles) 

Median Number of 
Readings Taken 

Median of Lowest 
Readings Taken 

Median of Highest 
Readings Taken 

State (N=19) 

19.0 

10.0 

46.0 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

Local (N=12) 

14.0 

6.5 

38.0 

a Only facilities at which six or more measurements were taken are included 
in these analyses. 

Readings were taken in various locations throughout each facilitY7 
to obtain a reading for any single location (e.g., cell) measurements were 
made at several spots and an average was taken. Nine of the 12 local 
facilities presented average readings less than 20 footcandles7 
nine of the 19 state facilities also did so. Note, however, that standards 
require the 20 footcandle criterion to be met in all rooms. Only one state 
facility and no local facilities met that standard. 
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Table A-4.4 

Information/Criteria Used by Site Visited 
State and Local Facilities in Assigning New Detainees 

or Inmates to Living Areas 

Correctional Facilities 

Information/Criteria useda State (N=23)b Local (N=23)b 
N (%) N (%) 

Availability of Bedspace 5 (22) 1 (4) 

Inmate Characteristics 

Sex (4) 6 (26) 

Age 2 (9 ) 13 (56) 

Race 4 ( 17) 2 (9) 

Medical/Mental Status 5 (22) 11 (48) 

Appearance and/or Personality 2 (9) 4 (17) 

Sexual Preference 1 (4) 4 ( 17) 

History of Past Incarceration 8 (35) 6 (26) 

Status as Sentenced or Unsentenced 3 ( 13) 12 (5~) 

Length of Sentence 2 (9) 3 (13 ) 

Work Assignment 3 ( 13) 2 (9) 

No Classification Syst~m 2 (9 ) 2 (9) 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

a There can be more than one response per facility. 

b M' , 
~sslng information for one state and one loca~ facility. 
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Prison 
Location Stlntenced from 

'rable A-4. 5 

EKtent of Separation of Inmates Within Site Visited Local b'acilities 

in Various Facility Locations (N=23)a 

--------------_._------_._--------_ .. _-----

Untlentenced Females from Males Juvc:niles feom Adults 

_._--_._._------
Not Not Not 

~lways .!.~ulacly ~im~ Never Applicable Always Regularly Sometimes ~!:E ~!.~able Alway~ l{e~:!:~!:l..Y. SUllletilll!:~ Never !lEl.?licable 
N(%) N('!.) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N('!.) N(%) __ !:Ull _____ N ( % ) N("') N(%) 

Living 
Units 6(26) 5(22) 4( 17) 5(22) 2(9) 14(61) 0 0 1 (4) 7(30) 17(74) 0 0 0 6(26) 

Dining 
Area 6(26) 3( 13) 3( 13) 9(39) 2(9) 14(61) 1(4) 0 1(4) 7(30) 16(70) 0 1( 4) 0 6(26) 

Hc:crc:at.ion 
Area 6(26) 4( 17) 2(9) 7(30) 4 (17) T5 (65) 0 0 1 (4) 7(30) 14 (61) 1(4) 0 0 8(35) 

Sick 
Call 7(30) 3( 13) 4 (17) 5(22) 4( 17) 11(48) 1( 4) 2(9) 2(9) 7(30) 16(70) 0 0 0 7(30) 

Visiting 
Rooms 8(35) 1( 4) 2(9) 9(39) 3( 13) 14(61) 0 0 2(9) 7(30) 15(65) 0 1( I) 1 (4) 6(26) 

Chapel 3( 13) 2(9) 1( 4) 10(43) 7(30) 10(43) 1(4 ) 1 (4) 3 (13) 8(35) 13 (57) 1( <I) 0 1( 11) 8(35) 

Halls 5(22) 3 ( 13) 4( 17) 8(35) 3( 13) 12(52) 1( 4) 1(4) 2(9) 7(30) 16(70) 1( 4) u 0 6(26) 

Work 
Areas 6(26) 3 (13) 3( 13) 5(22) 6(26) 12(52) 1( 4) 0 2(9) !l(3S) 15(65) 0 1(4 ) 0 7(30) 

--- .- .. --_ ... -- ---+-----"----------
Source: Site Visit Instrwnent, 197!l. 

a 
Missin\l information for one facility. 
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Table A-4.6 

Staff Responsible for Inmate Classification at 
Site Visited State and Local Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 

Staffa 
(N=23)b (N=23) b State Local 

N (%) N (%) 

Administrator (Warden, Sheriff, 0 3 ( 13) 

Director) 

Counseling and Program Staff 
(social Workers, psychologists, 13 (56) 6 (26) 

Teachers, etc. ) 

Corrections Officers (Booking or 
Classification Officer) 9 (39) 19 (83) 

Classification Committee 3 (13) 1 (4) 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

a There can be more than one response per facility. 

b Missing information for one state and one local facility. 
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Academic 

Table A-4.7 

Number of Academic Teachers Employed at Site Visited 
State and Local Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 
Type of 
Teacher State (N=24) I.ocal (N=23) a 

Number of Total Number of 
Facilities % Employed Facilities % 

Full-Time 

Certified 20 (83) 256 111 (48) 

Non-Certified 5 (21 ) 9 4\ ( 17) 

Volunteer 2 (8 ) 3 Qi 

Other 3 ( 13) 8 2 (9) 

Part-Time 

Certified 11 (46) 73 6 (26) 

Non-Certitied 2 (8) 31 0 

Volunteer 7 (29) 33 5 (22) 

Other 2 (8) 2 3 ( 13) 

Source: Site Visit Ins~rument, 1978. 

a Missing information for one local facility. 
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Total 
Employed 

76 

17 

0 

14 

27 

0 

230 
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Table A-4.8 

Number of vocational Instructors Employed at Site 
Visited State and Local Correctional Facil~ties 

Correctional Facilities 

Type of Vocational 
Instructor 

Full-Time 

Certified 

Non-Certified 

Volunteer 

Inmates 

Other 

Part-Time 

Certified 

Non-Certified 

Volunteer 

Inmates 

Other 

State (N=24) 
Number of Total 
Facilities % Employed 

18 

5 

o 

4 

3 

0 

1 

0 

0 

(75) 

(21) 

( 17) 

(4) 

( 13) 

(4) 

15 

o 

17 

15 

6 

o 

5 

o 

o 

Source: Site visit Instrument, 1978. 

Local (N=24) 
Number of 
Facilities % 

7 

2 

o 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

o 

(29) 

(8) 

(4) 

(4) 

(8) 

(4) 

(8 ) 

(4) 

Total 
Employed 

14 

5 

o 

7 

1 

12 

2 

4 

12 

o 

a For two state facilities a count of certified full-time vocational instructors 

was not available. 
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Table A-4.9 

Positive Evaluations of Adequacy of Educational 
Programs by Administrators 

of Site Visited State and Local Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 
Aspects of 
Educational Program State (N=23) a (N=23)a Local 

N (i) N (%) 

Space 10 (43) 8 (35) 

Personilel 11 (48) 9 (39) 

Supplies 15 (65) 10 (43) 

Range of Programs Offered 10 (43) 10 (43) 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

a Missing information from one state and _ one local facility. 
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Aspects of 
Vocational 

Space 

Personnel 

Supplies 

Ran~e of 

Table A-4. 1 0 

.positive Evaluations of Adequacy of Vocational 
Programs by Administrators 

of Site Visited State and Local Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 

(N=20) a (N=8) a Program State Local 
N (%) N (%) 

10 (50) 5 (63) 

11 (55) 5 (63) 

15 (75) 5 (63) 

Programs Offered 10 (50) ( 13) 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

N is the number of site visited facilities with vocational programs. 
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Table A-4.11 

Number of Inmates Employed and Average Amount 
Earned Per Inmate in Correctional Industries at Site 

Visited State Facilities (N=23)a 

Industry/product 

Furniture Making/Repair 

Shops (Decal, Engraving, 
Metal, etc.) 

Cleaning Products (Brooms, 
Brushes, Soaps, etc.) 

Farming 

License Plates 

Printing 

Clothing (Textiles, Shoes, 
Gloves, etc.) 

Laundry 

Sign Shop 

Microfilm Service 

Data Processing 

Flags 

Automotive Repair 

Miscellaneous 

No Industries 

Number of 
Facilities 

Employing 

N (%) 

6 (25) 

6 (25) 

4 ( 17) 

2 (9) 

2 (9) 

2 (9) 

2 (9) 

2 (9) 

2 (9) 

1 (4) 

1 (4) 

1 (4) 

1 (4) 

2 (9) 

8 (35) 

Total 
Number of 

Inmates
b Employed 

N (%) 

592 (5) 

371 (3) 

99 (3) 

464 ( 18) 

213 (3) 

39 ( 1 ) 

373 (4) 

126 (3) 

41 (0+) 

7 (4) 

5 (0+) 

22 ( 16) 

19 ( 1 ) 

46 ( 1 ) 

Aver age Daily 
Wage Per 

Inmate c (Range) 

$1.60 to $6.00 

$1.06 to $5.10 

$1.00 to $1.13d 

$1.60e 

$1.60 to $4.70 

$1.00 to $1.52 

$0.90 to $2.65 

$1.21 to $1.55 

$1.60 to $2.16 

$4.00 

$1.60 

$2.10 

$1.13 

$0.99 to $2.23 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

a Missing information from one facility. 
b The percentages are based on the total inmate populations of those facilities with 

each type of industry. 
c Due to small number of cases, overall averages across f,;cilities were not 

calculated. These wage statements do not include those facilities that do not 
pay inmates. 

d Average reported for facilities. wage was not two 
e Average not reported for facility. wage was one 
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Table A-4. 12 

Number of Inmates Employed and Average Amount 
Earned Per Inmate in Non-Industry Work at Site Visited 

State and Local Facilities 

Total Number of 

'l'ype of Work ~'acilil.:i'HI Employing 
a 

Inmates Employed 

Local
d 

(N'=22) 
State 
(N=21) c 

State Local 

N (%) N t%_) __ N (ot) N (%) 

Cleanill<j 19 (90) 16 (73) 1,619 (10 ) 1,038 (9) 

Clerical 14 (67) 4 ( 18) 509 (3 ) 75 (2) 

Groundskeepin<j 19 (90) 10 (45) 507 (3) 597 (7) 

Kitchen 19 (90) 12 (55) 1,279 (8) 586 (6) 

Message Carrying 5 (24) 3 (14) 304 (3 ) 45 (1) 

Technical Maintenance 19 (90) 6 (27) 949 (6) 221 (4 ) 
(Carpuntry, 
Plumbing, elc.) 

Other 17 (81) 13
e 

(59) 890 (7) 1,521
e 

(12 ) 

Source; Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

_._--- -------------

Average Daily Wi1l)t!s Per Inmate 
b 

---.--~----------------

State Local 

--.- -----.---
_ Ran9.!:: _______ ~_ !t~ N 

$0.15 to $2.40 15 $0.70 to $2.00 4 

$0.15 to $2.00 12 $0.10 to $1.20 3 

$0.15 to $2.00 14 :;;0.40 to $1.20 2 

$0.15 to $2.50 15 $0.10 to $1.20 3 

$0.36 1.:0 $1.44 4 $1. 20 

$0.15 to $2.00 15 $0.10 to $1.20 3 

$0.15 to $1.85 12 $0.10 to $1.20 4 

a 'rhe percenl.:ages are based on the total i.nmate populations of those facilities wit.h each type of work for inmates. 

b Due to small number of cases in many instances, overall averages across facilities were not calculated. When information on wages was provided on 
an hourly basis, the average daily wage was based on an asswned 8-hour day. \<,'hen information was provided on a monthly basis, the amount reported 
was divided by 30. 'rhese wage statements do not include those facilities that do not pay inmates. 

c Missing infc:cmation from three state facilities. 
d 

No irunate employment existed at two local facilities. 

e 'I'hese data include 763 irunates at three local sites whose jobs where not specified. 



r 

Table A-4.13 

Inmate Participation in Work or Education Release 
Programs at State and Local 

Correctional Facilities 

Number of Average Number 
Facilities of Inmates 

Correctional Facilities with Programs Enrolled 

N ( %) Males Females 

State (N=523)a 

Local (N=3493)b 

230 

1,469 

44 

42 

25.9
c 

2.0
d 

2.1 0.1 

a 

b 

C 

d 

Source: Survey of Federal and State Correctional Facilities, 1978. 
National Jail Census, 1978. 

Question of administrators: What was the average (mean) weekday number of 
inmates that participated in work/education release programs outside of 
this facility for the month of March, 1978?" 

Question of administrators: "HOII\1 many inmates are now participating in 
the work release program?" 

N=183i missing information from 47 facilities. 

N=182i missing information from 48 facilities. 
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Table A-4.14 

Counseling Services Available at Site 
Visited State and Local Correctional Facilities 

Type of Correctional Facilities 
Counseling Service Sta,,:e (N=23)a Local (N=24) 

N (%) N (%) 

Psychological 19 (83) 17 (71) 

Family 13 (57) 11 (46) 

Vocational 14 (61 ) 5 (25) 

Educational 17 (74) 11 (46) 

Legal 12 (52) 8 (33) 

Pre-Release 15 (65) 8 (33) 

Other b 11 21 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

a Missing information from one state facility. 

b Services listed under "Other" include: drug and alcohol; religious; 
Veteran's Administration; Social Security; C~partment of Economic Security. 
There can be more than one qother" response at a site. 
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Table A-4.15 

Nwnber of Counseling Personnel Employed at Site Visited 
State and Local Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 

Counseling Personnel State (N=23) a Local (N=24) 
Number of Total Number of 
Facilities % Employed Facilities % 

Full-Time 

Psychiatrists 0 0 4 ( 17) 

Psychologists 12 (52) 39 8 (33) 

Social Workers 8 (35) 45 11 (46) 

Counselors b 20 (87) 187 13 (54) 

Part-Time 

Psychiatrists 3 ( 13) 5 0 

Psychologists 7 (30) 9 2 (8 ) 

Social Workers 1 (4) 2 0 

Counselors b 
9 (39) 44 2 (8 ) 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

a Missing info~mation from one state facility. 

b Many types of counselors are included under this heading: vocational, 
educational, legal, religious, prerelease, rehabilitation, and drug and 
alcohol. 
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Total 
Employed 

5 

14 

37 

69 

0 

2 

0 

9 
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Type of 
Medical Facilitya 

Medical Examining Room 

Table A-4.16 

Medical Facilities at 
Local Correctional Facilities 

(N=3,493) 

Number of 
Correctional Facilities 

629 

Infirmary with No Overnight Beds 103 

Infirmary with Overnight Beds 241 

Other 83 

None 1,684 

Source: National Jail Census, 1978. 

a There can be more than one response per facility. 
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( 18) 

(3) 

(7) 

(2 ) 

(77) 
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Type of 
Medical 
Personnel 

Physicians 

Nurses 

Paramedics 

Table A-4.17 

Number of Medical Personnel Employed 
at Local Correctional Facilities 

(N=3,493) 

Full-Time EmEloyees Part-Time 
Average 

Number of Total Number Number of 
Facilities % Employed Employeda Facilities % 

55 (2) 102 1.9 318 (9) 

245 (7; 1,033 4.2 102 (3) 

109 (3) 398 3.7 33 (1 ) 

Source: National Jail Census, 1978. 

a Averages are based on those facilities having each type of personnel. 
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EmEl0;iees 
Average 

Total Number 
Employed Employed a 

539 1.7 

172 1.7 

81 2.5 

' ..... 
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Table A-4.18 

Daily Availability of Medicnl Personnel at 
Local Correctional Facilities 

Type of Medical Personnel 

Daily Availability Doctors a Nurses b Paramedics c 

N (\5) N (%) N (%) 

24 Hours Daily 7 (0+) 80 (2) 54 (1) 

16 Hours Daily 12 (0+) 74 (2) 30 (1 ) 

8 Hours Daily 29 (1) 127 (4 ) 60 (2) 

4 Hours Daily 44 (1) 26 (1 ) 7 (0+) 

Less Than 4 Hours Daily 129 (4) 38 (1 ) 5 (0+) 

Less Than Daily or 2,164 (62) 703 (20) 701 (20) 
On-Call Only 

Never 1 ,149 . (33) 2,456 (70) 2,491 (71 ) 

Source; National Jail Census, 1978. 

a Percentages based on N=3,554. Some of the 3,493 f~cilities checked off more than 
one response to this question. 

b Percentages based on N=3,504. Some of the 3,493 facilities checked off more than 
one response to this question. 

c Percentages based on N=3,348. Missing information from 145 facilities. 
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Table A-4.19 

Number of Medical Personnel Employed 
at Site Visited State Facilities 

(N=24) 

Full-Time Employees Part-Time Employees 
!l'ype of 
Medical 
Personnel 

Fhysicians 

Medical Assistants 

Dentists 

Nurses 

Paramedics 

Other 

None 

Average 
Number of Total Number Number of 
Facilities % Employed Employeda Facilities % 

10 (42), 20 2.0 16 

4 ( 17) 17 4.2 0 

11 (46) 21 1.9 12 

17 (71) 93 5.5 2 

4 ( 17) 35 B.B 1 

13 (54) 66 5.1 5 

2 (8) 2 

Source: site Visit Instrument, 1978.,. 

Average 
Total Number 

a Employed Employed 

(67) 

(50) 

(8) 

(4) 

(21 ) 

(8) 

32 

o 

18 

10 

1 

10 

2.0 

o 

1.5 

5.0 

1.0 

2.0 

a - t.~1erage is computed for only those f&c.ilities ha~'ing e~ch type of personnel. 
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Inmates 
Given Examinations 

All (At Facility) 

Some (At Facility) 

Table A-4.20 

Number of Local Correctional Facilities 
Giving Medical Examinations to 

Inmates Upon Their Admission 
(N=3,493) 

Number of 
Fa.cilities 

198 

202 

Only If Person Obviously Sick 
(At Facility) 

510 

Exam Given Elsewhere too All 86 

2,428 

Source: National Jail Census, 1978. 
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(6) 

( 15) 

(2) 
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Table A-4.21 

Use Of Specific Medical Examination Procedures 
at State end iLocal Correctional Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 
Local, 

State, Site Local, Site Surveyed 
Medical Procedures Visited (N=?,4) Visited (N=24) (N=3 , ,493) 

N (%) N (%) N (i) 

Blood Pressure 16 (67) 9 (38) 266 (8) 

Blood Sample 16 (67) 12 (50) 341 (10) 

TB Skin Test 17 (71 ) 7 (29) 135 (4) 

Chest X-Ray 11 (46) 2 (8) 73 (2) 

Urine Sample 15 (63) 6 (25) 110 (3) 

Pulse 15 (63) 10 (42) 252 (7) 

Eye Exam 14 (58) 3 ( 13) 87 (3) 

Dental Exam 15 (63) 5 (21 ) 91 (3) 

Height Measurement 16 (67) 10 (42) 209 (6) 

Weight Measurement 17 (71 ) 10 (42) 226 (7) 

Temperature 14 (58) 7 (29) 197 (6) 

Other 11 (46) 9 (38) 308 (9) 

Source: National Jail Census, 1978. 
Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 
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Table A-4.22 

Frequency of Sick Call at State 
and Local Correctional Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 

Frequency of 
Sick Call 

Daily 

2-6 Times Per Week 

Once Per Week 

Never (Or Not 
Regularly) 

state, Site 
Visited (N=24) 

N 

17 

4 

o 

3 

(%) 

("11 ) 

( 17) 

( 13) 

Local, Site 
Visited (N=23)a 

N 

8 

7 

o 

8 

(i) 

(35) 

(30) 

(35) 

Local, 
Surveyed 

(N=650) 

N 

395 

166 

49 

40 

(%) 

(61 ) 

(26) 

(8) 

(6) 

Source: National Jail Census, 1978 (facilities with 50 inmates or more) • 
Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

a Missing information from one local facility. 
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Table A-4.23 

Number of Correctional Officers Receiving 
Specific Pre-Service Training 

at Site Visited State and Local Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 

Training Area a State (N=96)b Local 
N ( %) N 

Inmate ~upervision 51 (53) 37 

Security Procedures 51 ( 53) 36 

Rules and Regulations 51 (53) 29 

Weapons Use 48 (50) 32 

Inmate Rights and Responsibilities 44 (46) 31 

Gr ievance and Disciplinary 44 (46) 25 
Procedures 

Communications Skills 43 (45) 25 

ProbleJII Solvinq and Guidance 37 (39) 23 

Special Needs for Inmate Groups 23 (24) 21 

Leqal Issues 37 (39) 26 

Crisis Intervention 40 (42) 24 

First Aid 44 (46) 34 

Fire/Emergency Procedures 41 (43) 22 

Other d 
13 (14) 4 

None 42 ( 44) 28 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

aThere can be more than one response per correctional officer. 

(N=67) c 
( %) 

(55) 

(53) 

(43) 

(48) 

(46) 

(37) 

(37) 

(34) 

(31) 

(39) 

(36) 

(51) 

(33) 

( 6) 

(42) 

bNinety-six correctional officers were interviewed at 21 state facilities: 
interviews were not available from three site visited facilities. 

cSixty-seven corrections officers were interviewed at 15 local facilities: 
interviews were not available from nine site visited facilities. 

dResponses listed under "other" incl"~e: behavior modification techniques, 
booking procedures, chain of ,command, classification system, drugs, 
employ~e benefits and personnel practices, interdepanmental operations, 
minority relatians, report wrlting, role playing, self defense, shakedowns, 
suicide prevention, and transport of offenders. 
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Table A-4.24 

Number of Correctional Officers Indicating a Need for 
Specific Pre-Service Training 

at Site Visited State and Local Facilities 

Correctional Facilities 
Training Area a 

(N=96)b State Local 
N (%) N 

Inmate Supervision 6 ( 6) 7 
Security Procedures 7 ( 7) 10 
Rules and Regulations 2 ( 2) 5 
Weapons Use 2 ( 2) 6 
Inmate Rights and Responsibilities 2 ( 2) 5 
Gr ievance and Disciplinary 5 ( 5) 2 

Procedures 
Communications Skills 15 (16) 10 
Problem Solving and Guidance 2 ( 2) 2 
Special Needs for Inmate Groups 2 ( 2) 5 
Legal Issues 4 ( 4) 10 
Crisis Intervention 1 ( 1) 7 
First Aid 2 ( 2) 10 
Fire/Emergency Procedures 0 4 
Other 

Psychology, Sociology, and 9 9) 8 
Counseling Services 

Self Defense 9 ( 9) 4 
Orientation/Tour of Facilities 12 (13) 6 
Officer Rights and Responsibil:i.ties 3 ( 3) 1 
Inmata Relations, Interactions 3 ( 3) 4 
Other 12 (13) 8 

None 31 ( 32) 20 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

a'There can be more than one response per correctional officer. 

(N=67) c 
(%) 

(10) 
(15) 
( 7) 
( 9) 
( 7) 
( 3) 

(15) 
( 3) 
( 7) 
(15) 
(10) 
(15) 
I ~\ , -, 

(12) 

( 6) 
( 9) 
( 1) 
( 6) 
(12) 
( 30) 

bNinety-six correctional officers were interviewed at 21 state facilities; 
interviews were not available fran three site visited facilities. 

cSixty-seven corrections officers were interviewed at 15 local facilities; 
interviews were not available from nine site visited facilities. 

dThe remaining responses listed under "other" include: alcohol'and drugs, 
court procedures, crisis prevention, crowd control, dealing with inmates' 
families, evaluation training, inmate stress, public relations, radio 
communications, report writing, shakedowns. 

235 



---------,-- - -

Table A-4.25 

Facility Conditions and Services Cited by Administrators 
of Site Visited Facilities as Most Needing Impro~rement 

Correctional Facilities 
Area Needi~ 
Improvement 

Recreational Facilities 
Maintenance/Repairs 
Living and Bed Space 
Kitchen/Dining Facilities 
Security 
Office and Warehouse Space 
Special Housing units 
Medical and Psychiatric Facilities 
Renovations fgr Handicapped 
Miscellaneous 
None 

State 

N 
9 
8 
4 
4 
5 
5 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 

(t~:;;23) b 

(%) 
(39) 
(35) 
(17) 
(17) 
(22) 
(22) 
(13) 
(13) 
( 4) 
( 4) 
( 4) 

Local 

N 
8 
7 
8 
4 
3 
1 
0 
0 
0 
6 
3 

(N=24) 

(%j 
(33) 
(29) 
(33) 
(17) 
(12) 
( 4) 

( 25) 
(12) 

Correctional Facilities 
Progr CUTIS and . a 
Services 

Vocational Training 
Education 
Recreationa,l Proqrams 
Health Care 
Inmate Pay Schedule 
Counseling/Family Services 
Liaison with Community Proqrams 
Miscellaneouse 

None 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

State (N=22)d 

N (%) 
10 (45) 

4 (18) 
4 (18) 
3 (14) 
3 (14) 
2 ( 9) 
2 ( 9) 
7 (31) 
o 

a There can be more than one response per facility. 

bMissing information for one state facility. 

Local (N=24) 

N (%) 
6 (25) 
4 (17) 
4 (17) 
3 (12 ) 
0 
6 (25) 
2 ( 8) 
6 (25) 
3 (12) 

cMiscellaneous responses include: farm site; fire detection; parking 
facilities: laundry area: telephones (for inmates): reception; classi
fication~ and visiting areas~ 

dMissing information for two state facilities. 

eMiecellaneous responses include: CETA program; evaluation procedures for. 
existing programs: individualized treatment plans: job placement; law library: 
pretrial program; post-release proqram: security supervision: staff training. 
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Table A-4.26 

Problems with Living Quarters Cited by Inmates 
of Site Visited State and Local Facilities 

Problems with 
L ' , a l.Vl.ng Qual:ters 

Crowding/Lack of Privacy 

Poor Maintenance/Cleanliness/Pests 

Faulty or Insufficient Plumbing 

Inadequate Heating, Air Conditioning 
Ventilation or Lighting 

Insect Pests 

Insufficient Bedding, Toiletries 
or Other Supplies 

Noise 

Poor Quality of Bed 

Poor Secur ity 

Miscellaneousc 

Unspecified 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978 

State 
N 

28 

8 

14 

7 

7 

2 

2 

o 

6 

2 

Correctional Facilities 

(N=25) b Local 
(%) N 

(62) 7 

(18) 8 

(31) 12 

(16) 9 

(16) 4 

( 4) 3 

( 4) 1 

4 

( 4) 1 

(13) 0 

( 4) 0 

aThere can be more than one response per inmate interviewed. 

(N=35) b 
(%) 

(20) 

(23) 

(34) 

(26) 

(11) 

( 9) 

( 3) 

(11) 

( 3) 

bpercentages based on total number of inmates at all facilities listing one 
or more complaints about the living quarters, as indicated by N. 

cMiscellaneous responses include: need for sprinkler system: no television. 

,. -.... -~ ... ,;, .. '~,::~" .. *! •• ' .. ,~!~:.:~.-~.-----, 
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Table A-4.27 

Number of Site Visited Facilities with 
various Percentages of Inmates Citing No Problems 

with Cell Conditions 

Percentage of Inmates 
Citing No Problems 

80 to 100 Percent 

50 to 79 Percent 

25 to 49 Percent 

1. to 24 Percent 

o 

Source: Site Visit Instrument, 1978. 

State 

N 

8 

5 

4 

3 

2 

Correctional Facilities 

(N=22) a Local 

(%) N 

(36) 6 

( 23) 3 

(18) 2 

(14) 2 

( 9) 2 

(N=15) b 

(%) 

( 40) 

(20) 

(13) 

(13) 

(13) 

aThere were no inmate interviews available for two state facilities. At 
the 22 remaining state prisons, an average of 4.3 interviews were conducted 
per site. 

bThere were no inmate interviews available at 9 local facilities. At the 
15 remaining facilities, an average of 4.5 interviews were conducted per 
site. 
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APPEND!X B 

Tables 81-19 Supplementary Data on Facility Characteristics 

Tables 820.21 Other Issues Involved in Litigation 
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Table B-1 
Percentage Distribution of Inmates in Federal and State Facilities a 

by Age of the Facility, Size of the Inmate P2pu1ation on 
March 31, 1978 and Facility Security Classification 

Size and Age Total Maximum Medium Minimum 
of Facility Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 278,987 100 142,613 101 105,601 100 30,773 100 

Before 1875 31,361 11 28,341 20 2,939 3 81 
1875-1924 73,575 26 50,843 36 21,266 20 1,466 5 
1925-1949 66,257 24 23,681 17 33,579 32 8,997 29 
1950-1969 68,272 25 25,785 18 32,046 30 10,441 34 
1970-1978 39,522 14 13,963 10 15,771 15 9,788 32 

1,000 or more 148,788 99 102,081 100 43,839 100 2,868 100 

Before 1875 24,167 ' ,. 21,971 21 2,196 5 0 0 
1875-1924 50,933 34 40,031 39 10,902 25 0 0 

II.) 1925-1949 34,914 23 22,119 22 12,795 29 0 0 
.j:>. 

1950-1969 35,523 24 15,899 16 17,946 41 1,678 58 w 
1970-1978 3,251 2 2,061 2 0 1,190 42 

500-999 69,056 101 26,296 100 37,513 100 5,247 100 

Before 1875 6,620 10 5,91; 23 703 2 0 0 
1875-1924 17,000 25 7,956 30 9,044 24 0 0 
1925-1949 16,153 23 802 3 13,686 36 1,665 32 

.. 1950-1969 15,618 23 5,819 22 8,110 22 1,689 32 
1970-1978 13,665 20 5,802 22 5,970 16 1,893 36 

i· Less than 500 61,143 100 14,236 
~ 

100 24,249 99 22,658 99 

t .. Before 1875 574 1 453 3 40 81 
1875-1924 5,642 9 2,856 20 1,320 5 1,466 6 
1925-1949 15,190 25 760 5 7,098 29 7,332 32 
1950-1969 17,131 28 4,067 29 5,990 25 7,074 31 
1970-1978 22,606 37 6,100 43 9,801 40 6,n5 30 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 

aIncludes only facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours per day. 
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Table B-2 

Percentage Distribution of Federal and State Faciliti~s a by 
Age of the Facility, Size of the Inmate Population on 

March 31, 1978 and Facility Security Classification 

Size and Age Total Maximum Medium Minimum 
of Facility Number Pe-rcent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 559 99 153 101 224 100 182 100 

Before 1875 25 4 21 14 3 1 1 1 
1875-1924 79 14 41 27 27 12 11 6 
1925-1949 141 25 15 10 69 31 57 31 
1950-1969 164 29 40 26 69 31 55 30 
1970-1978 150 27 36 24 56 25 58 32 

1,000 or more 85 99 55 100 28 101 2 100 

Before 1875 13 15 12 22 1 4 0 0 
1875-1924 29 34 22 40 7 25 0 0 
1925-1949 19 22 11 20 8 29 0 0 

~ 1950-1969 22 26 9 16 12 43 1 50 
~ 

1970-1978 2 :2 1 2 0 0 1 50 

500-999 98 99 35 101' 54 100 9 99 

Before 1875 8 8 7 20 1 2 0 0 
1875-1924 22 22 10 29 12 22 0 5 
1925-1949 24 24 1 3 20 37 3 33 
1950-1969 23 24 8 23 12 22 3 33 .\ 
1970-1~78 21 21 9 26 9 17 3 33 . 

j 
l 

Less than 500 376 100 63 99 142 101 171 101 '" ", 
'4 
'-1 

Before 1875 4 1 2 3 1 1 1 1 if 
1875-1924 28 7 9 14 8 6 11 6 .; 

:. 

1925-1949 98 26 3 5 41 29 54 32 ~ 
J 1950-1969 119 32 23 36 45 32 51 30 , 

1970-1978 127 34 26 41 47 33 54 32 ~ I: 
f Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978. , 

aIncludes only facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours per day. 



Tah1~ B-3 
Percentage Distribution of Inmates in Federal Facilities a 

by Age of the Facility, Size of the Inmate Population on 
March 31, 1978 and Facility Security CJ~ssification 

Size and Age Total Maximum Medium 
of Facility Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 27,548 100 12,668 100 10,591 100 

Bef01:e 1875 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 4,845 18 4,845 38 0 0 
1925-1949 12,800 46 4,781 38 7,241 68 
1950-1969 4,046 15 753 6 1,597 15 
1970-1978 5,857 21 2,289 18 1,753 17 

1,000 or more 13,057 100 9,626 100 2,241 100 

Before 1875 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 4,845 37 4,845 50 0 0 
1925-1949 5,981 46 4,781 50 1,200 54 

~ 1950-1969 1,041 8 0 0 1,041 46 
Ul 1970-1978 1,190 9 0 0 0 0 

500-999 11,254 100 2,423 100 7,180 100 

Before 1875 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1925-1949 6,553 58 0 0 6,041 84 
1950-1969 1,655 15 585 24 556 8 
1970-1978 3,046 27 1,838 76 583 8 

Less than 500 3,237 100 619 100 1,170 100 

Before 1875 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 0 0 0 f) 0 0 
1925-1949 266 8 0 0 0 0 
1950-1969 1,350 42 168 27 0 0 
1970-1978 1,621 50 451 73 1,170 100 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 

aInc1udes only facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours per day. 

t 
\ 

<' 

Minimum 
Number Percent 

4,289 100 

0 0 
0 0 

778 18 
1,696 40 
1,815 42 

1,190 100 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,190 100 

1,651 100 

0 0 
0 0 

512 31 
514 31 
625 38 

1,448 100 

0 0 
0 0 

266 18 
1,182 82 

0 0 

,"l 
'j 
I 
'] 
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Table B-4 
Percentage Distribution of Inmates in Northeast Facilities a 

by Age of the Facility, Size of the Inmate Population on 
March 31, 1978 and Facility Security Classification 

Size and Age Total Maximum Medium 
of Facility Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 39,361 99 19,418 99 16,514 100 

Before 1875 5,997 15 5,876 30 40 0 
1875-1924 12,730 32 5,538 28 6,598 40 
1925-1949 11,455 29 5,450 28 4,960 30 
1950-1969 4,245 11 1,721 9 1,698 10 
1970-1978 4,934 12 833 4 3,218 20 

1,000 or more 18,294 99 14,463 100 3,831 100 

----.. ~re 1875 5,204 28 5,204 36 0 0 
187;:,,":;]:924 6,445 35 3,809 26 2,636 69 

~ 
1925-1949 6,645 36 5,450 38 1,195 31 

0>- 1950-1969 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1970-1978 0 0 0 0 0 0 

500-999 11,408 99 2,242 100 8,561 100 

Before 1875 620 5 620 28 0 0 
1875-1924 3,542 31 0 0 3,542 41 
1925-1949 3,302 29 0 0 2,697 32 
1950-1969 3,218 28 1,622 72 1,596 19 
1970-1978 726 6 0 0 726 8 

Less than 500 9,659 101 2,713 101 4,122 99 

.Before 1875 173 2 52 2 40 1 
1875-1924 2,743 l8 1,729 64 420 10 
1925-1949 1,508 16 0 0 1,068 26 
1950-1969 1,027 11 99 4 102 2 
1970-1978 4,208 44 833 31 2,492 60 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978. 

aIncludes only facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours per day. 

Minimum 
Number Percent 

3,429 99 

81 2 
594 17 

1,045 30 
826 24 
883 26 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

" 0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

560 100 

0 0 ') 

0 0 
605 100 1 

0 0 i' -, 
;l 

0 0 ,! 

t4 

2,824 100 ~ 
~ 

81 3 ! 
! 

594 21 
440 16 
826 29 
883 31 

.... _' 
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Table B-5 
Percentage Distribution of Inmates in North Central Faci1itiesa 

by Age of the Facility ,Size of the In,lnate Population on 
March 31, 1978 and Facility Security Classification 

Size and Age Total Maximum Medium Minimum 
of Facility Number Percent Number 

,~-

Number Percent Number Percent Percent 

Total 58,343 100 33,873 99 19,279 101 5,191 100 

Before 1875 12,668 22 11,965 35 703 4 0 0 
1875-1924 18,844 32 12,261 36 6,149 32 434 8 
1925-1949 9,768 17 5,766 17 2,141 11 1,861 36 
1950-1969 11,588 20 862 2 8,410 44 2,316 45 
1970-1978 5,475 9 3,019 9 1,876 10 580 11 

1,000 or more 36,399 101 25,490 101 10,909 100 0 0 

Before 1875 10,111 28 10,111 40 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 11,009 30 7,829 31 3,180 29 0 0 
1925-1949 7,125 20 5,489 22 1,636 15 0 0 

~ 1950-1969 6,093 17 0 0 6,093 56 0 0 
-..J 

1970-1978 2,061 6 2,061 8 0 0 0 0 

500-999 13 ,237 100 6,573 100 5,489 100 1,175 100 

Before 1875 2,557 19 1,854 28 703 l:l 0 0 
1875-1924 6,850 52 4,090 62 2,76Q 50 0 0 
1925-1949 548 4 ij 0 0 0 548 47 
1950·-1969 2,022 15 0 0 1,395 25 627 53 
1970-1978 1,260 10 629 10 631 12 0 0 

Less than 500 8,707 100 1,810 10Q 2,881 99 4,016 100 

Before 1875 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 985 11 342 19 209 7 434 11 
1925-1949 2,095 24 277 15 505 17 1,313 33 .-
1950-1969 3,473 40 862 48 922 32 1,689 42 
1970-1978 2,154 25 329 18 1,245 43 580 1.4 ,I 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1976. 

alnc1udes only facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours per day. 
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Table B-6 
Percentage Distribution of Inmates in Southern Facilities a 

.~ 

by Age of the Facility, Size of the Ia~ate Population on 
March 31, 1978 and Facility Security Classification 

Size and Age Total Maximum Medium Minimum ~-£: 

NQI'i'lb'er 
... ..,-....-

of Facility Numbe:t Percent Number Percent Number PEr::c~~t Percent 

Tpta1 115,878 99 68,095 100 33,432 100 14,lSl 101 ? 

;. 

Before 1875 9,183 8 9,183 14 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 ~28 ,28& ....... 21,973 32 5,896 18 419 ." ~ ~~ -' 

1925-1949 27,136 23 7,684 11 14,332 43 5,120 36 
1950-1969 31,346 27 21,558 32 6,358 19 3,430 24 
1970-1978 19,925 17 7,697 11 6,8~'6 20 5,382 38 

1,000 or more 56,296 100 47 ~4 79 101 a,817 99 0 0 

Before 1875 6,656 12 6,656 14 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 21,983 39 18,525 39 3,458 39 0 0 
1925-1949 10,324 18 6,399 14 3,925 44 0 0 

I\l 1950-1969 17,333 31 15,899 34 1,434 10 0 0 
~ 1970-1978 (I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 co 

500-999 24,216 99 12,51·7 100 10,509 100 1,190 100 

Before 1875 2,527 10 2,527 20 0 0 0 0 ~ 
~ 1875-1924 5,1;33 21 2,950 24 2,188 21 0 0 
i. 1925-1949 5,750 24 802 6 4,948 47 0 0 , 

1950-1969 3,977 16 2,903 23 526 5 548 46 .i 
1970-1978 6,824 28 3,335 27 2,847 27 642 54 ~ 

"'"~ 

~ .' .. '~' .• - . Less than 500 35,366 99 8,099 100 14,106 100 13 ,161 100 ';~~ 
f· \Jr.) 

B~,Etlre 1875 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.~~ 

1 
~!;' ).875-1924 1,,167 3 498 6 250 2 419 3 

~., 

,d. 
1925-1949 11,062 31 483 6 5,459 39 5,120 39 j 

~'G ,"1" 

1950-1969 10,036 28 2,756 34 4,398 31 2,882 22 
, ,/ ,- 'j 

L· 1970-1978 13,101 37 4,362 .54 3,999 28 4 r 740 36 ;t 
,~ .. 
;j ,( 

.. 1 
Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978. ~ 

f'i 
.I 

aIncludes only facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours per day. 
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Size and Age 
of Facility 

Total 

Before 1875 
1875-1924 
1925-1949 
1950-1969 
1970-1978 

1,000 or more 

Before 1875 
1875-1924 
1925-1949 
1950-1969 
1970-1978 

500-999 

Before 1875 
1875-1924 
1925-1949 
1950-1969 
1910-1978 

Less than 500 

Before 1875 
1875-1924 
1925-1949 
1950-1969 
1970-1978 

Source: Survey of 

Table B-7 
Percentaqe Distribution of Inmates in Western Faci1itiesa 

by Age of the Facility, Size of the Inmate Population on 
March 31, 1978 and Facility Security Classification 

Total Maximum Medium 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

37,857 100 8,559 100 25,785 99 

3,513 9 1,317 15 2,196 8 
8,868 23 6,226 73 2,623 10 
5,098 14 0 0 4,905 19 

17 ,047 45 891 10 13 ,983 54 
3,331 9 125 2 2,078 8 

24,742 101 5,023 100 18,041 100 

2,196 9 0 0 2,196 12 
6,651 27 5,023 100 1,628 9 
4,839 20 0 0 4,839 27 

11,056 45 0 0 9,378 52 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

8,941 99 2,541 100 5,"174 100 

916 10 916 36 0 0 
1,470 16 916 36 554 10 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
4,746 53 709 28 4,037 70 
1,809 20 0 0 1,~.S3 20 

4,174 100 995 100 1,970 99 

401 10 401 40 0 0 
747 18 287 29 441 22 
259 6 0 0 66 3 

1,245 30 182 18 568 29 
1,522 36 125 13 895 45 

State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 

alnc1udes only facilities primarily holding inmates 24 hours J;Jer day. 

1 , 

Minimum 
Number Percent 

3,513 100 

0 0 
19 0 

193 6 
2,173 62 
1,128 32 

1,678 100 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,678 100 
0 0 

626 100 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 ti 
0 0 ~f 

J 

626 100 :1 
,~J 

1,209 101 

0 0 
19 2 

~~ 
~l 
~ 
~ 
,1 

193 16 
495 41 

., 
't,.\ 
i' d 

502 42 ~ 
i 
;j 
L, 

'( 
~ 
:1 
i 
~ 
;1 

~ 
~ 

f l 

... 
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Table 8-8 

Percentage of :trunace~.1M Federal and Stat'l]! 
COnfinemt:. ... 't Units by Function of 
Confinement Unit--Marcb. 31, 1978 

Total Federal 

100% 100% 
(276,890) (22,248) 

Regular units 95.4% 94.9% 

Disciplinary Action 2.3 3.2 

Protective Custody 1.6 1.3 

sick or Injured 0.7 0.6 

State 

100% 
(254,642) 

95.5% 

2.2 

1.6 

0.7 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 

250 
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Table B-9 
Percentage !)i.str ibution and Number of Males in Federal and State Adult Correction<ll Facilities 
for the security Designation of Inmates, Race/Ethnicityof Inmates, Aqe of Inmates and Type of 

Crime for Which Inmates Were Serving Time by Region--March 31, 1978 

-._------_._. 
Region 

Total Federal Northeast North Central South West 
Percent Number Percent 'Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number 

security Designat~~~ 
of Inmates 

Total 100 255,478 101 25,363 99 30,221 101 53,923 101 109,978 100 35,993 

Maximum 39 99,619 35 8,853 50 15,257 44 iJ,446 39 43,223 25 8,840 
Medium 35 B9,837 26 6,551 33 9,877 37 19,811 33 35,827 49 17,771 
Minimum 22 55,941 26 6,464 16 4,923 18 9,768 24 25,860 25 8,926 
Other 4 10,081 14 3,495 0 164 2 898 5 5,068 1 456 

Race/Ethnicity 
of Inmates 

Total 100 261,562 100 2t>,254 100 36,257 100 55,050 100 108,524 101 35,477 

White 45 116,732 45 11,764 36 13,118 45 24,567 41 44,648 64 22,635 
II.) Black 47 122,503 36 9,393 54 19,383 49 27,035 53 57,968 25 8,724 
U1 lImerican Indian 1 2,781 2 429 0 45 1 579 1 785 3 943 ... 

Asian 0 590 0 109 0 8 0 24 0 32 1 417 
Hispanic 7 18,956 17 4,559 10 3,703 5 2,845 5 5,091 8 2,758 

A-;Je of Inmates 

Total 100 245,981 100 25,455 99 36,444 9S 50,227 100 100,845 100 33,010 

Under 18 3 6,469 1 218 7 2,558 3 1,722 2 1,794 0 177 
18-24 37 90,582 20 5,032 36 13,138 46 23,112 38 38,437 33 10,863 
25-34 38 94,622 44 11,212 39 14 ,212 32 16,083 38 38,647 44 14,468 
35-44 14 34,031 22 5,719 12 4,552 11 5,714 13 13 ,159 15 4,887 

'Over 44 8 20,277 13 3,274 5 1,984 7 3,596 9 8,808 8 2,615 

Type of Crime 

Total 100 245,106 100 25,214 100 33,449 100 52,376 100 100,733 10('; 33,334 

Violent Crimes 45 UO,245 28 7,169 4!3 14,957 53 2",734 44 44,238 48 16,147 
Proper ty Crimes 3'; 85,686 22 5,468 37 12,435 33 17,386 41 41,165 28 9,232 
Other Crimes 19 46,376 45 11,279 17 5,725 14 7,219 14 14,597 23 7,556 
Unsentenced Inmates 1 2,799 5 1,298 1 332 0 37 1 733 1 399 

----Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilitiea (PC-2) , 1978. 

1 n 
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Table B-IO 

Percentage Distribution and Number of Females in Federal 3nd State Adult Correctional Facilities 
for the Securtty Designation of Inmates, Race/Ethnicity raf Inrnates, Age of Inmates and Type of 

Crime for which Inmates Were Serv~ng Time By Region--March 31, 1978 

REGION 
Total Federal Northeast North Central South West 

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent. Number , 
Securit;[ 
Designation 
of Inmates 

Total 100 10,297 100 1,683 100 872 100 2,111 100 4,585 99 1,046 

Maximum 22 2,227 4 67 3 28 19 399 33 1,522 20 211 
Medium 39 4,017 34 573 60 521 43 906 37 1,709 29 308 
Minimum 30 3,118 20 344 36 314 30 642 29 1,322 47 496 
Other 9 935 42 699 1 9 8 164 1 32 3 31 

Race/Ethnicity 
of Inmates 

Total 100 11,416 99 1,757 100 1,096 100 2,137 100 4,589 99 1,837 

t.,) White 40 4,563 30 536 35 379 41 880 37 1,698 58 1,070 en 
N Black 53 6,051 54 954 59 646 56 1,201 59 2,711 29 539 

American Indian 1 160 1 21 0 4 2 39 1 36 3 60 
Asian 1 76 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 1 4 71 
Hispanic 5 566 14 243 6 66 1 17 3 143 5 97 

A<;le of Inmates 

Total 100 10,606 100 1,720 99 974 101 1,664 99 4,461 100 1,787 

Under 18 1 88 0 4 3 33 1 10 1 37 0 4 j 

18-24 34 3,590 27 458 35 343 42 691 33 1,494 34 604 '.1 
25-34 43 4,549 51 885 42 407 40 665 40 1,786 45 806 1 

35-44 14 1,511 15 260 12 121 12 200 15 679 14 251 H 
Over 44 8 868 7 113 7 70 6 98 10 465 7 122 ~ 

~ 

Type of Crime H 
'1 " 

Total 100 10,957 100 1,722 100 882 100 2,141 100 4,423 100 ]',789 ~ 
Violent Crimes 36 3,923 17 293 43 378 38 a05 44 1,943 28 504 ~ \, 
Property Crimes 34 3,698 35 602 22 195 48 1,022 31 1,361 29 518 

l -·Other Crimes 29 3,202 43 741 35 305 14 306 25 1,108 42 742 ~ 
! Unsentenced Inmates 1 134 5 86 0 4 0 8 0 11 1 25 

~ ~, 
'I: Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-21, 1978. 

~ 
i, 
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Table B-11 

Percentage Distribution and Number of Males in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
for the Security Designation of Inmates, Race/Ethnicity of Inmates, Age of lnmates, and Type of 

Crime for Which Imilates Were Serving Time 
By Size of the Inmate Population on March 31, 1978 

Size of Facility 

Total Less than 500 5000999 1,000 or more 

Security 
Designation 
of Inmates 

Maximunl 
Medium 
Minimum 
Other 

Rac~/Ethnicity 

of Inmates 

Total 

Wh i te 
Black 
American Indian 
Asian 
Hispanic 

Age of Inmates 

Total 

Under 18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
Over 44 

Type of Crime 

Total 

Violent Cr ime 
Property Crime 
Other Crimes 
Unsentenced Inmates 

Percent Number 

100 255,478 

39 99,619 
35 89,837 
22 55,941 

4 10,081 

100 261,562 

45 116,732 
47 122,503 

1 2,781 
0 590 
7 18,956 

100 245,981 

3 6,469 
37 90,.582 
38 94,622 
14 34,031 

8 20,277 

100 245,106 

45 110,245 
35 85,686 
19 46,376 

1 2,799 

Percent 

99 

16 
32 
48 

3 

100 

47 
47 

2 
0 
4 

100 

3 
40 
36 
13 

8 

100 

36 
43 
18 

3 

Number 

52,945 

8,746 
17,179 
25,461 
1,559 

52,611 

24,755 
24,676 
1,059 

248 
1,873 

50,991 

1,452 
20,208 
18,551 
6,559 
4,221 

49,238 

17,808 
21,210 
8,792 
1,428 

Percent 

100 

36 
39 
22 

3 

99 

48 
42 
1 
0 
8 

101 

3 
43 
37 
12 

6 

100 

43 
38 
18 

1 

!'lollrr.P! !'lllrv<>v of !'l~II~<> ""n ,,""n"Pll Anlilt Corcf'!ction1tl F'ar.ilittes IPC-;n, 1978. 

Number 

59,873 

21,680 
23,337 
13,063 
1,793 

61,437 

29,466 
25,822 

853 
73 

5,223 

56,222 

1,66'1 
24,057 
20,837 
6,454 
3,207 

57,377 

24,685 
21,675 
10,195 

822 

Percent Number 

100 

49 
35 
12 

5 

100 

42 
49 

1 
0 
8 

99 

2 
33 
40 
15 

9 

100 

49 
31 
20 
o 

142,660 

69,193 
49,321 
17,4J.7 
6,729 

147,514 

62,511 
72,005 

869 
269 

11,860 

138,768 

3,350 
46,317 
55,234 
21,018 
12,849 

138,491 

67,752 
42,801 
27,389 

549 

.~ 

. i 



Table 8-12 

Percentage Distr ibution tmd tiumber of Females in Federal and State Adult Cor~ectional Facilities 
for the security Designation of Inmates, Race/Ethnicity of Inmates, Age of Inmates, and Type of 

Crime for Which Imitates Were Serving Time By Size of Inmate Population on March 31, 1978 

Size of Facility 
Total Less than 500 500-999 1,000 or more 

Percent Number Percent ~umber Percent Number Percent Number,... 

Security Designa-
tion of Inmates 

Total 100 10,297 100 6,198 100 3,250 99 849 
MaK.imum 22 2,227 23 1,452 24 764 1 11 
Medium 39 4,,017 42 2,589 40 1,307 14 121 
Minimum 30 3~:U8 29 1,8ll. 26 845 54 462 
Other 9 935 6 346 10 334 30 255 

Race/Ethnicity 
of Inmates 

Total 100 11,416 100 6,420 98 4,108 100 888 
I\) White 40 4,563 40 2,584 38 1,580 45 399 CJ1 
~ Black 53 6,051 54 3,461 52 2,152 49 438 

American Indian 1 160 2 96 1 57 1 7 
Asian 1 76 0 23 1 52 0 1 
Hispanic 5 566 .Ij 256 6 267 5 43 

Age of Inmates 

Total 100 10,5(1~ 99 5,624 100 4,072 100 910 
Under 18 1 88 1 75 0 13 0 0 
18-24 34 3,590- 36 2,045 29 1,172 41 373 
25-34 43 4,549 40 2,264 46 1,858 47 427 
35-44 14 1,511 15 aS7 14 588 7 66 
Ovec 44 8 868 7 383 11 441 5 44 " 

Type of Cr im~ 

Total 10.0 10, ,957 101 6,025 99 4,021 100 911 
Violent Crimes 36 3,923 40 2,384 36 1,469 9 70 
Property Crimes 34 3,698 34 2,041 38 1,521 15 136 
Other Crimes 29 3,202 26 1,563 23 942 76 697 
Unsentenced Inmates 1 134 1 37 2 89 1 B 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 
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Table \1-13 

PerCGntagp Distr ibu'tlon and Numher of Males in Federal and State Adult Correc~~bnal Faci 11 ties 
for the Secllrity Designation of Inmates, Race/Ethnicity of Inmates, Age of Inmates, and Type of 

Crime for Which Inmates Were Serving Time By Year Facility Opened'--March 31, 1978 

----------------------~,.n ' 
,.;." 

Year Facility Opened 
Total Before 1075 ," ,'~.~' -=-1-=8"1~. 5:---'1:-:9:-:2:-::4~~=::"::"=--;:1~9':2-=5..::c--=-19=-4~9=--- 1950-19~9 1970-.1978 

----------------p~er,ce--n--t---N-u-m-her-----P-e[-c-en-t~~ftj~h~·--~P~e~,r~c~e~n~t~~N~u=m~b~e-r----p=e~r~c~e~n~t~~N~u-m7b-e-~----~p-e-rc~en~t~~N~u~m~b~e-r----~p~e-r~c~e~n~t~~N..::cumber 

------------~--------------------~-------------------------------------------------------------------

Security 
Designation 
of I~fOi;\t~~' ... -

Total 

Maximum 
MeeBum 
Minimum 
Other 

Race/Ethnicity 
of Inmates 

100 

39 
35 
22 

4 

255,478 lee 29,942 

99,619 61 18,262, 
89,837 32 9,571 
55,941 7 2,U43 
10,081 66 

99 67,622 !)9 59,071 101 

48 32,401 33 19,490 32 
33 22,392 36 21,559 37 
12 8,403 27 16,071 28 

6 4,426 3 1,951 4 

64,089 99 34,756 

20,837 25 8,629 
23,666 36 12,649 
17 ,137 35 12,287 

2,449 3 1,18g 

ffi Tot'll 100 261,562 99 30,586 99 71,770 101 62,895 100 64,157 100 32,154 

Whit.~ 

Black 
American Indian 
Asian 
Hispanic 

Age of Inmat.es 

Total 

Under IB 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
Over 44 

Type of Crime 

Total 

Violent Cr im!"s 
Pr ... perty Crimes 
Other Crimes 
Unsentenced 

Inmates 

45 116,732 
47 122,503 

1 2,781 
0 590 
7 18,956 

100 245,981 

3 6,469 
37 90,582 
3el 94,622 
111 34.031 

!8 20.277 

100 245, l06 

<11) 110,245 
35 85,686 
1.9 46,376 

1 2,799 

44 13 ,592 45 32,~H!9 

49 15,023 !6 32,801 
0 129 1 1.,035 
0 17 0 267 
6 1,825 7 5,258 

99 27,575 100 64,1i29 

4 1,188 3 1,734 
32 8,8115 34 21,730 
41 11,235 39 25,372 
14 3,915 15 9,779 

8 2,352 9 5,814 

99 29.240 101 64,612 

52 15,240 49 31,751 
34 10.028 34 21,754 
13 3,921 17 10,714 

0 51 1 393 

39 24,347 49 :n,464 46 14,920 
52 32,376 43 27,612 46 14,!i91 

1 548 1 532 2 537 
0 90 (I 184 0 32 
9 5,534 7 4,365 6 1,974 

100 58,576 99 63,573 100 31,828 

2 1,084 2 1,354 3 1,109 
35 20,586 42 26,905 39 12.476 
40 23,545 35 22,513 38 11.957 
14 8,319 13 8.,135 12 3,883 

9 5,r.:p 7 4,666 8 2,403 
t. 

100 57,510 100 64,360 100 29,384 

41 23,368 45 29,024 37 10,862 
36 20,665 34 21,85'0 39 11,389 
23 13,234 20 12,797 19 5,710 

0 243 1 689 5 1,423 

----------
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Table B-14 

Per.centage Distribution and Number of Females in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
for the security Designation of Inmates, Race/Ethnicity of Inmates, Age of Inmates, and Type of 

Crime for Which Inmates Were Serving Time By Year Facility Opened--March 31, 1978 

________________ 0._ 

Year Facility Opened 
Total Before 1875 1875-1924 1925-19.49 1950-1969 1970-1978 

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number' Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number 

Security 
Designatif'n 
of Inmate.> 

Total 1,00 10,297 100 0 100 2,091 100 2,970 100 1,417 100 3,819 
Maximum 22 2,227 0 0 3'7 771 9 257 10 141 28 1,058 
Medium 39 1,017 0 0 32 680 57 1,701 46 653 26 983 
Minimum 30 3,118 0 0 28 577 28 838 43 613 28 1,090 
Other 9 935 0 0 3 63 6 174 1 10 18 688 

Race/Ethnicity 
of Inmates -----
Total 100 11,416 100 0 100 2,348 100 2,957 100 2,204 99 3,907 

White 40 4,563 0 0 44 1,029 32 953 51 1,134 37 1,447 
Black 53 6,051 0 0 50 1,178 63 1,854 42 915 54 2,104 
Ameri.can Indian 1 160 0 0 .1 32 1 38 2 36 1 54 

'" Asian 76 0 0 1 0 2 2 56 0 17 Ul 
(I) Hispanic 5 566 0 0 108 4 110 3 63 7 285 

'~ 
Age of Inmates 

2,152 100 3,379 
-'~ 

Total 100 10,606 0 0 100 2,198 101 2,877 100 
Under 18 1 88 0 0 0 6 2 44 0 7 1 31 li 
18-24 3'1 3,590 0 0 37 818 31 894 31 668 36 1,210 "," 

, : 
25-34 43 4,5~9 (i 0 43 936 43 1,226 46 988 41 1,399 iI. 
35-44 14 1,511 0 0 13 280 14 389 15 313 16 529 >\ 

176 6 210 
' .. ~ 

Over 44 ~ 1,7';0 0 0 7 158 11 324 8 l' 
~ 

Type of Crime 

i1 Total 100 10,957 100 0 99 2,340 100 2,620 101 2,164 100 3,833 
"\ Violent Crimes 36 3,923 0 0 41 969 36 941 34 727 34 1,286 f,\ 

Propertv Crimes 34 3,698 0 0 40 944 36 939 23 491 34 1,324 ,I 
Other Clr imes 29 3,202 0 0 18 420 28 728 43 931 29 1,123 ~ 

Unsentenced Inmates 1 134 0 0 0 7 0 12 1 15 3 100 fi 
Source: Survey of State 'Ind Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978. ~ 
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Table, 8-15 

percentage Distribution and Numbec of Males in Federal and State Adult Correctional FacUities 
for the Security Designation of Inm&tes, Race/Ethnicity of Inmates, Age of Inmates, and Type of 

Crime for Which Inmates Were Serving Time By Security Classification of Faci1ity--March 31, 1978 

Security Classification of Facility 
Total Maximum Medium Minimum 

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number 

Security 
Desi~nation 

of Inmates 

Total 100 255,478 100 134,247 100 93,075 101 28,156 

Maximum 39 99,619 64 86,155 14 13,022 2 442 
Me<lium 35 89,837 22 29,475 64 59,837 2 525 
Minimum 22 55,941 9 12,322 19 17,446 93 26,173 
Other 4 10,081 5 6,295 3 2,770 4 1,016 

Race/Ethnicity 

"" 
of Inmates ------U1 

~ 
Total 100 261,562 100 138,704 100 94,871 99 27,987 

White 45 116,732 41 56,277 50 47,179 47 13,276 
Black 47 122,503 49 68,044 44 41,451 46 13,008 
American Indian 1 2,781 1 1,308 1 1,120 1 353 
Asian 0 590 0 295 0 267 0 28 
Hispanic 7 18,956 9 12,780 .' .' 4,854 5 1,322 

A2e of Inl:lates 

Total 100 21,5,981 100 127.832 101 91,006 99 27,143 

Under 18 3 6,469 2 3,,037 :3 2,504 3 928 
18-24 37 90,582 34 42,879 42 37,825 36 9,1178 
25-34 38 94,622 39 50,384 38 34,310 36 9,928 
35-44 14 34,031 16 19,945 11 10,396 14 3,790 
Over 44 9 20,277 9 11,687 7 5,971 10 2,619 

Type of Crime 

Total 100 245,106 100 130,166 100 87,976 100 26,964 

Violent Crime 45 110,245 50 65,108 43 37,994 26 7,143 
Property Cr ime 35 85,686 32 42,151 36 31,991 43 11,554 
Other Crimes 19 46,376 16 20,798 20 17,341 31 9,237 
Unsentenced Inmates 1 2,799 2 2,109 1 660 0 30 

,---
Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 
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Table 8-16 

Percentage Distribution and Number of Females in Federal and State Adult Correctional Facilities 
for the Security Designation of Inmates, Race/Ethnicity of Inmates, Age of Inmates, and Type of 

Crime for Which Inmates Were Serving Time By Security Classification of Facility--March 31, 1978 

Security Classification of Facility 
Total Maximum Medium Minimum 

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number 

Security Designa-
tion of Inmates 

Total 100 10,297 100 1,971 99 6,257 100 2,069 
Maximum 22 2,227 72 1,417 11 708 5 102 
Medium 39 4,017 19 367 54 3,409 12 241 
Minimum 30 3,118 8 163 26 1,626 64 1,329 
Other 9 935 1 24 8 514 19 397 

Race/Ethnicity 
of Inmates 

Total 100 11,416 99 1,993 100 6,991 100 2,432 
White 40 4,563 36 714 39 2,745 45 1,104 
Black 53 6,051 52 1,044 54 3,766 51 1,241 
American Indian 1 160 0 8 2 129 1 23 
Asian 1 76 0 ° 1 75 ° 1 
Hispanic 5 566 11 227 4 276 3 63 

Age of Inmates 

Total 100 10,606 101 1,968 100 6,323 100 2,315 
Under 18 1 88 1 13 1 55 1 20 
18-24 34 3,590 37 720 32 2,031 36 839 
25-34 43 4,549 41 802 43 2,725 44 1,022 
35-44 14 1,511 15 286 15 920 13 305 
Over 44 8 868 7 147 9 592 6 129 

Type of Crime 

Total 100 10,957 101 1,971 99 6,743 99 2,243 
Violent Crimes 36 3,923 39 764 39 2,660 22 499 
Proper ty Crimes 34 3,698 36 704 35 2,384 27 610 
Other Cr imes 29 3,202 22 424 24 1,652 50 1,126 
Unsentenced Inmates 1 134 4 79 1 47 0 8 

Source: Survey of Stat.e and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978. 
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Table B-'17 
Percentage Distribution of Inmates in Local Facilities By Age of the 
Facility, Size of the Average Daily 1978 Inmate Population and Region 

TOTAL Northeast North Central South West· 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

TOTAL 161,926 100 24,094 100 29,445 101 68,939 100 39,448 100 

Before 1875 4,356 3 2,738 11 1,081 4 537 1 0 0 
1875-1924 22,136 14 5,652 24 4,675 16 8,744 13 3,065 8 
1925-1949 38,808 24 5,271 22 6,739 23 16,363 24 10,435 26 
1950-1969 69,923 43 7,218 30 10,798 37 30,614 44 21,293 54 
1970-1978 26,703 16 3,215 13 6,152 21 12,681 18 4,655 12 

250 or more 72,825 100 13,221 99 11,290 101 24,373 101 23,941 100 

Before 1875 464 1 0 0 464 4 0 0 0 0 
1875-1924 8,004 11 2,572 19 763 8 3,315 14 1,354 6 
1925-1949 19,279 26 3,453 26 3,898 34 4,789 20 7,139 30 
1950-1969 35,355 49 5,216 39 3,358 30 12,887 53 13,894 58 
1970-1978 9,723 13 1,980 15 2,807 25 3,382 14 1,554 6 

I\) 
U1 
to 10-249 82,646 100 10,775 100 15,968 99 41,504 100 14,399 100 

Before 1875 3,654 4 2,691 25 486 3 477 1 0 0 
1875-1924 12,560 15 3,036 28 3,230 20 4,818 12 1,476 10 
1925-1949 18,135 22 1,818 17 2,465 15 10,755 26 3,097 22 
1y5Q-1969 32,632 40 2,002 19 6,868 43 16,698 40 7,064 49 
1970-1978 15,665 19 1,228 11 2,919 18 8,756 21 2,762 19 

Less than 10 6,455 100 98 100 2,187 100 3,062 101 1,108 100 

Before 1875 238 4 47 48 131 6 60 2 0 0 
1875-1924 1,572 24 44 45 682 31 611 20 235 21 
1925-1949 1,394 22 0 0 376 17 819 27 199 18 
1950-1969 1,936 30 0 ° 572 26 1,029 34 335 30 
1970-1978 1,315 20 7 7 426 20 543 18 339 31 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3/CJ-4), 1978. 

Note: The average daily 1978 inmate p~pu1ation is sl igh tly higher than the inmate population of 158,394 reported 
on February 15, 1978. 
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Table 8-18 
Regional and State Diatribution of Local Pacilities By Age of Pacility 

and Size of the Averaqe Daily 1978 Il'IIIate Population 

Region 
and 
State 

United States, Total 

NOR'l'iIBAS'l' 

Ne" England 

Maine 
New lI_pahire 
Ver.ant 
Maa .. chuaetts 
Rhode Uland 
Connecticut 

Mid Atlantic 

'1'otal 
NUlllber 

of Pacilities 

3,493 

207 

39 

13 
11 

15 

168 

New York 72 
New Jeney 28 
Pemaylvania 68 

IIOR'rII C!N'l'RAL 1 ,042 

Bast N. Central 503 

Ohio 150 
Indiana 90 
Illinois 100 
Michigan 93 
Wisconsin 70 

West N. Central 539 

MimellDta 65 
Iowa 91 
Miseauri 137 
North Dakota 39 
South Dakota 44 
Nebraska 77 
Kanaas 86 

SOC'1'B 1 ,678 

South Atlantic. 671 

Delaware 
Maryland 25 
District of Columbia 2 
Vir'.!lnia 92 
West V~.ginia 54 
North Caroli~ 95 
South Carolina 68 
Georgia 223 
Florida 112 

Eallt S. Central 

Kentucky 
Temess .. 
Alab .. a 
Millsissippi 

West S. Central 

Arkan .. s 
Louill1anll 
OklahOllla 
Texas 

ilES'l' 

Mountain 

Montana 
Idaho 
1fy0000ing 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Arizona 
Utah 
Nevada 

~ 
Washington 
Oregon 
California 
Alallka 
aawaH 

424 • 

111 
111 
108 

94 

583 

92 
93 

102 
296 

566 

318 

58 
45 
31 
61 
38 
39 
24 
22 

248 

59 
48 

135 
6 

Size of Inmate Population 

Leaa 10-
than 10 249 

1,538 1,825 

n 163 

4 33 

3 
o 

1 

17 

4 
o 

13 

590 

198 

63 
33 
47 
26 
29 

392 

31 
72 
92 
35 
36 
60 
66 

654 

217 

1 
o 

19 
23 
29 
19 
96 
30 

130 

45 
25 
28 
32 

307 

57 
23 
52 

175 

273 

202 

48 
34 
22 
40 
15 
19 
1!i 

9 

71 

31 
18 
17 
5 

10 
11 

12 

130 

57 
23 
SO 

432 

287 

82 
55 
SO 
61 
39 

145 

34 
19 
43 

4 
8 

17 
20 

975 

428 

20 
o 

71 
31 
66 
49 

123 
68 

286 

64 
83 
77 
62 

261 

35 
64 
49 

113 

255 

109 

10 
11 

9 
20 
23 
16 

8 
12 

146 

26 
29 
90 

1 

250 or 
More 

130 

23 

2 

o 
o 

2 

21 

11 
5 
5 

20 

18 

5 
2 
3 
6 
2 

2 

o 
o 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 

49 

26 

4 
2 
2 
o 
o 
o 
4 

14 

8 

2 
3 
3 
o 

15 

o 
6 
1 
8 

38 

7 

o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
4 

1 

31 

2 
1 

28 
o 

Source. National Jail Census (CJ-3 and CJ-4), 1978. 
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Before 
1875 

156 

50 

16 

5 
2 

9 

34 

4 
o 

30 

63 

43 

13 
11 
16 

20 

o 
3 

11 
o 
1 .. 
1 

43 

14 

o 
o 
2 
4 
2 
3 
3 
o 

21 

11 
5 
3 
2 

8 

2 
o 
1 
5 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

1875-
1924 

732 

75 

15 

6 
6 

3 

60 

25 
12 
23 

289 

128 

49 
31 
28 

3 
17 

161 

28 
37 
37 
16 
11 
21 
11 

270 

129 

14 
1 

16 
22 
22 

6 
44 

4 

54 

·29 
8 
7 

10 

87 

8 
5 

20 
54 

98 

.73 

26. 
14 

6 
13 

3 

• 3 
4 

25 

11 
7 
7 
o 

Me of P~cil1t,y 

1925- 1950-
1949 1969 

768 1,182 

29 32 

4 1 

o 
2 

2 

25 

16 
5 
4 

179 

55 

16 
8 

14 
9 
8 

124 

4 
23 
37 

9 
9 

19 
23 

435 

) 53 

3 
o 

20 
16 
18 
13 
65 
18 

105 

22 
28 
30 
25 

177 

36 
21 
41 
79 

125 

69 

13 
9 

10 
11 
13 

7 
3 
3 

56 

17 
9 

30 
o 

1 
o 

o 

31 

20 
6 
5 

318 

183 

41 
26 
17 
65 
34 

135 

16 
15 
30 

9 
12 
19 
34 

'.il7 

246 

5 
o 

41 
8 

24 
22 
76 
70 

162 

21 
45 
60 
36 

209 

25 
45 
26 

113 

215 

92 

6 
7 
9 

24 
13 
18 
10 

5 

123 

18 
24 
79 

2 

1970-
1978 

G55 

21 

3 

1 
1 

1 

18 

7 
5 
6 

193 

94 

31 
14 
25 
15 

9 

99 

17 
13 
22 

5 
11 
14 
17 

313 

129 

3 
1 

13 
<S 

29 
24 
35 
20 

82 

28 
25 

8 
21 

102 

21 
22 
14 
45 

128 

84 

Y.3 
15 

6 
13 

9 
10 

8 
10 

44 

13 
8 

19 
4 

Table B-19 
Percentage of Inmates in Local 
Confinement units By Function 

of Confinement Unit==Feb~"ary 15, 1978 

Total 

Regular units 

Trustee's Cells, 
Isolation Cells 
Infirmaries, etc. 

units Without Beds 

Percentage 
of Inmates 

100% 
(156,327) 

94.3 

4.9 

0.8 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3 and 
CJ-4),1978 
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Table B-20 
Other Issues Regarding Facility Conditione Involved in Court Orden/Decreeaa 

I'EOI!!RAL 

Number of 
Court Order.:t 168ue 

Telephone 
Visiting 
Correspondence 

New Huplhire 

Number of 
Court Orden 

STAT! North Caroline 

Alaska 

CaUfornia 

Georgia 

Illinois 

Maryland 

MiMeeotc 

MlalOur i 

Nebraska 

1 
2 

Reinc.rceration learchee 
Sex diacru.ination 

Disciplinary court 
Mental health 
Brutality 

Civil rights 

Integration 
Security 
Mail 
Visitation 

Access to file material 
Protective custody 

Mail 
Racial discrimination/ 
segregation 

Internal dieciplinary 
procedur"s 

L4w Ubrary 

Hail 
In day r igh ts 

North Dakota 

Oregon 

!\hode leland 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Utah 

Wiscoosin 

wyoming 

Source: Survey of StAte and Federal Adult Correctional Systems, 1978 

AThes• issues vere specified by respondents in an 'other' category. 
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Ieaue 

Living conditions 
Progr ... s 
Protective cu.tody 

lfUlla te lIarr i~e 

iblen accepted 
Dividen tor _en 

Legal Ubrary 
VClunteer a.ai.tance 

Separating .ent.nced iMat.e 
trOll i ..... tea awatting trilil 

Recreational progrue 
Constructive work opportun1ti88 
Educational and vocational progr ... 
ClassHication 
Heating, lighting, ventilation 
Rodent and insect control 
Disciplinary p~ocedure8 

Native American religion 

Safety 

Conditions of ilOlation 

Access to Quran 

Safety 

Number of 
.State S~lts Filed 

Allilska 

Arizona 

caUfornia 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Georgia 

Illinois 

Io"a 

Kentucky 

Maryland 

Massa.chusetts 

2 
2 
1 

3 
3 
3 
5 

200 
200 
200 

17 
1 
6 
3 
7 

17 
18 
29 
22 

5 

20 
14 
9 
5 
4 
4 
2 
2 
5 
1 
1 

4 
2 
1 

21 

Table B-21 
Other Issues in Litigation 

Issue 

Psychiatric services 
Injuries due to inmat0 action 
Sex discrimination 
Prisoner sa fety 

Mail 
Religion 
Inmate assaultll 
Discrimination 

Civil rights 

Furlough practices 
Work releas& practices 
Disciplinary hearing practices 

Classification procedures 
Sentence lDOdification 
Access to law library 
Religiou~ participation 
Security/safety 

Security 
Rehabilitation 
Discr"aination 
Mail 
Visitations 

Property lo~s 
Brutality 
Failure to pr~\tect 
Equal protecti~n 
Religion 
Parole 
Psychiatric care 
Visitation 
Illegal search 
Education 
Max-out term 

Cell aiz, 

Improper classification 
Mail 

La .. library 
Protective custody 
Medical research 
Special detention 
Muslim rel!~lous practiceo 
Interest on inmate savings 

Fire 
Protective custody 
Security 
Other 

State 

Michigan 

Nebraska 

New R/lIlIpahire 

New York 

North Dakota 

Oregon 

South Carolina 

"tah 

Vermont 

Wisconsin 

wyomillli 

Source; Survey b}' State and Federal Adult Corr'.ctiond Systems, 1978. 

aThese other lasue. were specified by respondents in an ·other· category. 
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Number of 
Suite Filed 

34 
94 
23 
13 
17 
12 
33 

9 
16 

5 

6 
6 
5 
2 

77 
354 
202 

22 
614 

77 
32 

5 
5 

167 
550 

2 
25 
35 
10 

I .. ue 

Discipline 
Sscurity classlHcaUon 
Religion 
Progrlllllmi ll9 
Parole [81ea •• procee: 
Parole revocation 
Dlacril!lination 
Property 
Hail 
Visitations 

Mail 
Visitatione 

Privileges 
L4w library 
PerlOnAl property 
v.hdtetiotls 

Challeges judgment/detainer 
Parole 
Sentence calculation. 
Transfer challenge 
Tort cleil!l. 
Temporary release 
Work releue 
Central monitoring caoes 
Appeale 
Discipline complaints 
Miscellaneous 

_en accepted 
Dividera for women 

Mail 

FreedCl!l of religion 

Conditions of isoletion 
Treatment 
Disciplinary procedures 

Strip searches 
COnstitutional deprivation 
COnditions of confinement 
Access to legal mftterials 

Race 
Searches 
Placement 
Religion 

Safety 
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APPENDIXC 

Supplementary Data Oii Cell Size, Occupancy and Density 
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APPENDIX C 

This append~x lists state, regional and national figure$ for 
capacity, den!;ity, and cl;gwd!ng- 'Tariables discussed in Chapter 3 (Capacity) 
of this volume. Following a brief discussion of the assumptions underlying 

"these tabulations can be found a list of the tables found in this appendix. 

Assumptions 

Figure c.l illustrates the format used in-house to display the 
square footage data obtained from federal, state, and local correct.ional 
facilities. These data are provided at the ~tate, regional and national 
level in the tables provided in this appendix. There are many other ways 
in which the data could be organized. The boundaries selected for this 
presentation have been selected in order to reflect the current standards 
discussion. However, more useful divisions might emerge in the next few 
years. The original data base can be easily reanalysed to reflect these 
alternatives. 

Density was computed by assuming inmates were distributed in 
confinements units in such a w~y as to minimize density. For example, 125 
inmates would be distributed in 100 cells by having 75 inmates assigned one 
to a cell and 50 inmates assigned two to a cell. This density measure is 
conservative, i.e., act~al density in a facility could only be higher. 

For federal and state facilities, all regular confinement units and 
units used for discliplinary action, protective custody, and sick or injured 
inmates were included. Space being used for confinement (program sp~ce, 
corridors, etc.) not part of the rated capacity of the facility was 
excluded. For local facilities, all· units with beds were included~ units 
without beds were excluded. 

The unshaded area of Figure C-1 refers to confinment units (for 
inmates in these confinement units) that would meet a standard of one 
inmate to a cell, no more than 50 inmates to a dormitory, and a minimum of 
60 square feet of floor space per inmate. The square indicating a single 
occupancy, medium density cells has been cross-hatched to suggest that this 
level of density (i.e., 60-70 square feet of floor space) is adequate only 
if inmates spend 10 or fewer hours per day locked in their cells. 
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FIGURE C.1 

Model of a Table to Present the Number of Confinement Units (or the Number of Inmates 
in These Confinement Units) in Federal, State, and Local Correctional F3cilities or 

Agencies By Occupancy, Density and Type of Confinermmt Unit 

Densitya By Type of Confinement Unit 

Occupancyg Mediume Lowf 

Emptyh 

Singlei 

Multiple j 

2 inmates 

3 - 5 inmates 

6 - 10 inmates 

11 - 50 inmates 

More than 50 inmates 

a Number of square feet of floor space per inmate. 

b Confinement units with less than· 120 square feet of floor space. 

c Confinement units with 120 or more square feet of floor space. 

d Confinement units with less than 60 square feet of floor space 
per inmate. 

e Confinement units with 60-79 square feet of floor space per inmate. 

f Confinement units with 80 or more square feet of floor space 
per inmate. 

g Number of inmates in each confinement unit. 

h Unoccupied confinement units. 

i Confinement units occupied by one inmate. 

j Confinement units occupied by two or more inmates. 
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Dorm itoriesC 

Lowf 

D Meet standards of one inmate to a 
cell; no more than fifty inmates to 
a confinement unit; and a minimum 
of 60 square feet per inmate 

l:l\;;[l;I\:\~1 Fail to meet above standards 

P7/l Meet standards only if inmates spend 
rLL:I ten or fewer hours per day locked in 

their cell. 

II Logically impossible 

I 

Figure C.1 

Table C.l 

C.2 

C.3 

C.4 

C.5 

C.6 

C.7 

C.8 

C.9 

C. 10 

C.11 

C.12 

C.13 

C.14 

C.15 

C .16 

C.17 

C .18 

C.19 

Contents of Appendix C 

Model of a Table Used to Present the Number of Confinement 
Units (or the Number of Inamtes in These Confinement Units) 
in Federal, State, and Local Correctional Facilities or 
Agencies By Occupancy, Density and Type of Confinement Unit 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Federal and 
State Adult Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density, 
and Type of Confinement Unit on March 31, 1978. 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Local Correc
tional Facilities by Occupancy, Density and Type of 
Confinement Units on February 15, 1978. 

•• FederaL 

State. . 

Northeast State. 

Northeast Local. 

Maine State. 

t<laine Local. 

New Hampshire State. 

New Hampshire Local. 

• Vermont State ..•. 

Massachusetts State. • 

Massachusetts Local. 

• Rhode Island State. . . . 

• Connecticut State .•. 

" New York State. 

· New York Local. 

New Jersey State .• 

New Jersey Local .• 
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Table C.20 

~.21 

C.22 

C.23 

C.24 

C.2S 

C.26 

C.27 

C.28 

C.29 

C.30 

C.3l 

C.32 

C.33 

C.34 

C.3S 

C.36 

C.37 

C.38 

C.39 

C.40 

C.41 

Contents of Appendix C (continued) 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Pennsylvania State 
Adult Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density and 
Type of Confinement Unit on March 31, 1978. 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Pennsylvania Local 
Correctional Facilities by Occupanoy, Density and Type of 
Confinement Units on February lS, 1978. 

• • North Central Adult. 

• ••• North Central Local. 

• Ohio State. 

• • Ohio Local. 

• ••• Indiana State. 

• • • • Indiana Local. 

Illinois State. 

• • Illinois Local. 

• • • • Michigan State. 

Michigan Local. 

Wisco.nsin State. 

• • Wisconsin Local. 

• Minnesota State. 

Minnesota Local. 

• • Iowa Stat.e. 

• • Iowa Local •• 

• ••• Missouri State •• 

• • Missouri Local. 

• • • • North Dakota State. • 

• • North Dakota Local. • 
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Table C.42 

C.43 

C.44 

C.4S 

C.46 

C.47 

C.48 

C.49 

C.so 

C.Sl 

C.S2 

C.S3 

C.S4 

C.SS 

C.S6 

C.S7 

C.S8 

C.S9 

C.60 

C.61 

C.62 

C.63 

C.64 

Contents of Appendix C (continued) 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in South Dakota 
State Adult Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density, 
and Type of Confinement Unit on March 31, 1978. 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in South Dakota 
Loca7 Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density and Type of 
ConfInement Units on February lS, 1978. 

• Nebraska Stat·e. 

Nebraska LocaL 

Kansas State. • 

•••• Kansas Local • 

South State. 

• • South Local. • 

Delaware State. . . . 
. . · · Maryland State. 

· Maryland Local. 

· District of Columbia State. . . . 
· District of Columbia Local. . . . 

Virginia State. 

· · Virginia Local. . 
• West Virginia State • 

• West Virginia Local. 

North Carolina State. 

• North Carolina Local. . . . 
South Carolina State. 

•• South Carolina Local. 

• • • • Georgia State. 

• • Georgia Local. • 
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Table C.65 

C.66 

Contents of Appendix C (continued) 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Florida 
State Adult Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density, 
and Type of Confinement Unit on March 31, 1978. 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Florida 
Local Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density and Type of 
Confinement Units on February 15, 1978. 

C.67 •• Kentucky Local. 

C.68 • • • • Kentucky State. 

C.69 Tennessee State. • • • 

C.70 • Tennesse Local. • • • 

C.71 • Alabama State. 

C.72 • Alabama Local. 

C.73 • Mississippi State. • 

C.74 • Mississippi Local. 

C.75 • Arkansas State. 

C.76 • Arkansas Local. 

C.77 Louisiana State. 

C.78 • Louisiana Local. 

C.79 • Oklahoma State •• 

C.80 • Oklahoma Local •• 

C.81 • Texas State. 

C.82 • • Texas Local. 

C.83 West State •• 

C.84 West Local. 

C.85 Montana State. 

C.86 Montana Local. 

C.87 • Idaho State. 

C.88 Idaho Local. 
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Table C.89 

C.90 

C.91 

C.92 

C.93 

C.94 

C.9S 

C.96 

C.97 

C.98 

C.99 

C.100 

C.101 

C.102 

C.103 

C.l04 

C.10S 

C.106 

C.107 

C.l08 

Contents of Appendix C (continued) 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Wyoming 
State Adult Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density, 
and Type of Confinement Unit on March 31, 1978. 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Wyoming 
Local Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density and Type of 
Confinement Units on February 15, 1978. 

· · Colorado Local. . 
· · Colorado State. 

· · · · New Mexico State. 

· · New Mexico Local. 

· · Arizona State. 

Arizona Local. . 
· · · · Utah State. 

· · Utah Local. . 
· · Nevada State. 

· · Nevada Local. . 
· · · · Washington State. 

· Washington Local. . 
· · · · Oregon State. 

· Oregon Local. 

· California State. 

· · California Local. . 
· · Alaska State. . 

· · · · Alaska Local. 
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Table C.l09 

C-110 

C-111 

C-112 

C-113 

C-114 

C-11S 

C-116 

----~--~---- -

Appendices - C (continued) 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Hawaii 
State Adult Correctional Facilities by Occupancy, Density, 
and Type of Confinement Unit on March 31, 1978. 

Percentage of Federal and State Cells within Number of 
Square Feet of Floor Space Greater Than or Equal to, 
Selected Values by Region and State--March 31, 1978. 

Percentage of Local Cells.within Number of Square Feet 
of Floor Space Greater Than or Equal to Selected Values 
by Region and State-- March 31, 1978. 

Percentage of Federal and State Cells with Number of 
Square Feet of Floor Space Greater Th,')rt or Equal to, 
Selected Values by Year Facility Open,1io--March 31, 
1978. 

Percentage of Local Cells.with Number of Square Feet 
of Floor Space Greater Than or Equal to Selected 
Values by Year Facility Opened -- March 31, 1978. 

Percentage of Federal and State Cells with Number of 
Square Feet of Floor Space Greater Than or Equal ~:o, 

Selected Values by Average Number of Inmates in 19177. 

Percentage of Local Cells with Number of Square Feet 
of Floor Space Greater Than or Equal to Selected Values 
by Average Number of Inmates in 1977. 

Number and Percent of Inmates in State and Local r~rmitories 
by Occupancy and Region 
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Table C.1 
Number of Inmlte. Ind Confinement Units In Fecleral and State Adult Correctlonll Facilltle. 

by Occuplncy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Oensit:i: !!'£ !IE!!! of Conti.lement Unit 
Cells Dorm1torioJe 

OccuE!!!nc:i: Toul Toul Hi3h Medium Low Toul Hi3h Medium Low 

Total 256,676 158,467 108,962 39,488 10,017 98,209 56,838 19,051 22,320 
(146,657) (139,263) (84,871) (43,418) (10,974; (7,394) (2,402) ( 1,178) (3,814) 

Empty 
( 11,042) (10,453) (5,566) (3,930) (957) (589) (589) 

Single 105,012 103,1,11 53,636 39,488 10,017 1,871 1,871 
(105,012) (103,141) (53,636) (39,488) (10,017) (1,871 ) (1,871 ) 

Multiple 151,664 55,326 55,326 96,338 56,838 19,051 20,449 
(30,603) (25,669) (25,669) (4,934) (2,402) (1,178) (1,354) 

2 inmates 47,762 45,692 45,692 2,070 1,020 1,050 
(23,881 ) (22,846) (22,846) (1,035) (510) (525) 

3-5 inmates 15,194 9,22!J 9,220 5,974 4,328 786 860 
(4,312) (2,764) (2,764 ) (1,548) (1,099) (222) (227) 

6-10 inmates 4,511 390 390 4,121 2,629 706 786 
(625) (57) (57) (568) (371) (92) (105) 

11-50 inmates 3.,256 24 24 31,232 14;-:'~3 6,165 10,374 
(1,143) .(2) (2) (1,141) (501) (234) (406) 

Itlre than 52,941 0 0 52,941 35,188 10,374 7,379 
50 inmates (6~2) (0) (0) (642) (431) (120) (91) 

Source: survel of State and Federal Adult Corr'lctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978 

Noto: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 
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TabS-C.2 
Number of Inm •• e. and Confinement UnH. In Federal AduH Correctional FaeIlH ... 

by Occupancy. Den.Hy. and Type of Confinement UnH-117' 

Density By Type of Con!in ... nt Unit 
Cella Domit:cri .. 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 ilUlll\tes 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

!4ore than 
50 inmates 

Total 

28,124 
(13,712) 

(824) 

10,806 
(10,806) 

17,318 
(2,082) 

2,694 
(1,347) 

1,718 
(396) 

1,085 
(150) 

2,732 
(91) 

9,089 
(98) 

Total 

13,570 
(12,928) 

(788) 

'10,776 
(10,776) 

2,794 
(1,364) 

2,644 
(1,322) 

150 
(42) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

High Medlua Low Tot.l High Madiu. 

7,116 
(6,139) 

(453) 

4,322 
(4,322) 

2,794 
(1,364) 

2,644 
(1,322) 

150 
(42) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

4,609 
(4,842) 

(233) 

4,609 
(4,609) 

1,845 
(1,947) 

(102) 

1,845 
(1,845) 

14 ,554 
(784) 

(36) 

30 
(30) 

14,524 
(718) 

50 
(25) 

1,568 
(354) 

1,085 
(150) 

2,732 
(91) 

9,089 
(98) 

10,108 
(587) 

10,108 
(587) 

1,485 
(331) 

1,025 
(142) 

1,365 
(47) 

6,233 
(67) 

3,601 
(89) 

3,601 
(89) 

26 
(13) 

56 
(15) 

38 
(5) 

1,013 
(31) 

2,468 
(25) 

Source: Su~vey of State and Fed.r~l Adult Correction.l F.ciliti.s (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at ehe beginning of this appendix. Th. number of confinesent units has be.n 
placed in par~ntheses. 
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845 
(108) 

(36) 

30 
(30) 

815 
(42) 

24 
(12) 

27 
(8) 

22 
(3) 

354 
(13) 

388 
(6) 

occupancy 

Total 

lapty 

Single 

..utipl. 

2 111Utea 

Mor. tban 
50 izaAtea 

Table C.3 
Number of Inmaie. and Contlnament Units In State Adult Correctional Facilltle. 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type ot_Contlnement Unlt-1978 

Total 

228,552 
(132,945) 

(10,218) 

94,206 
(94,206) 

134,346 
(28,521) 

45,068 
(22,534) 

13,476 
(3,!U6) 

3,426 
(475) 

28,524 
(1,052) 

43,852 . 
(544) 

cells Doraitori .. 
Total High _i_ Low Total Hi9h MIIdius 

144,897 
(126,335) 

(9,665) 

92,365 
(92,365) 

101,846 34,879 
(78,732) (38,576) 

(5,113) (3,697) 

49,314 34,879 
(49,314) (34,879) 

52,532 52,532 
(24,305) (24,305) 

43,048 
(21,524) 

9,070 
(2,722) 

390 
(57) 

24 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

43.048 
(21,524) 

9.!!?!! 
(2,722) 

390 
(57) 

24 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

8,172 
(9,027) 

(855) 

8,172 
(8,172) 

83,E55 
(6,610) 

(553) 

1,841 
(1,841) 

81,814 
(4,216) 

2,020 
! lC10) 

4,406 
(1,194) 

3,036 
(418) 

28,50l) 
(1,050) 

43,852 
(544) 

46,730 
(1,815) 

15,450 
(1,089) 

46.730 15,450 
(1,B15) (1,099) 

2,B43 
(768) 

1,604 
(229) 

13,328 
(454) 

28,955 
(364) 

994 
(497) 

730 
(207) 

'668 
(87) 

5,152 
(203) 

7,906 
(95) 

S;nurcel Survey of State and rederal -a-.1Ult Correctionel racilitie. (PC-2), 1978 

Note I See definition of tenlS lit tbe beqinning of tbia .ppenclix. The nuaber of confine .. ent units haa been 
placed in perentbes ••• 

Table C.4 
Number ot Inmate. and Confinement Units In Local Correctional Facllltl •• 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of Contlnement Unlt-1978 

~.nsley ay Type of Conflnemene U~!t 

21.475 
(3,706) 

(553) 

1,841 
(1,841) 

19,634 
(1,312) 

1,026 
(513) 

833 
(219! 

764 
(10l) 

10,010 
(393) 

6,991 
(85) 

Toea! 
eft 115 .DO':.:",::,:l:,.:t::;:o;,;r,:.!;e5=-__ -:-_ 

Rlqh Medlu:1l Low ~ea1 B10h MedlUM Low Occupanc:r 

Total 

Empey 

Slngle 

)lultlp1e 

2 It" .... e.'' 

3-5 lnmaees 

6-10 Ulllates 

11-50 lnmaua 

)lore than 
50 U1IIIaeas 

Total 

154,60'3 
(89,065) 

(22,1251 

46,569 
(46,5691 

108,0'34 
(20,371) 

18,392 
d~"t'~'~ 

23,383 
(6,398) 

20',635 
(2,7921 

38,358 
(1,888) 

7,266 
(10'7) 

74,358 60,0'21 8,316 
(74,1861 (52,1241 (12,926) 

(19,7961 (12,0'71) (4,610') 

42,958 28,621 8,316 
(42,9581 (28,6211 (8,316) 

31,4,00 31,40'0 
(11,432) (11,4321 

14-,'1~ 14,914 
-i'I{~5'W (7,457) 

11,517 
(3,2791 

4,430 
(661) 

539 
(35) 

o 
0' 

11,517 
(3,279) 

4,430' 
(661) 

539 
(35) 

0' 
o 

o 

Source. ~aelon.l Jall Can sua (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

6,0'21 
(9,1361 

(3,115) 

6,021 
(6,021) 

o 
0' 

90,245 
( 14,8791 

(2,329) 

3,611 
(3,6111 

76,634 
(8,939) 

3,478 
(1,739) 

1',lI66 
(3,119) 

16,205 
(2,1211 

37,a19 
(1,<153) 

7,266 
(107) 

45 ,50'0' II , 1 09 
(4,20'7) (1,820'1 

45,50'0 11,109 
(4,207) (1,820) 

5,998 
(1,502) 

11,123 
(1,455) 

23,119 
(1,172) 

5,260' 
(78) 

1,330 
(665) 

2,295 
(652) 

1,805 
(232) 

5,474 
(268) 

20'S 
(3) 

Se. deflnielon of term. ae the beglnnlng of thlS appendix. The numbe, of confln.ment unlts has 
O&6n placed 1n par.nehese •• 
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23,&35 
(8,852) 

(2,329) 

3,611 
(3,611) 

20' ,0'25 
(2,912) 

2,148 
(1,074) 

3,373 
(965) 

3,277 
(434) 

9,226 
(413) 

l,aOl 
(26) 



Northeast Region 

Maine 
New Hampshire 

Vermont 
Massachusetts 
Rhode Island 
Connecticut 

New York 
New Jersey 

Pennsylvania 

Preceding page .'ank 279 

i 
i 
~ 
R 

f 

I 
I 
I 

.able C.S 
Number of Inmate. and Conflne-ment Unit' In Northea,t State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Dlan,lty, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Densit;.: B;L T:iE! of Confinement Unit 
Cells DOrmitories 

Occuli!!nc;.: Total Total Hi2h Medium Low Total Hi5!h Medium 

Total 30,389 28,257 15,294 10,241 2,722 2,132 984 236 
(30,004) (29,567) (14,865) (11,707) (2,995) (437) (124) (42) 

!IIIpty 
(3,(jj 1) (2,974) (1,235) ( 1,466) (273) (37) 

Single 25,728 25,551 '2rS~8 10,241 2,722 177 
(25,728) (25,551) (12,588) (1(j,2~1) (2,722) (177) 

Multiple 4,661 2,706 2,706 1 ,9~5 984 236 
(1,265) (1,042) (1,042) (223) (124) {4~} 

2 inmates 1,566 1,470 1,470 96 56 
(783) (735) (735) (48) (28) 

3-5 inmates 1,568 1,224 1,224 344 291 7 
(410) (306) (306) (104) (89) (2) 

6-10 inmates 260 0 0 260 134 49 
(37) (0) (0) (37) (20) (7) 

11-50 inmates 613 12 12 601 262 124 
(24) (1) (1) (23) (10) (5) 

More than 654 0 0 654 297 0 
50 inmates (11 ) (0) (0) (11) (5) (0) 

Source: Survev of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of coniinement un its has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table c.s 
Number of Inmate, and Confinement Units In Northea,t Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-197S 

Densit:z: Bl:: Tl::E!e of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

occu2ancv Total T01:al High Medium Low T01:al High Medium 

Total 23,316 115,771 12,486 3,249 1,036 7,145 3,173 974 
(23,249) (20,733) (14,994) (4,450) (1,289) (2,516) (159) (197) 

Empty 
(5,171) (4,854) (3,400) (1,201) (253) (317) 

Single 16,884 15,159 10,874 3,249 1,036 1,725 
(16,884) (15,159) (10,874) (3,249) (1,036) Cl,725) 

Multiple 7,032 1,612 1,612 5,420 3,173 974 
(1,194) (720) (720) (474), (159) (197) 

2 inmates 1,522 1,202 1,202 320 284 
(761) (60l) (601) (160) (142) 

3-5 inmates 0358 390 380 478 304 50 
(233) (115) (115) (118) (72) (16) 

6-10 inmates 510 30 30 480 172 42 
(64) (4) (4) (6.0) (20) (5) 

11-50 inmates 1,765 ) a 1,765 68~ 450 
(10:) (0) (0) (102) (39) (32) 

More than 2,377 0 0 2,377 2,008 142 

SO inma'ces ()4) (0) (0) ( ).I) (:8) (2) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

*Note: See definition of terms at the beqinninq of this appendix. The number of confinement units has 
been placed in parentheses. 

Preceding page blank· 
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Low 

912 
(:271) 

(3'1) 

177 
(177) 

735 
(57) 

40 
(20) 

46 
(13) 

77 
(10) 

215 
(8) 

357 
(6) 

Low 

2,998 
(2,160) 

(317) 

1,725 
(1. 725) 

1,273 
(llS) 

36 
(18) 

124 
(30) 

266 
(35) 

620 
(31) 

227 
(4) 



Table C.7 
Number of Inmate. and Confinement Unit. In Maine State Adult Correctional Facllitle. 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1878 

Density By Type of Confinement unit 

_...,-~-:-__ =---:-=c::;:e::l:1S~~-:-_-;= Domitoties 
~!an~cy~ _____ ~To~t!al~ ___ -1To~ta~1L-__ -2H~i~9~h_-!M~ed~ium~_~to~,,~ _____ ~To~t~a~1~_~H~i~9h~--~Med~i~um~----=tow 

45 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

29 
(8) 

Total 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmate:! 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

665 
(621) 

(46) 

542 
(542) 

123 
(33) 

54 
(27) 

(Il) 

32 
(4) 

37 
(2) 

o 
(O) 

591 
(610) 

(46) 

537 
(537) 

54 
(27) 

54 
(27) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

534 
(549) 

(42) 

480 
(480) 

54 
(27) 

54 
(27) 

ii 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

53 
(57) 

(4) 

53 
(53) 

4 
(4) 

(0) 

4 
(4) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

74 
(11) 

(0) 

5 
(5) 

69 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

32 
(4) 

37 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

45 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

8 
(1) 

37 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Note: See definition of t.erms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 

placed in parentheses. 

Tablifl C.8 
Number of Inmate. and Confinement Urllt!!! In Maln~ Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Den.liy, and T'ype of Confinement Unit -1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmateu 

6-1 0 inD'~\:es 

11-'';0 inmates 

~re than 
50 inmates 

Total 

293 
(309) 

(100) 

171 
(171 ) 

122 
(38) 

52 
(26) 

16 
(4) 

54 
(8 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

213 
(277) 

(88) 

165 
( 165) 

48 
(24) 

48 
(24) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

High Medium tow Total High Medium 

117 
(132) 

(39) 

69 
(69) 

48 
(24) 

48 
(24) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

49 
(83) 

(34 ) 

49 
(49) 

47 
(62) 

(15) 

47 
(47) 

80 
(32) 

(12) 

6 
(6) 

74 
(14) 

4 
(2) 

16 
(4) 

54 
(8) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

8 
(1) 

8 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

8 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

"Note: 
See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has 

been placed in parentheses. 
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(0) 

5 
(5) 

24 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

24 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Low 

72 
(31) 

(12) 

6 
(6) 

66 
( 13 1 

4 
(2 ) 

16 
(4 ) 

46 > 

(7) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

Table C.S 
Number of Inm.te. and Confinement Unit' In New Hampshire Stllte Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Denalty, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormi tories 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Mult1ple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 irwates 

11-50 1nmateg 

More than 
50 inn:ates 

Total 

269 
(328) 

(95) 

225 
(225) 

44 
(8) 

o 
(0) 

27 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

17 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

225 
(320) 

(95) 

225 
(225) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

224 
(314) 

(90) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
10) 

o 
(0) 

1 
(6) 

(5) 

1 
(1) 

tow 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: Survey of Stata and Federel Adult Correctlonal Facilities (PC-2) , 197a 

Total 

44 
(8) 

(il) 

o 
(0) 

44 
(8) 

o 
(0) 

27 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

17 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

Hlgh Medium 

41 
(7) 

41 
(7) 

24 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

17 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

3 
(1) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Note: See def1nit1on of terms at the beginnlng of this append in. 
placed 1n parentheses. 

The number of conf1nement units has been 

Table C.10 
Number of Inmates and ConflnGment Units In New Hampshire Local Correctional r-aclllties 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Density SV Tvpe of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

tow 

a 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

oc=upa~n~cy~ __________ ~T~o~t~a:1 ________ 2TO~t~al~ ____ H~i~q~h~~t:!!'~d~!:O"' ____ ~~ ____ ==~~~==:J~~==~~~====~!: _ Low Total Hich Medium Low 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 irunates 

3-5 inmates 

5-10 inmates 

11-50 irunates 

More than 
50 inmates 

286 
(298) 

(110 ) 

168 
( 168) 

118 

(20) 

20 
(10) 

10 
(3 ) 

23 
(3 ) 

65 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

193 
(281) 

(102) 

167 

( 167) 

26 
( 12) 

20 
( 10) 

6 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: ~ational Jail ~ensus(CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

173 
(248) 

(89) 

147 
(147) 

26 
( 12) 

20 
( 10) 

6 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

14 
(26) 

( 12) 

14 
( 14) 

See definition of terms at the beginning of ~~is dppendix. 
been placed in parentheses. 
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6 
(7) 

(1) 

6 
(6) 

93 
( 17) 

(8) 

(1) 

9-2 
(9 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

4 
(1) 

23 
(3 ) 

65 
(4 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

52 
(5) 

52 
(5) 

4 
(1) 

14 
(2 ) 

34 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

19 
(1) 

18 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

18 
(I) 

o 
(0 ) 

The number of confinement units has 

23 
(Ill 

(8) 

1 

(1) 

22 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

9 
!1) 

13 
(1) 

o 
(0) 



T.ble C.11 
Number of Inm.tes .nd Confinement Units In V"rmont Stale Adult Correctional F.clllties 

by Occupancy, Density, .nd Type of Conflnoment Unlt-1978 

Density By Type of Confinemfli!!.n!!t:....!:[J!!.n=.it=::-::=;-;:::-:-;-::-:; ____ _ 
Cells Dormi tories 

Occupancy 

l'otal 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 irunates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 iMlates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

118 
(101) 

(9) 

71 
(71) 

47 
(21) 

32 
(16) 

15 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

76 
(82) 

(9) 

70 
(70) 

6 
(3) 

6 
(3) 

o 
(O~ 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

6 
(3) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

6 
(3) 

6 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

66 
(75) 

(9) 

66 
(66) 

4 
(4) 

(0) 

4 
(4) 

42 
(19) 

(0) 

1 
(1) 

41 
(18) 

75 
(13) 

15 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

15 
(5) 

15 
(5) 

15 
(5) 

o 
(CI) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source, Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendiy.. The numoer of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 
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27 
(14) 

(0) 

1 
(1) 

26 
( 13) 

25 
(13) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

f' 

T.ble C.12 
Number of Inmate •• nd Confinement Unit. In M •••• chu.t)tts Staie Adult Correctlon.1 F.cllltles 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, .nd Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Tote\ 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 il'lllates 

3-5 inmates 

5-10 inmates 

11-50 iMates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

2,464 
(2,524) 

(218) 

2,220 
(2,220) 

244, 
(86) 

142 
(71 ) 

26 
(8) 

24 
(3) 

52 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

2,273 
(2,405) 

(199) 

2,149 
(2,149) 

124 
(57) 

112 
(56) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

Density By TyPe of Confinement [Jnit 
Cells Dormi tories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

774 1,243 
(737) (1,364) 

(30) (121) 

650 1,243 
(650) (1,243) 

124 
(57) 

112 
(56) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

256 
(304) 

(48) 

255 
(256) 

191 
(119) 

(19) 

71 
(71) 

120 
(29) 

30 
(15) 

26 
(8) 

24 
(3) 

40 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

80 
(14) 

80 
(14) 

~6 

(8) 

a 
(0) 

24 
(3) 

40 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

SOurce: Sur~.y of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning ~f this appendix. The n~ber of confinement units has been 
plac~d in parenthe~es. 

T.ble C.13 
Number of Inm.te •• nd Confinement Unit. In M •••• chusetts Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occup.ncy, Den.lty, .nd Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occuoancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-1C inmates 

11-50 iorna ees 

More ehan 
SO inmates 

Total 

2,207 
(2,151 ) 

(296) 

1,715 
(1,715) 

492 
(140) 

228 
( 114) 

47 
( 14) 

36 
(4 ) 

181 
(B) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

1,\160 
(2,111 ) 

(279) 

1,715 
(1,715) 

245 
( 117) 

228 
(114) 

7 
(2) 

10 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Uni~ 
Cells Dormitories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

1,2B8 
(i, 383) 

(223 ) 

1,043 
(1,043) 

245 
( 117) 

228 
( 114) 

7 
(2 ) 

10 
(1) 

a 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

402 
(434) 

(32) 

402 
(402) 

270 
(294) 

(24 ) 

270 
(270) 

247 
(40) 

( 17) 

a 
(0) 

247 
(23 ) 

a 
(0 ) 

40 
( 12) 

26 
(3 ) 

181 

(9 ) 

a 
(0 ) 

98 
(6 ) 

98 
(6) 

(1) 

8 
(11 

85 
(4) 

a 
(0 ) 

56 
( 12) 

56 
(12 ) 

o 
(0) 

30 
(10) 

10 
(1) 

16 
(1) 

a 
(0 ) 

°Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of thia appendix. The number ~f confinemen~ units has 
been placed in parentheses. 
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Low 

111 
(105) 

(19) 

71 
(71) 

40 
( 15) 

14 
(7) 

26 
(8) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Low 

93 
(22) 

( 17) 

a 
(0) 

93 
(5 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

5 
(1) 

8 
(1) 

80 
(3 ) 

o 
(0) 



.. 

Table C.14 
Number of Inmate. and Confinement Units In Rhode Island State Adult Co~~tlonal Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-i978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormi tor ies 

Occupancy Total Total Hi2h Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 607 451 302 113 36 156 0 36 
(585) (558) (306) (202) (50) (27) (0) (17) 

Empty 
(139) (139) (36) (89) (14) (0) 

Sin<;le 397 391 242 113 36 6 
(397) (391 ) (242) (113) (36) (6) 

Multiple 210 60 60 150 0 36 
(49) (28) (28) (21) (0) (17) 

2 irunates 80 48 48 32 32 
(40) (24) (24) (16) (16) 

3-5 irunates 19 12 12 7 0 4 
(6) (4) (4) (2) (0) (1) 

6-10 inmates 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

11-50 inmates 111 0 0 111 0 0 
(3) (0) (0) (3) (0) (0) 

loiore than 0 a 0 0 0 0 
50 irunates (0) (0) (0: (0) (0) (0) 

Source: Surve~ of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilitiel3 (PC-2) , 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginruinq of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 
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Low 

120 
( 10) 

(0) 

6 
(6) 

114 
(4) 

0 
(0) 

3 
(1) 

0 
(0) 

111 
(3) 

0 
(0) 

----

1!':.,. 

f: 

t-~, t: 

t 
Table C.15 

Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Connecticut State Correctional Facilities 

f ., 
by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

r 
~ 

Density B~-TXEe of Confinement Dnit 
Cells Dormitocies 

j 

r 
Occupanc~ Total Total Hi2h Medium Low Total Hi2h Medium Lo .. 

t·, 
I: 
fi r 

Total 2,079 1,847 955 884 8 232 186 13 33 
(2,031) (2,019) (1,077) (934) (8) (12) (6) (2) (4) 

i 

J 
I 
~ 
\-

! 

Empty 
(177) (177) (127) (SO) (0) (0) (0) 

Sin<;le 1,840 1,840 948 884 8 0 0 
(1,840) (1,840) (948) (884) (8) (0) (0) 

Multiple 239 7 7 232 186 13 33 
(14) (2) (2) (12) (6) (2) (4) 

I ,. 
~. 
~, , 

2 inmates 2 2 2 0 0 0 
(1) (I) (1) (0) (0) (0) 

f' 
I 

t 
I 

3-5 inmates 14 5 5 9 0 0 9 
(3) (1\ (1) (2) (0) (0) (2) 

6-10 inmates 21 0 0 21 8 13 0 
(3) (0) (0) (3) (1) (2) (0) 

I 
I' 

11-50 inmates 202 0 0 202 178 0 24 
(7) (0) (0) (7) (5) (0) (2) 

t 
I> 

if 

I 
Moce than 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50 inmates (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

! 
t' 

I 
~ 

Source: _surve~ of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units haa been 
placed in parentheses. 

I 
f, 

~ 
f, 
t 
i 

r 
)' 
~ 
I· 

t 
r 
r. 

~' 

I. 

t, 
, 
r 
I 
I 
~ 
f 

~ 
i 
\ 

I-
l 
t 
~ 

r 
r 
~. 
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t, 
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Table C.18 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Unit. In New York State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by OccuparJcy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Onit 
Cells Dormitories 

Occupancy Total Total High Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Mult iple 

2 iranates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

Mote than 
50 inmates 

11 ,830 
(10,85G) 

(500) 

9,487 
(9,487) 

2,343 
(869) 

1,136 
(568) 

1,207 
(301) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

11,830 
(i0,856) 

(500) 

9,487 
(9,487) 

2.343 
(869) 

1,136 
(568) 

1,207 
(301 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

8,796 2,150 
(7,590) (2,382) 

(268) (232) 

6,453 2,150 
(6,453) (2,150) 

2,343 
(869) 

1,136 
(568) 

1,207 
(301) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

884 
(884) 

(0) 

884 
(884) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in pate.ntheses. 

Table C.17 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In New York Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Density 9y Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

Occucancy Total Total High Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-1Q inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

10,829 
(11,820 ) 

(3,124 ) 

8,598 
(8,598) 

2,231 
(98) 

56 
(28) 

73 
( 19) 

79 
(9) 

24 "I 
(13 ) 

1,782 
(29) 

8,599 
(11,607) 

(3,036) 

8,560 
(8,560 ) 

39 
(11) 

6 
(3) 

19 
(6 ) 

14 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

6,862 1,675 
(9,059) (2,421) 

(2,225) (746) 

6,823 1,675 
(6,823) (1,675) 

39 
(11) 

6 
(3) 

19 
(6) 

14 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

"Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. 
been placed in parentheses. 
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62 
(127) 

(65) 

62 
(62) 

2,230 
(213) 

(88) 

38 
(38) 

2,192 
(87) 

50 
(25) 

54 
( 13) 

65 
(7) 

241 
( 13) 

1,782 
(29) 

1,581 
(38) 

1,581 
(38) 

15 
(4) 

S5 
(6) 

98 
(5) 

1,413 
(23 ) 

181 
(20) 

181 
(20) 

32 
( 16) 

7 
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

142 
(2 ) 

The number of confinement '.!Ilits ;,as 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Low 

468 
( 155) 

(88) 

38 
(38) 

430 
(29) 

18 
(9) 

32 
(7) 

10 
(1) 

143 
(8) 

227 
(4 ) 

~ 
1 
I 
i 

, 
i. 

Table C.18 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In New Jersey State Adult Correctional FaCilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

Mote thaI) 
50 inmates 

Total 

5,283 
(4,893) 

(684) 

4,039 
(4,039) 

1,244 
(170) 

120 
(60) 

260 
(80) 

107 
(16) 

103 
(3) 

654 
(11) 

Total 

4,057 
(4,667) 

(666) 

3,945 
(3,945) 

112 
(56) 

112 
(56) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Density 8y TyPe of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

High Medium Low Total l!igh Medium 

1,905 1,390 
(2,158) (1,727) 

(309) (337) 

1,793 1,390 
(1,793) (1,390) 

112 
(56) 

112 
(56) 

o 
(0) 

o 
{OJ 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

762 
(782) 

(20) 

762 
(762) 

1,226 
(226) 

(18) 

94 
(94) 

1,132 
:114) 

8 
(4) 

260 
(80) 

107 
(16) 

103 
(3) 

654 
(11) 

609 
(93) 

609 
(93) 

252 
(78) 

60 
(10) 

o 
(0) 

29~ 
(5) 

92 
(6) 

92 
(6) 

8 
(4 ) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

84 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

Soutce: Survey of State {,~d Federal Adult Cotrectional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See deft'nition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.19 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In New Jersey Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, DenSity, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Density By Type of Confinement un1t 
Cells Dorm1 totles 

Occucancy Total Total H1gh Medi~, Low Total H1gh Med1um 

Total 

Empty 

S 1ng le 

Mult1ple 

2 .nmates 

3-5 .nmates 

6-10 .nmates 

11-50 .nmates 

Mote than 
50 inmateS 

3,837 
(2,808) 

(591 ) 

1,990 
(1.990) 

1,847 
(227) 

184 
(92) 

123 
(27) 

277 
(35) 

1,203 
(72) 

60 
(1) 

2,054 
(2,409) 

(507) 

1,799 
(1,799) 

Z55 
(103) 

174 
(87) 

75 
( 15) 

(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Sautee: Natlonal Jail C'!nsus (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

1,842 
(2,070) 

(380) 

1,587 
(1,587) 

255 
(103) 

174 
(87) 

75 
(15) 

6 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

131 
(199) 

(68) 

131 
( 131) 

"Note: See definition ,~f tetms at the beginn!ng of thiS appendix. 
be~n placed lrl "ac~ntheses. 
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81 
( 140) 

(59) 

81 
(81) 

1,783 
(399) 

(84) 

191 
(191 ) 

1,592 
( 124) 

10 
(5) 

46 
( 12) 

271 
(34) 

1,203 
(72) 

60 
(1) 

563 
(39) 

563 
(39) 

17 
(5) 

75 
(9) 

411 
(24) 

60 
(1) 

438 
(35) 

438 
( 35) 

(3 ) 

o 
(0) 

24 
( 3) 

408 
(29) 

(0) 

Th~ numbet of conflnement units has 

525 
(127) 

(18) 

94 
(94) 

431 
(15) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(2) 

47 
(6) 

19 
(1) 

357 
(6) 

Low 

782 
(325) 

(84) 

191 
(191 ) 

591 
(50) 

4 
( 2) 

31 
(7) 

172 
(22) 

384 
( 19) 

o 
(0) 



Table C.20 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Pennsylvania State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Denllty, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1878 

Densitx ~ TXEe of Confinement unit 
Cells Dormi toties 

OccuEanc:i Total Total Hi:;!h Medium Low Total Hi!jh Medium 

Total 7,074 6,907 1,798 4,341 768 167 88 12 
(8,065) (8,050) (2,131) (4,960) (959) (15) (10) (2) 

Empty 
(1,143) (1,143) (333) (619) (191) (0) 

Sing le 6,907 6,907 1,798 4,341 768 0 
(6,907) (6,907) (1,798) (4,341 ) (768) (0) 

Multiple 167 0 0 167 88 12 
(15) (0) (0) (15) (10) (2) 

2 inmates 0 0 0 0 0 
(0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

3-5 inmates 0 0 0 0 0 0 
(0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

6-10 inmates 76 0 0 76 58 12 
(11) (0) (0) ( 11) (8) (2) 

11-50 inmates 91 C 0 91 30 0 
(4) (0) (0) (4) (2) (0) 

fobre than 0 0 0 0 0 0 
50 inmates (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

Source: Surve:i of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of ~~rms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parenthese3. 

Table C.21 
Number of Inma:ies and Confinement Units In Pennsylvania Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Densit~ B~ T~Ee of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitor ies 

occueanc:l Total Total f!igh Medium lAw Total fligh Medium 

Total 6,464 3,752 2,204 978 570 2,712 879 273 
(5,863) (4,048) (2,102) (1,287) (659) ( 1,815) (71) (128) 

Empty 
(950) (842) (444) (309) (89) (108) 

Single 4,242 2,753 1,205 978 570 1,489 
(4,242) (2,753) (1,205) (978) (570) (1,489) 

Multiple 2,222 999 999 1,223 879 273 
(671) (453 ) (453) (218) (71) (128) 

2 inmates 982 726 726 256 246 
(491) (36~i (363) (128) (123 ) 

3-5 inmates 589 273 273 316 263 13 
( 166) (90 ) (90 ) (76) (61 ) (4 ) 

6-10 inmates 41 0 0 oil 20 0 
(5) (0) (0 ) (5 ) (2 ) (0 ) 

11-50 inmates 75 0 0 75 61 14 
(5) (0 ) (0 ) (5 ) (4 ) (I) 

More than 535 0 0 535 535 0 
50 inmates (4 ) (0 ) (0 ) (4 ) (4) (0 ) 

Sou.ce: National Jail Census (CJ-J, CJ-4), 1978 

-Note: See definit~on of terms at the-beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has 
been placed in paren oeses. 
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Low 

67 
(3) 

(0) 

0 
(0) 

67 
(3) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

6 
(1) 

61 
(2) 

0 
(0) 

Low 

1,560 
( 1,616) 

(108) 

1,489 
(1,499) 

71 
( 19) 

10 
(5) 

40 
(1" 

21 
(3 ) 

0 
(0 ) 

0 
(0) 
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Table C.22 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In North Central Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Density By TYEe of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormi tories 

Occupancy Total Total !li 2 h Medium Low Total !li2h Medium 

Total 56,708 42,186 25,472 14,178 2,536 14,522 4,303 2,151 
(40,912) (38,297) (20,181) (15,367) (2,749) (2,615) (205) (222) 

Empty 
(3,282) (2,999) (1,597) (1,189) (213) (283) 

Single 30,349 28,916 12,202 14,178 2,536 1,433 
(30,349) (28,916) (12,202) ( 14,178) (2,536) (1,433) 

Multiple 26,359 13,270 13,270 13,089 4,303 2,151 
(7,281 ) (6,382) (6,382) (899) (205) (222) 

2 inmates 12,964 12,116 12,116 848 276 
(6,482) (6,058) (6,058) (424) ( 138) 

3-5 inmates 1,954 1,142 1,142 812 406 175 
(540) (323) (323) (217) (102) (53) 

6-10 inmates 536 a a 536 267 48 
(66) (0) (0) (66) (31 ) (8) 

11-50 inmates 3,186 12 12 3,174 1,292 310 
(108) (1) (1) (107) (40) (11 ) 

Mote than 7,719 0 a 7,719 2,338 1,342 
50 inmates (85) (0) (0) (85) (32) ( 12) 

Source: Survey of State and F'ederal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.23 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In North Central Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy. Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Densit:i B}! T:z:ce of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

Occuoanc:i Total Total High l'!edium Low Total High Medium 

Total 27,431 15,992 12,200 2,096 1,696 11,439 4,093 1,707 
(20,819) (18,096) (11,790 ) (3,799) (2,507) (2,723 ) (493 ) (3 1 4) 

Empty 
\o,J92) (5,798) (3,284 ) (1,703 ) (811 ) (594) 

Single 10,199 9,669 5,877 2,096 1,696 530 
(10,199) (9,669) (5,877) (2,096) (1,696) (530) 

!o1ultiple 17,232 6,323 6,323 10,909 4,093 1,707 
(4,228 ) (2,629) (2,629) (1,599) (493 ) (314) 

2 l.runat.es 4,714 4,038 4,038 676 156 
(2,357 ) (2,019) (2,019) (338) (78 ) 

3-5 inmaces 4,363 1,906 1,906 2,457 821 546 
(1,212 ) (561 ) (561 ) (651) ( 197) (150 ) 

5-10 l.runat.es 3,758 379 379 3,379 1,922 494 
(470 ) (49) (49) (421) (224) (64) 

11-50 ~nmates 4,397 0 0 4,397 1,450 511 
(189) (0) (0 ) ( 189) (72) (22) 

:1ore ~han 0 J a 0 0 
SO inmates (0 ) CO) (0) (0 ) (0 ) (0 ) 

Source: National Ja~l Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

-Not.e: S~e -:efinit.i-:Jn 'Of terms at the Oe11:lr.i:tq of th':"s appendix. Tha nUr.lber of confinemt!nt unl.ts has 
been placed In ?arenthes~s. 
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Low 

8,068 
(2,188) 

(283) 

1,433 
( 1,433) 

6,6:' .. 
(472) 

572 
(206) 

231 
(62) 

221 
(27) 

1,572 
(56) 

4,039 
(41 ) 

Low 

5,639 
(1,916) 

(594 ) 

530 
(530) 

5,109 
(792) 

520 
(260 ) 

1, 090 
(304) 

1,063 
( 133) 

2,436 
(95) 

0 
(0 ) 



Table C.24 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Ohio State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement UI~!t-1e78 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
SO inmates 

Total 

12,159 
(7,350) 

(636) 

4,542 
(4,542) 

7,617 
(2,172) 

4,162 
(2,081) 

216 
(54) 

a 
(0) 

no 
( H» 

2,919 
(27) 

Total 

8,868 
(7,299) 

(636) 

4,542 
(4,542) 

4,326 
(2,121 ) 

4,162 
(2,081 ) 

164, 
(40) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(a! 

a 
(0) 

Density Sy Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormi tories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

6,473 1,~13 

(4,724) (2,080) 

(456) (167) 

2,147 1,913 
(2,147) (1,913) 

4,326 
(2,121 ) 

4,162 
(2,081 ) 

164 
(40) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

482 
(495) 

(13) 

482 
(482) 

3,291 
(51) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

3,291 
(51) 

o 
(0) 

52 
(14) 

o 
(0) 

320 
(10) 

2,919 
(27) 

1,034 
(14) 

I,03A. 
(14) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

38 
(1) 

996 
(13) 

249 
(1) 

249 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

8 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

249 
(1) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Slngle 

Muluple 

2 Lnma tes 

3-5 lnmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 lnmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Table C.2S 
'lumber of Inmates and Confinement Units In Ohio Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Total 

5,500 
(4,576) 

'-
(1,275) 

2,568 
(2,568) 

2,932 
(733) 

874 
(437) 

5H 
(ISS) 

813 
(10 1) 

711 
(40) 

a 
a 

Total 

3,609 
(4,167) 

(1,197) 

2,457 
(2,457) 

1,152 
(513) 

812 
(406) 

340 
(107) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
o 

Denslty By Tyee of Conflnement Unlt 
Cells Dc><mltories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

2,193 
(2,342) 

(788) 

1,041 
(1,041 ) 

1,152 
(513) 

812 
(406) 

340 
(107) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
a 

325 
(528) 

(203) 

325 
(325) 

o 
a 

1,091 
(1,297) 

(20) 

1,091 
(1,091 ) 

a 
a 

1,891 
(409) 

(7) 

111 
( 111) 

1,780 
(220) 

62 
(31) 

194 
(48) 

813 
( 101) 

711 
(40) 

a 
o 

376 
(40) 

376 
(40) 

79 
( 18) 

72 
(10) 

225 
( 12) 

a 
o 

225 
(33) 

225 
(33) 

10 
(5) 

12 
(3) 

169 
(22) 

34 
(3) 

a 
o 

Source: Natlonal Jall Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

"Note: See deflnitlon of ~e~ms at the bp.glnn!ng of thls appendix. The number of conflnement unlts has 
been placed in par~ntheses. 

294 

Low 

2,008 
(36) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

2,008 
(36) 

a 
(0) 

S2 
(14) 

Q 

(0) 

282 
(9) 

1,674 
(13) 

Low 

1,290 
(336) 

(78) 

111 
(111) 

1,179 
( 147) 

52 
(26) 

103 
(27) 

572 
(69) 

452 
(25) 

a 
a 

f 
f 

Table C.26 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Indiana State Adult Correctional Fecllltles 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Conflnemant Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

4,785 
(3,218) 

(568) 

2,533 
(2,533) 

2,252 
( 117) 

160 
(80) 

24 
(7) 

9 
(1) 

576 
(13) 

1,483 
( 16) 

Total 

1,330 
(1,673) 

(343) 

1,331} 
(1,330) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Density By ~ of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

liigh Medium Low Total High Medium 

1,231 
(1,560) 

(329) 

1,231 
(1,231 ) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

99 
(113) 

( 14) 

99 
(99) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

3,455 
(1,545) 

(225) 

1,203 
(1,203) 

2,252 
(117) 

160 
(80) 

24 
(7) 

9 
(1) 

576 
(13) 

1,483 
(16) 

130 
(3) 

130 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

130 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

1,177 
(89) 

1,177 
(89) 

156 
(78) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

1,018 
(10) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.27 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Indiana Local Correctlo~al F:acllltlGi 

by Occupancy. DenSity, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occuoat\::v 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 ltunZltes 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 irunates 

Total 

2,319 
(2,042) 

(683 ) 

991 
(991 ) 

1,32B 
(36B) 

3BO 
(190) 

543 
(149) 

115 

(15) 

290 
(14 ) 

a 
(0 ) 

Tot:al 

1,607 
( I,B48) 

(641) 

953 
(953) 

654 
(254) 

320 
(160) 

334 
(94) 

Q 

:0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: Nat:::.onal Jail Census (CJ·3, CJ-4), 1978 

Density By Tyee of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

1,312 
(1,280) 

(368) 

65B 
(65B) 

654 
(254 ) 

320 
(160) 

334 
(94) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

140 
(291) 

(151 ) 

140 
(140 ) 

155 
(277) 

(122 ) 

155 
(155) 

712 
(194) 

(42) 

38 
DB) 

574 
( 114) 

60 
(30 ) 

209 
(55) 

115 
( 15) 

290 
(14 ) 

a 
(0) 

392 
(35) 

392 
(35) 

66 
( 16) 

47 
(5 ) 

279 
( 13) 

o 
(0) 

77 
(29) 

77 
(29) 

32 
( 16) 

45 
(13 ) 

Q 

(0 ) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

-Note: See definition of terms at the beginning 0: chis appendi:<. The number of confinement I.!..,~t.s !'las 
been ?laced 1n ?arentheses. 

295 

Low 

2,148 
(1,453) 

(225) 

1,203 
(1,203) 

945 
(25) 

4 
(2) 

21 
(6) 

9 
(1) 

446 
(10) 

465 
(6) 

Low 

243 
(130) 

(42) 

3B 
(38) 

205 
(SO) 

28 
( 11) 

98 
(26) 

68 
(9) 

11 

(1) 

a 
(0 ) 



Table C.28 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In illinois State Adult Correc~lonal Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-197b 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

_Occupancy Total Total High Medium Low Total !iich !-Iedium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

10,515 
(7,141 ) 

(660) 

3,614 
(3,614) 

6,901 
(2,86.) 

5,218 
(2,609) 

797 
(225) 

133 
(17) 

151 
(7) 

602 
(9) 

9,363 
(6,943) 

(647) 

3,533 
(3,533) 

5,830 
(2,763) 

5,124 
(2,562) 

7Q6 
(201) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

7,568 
(4,748) 

(247) 

1,481 
(1,832) 

(351 ) 

1,738 1,481 
(1,738) (1,481) 

5,830 
(2,763) 

5,124 
(2,562) 

706 
(201 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

314 
(363) 

(49) 

314 
(314) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

1,152 
( 198) 

(13) 

81 
(81 ) 

1,071 
(104) 

94 
(47) 

91 
( 24) 

133 
(17) 

151 
(7) 

602 
(9) 

706 
(26) 

706 
(26) 

o 
(0) 

119 
( 15) 

65 
(3) 

5:22 
(8) 

35 
(7) 

35 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

35 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Note: See definition of te'rms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.29 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In illinois Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy. Density. and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Densit.v Sv ':"/oe lJE Confinement Un~t 
Cells iJor!IUt:or!.2S 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

.lnmates 

3-5 !.:"Imates 

5-10 !.nmates 

11-50 ifL11ates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

5,655 
(4,047 \ 

(860) 

1.958 
( 1.958) 

3.597 
(1.229) 

2,184 
( 1,092) 

268 
(77 ) 

139 
( 19) 

1.106 
(34 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

4.292 
(3.901) 

(823) 

i ,942 
( 1,942) 

2.350 
(1.136) 

2.166 
(1,083 ) 

184 
(53) 

10 ) 

10 ) 

a 
(0 ) 

Source: ~ational Ja~l :ansus (CJ-3, :;-4).1978 

!lich 

3.662 
(2.854) 

(406) 

1,:\ 12 
(1.312 ) 

2.350 
(1.136 ) 

2,166 
(1.083 ) 

184 
(53 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Q 

(0 ) 

(0 ) 

Medium 

531 
(890) 

(359) 

531 
(531 ) 

99 
(157 ) 

(58) 

99 
(99) 

Total 

1.363 
(146) 

(37) 

16 
( 16) 

1.347 
(93 ) 

18 
(9 ) 

34 
(2" ) 

139 
( 191 

'.106 
(34 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

:lion 

195 
119) 

195 
( 19) 

25 
(7 ) 

36 
(4 ) 

134 
(S) 

o 
(0 ) 

!-Ied.:.um 

36 
19) 

36 
(9 ) 

4 
(2) 

13 
(4) 

19 

13 ) 

-J 
(0; 

o 
(0 I 

*~ote: See definltion of terms ac th~ beginnina of thiS appendix. Th~ number of =onf~ne~e~t ~~~~s ~as 
been placed in ?arer.~heses. 

296 

Low 

411 
(165) 

( 13) 

81 
(81) 

330 
(71) 

94 
(47) 

56 
( 17) 

14 
(2) 

86 
(4 ) 

80 
(1) 

Low 

1.132 
.r 118) 

(37) 

16 
( 16) 

1.116 
165) 

14 
(7 ) 

46 
'13) 

34 
( 12) 

972 
(26) 

(Q) 

Tab.le C.30 
Num~r of Inmat .. and Conflnem.nt Unit. In Michigan Stat. Adult Correcllona' Facllltl .. 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Ty.,. of Confinement Unit -1878 

Density By TypO of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormi tori .. 

-=.Oc=c·::.~pa=n::CY,,-______ To=t:::a:::l,--___ --=To=ta=l=-__ .:;H;::.iqLh;:... Medium Lav Total Hiqh MediUII 

Total 

Empty 

1>inqle 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 irunates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
SO inmates 

13,271 
(9,728) 

(177) 

9,162 
(9,162) 

.,109 
(389) 

568 
(284) 

o 
(0) 

302 
(33) 

1,398 
(49) 

1,841 
(23) 

9,282 
(9-,372) 

(In) 

9,128 
(9,128) 

154 
(72) 

142 
(71) 

.0 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

2,669 
(2,699) 

(li2) 

2,515 
(2,515) 

lS4 
(72) 

142 
(71) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

6,359 
(6,418) 

(59) 

6,359 
,(6,359) 

254 
(255) 

(1) 

254 
(254) 

Source, Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilit~~s (PC-2) , 1978 

3,989 
(~56) 

(5) 

34 
(34) 

3,955 
(317) 

426 
(213) 

o 
(0) 

302 
(33) 

1,386 
(48) 

1,841 
(23) 

1,485 
(46) 

1,485 
(46) 

o 
(0) 

140 
(15) 

775 
(22) 

570 
(9) 

194 
(7) 

194 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

194 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

Note, See definition of terms at tho beqlnninq of ~lis appendix. Th~ number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Tabla C.3"/ 
Number of Inmatla and Con~ln.m.nt Unit. In Mlchlglln Local Correctional Flicmtl •• 

by Occupancy, Dan.lty, and Type of Conflnem.nt Unlt-1878 

Occuca.ncv 

Tota! 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6- I a inmates 

11-50 inmates 

~re than 
50 inma~lIs 

Total 

5,415 
(2,771) 

(550) 

1,578 
(1,578) 

3.937 
(643) 

248 
(124) 

1,063 
(285) 

1.61 I 
(196) 

915 
(38) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

1,642 
(2,023) 

(478) 

1,500 
( 1,500) 

142 
(45) 

26 
(13) 

89 
(28) 

27 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

a 
(0) 

Source: National Jllll Census (CJ-3, CJ.-4) , 1978 

Density Bv Type of Confin~ment Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

!Ugh Medium Low Total !Ugh l!edium 

1,374 
(1,567) 

(290) 

1,232 
( 1,232) 

142 
(45) 

26 
(13) 

89 
(28) 

27 
(4 ) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0 ) 

211 
(358) 

( 147) 

211 
(21 1) 

57 
(98) 

(41) 

57 
(57) 

3,773 
(748) 

(72) 

7e 
(78) 

3.695 
(598) 

222 
( 111) 

974 
(257 ) 

1,584 
( ,2) 

915 
(38) 

o 
(0) 

2,019 
(270) 

2.019 
(270) 

383 
(90 ) 

1.376 
(166) 

260 
( 14) 

o 
(0) 

523 
( 121) 

523 
( 121) 

;18 
( 14) 

'JOI 
(84) 

170 
(21 ) 

24 
(2~ 

o 
(0) 

"Note: See dofinition of terms at the beqinning of this appendix. The number of conf~nement units has 
been placed in parentheses. 
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Law 

2,310 
(303) 

(5) 

34 
(34) 

2,276 
(264) 

426 
(213) 

o 
(0) 

162 
(18) 

417 
(19) 

1,271 
(14) 

1,231 
(357) 

(72) 

78 
(78) 

1.153 
(207) 

194 
(97) 

290 
(83 ) 

38 
(5) 

631 
(22) 

o 
(0 ) 



Table C.32 
Number of Inmll:~~~ and Confinement Units In Wisconsin State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type oj Confinement Unit -1978 

Density By·Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

-=Oc~c~u~p~a~n~c~y _____________ T~o~t~a~l~ ______ ~T~o~t~a~l ____ ~H~izg~h __ ~M~ed~i~um~ __ ~Lo~w ________ ~T~o~t=al~ ____ ~H~ia~h~ __ ~M~e~d~i=um~ ___ Low 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

3,143 
(2,972) 

(208) 

2,642 
(2,642) 

501 
(122) 

208 
(104) 

35 
(1) 

36 
(6) 

89 
(3) 

133 
(2) 

2,703 
(2,645) 

( 185) 

2,617 
(2,617) 

86 
(43) 

86 
(43) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

1,520 
(1,550) 

(73) 

1,434 
(1,434) 

86 
(43) 

86 
(43) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

468 
(511) 

(43) 

468 
(468) 

715 
(784) 

(69) 

715 
(715) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2)., 1978 

440 
(127) 

(23) 

25 
(25) 

415 
(79) 

122 
(61) 

35 
(7) 

36 
(6) 

39 
(3) 

133 
(2) 

68 
(2) 

68 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

68 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

177 
(52) 

177 
(52) 

102 
(51) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

75 
(1) 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of t.his appendix. The number of confinement units hall been 
placed in parentheses. 

Tlible C.33 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Unlis In Wisconsin Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-197S 

Oc::uoa:lC'I 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

:-Iultiple 

lnmates 

)-5 lnmates 

6-10 .l:'l..rr.a'tes 

11-50 :.nmat.es 

:-bre ~han 

50 lnma"C.e::; 

Total 

1,748 

(1,637 ) 

650 
(650 ) 

1,098 
(215 ) 

34 
(42 ) 

~1g 

(118) 

264 
(34 ) 

3Jl 
11) 

o 
(Q) 

Total 

940 
(1,449) 

(7',1) 

616 
1616) 

324 
(102) 

34 
( 17) 

290 
(95 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source; ~.at.l.onal Ja~l Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

Density By Tvoe of Confi:l&.ment Uni~ 
Cells 

High !-Iedlum 

799 
(1,126) 

475 
(475 ) 

324 
(102 ) 

34 
117 ) 

290 
(85) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

'J 
(0 ) 

121 
(266) 

(145) 

121 

(121) 

Low 

20 
(57) 

(37) 

20 
(20) 

Total 

808 

(188) 

(51 ) 

34 
(34 ) 

7·'4 
(103 ) 

50 
(25) 

129 
!J3 ) 

264 
(34 ) 

331 
(11) 

(0 ) 

Oorm~~or!.es 

Hlgh I1edium 

332 
( 14) 

JJ2 
( 14) 

4 
(1) 

35 
(5 ) 

293 
(8 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

110 

( 16) 

110 

( 16) 

2 
(11 

9 
(2 ) 

100 
(13 ) 

) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

See def::"ill.tlon of terms !t ':he ol1;!g~nnl.ng ':If t.r~J.s 3.ppendl.x. The number of -:onf.:...,ement 'J .• ''ll':.S ~dS 

been ?ldCed ~n ~arent.ileses. 
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195 
(73) 

(23) 

25 
(25) 

170 
(25) 

20 
( 10) 

35 
(7) 

36 
(6) 

21 
(1) 

58 
(1) 

Low 

366 
(lSi) ) 

(51 ) 

34 
C'4 ) 

332 
(73) 

48 
(24 ) 

117 
(30 ) 

129 
(16 ) 

38 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

Table C.34 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Minnesota State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 ir>.llates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

1,831 
(2,165) 

(429) 

1,705 
(1,705) 

126 
(31 ) 

44 
(22) 

15 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

67 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

1,724 
(2,133) 

(428) 

1,686 
(1,686) 

38 
(19) 

3e 
(19) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

375 1,192 
(408) (1,516) 

(52) 

337 
(337) 

38 
( 19) 

38 
(19) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(324) 

1,192 
(1,192) 

157 
(209) 

(52) 

157 
(157) 

107 
(32) 

(1) 

19 
( 19) 

88 
(12) 

6 
(3) 

15 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

67 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

32 
(5) 

32 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

12 
,<4) 

o 
(0) 

20 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978 

Note: See deflnition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinew- .• , units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.35 
~~umber of Inmates arid Confinement Units In Minnesota Local C(1ITectlonal Facilities 

by Occupancy, Der~sity, and Type of Conflnemsnt P:1lt -1978 

occupancy 

To{:al 

Empty 

Single 

~ultlple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

0-10 .:.nmates 

11-50 inmat.es 

~re t.han 
SO .nmates 

Total 

1,491 
(1,490 ) 

(500 ) 

791 
(791 ) 

700 
( 199) 

:!56 
(128) 

00 
(9) 

184 
( 10) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

1,032 
(1,322) 

(443) 

755 
(755) 

277 
(124) 

212 
( 106) 

58 
( 17) 

(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

Source: Natlonal Jall C~nsus(CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

Densitv Bv TVDe of Confi.nement Un~t 
cells Oor~itories 

High Medium Low Total Hiah 11edium 

556 
(549) 

(1%) 

269 
(269) 

277 
(124) 

212 
(106 ) 

58 
(17 ) 

7 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

410 
(619) 

(209) 

410 
(410 ) 

76 
( 154) 

(78) 

76 
(76) 

459 
(168) 

(57) 

36 
(36 ) 

423 
(75) 

44 
(22) 

136 
(35) 

59 
(S) 

194 

(10 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

121 
(21 ) 

121 
( 211 

70 
( 16) 

19 
(J) 

32 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

79 

( 16) 

79 
( 16) 

14 
(' ) 

15 
(5 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

50 
(4 ) 

~ 

(0 ) 

"Note: See definlt..l.On of terms at the beginning of thl.s app~ndix. ~he number of confinement units ~as 
been pldced .:.n parentheses. 

299 

Low 

75 
(27) 

(1) 

19 
(19) 

56 
(7) 

6 
(3) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

47 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

Low 

259 
( 131) 

(57) 

36 
(36) 

223 
(38) 

30 
(15) 

51 
( 14) 

40 
(5 ) 

102 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

... 



Table C.36 
Number of li'lmate. and Confinement Units In Iowa State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Conllnement Unlt-1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormi tories 

High Medium !.Ow Total High Medium 
Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

!'\ultiple 

inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 i.nmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

1,772 
(l,Hj) 

( 193) 

1,539 
(1,539) 

233 
(28) 

14 
(7) 

67 
(18) 

o 
(0) 

28 
(1) 

124 
(2) 

Total 

1,513 
(1,694) 

(182) 

1,511 
(1,511) 

2 
(1) 

2 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

1,445 
(1,623) 

(179) 

1,443 
(1,443) 

2 
(1) 

2 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

68 
(71) 

(3) 

68 
(68) 

Source; Survev of State and ~ederal Adult Correctional ~acilities (PC-2), 1978 

259 
(66) 

(11) 

28 
(28) 

231 
(27) 

12 
(6) 

67 
(18) 

(0) 

28 
(1) 

124 
(2) 

6 
(2) 

6 
(2) 

6 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

30 
(2) 

30 
(2) 

2 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

28 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

Note; See ~~;inition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 

placed in parentheses. 

Table C.37 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Iowa Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of ConflnemElnt Unlt-1978 

occuoanr.:'/ 

-:Oot.al 

Empey 

S~ngle 

'1\llt~ple 

2 lnmates 

)-5 .:..nmat:.es 

0-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

~re ,=han 
50 :nmaees 

Total 

651 
(731) 

(364 ) 

262 
(262) 

389 
(105) 

108 
(54 ) 

140 
(38) 

57 
(8) 

84 
(5 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

320 
(588) 

(317) 

225 
(225) 

95 
(46) 

88 
(44) 

(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

Source: ~aClonal Jail Census (CJ-03, CJ-4), 1978 

Density By Type of confinement Unit 
cells Dormi tor ies 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

249 
(388) 

( 18B) 

154 
(154) 

95 
(46) 

B8 
(44) 

(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

40 
(110) 

(70 ) 

40 
(40 ) 

31 
(90 ) 

(59) 

31 
(31) 

331 
(143 ) 

(47) 

37 
(37 ) 

294 
(59 ) 

20 
(10) 

133 
(36) 

57 
(B) 

84 
(5 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

117 
( 16) 

117 
( 16) 

26 
(7 ) 

51 
(7) 

40 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

14 
(4) 

14 
(4 ) 

4 
(2 ) 

10 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

.Note: See iefinit.ion of terms at t.he beginning of this appendix. ~he number of confinement units has 

been placed in pa=en~heses. 
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Low 

223 
(62) 

(11) 

28 
(28) 

195 
(23) 

10 
(5) 

61 
( 16) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

124 
(2) 

Low 

200 
(123 ) 

(47 ) 

37 
(37) 

163 
(39) 

16 
(8 ) 

97 
(27 ) 

(1) 

44 
(3 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Table C •• 
Number of Inmst" and Confinement Unlta In Millour! State Adult Correctional Facilities 

o by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Den.ity By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cell. Dormi toties 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

';ingle 

Multiple 

2 inaatea 

3-5 i ... te. 

6-10 iflllate. 

11-50 ~ •• ate. 

More than 
50 illllate. 

Total 

5,145 
(3,245) 

(50) 

1,933 
(1,933) 

3,213 
(j ,253) 

2,370 
(1,185) 

172 
(47) 

48 
(8) 

255 
(9) 

357 
(4) 

'l'ot.l 

4,315 
(3,179) 

(50) 

1,932 
(1,932) 

2,383 
(1,187) 

2,355 
(1,178) 

27 
(9) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

High Mediua Low Total High Medium 

2,397 
(1,209) 

1,527 
(1,579) 

(8) (52) 

14 1,527 
(14) (1,527) 

2,383 
(1,187) 

2,355 
(1,178) 

27 
(9) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

391 
(391) 

(0) 

391 
(391) 

831 
(67) 

(0) 

1 
(1) 

830 
(66) 

14 
(7) 

145 
(38) 

48 
(8) 

256 
(9) 

367 
(4) 

116 
(29) 

116 
(29) 

116 
(29) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

159 
(26) 

159 
(26) 

14 
(7) 

29 
(9) 

,~8 

(8) 

68 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

Source: Survey ot Stat. and Pedaral Adult Correctional Paciliti •• (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of tera •• t the beginning of thi. appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in p.r.nth ••••• 

Tablet C.38 
Number of Inmatea and Conflnern.nl Unlta In MI.aouri Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Denalty, ~nd Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmlltes 

3-5 inmat •• 

0-10 inmate. 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

'l'otal 

2,759 
(1,494) 

(341 ) 

775 
(775) 

1,984 
(37B) 

234 
(117) 

60B 
(168) 

554 
(70) 

588 
(23) 

o 
(0 ) 

Tot.l 

1,490 
(1,206) 

(299) 

704 
(104) 

786 
(203) 

166 
(83) 

275 
(76) 

345 
(44) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: National Jail C.n.uII (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

Den.lty By Type of Confinement Unit 
C.ll" 

High I4IIdlum 

1,2B5 
(843) 

(141) 

4~19 

(499) 

786 
(203) 

166 
(83 ) 

275 
(76) 

345 
(44) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

12B 
(236) 

(lOB) 

12B 
(128) 

77 
( 127) 

(50) 

77 
(77) 

Total 

1,269 
(2B8) 

(42) 

71 
(71 ) 

1,198 
(175 ) 

68 
(34 ) 

333 
(92) 

209 
(26) 

588 
(23) 

o 
(0 ) 

Dormitories 
High Medium 

271 
(40) 

271 
(46) 

124 
(31) 

90 
(11) 

57 
(4 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

423 
(31 ) 

423 
(31 ) 

18 
(9) 

40 
(11) 

20 
(3 ) 

345 
(8) 

o 
(0 ) 

"Note: S~e definition of terms at the beginning of ~~is appendix. The number DE confinement units has 
boen placed in parentheses. 
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!.Ow 

556 
(12 ) 

(0) 

1 
(1) 

555 
(11) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

188 
(7) 

367 
(4) 

Low 

575 
(211) 

(42 ) 

71 
(71 ) 

504 
(98) 

50 
(25) 

169 
(50) 

99 
(12 ) 

186 
(11) 

o 
(0 ) 



Table C.40 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In North Dakota State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Conflnem~mt Unlt-1978 

Density By TyPe of Confinement Unit 
Ce.Us Dormitories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 
Occupancy 

Total 

E:mpty 

Sing le 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-51) inmates 

)bre than 
50 inmates 

Total 

305 
(300) 

(70) 

225 
(225) 

80 
(5) 

4 
(2) 

3 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

73 
(2) 

a 
(0) 

Total 

229 
(297) 

(70) 

225 
(225) 

4 
(2) 

4 
(2) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

229 
(297) 

(70) 

225 
(225) 

(2) 

4 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (pc-2), 1978 

76 
(3) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

76 
(3) 

a 
(0) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

73 
(2) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Note: 
ndi The number of confinement units has been See definition of terms at the beginning of r.his appe x. 

placed in parentheses. 

Table C.41 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In North Dakota Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

76 
(3) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

76 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

3 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

73 
(2) 

a 
(0) 

Density 9y Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells oormitorl.e~ Low 

o~ ____ ~==1To~ta~1C===~Hi~q~h __ -1M~e~d~ium~--~Lo~w~------~To~t~a~1~--~H~i~9~h __ ~FI~e~d~um~ __ ~~~ ~o=:cc~u:!lpa=n;.c:r..y __ o ________ o;ot.!l _ 

Total 

::mpty 

Single 

!1ul ':.iple 

iMlates 

3-5 ;nmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More ehan 
SO .:.nmates 

1'13 
(731 ) 

(220 ) 

59 
(59) 

q4 

( 12) 

14 
(7 ) 

3 
(1) 

27 
(4) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

67 
(257) 

(198) 

52 
(52) 

15 
(7) 

12 
(6) 

3 
(1) 

a 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Source: ~ational Ja~l Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

38 
(140) 

(110) 

23 
(23) 

15 
(7) 

12 
(6) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

26 
( 104) 

(78) 

26 
(26) 

See jef.:.nit~on of :arms at the beginnl.ng of ch~s appendix. 
been placed in parentheses. 
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( 13) 

(10i 

3 
(3 ) 

36 
(34) 

(22) 

7 
(7 ) 

29 
(5 ) 

2 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

27 
(0 ) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

13 
(2) 

13 
(2 ) 

a 
(0) 

13 
(2 ) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

6 
(1) 

6 
(11 

a 
(0) 

,) 

(0) 

(; 

(1) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

The number of confinement units has 

17 
(31) 

(22) 

7 
(7 ) 

10 
(2) 

(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

8 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

, 
I., 

j. 
i 

I 
.t. 
J 

Table C.42 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In South Dakota State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, DenSity, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

~pty 

'Single 

Multiple 

inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

522 
(531) 

(53) 

444 
(444) 

78 
(34) 

66 
(33) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

Total 

510 
(530) 

(53) 

444 
(444) 

66 
(33) 

66 
(33) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitor ies 

High . Medium Low Total High Medium 

66 
(33) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

66 
(33) 

6G 
(33) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

425 
(478) 

(53) 

425 
(425) 

19 
(19) 

(0) 

19 
(19) 

12 
(1) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note, See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.43 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In South Dakota Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, DenSity, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Density av Tyee of Confinement Uni= 
Cells Dorn\itories 

Occuoancv Tota~ Total Hiah Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 

Empey 

Sing 1e 

Muluple 

2 inmates 

3-5 lr!.mates 

6-10 lrunates 

11-50 lnma tes 

.'-1ore than 
50 l.nmates 

268 
(435) 

(242) 

164 
( 164) 

104 
(29) 

36 
( 18) 

19 
( 5) 

49 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

,0 ) 

177 
(384) 

(219) 

153 
(153) 

24 
( 12) 

24 
(12) 

a 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Source; Nat:lonal Ja.1! Census t,CJ-3, ':J-4), 1978 

80 
(151 ) 

(83) 

56 
(56) 

24 
( 12) 

24 
(12) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

63 
(165) 

( 102) 

63 
(63) 

See defih~t,lon l)f terms at t.he b~qinn~ng of t:h15 appendix. 
been placp.d in parentheses. 
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34 
(78) 

(34 ) 

34 
(34) 

91 
(51) 

(23) 

11 
(11) 

80 
(17) 

12 
(6) 

19 
(5) 

49 
(6) 

a 
(0 ) 

° (0) 

56 
(8 ) 

56 
(e) 

13 
(3) 

U 
(5 ) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

a 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

(0 ) 

a 
(0) 

The numher of confinement unlts has 

12 
(1) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

a 
(O~ 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

33 
(42) 

(23) 

11 
(11) 

22 
(9) 

10 
(51 

6 
r 2) 

6 
(1) 

a 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 1 



Table C."" 
Numi!~ of Inmates and Confinement Unit, In Nebra,ka State Adult CorNellonal Facllltle, 

by Occupancy, Den,Uy, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1871 

Density By Type of Confln ... nt Unit 
Celh Domitarie. 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

irnnates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
SO inmates 

Total 

1,121 
(583) 

(25) 

421 
(421) 

700 
(137) 

120 
(60) 

245 
(73) 

a 
(0) 

85 
(2) 

250 
(2) 

Total 

742 
(531) 

(20) 

379 
(379) 

363 
( 132) 

118 
(59) 

245 
(73) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

High Madiu. TAW Total High Medium 

689 
(461) 

(3) 

326 
(326) 

363 
(132) 

118 
(59) 

245 
(73) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

.53 
(70) 

(17) 

53 
(53) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

379 
(52) 

(5) 

42 
(42) 

337 
(5) 

2 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

85 
(2) 

2S0 
(2) 

335 
(4) 

335 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

() 

(0) 

85 
(2) 

250 
(2) 

2 
(1) 

2 
(1) 

7-
(1) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilitia. (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of tems at the b89iMing of this appendix. The number of coniill4lllent units haa been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.45 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Unit' In Nebra,ka Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Denelty, and Type of ConflMrnent Unlt-1878 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Slngle 

Mult1ple 

2 Lnmates 

3-5 1nmates 

6-10 1nmates 

11-50 1nmates 

More than 
50 1nmates 

Total 

628 
(537) 

(248) 

165 
( 165) 

116 
(58) 

190 
(53) 

33 
(4) 

124 
(9) 

a 
(0) 

Total 

345 
(427) 

(210) 

lH 
(144) 

201 
(73) 

78 
(39) 

123 
(34) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Source: Nat10nal Ja1l Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

DenSlty By TyPe of Confin .. ent Urit 
Cells Domi tones 

High Medlum Low Total High Me<j.lum 

299 
(298) 

(127) 

98 
(98) 

201 
(73) 

78 
(39) 

123 
(34) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

33 
(82) 

(49) 

33 
(33) 

13 
(47) 

(34) 

13 
(13) 

283 
(110) 

(38) 

21 
(21) 

262 
(51) 

38 
(19) 

67 
(19) 

33 
(4) 

124 
(9) 

o 
(0) 

128 
(14) 

128 
(14) 

18 
(5) 

33 
(4) 

77 
(5) 

a 
(0) 

71 
(13) 

71 
( 13) 

10 
(5) 

14 
(4) 

a 
(0) 

47 
(4) 

a 
(0) 

°Note: See deflnlt10n of terms at the beg1nnlng at th1S append1x. The number of cont1nament un1ts has 
been placed 1n parentheses. 
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Low 

42 
(47) 

(5) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Low 

84 
(83) 

(38) 

21 
(21) 

63 
(H) 

28 
(14) 

35 
(10) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

--~------------ -------------------~---------------------------------------------------------------

Table C.46 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Kansas State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Sing le 

Multipli! 

inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

2,138 
(1,918) 

(203) 

1,589 
(1,589) 

549 
( 126) 

30 
(15) 

380 
(103) 

8 
(1) 

131 
(7) 

a 
(0) 

Total 

1,607 
(1,801) 

(203) 

1,589 
(1,589) 

18 
(9) 

18 
(9) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dami tories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

810 
(869) 

(68) 

792 
(792) 

18 
(9) 

18 
(9) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
CD) 

661 
(770) 

(109) 

661 
(661) 

136 
(162) 

(26) 

136 
(136) 

531 
(117) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

531 
(117) 

12 
(6) 

380 
(103) 

8 
(1) 

131 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

423 
(79) 

423 
(79) 

284 
171 ) 

8 
(1) 

131 
(7) 

a 
(0) 

96 
(32) 

96 
(32) 

a 
(0) 

96 
(32) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(!l) 

a 
(0) 

Source: Survey of State and ~ederal Adult Correctional ~acilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
?laced in parentheses. 

Table C.47 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Kansas Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Slngl~ 

Mult1ple 

2 1mates 

3-5 1nma tes 

6-10 1nmates 

1 I-50 1nmates 

More than 
50 lnJi'lates 

Total 

894 
(775) 

(327) 

238 
(238) 

656 
(210) 

180 
(90) 

382 
(111) 

30 
(4) 

64 
(5) 

o 
(7) 

Total 

471 
(52~) 

(242) 

168 
( 168) 

303 
( 114) 

100 
(50) 

203 
(64) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

SQu(ce: Nat10nal Jall Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

Denslty By Type of Confinement Unlt 
Ce 11s Da eml to (les 

Rlgh Medium Low Total Rlgh Medium 

363 
(252) 

(78) 

60 
(60) 

303 
( 114) 

100 
(50) 

203 
(64) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

68 
(150) 

(B2) 

68 
(68) 

40 
( 122) 

(82) 

40 
(40) 

423 
(251) 

(85) 

70 
(70) 

353 
(96) 

80 
(40) 

179 
(47) 

30 
(4) 

64 
( 5) 

o 
(0) 

.... 

73 
(8) 

73 
(8) 

13 
(3 ) 

7 
(1) 

53 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

141 
(40) 

141 
(40) 

J2 
( 16) 

86 
(22) 

10 
(1) 

11 

(1) 

a 
(0) 

"Note: See deflnlt10n of terms at the beg1nn1ng of th1S append1x. The number of confln~~ent un1ts has 
been placed 1n parentheses. 
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Low 

12 
(6) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(6) 

12 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

Low 

209 
(203) 

(85) 

70 
(70) 

139 
( 48) 

48 
(24) 

78 
( 2,2) 

13 
(21 

(0) 

o 
(O) 



Southern Region 

Delaware 
Maryland 

District of Columbia 
Virginia 

West Virginia 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 

Georgia 
Florida 

Kentucky 
Tennessee 
Alabama 

Mississippi 
Arkansas 
Louisiana 
Oklahoma 

Texas 

Preceding page blank 
307 I 

I 

Table C.48 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Southern State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Oenslty B;t Type of Conhnement Unlt 
Cells Dorm!. tor les 

Occucanc:i Total Total Hlgh Medlum Low Total High Medlum 

Total 107,184 51,919 44,219 5,528 2,172 55,265 38,081 9,552 
(37,699) (35,264) (26,797) (6,144) (2,323) (2,435) (1,035) (609) 

Empty 
(1.729) (1,524) (757) (616) ( 151) (205) 

Slngle 18,481 18,337 10.637 5,528 2,172 144 
(18,481) (18.337) ( 10,637) (5.528) (2,172) ( 144) 

Multlple 98.703 33.582 33.582 55.121 38.081 9.552 
(17.489) (15,403) (15.403) (2.086) (1,035) (609) 

2 tnmates 27.384 25.538 26.538 846 570 
(13,692) (13.269) (13.269) (423) (285) 

3-5 inmates 8,252 6.654 6.654 1.598 921 401 
(2,496) (2,077) (2,077) (419) (237) (106) 

6-10 inmates 1,897 390 390 1.507 928 374 
(274) (57) (57) (217) ( 141) (49) 

11-50 lnmaces 18.578 0 0 18.578 10,752 3,038 
(619) (0) (0) (619) (342) ( 105) 

More chan 32.592 0 0 32,592 25,480 5,169 
50 lrunaces (403) (0) (0) (408) (3 IS) (64) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctlonal Facilltles (PC-2) • 1978 

Note: See deflnltlOn of terms at the beginnlng of thlS appendlx. Th~ number of conflnement unlCS has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.49 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units in Southern Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

~nslt1 By Tyee of Confl~ement Unlt 
Cells r:o rmi ~o r les 

Occupanci: Total Total Hlgh Medlum Low Total Hl5!h Medlum 

Total 65,113 28,061 23,624 2,243 2,194 37,052 23,629 5,157 
(31.558) (24,723) (17.473 ) (3,513) (: .737) (6,835) (2,248) (1,019) 

Empty 
(7,634 ) (6,559) (3,746) (1,270) (1.543) (1,075) 

Single 13.568 12,520 8.083 2.243 2,194 1,048 
'13,568) ( 12,520) (8.083) (2,243) (2,194) (1,048) 

Multiple 51,545 15,5·11 15.541 36.004 23,629 5,157 
(10,356) (5,644) (5.644 ) (4,712) (2,248) (1,019) 

2 inmat.es 9,460 7,414 7.414 2,046 726 
(4,730) (3,707) (3,707) (1.023) (363) 

3-5 inmates 12,130 5,639 5.639 6,491 3,274 1,442 
(3,344) ( 1 .621) (1.621 ) iI.72J) (832) ( 414) 

6-10 lnma tes 9,618 2.036 2.036 7.582 5,497 921 
(1,280) (283) (283) (997) (713) (120) 

11-50 uunates 13.318 452 452 18.466 13 .439 2,068 
(982 ) (33) (33) (949) (683) ( 122) 

More than 1.419 0 iJ 1 r 4 ~9 1,419 0 
50 lnmateS (20) (0) (01 (20) (20) (e' 

Source: NlltlOnal Jail Census (CJ-3. CJ-4) , 1978 

'Note: See deflnlt:on oE terms at che ""glnnlnq or thiS appendix. The .1umber of conrlnement unlts has 
been placed in parentheses. 

Preceding page tlank 
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Low 

7,632 
(791 ) 

(205) 

144 
( 144) 

7,488 
(442) 

276 
(138) 

276 
(76) 

205 
(27) 

4,788 
(172) 

1,943 
(29) 

Low 

8,266 
(3,568) 

(1.075) 

1,048 
(1,048) 

7,218 
(1.445) 

1.320 
(560) 

1,775 
(477) 

1,164 
( 164) 

2,959 
( 144) 

0 
(0) 



Table C.SO 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In DIJlaware State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Density By TYEe of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormito c!.es 

OccupanC'/ Total Total High Medium Low Total fligh Mod 1"," UIII=-_-.-;Lo=-w_ 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 honates 

6-10 ironates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

B96 
(508) 

(1) 

467 
(467) 

429 
(40) 

40 
(20) 

21 
(7) 

19 
(3) 

263 
(9) 

B6 
(1) 

502 
(483) 

(0) 

464 
(464) 

3B 
(19) 

38 
(19) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

il 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

154 
(135) 

(0) 

116 
(116) 

38 
(19) 

3B 
(19) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

323 
(323) 

(0) 

323 
(323) 

25 
(25) 

(0) 

25 
(25) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

394 
(25) 

(1) 

3 
(3) 

391 
(21) 

2 
(1) 

21 
(7) 

19 
(3) 

263 
(9) 

B6 
(1) 

139 
(5) 

139 
(5) 

:J 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

53 
(4 ) 

86 
(1) 

225 
(10) 

225 
(10) 

o 
(0) 

15 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

210 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

Nota: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 
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30 
(10) 

(1) 

3 
(3) 

27 
(6) 

2 
(11 

(2) 

19 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

r 
Table C.S1 

Number of Inmatea and Confinement Units In Milryiand State Adult Correctional Facilities 
by Occupancy, DenSity, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
~a Do~~~ 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

7,341 
(4,322) 

(93) 

2,847 
(2,847) 

4,494 
(1,382) 

2,630 
(1,315) 

73 
(21) 

70 
(9) 

1,226 
(32) 

495 
(5) 

Total 

5.467 
(4,245) 

(91) 

2.841 
(2.841) 

2.626 
(1,313) 

2.626 
(1,313) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

High Medium Low Total High MediUII 

3.840 
(2.578) 

(51) 

1,214 
(1,214) 

2.626 
(1.313) 

2,626 
(1,313) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

927 
(949) 

(22) 

927 
(927) 

700 
(718) 

(lB) 

700 
(700) 

1,874 
(77) 

(2) 

6 
(6) 

1,868 
(69) 

4 
(2) 

73 
(21) 

70 
(9) 

1,226 
(32) 

495 
(5) 

1.011 
(26) 

1,011 
(26) 

24 
(6) 

6 
(1) 

655 
(16) 

326 
(3) 

e03 
(30) 

B03 
(30) 

o 
(0) 

19 
(51 

64 
(B) 

551 
(15) 

169 
(2) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinemene units ha. been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.S2 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Maryland Local C('rrectlonal Facilltle. 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupanc" 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 lnmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

3,67B 
(1,550 ) 

(6B) 

399 
(399) 

3,279 
(I,OB3) 

1,928 
(964) 

251 
(64 ) 

105 
( 15) 

794 
(37) 

201 
(3) 

ToMl 

2,327 
(1,376) 

(53 ) 

350 
(350 ) 

1,977 
(973) 

I,B96 
(94B) 

Bl 
(25) 

o 
(0 ) 

a 
(0 ) 

° (0 ) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

Density By Tvoe of Confinement Unit 
Cells Domitor1e. 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

2,23B 
(1,272) 

(3B) 

261 
(261 ) 

1,977 
(973) 

1,896 
(94B) 

81 
(25) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

15 
(22) 

(7) 

15 
( 15) 

74 
(B2 ) 

(B) 

74 
(74) 

1,351 
(174 ) 

( 15) 

49 
(49) 

1,302 
( 110) 

32 
(16) 

110 
(39) 

105 
( 15) 

794 
(37 ) 

201 
(3 ) 

1,131 
(75) 

1,131 
(75 ) 

112 
(26) 

72 
( 11) 

746 
(35) 

201 
(3) 

22 
(10 ) 

22 
( 10) 

16 
(B) 

6 
(2) 

° (0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

ONate: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has 
been placed in ?/Irentheses. 
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60 
(211 

(2) 

, 
" (" 

54 
(13) 

4 
(2) 

30 
(10) 

o 
(0) 

20 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

to" 

198 
(89) 

(15) 

49 
(49) 

149 
(25) 

16 
(f.) 

52 
( 11) 

33 
(4 ) 

48 
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 



Table C.S3 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In District of Columble State Adult Correctional Faclll~les 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Slng le 

Multiple 

2 1nmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 1nm/lteS 

11-50 1nmates 

More than 
50 uutlates 

Total 

2,196 
(803) 

(54) 

688 
(688) 

1,508 
(61) 

52 
(26) 

4 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

1,050 
(27) 

402 
(7) 

Total 

740 
(763) 

(49) 

688 
(688) 

52 
(26) 

52 
(26) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Denslty By Type of Confinement Un1t 
Cells Do mil to nes 

fligh Med1um tow Total fligh Medium 

395 
(373) 

.-
(4) 

343 
(343) 

52 
(26) 

52 
(26) 

o 
(0) 

Q 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

309 
(350) 

(41 ) 

309 
(309) 

36 
(40) 

(4) 

36 
(36) 

1,456 
(40) 

(5) 

o 
(0) 

1,456 
(35) 

o 
(0) 

4 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

1,050 
(27) 

402 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: survey ot State and Federal Adult Correctional Fac1litles (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See deflnlcion of terms 4t the beglnn1ng of this 3ppend1x. The number of conf1nement un1ts has been 
placed 1n par~ntheses. 

Table C.S4 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In District af Cclumbls Local Correctional FacUlties 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

tow 

1,.56 
(40) 

(5) 

o 
(0) 

1,456 
(35) 

o 
(0) 

4 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

1,050 
(27) 

402 
(7) 

Dens~tv 3y Type of \.:::c::::o.!.:n~f:;in~em=e:!n~t:....:::lJ!!n:.i::,t::---:--:......,. _____ _ 
___ -~--__ ~.:::c~e~l:.l~s......,.~--__ --- Dormitories 

~O~c~cu~oa~n~c~Y _______ T~o~t=a~l~ ___ ~T~o~t=a=l __ ~H=i~~~h_~M~e~d=i~urn~_~Lo~w~ ____ ~T~o~~=a=l __ ~H=i~g~h __ ~~~e~d=i~um~_~Low 

Total 

Empty. 

Single 

~uleiple 

irona tes 

3-5 tnrnat.es 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmaees 

More than 
50 inmates 

1,417 
(1,156) 

(69) 

1,080 
(1,080) 

337 
(7 ) 

(0 ) 

(0 ) 

Q 

(0 ) 

200 
(5) 

137 
(2 ) 

1,080 
(1,149) 

(69) 

1,080 
(1,080) 

o 
(0 ) 

Q 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

~ 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: ~Iat:.~onal .Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ'-4), 1978 

1,080 
( 1,149) 

(69) 

1, C8C 

(1,080 ) 

Q 

(0 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

~ 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

337 
(7 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

337 
(7 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

200 
(5 ) 

137 
(2 ) 

337 
(7 ) 

337 
(7 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

200 
(5 ) 

137 
(2 ) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
( l) ~ 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

See definition ~f te~s ~~ ~he beq~r.~irq of this ~ppendix. Tre number ~f confi~ement uni~s has 
been placed In parent~eses. 
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o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

10 ) 

~ 

(0 ) 

(0 ) 
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Table C.SS 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Virginia State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Oensit:z: B:z: T:Z:EB of Confinement Unit 
Cells 001."'tDi tories 

occuE!nc:z: Total ~tal High Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total ,5,563 2,977 2,027 ae 81 2,586 1,005 741 
(3,374; (3,101 ) (2,003) (981) (117) (173) (23) (38) 

o;mpty 
(328) (267) (119) (112 ) (36) (61 ) 

Single 2,701 2,691 1,741 869 81 10 
(2,701 ) (2,el) (1,741) (869) (81) ( 10) 

Multiple 2,862 226 286 2,576 1,005 741 
(245) (143) ( 143) ( 102) (23) (38) 

2 inmates 286 286 286 0 0 
(143) (143 ) ( 143) (0 ) (0 ) 

3-5 inmates 121 0 (\ 121 0 33 
(26) (0 ) (0) (26) (0 ) (8) 

6-10 irunates 133 (, 0 133 24 109 
(18) (0 ) (0) (18) (4) ( 14) 

l1-S0 inmates 1,271 0 0 1,271 411 299 
(42) (0 ) (0) (42) ( 10) ( 12) 

:1or" than 1 ,051 0 0 1,051 570 JOO 
5U inmates ( 16) (0 ) (0) ( 16) (9) (4) 

Source: Surve:z: of State and Federal Adult Correctional Fac::.~ .. i.ties (PC-2) , 1976 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentha~es. 

Table C.S6 
Number of Inmates and Confineillent Unl'ls In Virginia Local Correctional Facilltias 

by Occupancy, Density, and T)'pe of Confinement Unlt-1978 

OensItv B):: 'fl::e!! of Con£ineme~~~Uni~ 
Cells Oormi tor1es 

Occupar~cl::: Total Total High Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 3,826 2,859 2,583 254 22 967 374 172 
(3,675) (3,510) (3,126) (310) (66) ( 165) (36) (24) 

Empty 
(1 ,il?<l) (1,055) (947) (64) (44) (19) , 

Single 2,174 i, !v~ 1,aa5 254 22 13 
(2,174) (2,161 ) (1,885) (254) (22) ( 13) 

Multiple 1,652 6'38 698 954 374 172 
(427) (294) (294) (133) (36) (24) 

2 inmates 480 442 442 38 10 
(240) (221 ) (221) (19) (5 ) 

3-5 inmates 421 256 256 165 22 33 
(120) (73) (73) (47) (7 ) (9) 

6-10 1nma tea 328 0 0 328 106 59 
(43) (0 ) (0) (113 ) ( 14) (7) 

11-50 inmates 423 0 0 423 246 70 
(24) (0 ) (0 ) (24) ( 15) (3) 

More than a 0 0 0 0 0 
SO l.nmates (0) (0) (0 ) (0) (0 ) (0) 

Source: National JaIL Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

-Note: See def1nit1on of terms at the beg1nnlng of this append1K, The number of confinement units has 
been placed in parent.heses. 

313 

Low 

840 
(112) 

(61 ) 

10 
(10 ) 

830 
(41) 

0 
(0 ) 

88 
(18) 

0 
(0 ) 

561 
(20 ) 

181 
(3) 

Low 

421 
(105) 

(19) 

1~ 

(':1) 

4(\8 
(73) 

28 
(14) 

110 
(31) 

163 
(22) 

107 
(6) 

0 
(0 ) 

,. 
I 
}' 

~ 
" 
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"fable C.57 
Number of Inmates and Conflnemant Units In W •• i Virginia State Adult Correctional Facllltle. 

by Occupancy,Denllty, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1878 

occupancy 

To'!al 

Empey 

Single 

)11tiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6- I 0 io.'Uates 

II-50 inmates 

)!ore than 
50 i.nmates 

Total 

1,222 
(579) 

(87) 

561 
(561 ) 

661 
(31) 

20 
(10) 

o 
(0) 

Q 

(0) 

641 
(21) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

581 
(658) 

(87) 

561 
(561) 

20 
(10) 

20 
(10) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitoriell 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

581 
( 658) 

(87) 

561 
(5611 

20 
(10) 

20 
(10) 

o 
(0) 

!) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

641 
(21) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

641 
(21) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

!) 

(0) 

641 
(21) 

C 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
{OJ 

96 
(3) 

96 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

96 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

Source: Survey of State and F"deral Adult correcrionai FacilJ.ties (PC-2) , 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beqinning of this appendix. The number of confinemene units has be.n 
placed in parentheses. 

Tabl" C.58 
Number of Inmatt; ~nd Contlnement Unit. In W •• t Virginia Loca' Correctional Facllltle. 

by Occupafi~Y. Den.lty, and Tp of ContlnclM.nt Unit -1878 

Occueancv 

To':al 

Empty 

Single 

Mul tiple 

2 inmates 

3 .. 5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

Hore than 
50 inmates 

Total 

1,010 
(1,120 ) 

(431) 

518 
(518) 

492 
(171 ) 

164 
(82) 

250 
(77) 

78 
( 12) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

748 
(961) 

(367) 

488 
(488) 

260 
( 106) 

124 
(62) 

136 
(44) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: !lational Jail Census (CJ-3 ,CJ-4), 1978 

Densit.y Bv Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

High Medi um Low Total High Medi In, 

622 
(715) 

(247) 

362 
(362) 

260 
(106) 

124 
(62) 

136 
(44) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

76 
( 145) 

(69) 

76 
(76) 

50 
( 101) 

(51 ) 

SO 
(SO) 

262 
(159) 

(64) 

30 
(30) 

232 
(65) 

40 
(20) 

114 
(33) 

78 
(12) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

56 
(16) 

56 
(16) 

46 
(15) 

10 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

42 
( 11) 

42 
(11) 

2 
(1) 

32 
(9) 

8 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

'!Iot~: See defi.,ition of terms at the beginning of this append.!./,:. The number of cont.'inement units has 
been placed in parentheses. 
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Low 

545 
( 18) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

545 
(18) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

545 
( 18) 

o 
(0) 

tow 

164 
(132) 

(64) 

30 
(30) 

134 
(38) 

38 
(19) 

36 
(9) 

60 
(10) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

( 

Table C.58 
Number of Inmate. and Contlnament Units In North Carellna State Aduil Correcllonal Facilities 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1878 

Der;sity By Type of ConHnement Unit 
CeU!! Dormitorles 

~Oc:;cu::::.spa=n.::CY,,-_____ ..;To=t::a.::l _____ ..:To=t=a::.l __ ...;B:::i::.l~h, Medium tow Total 81gh Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Sinqle 

Multiple 

2 il'lllataR 

3-5 inmates 

&-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

[4o[t) than 
50 inmates 

10,559 
(1,876) 

(139) 

1,223 
(1,223) 

9,336 
(514) 

462 
(231) 

241 
(68) 

101 
(14) 

4,765 
(147) 

1,723 
(1,519) 

(97) 

1,195 
(1,195) 

528 
(227) 

362 
(181) 

166 
(46) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

1,382 
(1,152) 

(71) 

854 
(854) 

534 
(221) 

36~: 
(181) 

16/j 
(46) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

336 
(357) 

(21) 

336 
(3,36) 

5 
(10) 

(5) 

5 
(5) 

Source: Survey of State and lederal Adult Correctional Fscilities (PC-2), 1978 

8,836 
(357) 

(42) 

28 
(28) 

8,808 
(287) 

100 
(50) 

75 
(22) 

101 
(14) 

4,765 
(147) 

3,767 
(54) 

8,389 
(203) 

8,389 
(203) 

9 
(2) 

69 
(9) 

4,544 
(138) 

3,767 
(54) 

187 
(17) 

187 
(17) 

8 
(4) 

1~ 

(3) 

24 
(4) 

142 
(6) 

o 
(Ui 

Note: See definition of t.~s at the be9.1nninq of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.80 
Number of Inmate. and Confinement Unit. In North Carolina Local Correctional Facllltle. 

by Occupancy, Denlilty, and Type of Contlnement Unit -1878 

tow 

260 
(137) 

(42) 

28 
(28) 

232 
(67J 

92 
(46) 

53 
(17) 

8 
(1) 

79 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

Density Bv Type -of Cop.:.f:;in;;.:e:;:;m;;:e;;.:n.;:;t_U",n.:.:i;.:t,:::-=;-:-~ ______ _ 
Calls Dormi tories 

OccuClincy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 irunates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

II-50 inmates 

More ~han 
50 inmates 

Total 

2,674 
(2,076) 

(621'> 

884 
(884 ) 

1,790 
(571) 

614 
(322) 

705 
(206) 

286 
(34) 

155 
(9) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

1,551 
(1,665) 

(563) 

772 
(772) 

779 
(330 ) 

458 
(229) 

321 
(101 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: National Jail Census (c.:"-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

High Medium Low Total Hich Medium 

1,371 
( 1,279) 

(357) 

592 
(592 ) 

779 
(330) 

458 
(229) 

321 
( 101) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

127 
(250) 

(123) 

127 
(127) 

53 
(136) 

(83) 

53 
(53 ) 

1,123 
(411) 

(58) 

112 
(112) 

1,011 
(241) 

186 
(93) 

384 
(105) 

296 
(34) 

155 
(9) 

o 
(0) 

452 
(89) 

452 
(89) 

255 
(69) 

105 
(13) 

92 
(7) 

o 
(0 ) 

136 
(47) 

136 
(47) 

74 
(37) 

13 
(4 ) 

49 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

'~Iote: See definition of terms at the begrriri'tnq of thl.s appendix. The number of confinement units has 
been placed in parentheses. 
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Low 

535 
(275) 

(sal 

112 
( 112) 

'123 
(105) 

112 
. (56) 

116 
(32) 

132 
115) 

63 
(2) 

o 
to) 



Table C.S1 
Number of Inmate. and Confinement !Unit. In South Carolina State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Den'Jlty, and Type of Conflnemitnt Unlt-1978 

• ..,9pcupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmate>s 

3-5 inm ... tes 

6-10 innu.ltes 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inm ... tes 

5,875 
(1,748) 

(31) 

450 
(450) 

5,425 
(1,267) 

2,022 
(1,011) 

614 
(188) 

51 
(6) 

1,084 
(38) 

1,654 
(24) 

Total 

2,942 
( 1,597) 

(21) 

433 
(433) 

2,509 
( 1,143) 

1,940 
(970 ) 

569 
(173) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

Densj.tw ay Type of Confinement Unit 
Cell~" Dormitories 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

2,617 
(1,256) 

(5} 

L08 
( 108) 

2,509 
( 1,143) 

1,940 
(970) 

569 
(173) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

207 
(219) 

(12) 

207 
(207) 

118 
(122) 

(4) 

118 
( 118) 

2,933 
(151 ) 

(10) 

17 
( 17) 

2,916 
(124) 

82 
(41) 

45 
(15) 

51 
( 6) 

1,084 
(38) 

1,654 
(24) 

2,345 
(70) 

~,345 
(70) 

42 
(14) 

24 
(3) 

1,031 
(35) 

1,248 
( 18) 

488 
(31) 

48!1 
( 31) 

44 
(22) 

3 
(1) 

10 
(1) 

25 
(1) 

406 
( 6) 

Source: survey ot St ... te and Federal Adult Correction ... l Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms ... t the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units h ... s been 
placed in p ... rentheses. 

Table C.S2 
Numbsr of Inmate. and Conflntlment Unit. In South Carolina Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, D~n.'ty, and Type of Conflne!?ent Unit -1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

!-tore than 
50 inmat!!s 

Total 

2,209 
(1,311 ) 

.12) 

622 
(622) 

1,587 
(277) 

192 
(96) 

383 
(96) 

331 
(46) 

681 
(39) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

693 
(998) 

(360 ) 

591 
(591 ) 

102 
(47) 

82 
(41 ) 

20 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: Nation ... l Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Oormi ":ories 

High Medium Low Total Hicrh Medium 

548 
(7411 

(248) 

446 
(446) 

102 
(47) 

82 
(41) 

20 
(6 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

77 
(138) 

(61) 

77 
(77) 

68 
( 119) 

(51) 

68 
(68) 

1,516 
(313) 

(52) 

31 
(31) 

1,485 
(230) 

110 
(55) 

363 
(90) 

331 
(46) 

681 
(39) 

o 
(0) 

503 
(86) 

603 
(86) 

202 
(51 ) 

161 
(20 ) 

240 
( 15) 

o 
(0 ) 

369 
(51) 

369 
(51) 

46 
(23) 

15 
- (4) 

60 
( 10) 

248 
( 14) 

o 
(0) 

·Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of conf:'nement units has 
been placed in parentheses. 

316 

Low 

100 
(50) 

(10) 

17 
(17) 

83 
(23) 

38 
(19) 

o 
(0 ) 

17 
(2) 

2B 
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

Low 

544 
(176) 

(52) 

31 
( 31) 

513 
(93) 

64 
(32) 

146 
(35) 

110 
( 16) 

193 
( 10) 

o 
(0 ) 

r 
I 

I 

I 
I 

TableC.S3 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Unit. In Georgia Stat8 Adult Correctional Fac",tle. 

by Occupancy, Den.'ty~and Type o' Contlnamltnt Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Multiple 

2 iMlates 

3-$ inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 ~mates 

More than 
50 lnmatell 

Total 

8,751 
(2,647) 

(1el) 

1,89B 
(1,098) 

6,853 
(568) 

658 
(329) 

377 
(89) 

171 
(22) 

1,845 
(G9) 

3,802 
(59) 

Total 

2,&89 
(2,380) 

(132) 

1,891 
(1,891) 

798 
(357) 

658 
(329) 

las 
(26) 

12 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

High Medium Low Total High Medilw 

2,668 
(2,353) 

(126) 

1,87() 
(1.,870) 

798 
(357) 

658 
(329) 

128 
(26) 

12 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

5 
(11) 

(6) 

5 
(5) 

16 
(16) 

(0) 

16 
(16) 

6,062 
(267) 

(49) 

7 
(7) 

6,055 
(211) 

o 
(0) 

249 
(63) 

159 
(20) 

1,845 
(69) 

3,802 
(59) 

5,012 
(141) 

5,012 
(141) 

107 
(27) 

151 
(19) 

952 
(36) 

3,802 
(59) 

557 
(48) 

557 
(48) 

o 
(0) 

136 
(34) 

8 
(1) 

413 
(13) 

o 
(0) 

Source: Su%'vey of Stato ... nd Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-~l., 1978 

Noee: See definition oj! terms at the beginninq of this appendix. The number of confi~ement units has been 
placed in parenthe •••• 

Table C.S4 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Unit. In Georgia Local Correction a' Facilities 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2.inmates 

3-5 inmat'!G 

6-10 lnmates 

11-50 lnmates 

Mace than 
SO irunates 

Totsl 

8,051 
(2,342) 

(618) 

783 
(783) 

7,268 
(941) 

'130 
(365) 

999 
(269) 

876 
(123) 

3,783 
(172) 

seo 
(12) 

Total 

2,235 
(1,589) 

(454) 

692 
(692) 

1,543 
(443) 

564 
(282) 

362 
(101) 

177 
(28) 

440 
(32) 

o 
(0) 

Density By Type of Confinement Un~t 
Cells Dormitor~es 

High Medium Low Total High ~~d~um 

1,889 
(1,005) 

(216) 

346 
(346) 

1,543 
(443) 

564 
(282) 

362 
(101) 

1," 
(28) 

HO 
(32) 

o 
(0) 

199 
(306) 

(107) 

199 
(199) 

147 
(278) 

(131) 

147 
(147) 

5,816 
('753) 

(164) 

91 
(91) 

5,725 
(498) 

166 
(83) 

637 
(168) 

699 
(95) 

3,343 
(140) 

880 
(12) 

3,825 
1;262) 

3,825 
(262) 

398 
(105) 

466 
(61) 

2,081 
(84) 

B80 
(12) 

874 
(116) 

874 
(116) 

98 
(49) 

104 
(26) 

131 
(19) 

541 
(22) 

o 
(0) 

Low 

493 
(78) 

(49) 

7 
(7) 

486 
(22) 

o 
Ill) 

6 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

480 
(20) 

o 
(0) 

Low 

1,117 
(375) 

(164) 

91 
(91) 

1,026 
(120) 

68 
(34) 

135 
(37) 

102 
(15) 

721 
(34) 

o 
(0) 

--.------------------~------
Sou~ce: Natiol1al J ... ~l Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

·Note: See definitl.on of terms at the begii\nl.ng of thl.s appendil<. The number of confinement units has 
been placed in p4%'entheses. 
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Table C.15 
Number of Inmates and Confinement UnHs In Florida State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Oceupancy, Density, lind Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

C\Ccupancy 

Toul 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 iMates 

!tore than 
50 inmate8 

Total 

16,912 
(5,447) 

(299) 

2,496 
(2,496) 

14,416 
(2,652) 

4,320 
(2,160) 

946 
(252) 

716 
(114) 

1,447 
(50 ) 

6,987. 
(76) 

Total 

7,081 
(5,004) 

(278) 

2,483 
(2,483) 

4,598 
(2,243) 

4,278 
(2,139) 

310 
(103) 

10 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Density Bv Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

Hiqh Mediwn Low Total High Medium 

5,348 1,407 
(3,013) (1,622) 

(20) (215) 

750 1,407 
(750) (1,407) 

4,598 
(2,243) 

4,278 
(2:,139) 

310 
(103) 

10 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

326 
(369) 

(43) 

326 
(326) 

9,831 
(443) 

(21) 

13 
( 13) 

9,818 
(409) 

42 
(21) 

636 
(149) 

706 
(113) 

1,447 
(SO) 

6,987 
(76) 

7,706 
(293) 

7,706 
(293) 

493 
( 108) 

605 
(99) 

930 
(28) 

5,678 
(58) 

524 
(45) 

524 
(45) 

o 
(0) 

106 
(30) 

30 
(5) 

141 
( 6) 

247 
(4) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2) , 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beg~nning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parenthes0s. 

Table C.88 
Number 01 Inmates and Conflnemant Units In Florida Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Density Bv Tyoe of Conf!nement Qnit 

Total 
__ ~~~ ____ 7.7~c~e~l~l;s~~ ____ ~ Dormitories 

~otal High ~Iedium Low Total High :-tedium 

Total 

Empty 

Sinqle 

Multiple 

2 inl1\ates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 irona tes 

1 I-50 inma tes 

More than, 
50 inmates 

10,301 
(3,3f:j2) 

(685) 

1,363 
(1,363) 

8,338 
( 1,314) 

726 
(363) 

1,672 
(470) 

1,182 
( 153) 

5,358 
(328) 

a 
(0) 

2,850 
(2,505) 

(616) 

1,307 
(1,307) 

1,543 
(582) 

636 
() 18) 

877 
(259) 

30 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: National Jail ::ensus (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

2,233 
(1,573) 

(301 ) 

690 
(690) 

1,543 
(582) 

636 
(318) 

977 
(259) 

30 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

337 
(496) 

(159) 

337 
(337) 

280 
(436) 

( lS6) 

290 
(280) 

7,451 
(857) 

(69) 

56 
(56) 

7,395 
(732) 

90 
(45) 

795 
(211) 

, ,152 
(149) 

S,358 
(328) 

o 
(0 ) 

5,198 
(446) 

5,198 
(446) 

420 
(laO) 

978 
(112 ) 

3,900 
(234) 

o 
(0) 

1,210 
( 157) 

1,210 
(157) 

14 
(7) 

229 
(iO) 

158 
( 18) 

909 
(62) 

o 
(0 ) 

See definition "f ':ern!:l ·3t t.."te beginning "f this ap!lenr.1ix. The '''It.::nber ~e -:~n:inernent '.:.nits has 
been placed in parentheses. 
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Low 

1,601· 
( 105) 

(21) 

13 
(13 ) 

1,588 
(71) 

42 
(21) 

37 
(11) 

71 
(9) 

376 
( 16) 

1,062 
(14) 

Low 

1,043 
(254) 

(6!?) 

56 
(56) 

987 
(129) 

76 
(38) 

146 
( 41) 

116 
( 18) 

549 
(32) 

il... 
(0 ) 

I , 
J 

Teb!e C.e7 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Kentucky State Adult Correctional Facllltle. 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Hult1ple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmate .. 

11-50 inillates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

3,565 
(1,61n 

(210) 

1,069 
(1,069) 

2,496 
(332) 

566 
(283) 

14 
(4) 

62 
(8) 

579 
(30 ) 

1,276 
(7) 

Total 

1,546 
(1,512) 

(208) 

1,062 
(1,062) 

484 
(242) 

484 
(242) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

Density By Type of Confinement Uni~ 
Cells Dormitories 

Hiqh Mediwn Low Total Hi9lh Med;ium 

1,154 
(1,097) 

( 185) 

670 
( 670) 

484 
(242) 

484 
(242) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

374 
(397) 

(23) 

374 
(374) 

18 
(IS) 

(0) 

18 
( 18) 

2,019 
(99) 

(2) 

7 
(7) 

2,012 
(90) 

82 
(41) 

14 
(4) 

62 
(8) 

578 
(30) 

1,276 
(7) 

107 
(6) 

107 
( 6) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

107 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

1,525 
(25) 

1,525 
(25) 

12 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

24 
(3) 

213 
(9) 

1,276 
(7) 

Source: survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

~ote: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appandix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Ta~e C.N 
Number of Inmlltes and Conflnemant Units In Kentucky Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Cormi tories 

Occueancv Total Total High Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmat.es 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

2,206 
(1,622) 

(478) 

795 
(795) 

1,411 
(349) 

326 
( 163) 

377 
( 106) 

492 
(65) 

216 
[ 15) 

o 
(0) 

943 
(1,211) 

(394) 

722 
(722) 

221 
(95) 

154 
(77) 

67 
( 18) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

a 
(0 ) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

511 
(576) 

( 191) 

290 
(290) 

221 
(95) 

154 
(77) 

67 
( 18) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

269 
(397) 

( 128) 

269 
(269) 

*Note: See rlefinition of terms at the~ hsqinning of this ~l'pendi:<. 
been placed in parentheses. 
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163 
(238) 

(75) 

163 
(163) 

(84) 

73 
(73) 

1,190 
\254) 

172 
(86) 

310 
(88) 

492 
(65) 

216 
( 15) 

o 
(0 ) 

599 
(83 ) 

599 
(83) 

75 
(22) 

417 
(55) 

107 
(6) 

o 
(0 ) 

158 
(57) 

158 
(57) 

60 
(30) 

83 
(25) 

15 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

The. nUmbe~ ~f confinement units has 

Low 

357 
( 68) 

(2) 

7 
(7) 

380 
(59) 

70 
(35) 

14 
(4) 

38 
(5) 

25a 
(15) 

(0) 

Low 

506 
(271) 

(84) 

73 
(73) 

433 
(114) 

112 
(56) 

'52 
(41) 

60 
(8) 

109 
(9) 

o 
(0 ) 

! 

r 
I 
li _______ itt: 



Table C.S9 
Number of Inmate. and Confinement Unit. In T.nn ..... Stat. Adult COrNCtlonal Facliltle. 

by Occupancy, D.n.lty, and Type of.Confin.ment Unlt-187(l 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 

Occupancy Total 
Cells .Domitories . 

Total High .M<odiWII Law Total .High Medi~ 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

l!ult~pl .. 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 il'mates 

More than 
50 inmates 

4,366 
( 1,908) 

(99) 

832 
(832) 

3,534 
(977) 

744 
(372) 

1,738 
~519) 

386 
(57) 

349 
(24) 

317 
(5) 

3,314 
(1, Gel) 

(92) 

185 
(785) 

2,529 
(806) 

532 
(266) 

1,629 

• (486) 

368 
(54) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

3,172 
(1,490 ) 

(41) 

643 
( 643) 

2,529 
(806) 

53? 
(266) 

1,629 
(4B6) 

368 
(54) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

121 
(1451 

(24) 

121 
(121 ) 

21 
(48) 

(27) 

21 
(21) 

Source: survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

1,052 
(225) 

(7) 

47 
(4:) 

1,005 
(171) 

212 
(106) 

109 
(33) 

18 
(3) 

349 
(24) 

317 
(5) 

433 
(46) 

433 
(46) 

72 
(24) 

o 
(0) 

310 
(21) 

51 
(1) 

503 
(106) 

503 
( 106) 

190 
(95) 

21 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

26 
(2) 

266 
(,4) 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.70 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Unit. In Tenne •• ee Local Correctional Facllltle. 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type ot Confinement Unit -1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 

Occupancy Total 
__ -=~~ ____ ~~~c=e:l~ls~~_____ Dormitories 

Total· Hich Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 

Empty 

5i"'gle 

Multiplii, 

2 irunates 

3-5 ir.mates 

6-10 ir.ma tas 

11-50 inmal!es 

More thal'l 
50 irunates 

4,4B4 
( 1,647) 

(254) 

528 
(5~B) 

3,956 
(B65) 

752 
(376) 

1,190 
(336) 

640 
(81) 

1,374 
(72) 

o 
(0) 

1,759 
(1,136) 

( 197) 

436 
(436) 

1,323 
(503) 

566 
(283) 

745 
(218) 

12 
(2 ) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source, !lational Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

l,55B 
(BOO) 

(6.'Z) 

235 
(235) 

1,323 
(503) 

566 
(283) 

745 
(218) 

12 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

70 
(126) 

(56) 

70 
(70) 

°Note, See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. 
been placed in parentheses. 
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131 
(210) 

131 
( 131) 

2,725 
(511) 

(57) 

92 
(92) 

2,633 
(362) 

186 
(93) 

445 
( lIB) 

62B 
(79) 

1,374 
(72) 

o 
(0) 

1,545 
(159) 

1,545 
(159) 

147 
(40) 

519 
(64) 

879 
(55) 

o 
(0) 

206 
(51) 

206 
(51 ) 

4B 
(24) 

B3 
(22) 

21 
(3) 

54 
(2) 

b 
(0) 

The number of confinement units has 

Law 

116 
(7:i ) 

(7) 

47 
(47) 

69 
(19) 

22 
( 11) 

16 
(4) 

lB 
(3) 

13 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

974 
(301 ) 

(57) 

92 
(92) 

B82 
( 152) 

138 
(69) 

215 
(56) 

88 
(12) 

441 
( 15) 

o 
(0 ) 

r 
i 
! 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
i 

Tabl. C.71 
Number of Inmat •• and Confln.m.nt Unit. In Alabama State Adult Correctional Facllltl •• 

. by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of Confln.m.~t Unit -1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

lIIlltiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

·11-50 irunates 

Mora than 
SO irunates 

Total 

2,627 
(457) 

(8) 

407 
(407) 

2,220 
(42) 

2 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

633 
(24) 

1,585 
(11) 

Total 

409 
(416) 

(B) 

407 
(407) 

2 
(1) 

2 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

() 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells 

High MediWII 

345 
(344) 

(0) 

343 
(343) 

2 
(1) 

2 
(1 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

64 
(72) 

(B) 

64 
( 64) 

Low 

o 
( (0) 

(0) 

o 
{OJ 

Total 

2,21B 
(41) 

(0) 

(l 

(0) 

2,21B 
(411 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

() 

(0) 

633 
(24) 

1,5B5 
(17) 

Dormitories 
High Mediwr. 

1,175 
( 11) 

1,175 
(11 ) 

(0) 

a 
(0) 

2B 
(1) 

1,147 
( 10) 

f.55 
(20) 

655 
(20) 

fJ 
(0) 

(). 

(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

35B 
( 15) 

297 
(5) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional F~¢ilitie. (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of thiS ,appendix. The number of conrinement units has been 
p:.1.·:md i:1 parer.thesen. 

Table C.72 " 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Alabama l~L<:oJT8ctlonal Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Conflneme?~ UnU-1978 

Oens1t", Bv T-I'oe of Confinement Unit.. 
Cells Dorilt.Uories 

Law 

388 
(10) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

.)SS 
( 10) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0 ) 

247 
(B) 

141 
(2) 

Occuoancv Tota.l ''l'otal Hich Medi um Low Total Hic:h' Mil;;!i um Low 
.",::!~,""'" --=:-. 

'1'0 tal 

Empty 

Single 

!1ultiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 irunates 

6-10 i'lmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inma tes 

4,801 
(1,4B3) 

(229) 

363 . 
(363) 

4,444 
(891) 

474 
(237) 

1,605 
(441 ) 

1,091 
(150) 

1,274 
(63) 

o 
(il) 

1,902 
(973) 

( 190) 

311 
(311 ) 

1,591 
(472) 

336 
( 168) 

8BO 
(250) 

375 
(54) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source, ~ational Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4),197B 

1,729 
(6B7) 

(77) 

13B 
( 13B) 

1,591 
(472) 

336 
(16B) 

aBO 
(250) 

375 
(54) 

a 
(0) 

o ,0 ) 

103 
(139) 

(36) 

103 
(103 ) 

"Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. 
b~~n t'ldced in pa.t:ent:Seses. 
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70 
(147) 

(77) 

70 
(70) 

2,905 
(510) 

(39) 

52 
(52) 

2,B53 
(419) 

13B 
(69) 

725 
(19~ ) 

716 
(96) 

o 
(0) 

2,2Bl 
(273) 

2,2Bl 
(273) 

529 
(13B) 

602 
(BO) 

1,150 
(55) 

G 
(0) 

268 . -. :,J,~6 
(58) (179) 

26B 
(5B) 

42 
(21) 

79 
(20) 

102 
( 14) 

45 
(3) 

a 
(0) 

(39) 

52 
(52) 

304 
(88) 

96 
(49) 

117 
(33) 

12 
(2) 

79 
(5) 

a 
(0 ) 

The number of confinl!ment units has 
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Ta~C.73 

Number of 'nmate. and Confinement Unit. In MI.el •• lppl State Aduit Correctlor~1 Facilities 
by Occupancy, Denllty, and Type of ConflnementUnlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 i.nmates 

&-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

MOre than 
SO inmates 

1,750 
(314) 

(13) 

283 
(283) 

1,467 
!l8) 

o 
(0) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

156 
(5) 

1,308 
(I:!) 

Total 

283 
(296) 

(13 ) 

283 
(283) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

__ Density By Typa o~ Confinement Unit _ 
Cells ' Dormitories 

!ligh )!"diWII Lo.,),' ---:rotit.J. High Medium 

283 
(296) 

(13) 

283 
(2831 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
«(I) 

a 
«()) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

1,467 
(18) 

(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

1,467 
(18) 

a 
CO) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

158 
(5) 

'. 'i,308 
(12) 

1,371 
(14) 

1,371 
(14) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(Il) 

117 
(3) 

1,254 
( 11) 

93 
(3) 

93 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

39 
(2) 

54 
(1) 

Source, Survey of State and FGderal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this aPl*ndix. The number I:Jf confinement units has beon 
placed in parenthe •• s. 

Table C.74 
Number of Inmatt. and Confinement Unit. In Mlllllllppi Local CorrectIonal Facllltisa 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of Conf!ntm@nU!n!t--1!l7!-

Density BY Tyee of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

_O::;c::.:~ cu=pa=nc::..yL-_____ -''!::.::o:..::t:::al=-___ .....;T~o~t~al!:_ _ ___"H:!:l.~Cl~h"_, Medium Low Total HiClh Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

:·!"c.-re than 
50 irunat:es 

2,303 
(1,358) 

(244) 

60S 
(605) 

1,69B 
(509) 

562 
(2Bl ) 

627 
( 171) 

261 
(40) 

248 
( 17) 

o 
(0) 

1,243 
(989) 

(192) 

521 
(52 I) 

722 
(276) 

37B 
(189) 

260 
(73) 

84 
(14) 

o 
(0 I 

a 
(0 ) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-l, CJ-4) , 1978 

929 
(533) 

(50) 

207 
(207) 

722 
(276) 

378 
(189) 

260 
(73) 

84 
(14) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

77 
( 131) 

(54) 

77 
(71) 

237 _'- __ _ 
(325) 

(88) 

237 
(237) 

1,060 
(369) 

(52) 

84 
(84) 

976 
(233) 

184 
(92) 

367 
(9B) 

177 
(26) 

248 
(17) 

a 
(0) 

368 
(60) 

368 
(60) 

lj1!} 
(35) 

112 
{16) 

116 
(9) 

a 
(0 ) 

.. -
290 
(81) 

290 
(BI) 

82 
)41) 

105 
(31) 

27 
(4) 

7G 
(5) 

o 
(0 ) 

"Note: See definition of terms at t:he beginning of this appendir.. The number of confinement ~its has 
bep..n placed in parentheses. 
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Low 

3 
(1) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(!)) 

3 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

Low 

402 
(228) 

(52) 

84 
(B4) 

319 
(.92) 

102 
(51) 

122 
(32) 

38 
(6) 

56 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

I, 

,::;) 

TableC.75 
NU!llber of Inmat •• and Confinement Unit. In Arkan.a. State Adult Correctional Facllltl •• 

- by Occupancy, Den.l~y, and Type of Confinement Uttll-1978 

Occupa!I9Y 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

i inmate. 

3-5 lmaat •• 

&-10 inmat.s 

II-SO inmate8 

Itore than 
50 inmat •• 

:0,407 
(713) 

(14) 

585 
(585) 

1,822 
(114) 

178 
(89) 

6 
(2) 

15 
(2) 

202 
(6) 

·.1,421 
(15) 

Total 

768 
( 686) 

(II) 

584 
(584) 

184 
(91 ) 

178 
(89) 

6 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(u) 

o 
(0) 

Denaity By Typ. of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dorm~tories 

Hiqh Medium Low Total Kiqh Medium 

184 
(91) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

184 
(90 

178 
(89) 

6 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

584 
(595) 

(11) 

584 
(584) 

1,639 
(27) 

(3) 

1 
(1) 

1,638 
(23) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

15 
(2) 

~02 
(6) 

1,421 
( 15) 

1,230 
(16) 

1,230 
(16) 

o 
(0) 

IS 
(2) 

100 
(2) 

1,115 
(12) 

306 
(3) 

306 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
{OJ 

o 
(0) 

306 
(3) 

sour~: survey: of Stay,~ and F.deral Adult Correctional Fac1:.Ueiea (PC-2), 1978 

Note: s •• defini.~ion .of terlllll at tha beginn1ng of this appendix. The numb.r of confinement units hazs been 
placed in parenth ••••• 

Table C.78 
Nur~tlllr of Inmates and Confinement Unltaln Arkan ... Local Correctional Facllltiu 

by ~gpancy, Den.lty, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

'l'otill 

Eapty 

)!ult:lple 

2 inmates 

3-5 1I1IIates 

6-10 1I111ates 

11-50 1metes 

More than 
50 imatea 

'IOtal 

1,305 
(969) 

(264) 

477 
(477) 

828 
(228) 

184 
(92) 

416 
(110) 

147 
(20) 

81 
(6) 

o 
(0) 

Total. 

636 
(700) 

(205) 

405 
(4Q5) 

231 
(90) 

110 
(55) 

109 
(34) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

Density 8y Type of Confinement Unit 
Cell~ Uormi~.o~i.8 

Righ Medium to., ~tal Righ' Medium 

310 
(243) 

(74) 

79 
(79) 

231 
(90) 

110 
(55) 

j09 
(34) 

o 
(0) 

12 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

61 
(119) 

(58) 

61 
(61) 

265 
(338) 

(73) 

265 
(265) 

669 
(269) 

(59) 

72 
(72) 

597 
(138) 

74 
(37) 

307 
(76) 

147 
(20) 

611 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

355 
(60) 

355 
(60) 

173 
(38) 

129 
(18) 

53 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

125 
(41) 

125 
(41) 

40 
(20) 

67 
( 19) 

18 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(!I) 

"Note: See defhiitioll of terms 3t the beqJ.l'Ininq of 'his appendix. The number of conf.lnemont un11:S has 
been placed ill pal'anthese!s. 
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" 

Lo., 

103 
(B) 

1 
(1) 

102 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

189 
(168) 

(59) 

72 
(72) 

117 
(37) 

34 
(17) 

1S7 
(19) 

o 
(0) 

16 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

--I 

. 
~-

\ 



Table c.n 
Number of Inmate. arid Conflnem.n~Unlt. In Louisiana Statw Adult CorrectlonalFllcllltle. 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of COnflnement·Unlt-1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitoer=.:i!:,!;e!!& ____ _ 

Occupancy Total Total ~4gh Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

l!Ultiple 

2 irunates 

3-5 inmates 

&-10 inmatos 

11-50 inmaees 

More than 
50 inmates 

5,687 
(1,043) 

(62) 

596 
(596) 

5,091 
(365) 

320 
(160) 

395 
(131) 

9 
(ll 

1,258 
(36) 

3,109 
(37) 

1,305 
(964) 

(80) 

596 
(5<)6) 

70~ 

(288) 

314 
( 157) 

395 
( 131) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

1,047 
( 655) 

(29) 

338 
(338) 

709 
(288) 

314 
( 157) 

395 
( 131) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

62 
(110) 

(48) 

62 
( 62) 

196 
;199) 

( 3) 

196 
( 196) 

Source: Survey of State and r'-l!deral Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

4,382 
(79) 

(2) 

o 
(0) 

·4,382 
(77) 

IS, 

(3) 

o 
(0) 

9 
(i) 

1,258 
-(36) 

3,109 
(37) 

3,061 
(42) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

728 
(19) 

2,333 
(23) 

776 
( 14) 

776 
( .4) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

776 
(14) 

~ote: See definieion of terms at the beginning of this appendiX. The number of confinement units has bean 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.78 
Numbor of Inm~t.s and Confinement Unit. In Loul.lana Local Correctlona' Facllltle. 

byOccupancy, DensltYfand Type of:Confi.,.ment Unlt-iS78 . 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

SLngle 

l'Iultlple 

2 imetes 

3-5 1l1l1lates 

6 ..... ~O lmlatGS 

11-50 uUI:at{!O! 

More t:'lan 
50 ~l1I1Iates 

/total 

5,067 
(2,344) 

(4~3) 

1,031 
(I,Q;]t) 

4,036 
(879) 

6~8 

(314) 

1,543 
(406) 

762 
(10l) 

1,103 
(57) 

o 
(0) 

~) 

T<>tal 

2,6:P 
(1,991) 

(382) 

991 
(991) 

1,t;42 
(518) 

460 
(230) 

984 
(21;3) 

198 
(25) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(OJ 

Suu~ce; -liatlonal Jail Census (CJ-:-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

2,105 
(1,10(.1) 

(lH!) 

464 
(464) 

1,642 
(518) 

460 
(~30) 

984 
(263) 

199 
(25) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

-~-;: ' 

181-
(234) 

\53) 

181 
(181) 

346 
(557) 

(211) 

346 
(346) 

2,434 
(4'03) 

(53) 

40 
(40) 

2,394 
(360) 

169 
(84) 

559 
(143) 

564 
(76) 

1,103 
(57) 

o 
(0) 

1,404 
(173) 

1,404 
(173) 

460 
(60) 

615 
(33( 

o 
(0) 

393 
(80) 

393 
(801 

64 
(32) 

152 
(39) 

16, 
(2) 

161 
(7[' 

o 
(0) 

"Note: See defLnLeLQ~·of teems ae the beg~nnlng of trois appendlx. The number of confiRement units has 
been placed 1n parentheses. 
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\ .. 

Low 

545 
(23) 

(2) 

o 
(0) 

/54$ 
(21) 

6 
(3) 

() 

(0) 

9 
(1) 

530 
(17) 

° fO ) 

637 
(200) 

(53) 

40 
(40) 

597 
(107) 

104 
(52) 

78 
(24) 

98 
(14) 

327 
(17) 

o 
(0) 

f 

I 
!. 

.;; . 

I ~ 
__ ;-r' 

f., 

1'1~'··)·'·:· 1l:"1 

·"';'1 
-<"':' 
,.t;;~ 
'.{/ .,,"; 
'-) 

If:} 
.~ 
f1 ~( 

i ~ 
I 
~ 
m 
~ 
I 
m 
I 
I 
I 

',- !. - ~ .,,",-- - .' 

I 
I 
I 

I 

Tabie C.79 
Number of. inmates ~nd C::'nflnement Unlf. In Oklahoma Sia.e Adult Correet/onM:1 Facllltle. 

by Occup';~c)', DenSity, and Type of Ccmflneme!1i Unlt-:'t978 

-~-------:;-,---n.;;~:_;;:;_=:_:;;_;;:::;;;:::::=::__;:::;_::__-----
-i. Density By Type of ,.",{;:.::o""n:.fi;:.:n""e:::m:.::e",nt=-:u~n~i:!:t::---.-:--:-~ ____ ~. 
_-=..,-.,._-,._-,....,..::C::;e~l:.l"'!!.-;.;.c'____ Dortl1i tor iss 

OccuJ~~~n~c~y ________ ~Tot~a~l~ ______ ~Total~. ___ ~H~i~g~h~~M~e~d:.ium~_~Lo~W! _______ ~To~t~al~. ___ ~Hi~ghu-__ ~M~ed~i~um!L __ -lLo~w~ 

Total 

Empt,y 

Siilgle 

Y.ultiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 il1l1lates 

11-50 inmates 

l40re than 
50 inmatlls 

3,617 
( 1,334) 

(90) 

430 
(430) 

3,187 
(814) 

912 
(456)" 

945 
(309) 

146 
(18) 

.~S7 
i (19) 

fl37, 
(12) 

1,716 
(1,045) 

(90) 

425 
(425) 

1,293 
(530) 

596 
(.t;98) 

fiiH 
(232) 

o 
(0) 

o 
{OJ 

o 
(0) 

1,295 
(538) 

(6) 

377 
(461) 

(84) 

2 ,- 377 
~.;)f (377) 

''',293 
(530) 

5'36 
(298) 

UJ7 
(232) 

o 
(0) 

9 
(0) 

,0 
"(iJ) 

46 
(46) 

(0) 

46 
(';6) 

Source: Surv"y of State Ilnd Feder",l Aduit Correctional Facilities (PC-2}, 197B 

1,899 
(289) 

(0) 

" 5 
(5) 

, 1.,,894.
(i84) 

31G 
( 1$8) 

248 
(77) 

146 
-.~~~.,. 

487 
(19J 

fl37 
(12) 

668 
(71) 

668 
(71) 

174 
(S6} 

J4 
(4) 

144 
'.6) 

316 
(5) 

912 
(196) 

9~2 

(1%) 

3'16 
( 158) 

55 
('51 

97 
( 12) 

220 
(7) 

224 
(4) 

Iloee: See definition of tems at the PAlginning ot: this IlppenUin. The nWllber of confine'JIlene Wlits has been 
placed in parentheses. 

, Tabla C.SO 
N~~ 01 Inmate. and Confinement Units In Oklahi.,ma Local Correctional Facilities 
- by Occupancy, Density, and Type of CO!1f1nement Unit -1978 

DensitY By Tvce of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormit~ri~s 

_··.:::oc:::;c::::.:u:.tp"=n.:::cv~ __________ T~o:!..!t::;!a::l ______ ..2To~t="lL __ ~lii!:l'":!!h'---'!"~'l!!!:d!;ic!!um!!L_-!::Log;. w~' ____ ..2T~0!Et.!alL_~ Med! um 

~otal 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More "than 
50 inmates 

1,643 
(970) 

(36ll) 

314 
(314) 

1,329 
(294) 

383 
(98) 

526 
(76) 

196 
(8) 

o 
(0) 

397 
(585) 

(282) 

231 
(231) 

156 
'-H2) 

118 
(59) 

gO 
( 12) 

8 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: Rational Jail Census (CJ-l, 01-4),1979 

241 
(279) 

(132) 

75 
(75) 

118 
(59) 

40 
(12) 

8 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

i) 

(0 ) 

63 
(104) 

(41) 

63 
(63) 

"Note: See definition of terms at the bp.ginning of this appendix. 
been placed in par~pth~ses. 

.• ,·325 

93 
(202) 

( 109) 

93 
(93) 

1,246 
(385) 

(80) 

93 
(83) 

1,163 
(222) 

106 
('53) 

343 
(86) 

518 
(75) 

'196 
(9) 

U 
(0 ) 

619 
{90) 

619 
(90) 

157 
(36) 

335 
(50) 

127 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

182 
(40) 

182 
(40) 

22 
( 11) 

58 
( 16) 

102 
( 13) 

Q 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

The nlllllber of confinement Wllts has 

319 
(22) 

(Q) 

5 
{S) 

314 
( 17) 

o 
(OJ 

19 
( 6) 

15 
(2) 

123 
( 6) 

157 

Low 

445 
(255) 

(80 ) 

83 
(83) 

362 
(92) 

84 
(42) 

128 
(34) 

81 
( 12) 

69 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

--', 

",. 



Tllbl. C.B1 
Number of Inmate. and Conllnement Unit. In T.xe. State Adult Correctional Facllltle. 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and TYJMI of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

OCCllpanc)' Total Total High Medium Low Total Hiqh Medium 

Total 23,850 17 ,874 17,727 147 0 5,976 4,429 1,161 
(9,015) (8,S"12) (8,765) (147) (0) (103) ( 68) (20) 

IIIpty 
(0) (0 ) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

SJ.nqle 948 948 801 147 0 0 
(948) (948) (S01) (147) (0) (GI 

*lt1ple 22,902 16,926 16,926 5,976 4,429 1,161 
(8/0~) (7,964) (7,964) ( 103) ( 68) (20) 

2 il3l&t .. 14,172 14,172 14,172 0 0 
(7,086) (7,086) (7,086) (0) (n) 

3-5 inmat .. 2,754 2,754 2,754 0 0 0 
(878) (878) (878) (0) (0) (0 ) 

&-10 inmate. 18 0 0 18 0 il 
(2) (0) (0) (2) (0 ) (1) 

11-50 inmate. 1,323 0 0 1,323 642 305 
(40 ) (0) (0) (40) (17) (9) 

!tQre than 4,635 0 0 4,6:35 3,787 848 
50 inmat .. ( 61) (0) (0) ( 61) (51) ( 10) 

iu~:a~." Survey of Stata and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

N/)ta: Se • .safillit10n of ter:lls at tho: l!!!qinninCJ of thili append1x, The number of confinemant units has been 
pl~ad in pe~anthege8. 

Oecue!nc~ 

Toul 

Empty 

Sin91• 

Multiph 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

II-SO inmlltes 

/'lore than 
50 illlUtea 

Table C.82 
Number of Inmate. and Confinement Unit. In Texa. Loca. Correciioil;:! F~cllltle. 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, end Type of Confinement IJnlt-1978 

Density By Tv'pe of Con:!inement Unit 
Cells Ilormi tories 

Total Total Hi5!h Medilml Low Total iliqh Med~um 

10,132 4,205 3,676 334 195 5,927 4,482 710 
(4,573) (3,¢85) (2,395) (588) (502) (1.088) (333) (195) 

(1,390) (1,180) (619) (254) (307) (210) 

1,632 1,462 933 334 195 170 
(1,632) (1,462) (933) (:l34) ( 195) ( 170) 

8,500 2,743 2,743 5,757 4,482 710 
(1,551) (843) (843) (708) (j~3i (195) 

1,446 1,090 1,090 356 108 
(723) (545) (545) (178) (54) 

1,30B 501 501 807 269 383 
(374) (144) ( 144) (230) (70) ( 118) 

2,513 :,152 1, '~52 1,361 1,125 155 
(321) (IS,,) ( 154) (167) ( 138) ( 19) 

3,032 0 0 3,032 2,887 64 
( 130) (0 ) (0) ( 130) (122) (4) 

201 0 0 201 201 0 
(3 ) (0 ) (0 ) (3 ) (3 ) (0 ) 

Source. ~tional Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

·No~e, g~e ~efinition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. ~e number of confinement units has 
bean placed in parentheses, 
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Low 

386 
(15) 

(0) 

0 
(0) 

386 
( 15) 

0 
(0) 

0 
(0) 

10 
(1) 

376 
(14) 

Q 

{O ) 

Low 

735 
(560) 

(210) 

170 
( 170) 

565 
( 180) 

248 
(124) 

155 
(42) 

81 
( 10) 

81 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

f 
fi 

I 

I 

Western Region 

Montana 
Idaho 

Wyoming 
Colorado 

New Mexico 
Arizona 

Utah 
Nevada 

Washington 
Oregon 

California 
Alaska 
Hawaii 

327 
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Table C.83 
Number of Inmate. and Conflnem ... t Unit. In We.tem State Adult Correctional Facllltl .. 

by Occupanc:y, Den.lty, and Type of Confinement Unit -1978 

DaUltz: !Z :!:n! of Conflll_1ri: ~lt 
C4Illa Domlt1O~lIl. 

OCCUE!ftgz 'l'otal 'l'otal 11s!! MI41_ law 'fOtal I1Sh 

_41_ 

'fOUl 34,n1 22,535 ~ti,liI61 4,932 142 '11,736 3,362 3,511 
(24,330) (23,207) (16,8'" (5,262) (9110) (1,123) (451) (216) 

-pty 
(2,196) (2,168) (1,524) , (436) (211) (28) 

S1Dgl. 19,6.e 19,561 13,887 4,932 742 87 
(19,648) (19,561) (ll,811~') (4,932) (742) (87) 

IIIJltlpl. 14,623 2,974 2,974 11,649 3,362 3,511 
(2,4M) (1,471) (1,478) (1,OOB) (451) (216) 

2 h_tA. 3,154 2,924 2,924 230 92 
(1,577) (1,462) (1,462) (115) (46) 

3-5l--.t .. 1,702 50 50 1,652 1,225 147 
(470) (16) (16) (454) (340) (46) 

600 I 0 i.J!uu. 733 0 0 733 275 197 
(98) (0) (0) (98) (37) (23) 

11-50l_ta" 6,147 0 0 6,147 1,022 1,680 
(301) (0) (0) (l01) (62) (82) 

lion ~D 2,887 0 0 2,887 840 1,395 
50 i.mIatao (40) (0) (0) (40) ( 1.2) (19) 

,urc •• Surv~:r: of StaU and Fe~~al Adult COrrectlonal Facllltle. !1'C-2), 1978 

Ita, sae cSaf1D1tinn of! tame at the be9ll1ll1ng of! thl. appeed1x. '1'Ile mIIIbu- of conf1_nt IIIllt. ba. beaD 
placed in ~eDthe8l •• 

Table C.84 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Unit. In We.tem Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, D .... lty, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Danaitl Bl !Ie! o~ Cont1neNene Unit 
C.lla Dorillltor1 .. 

Occui!!ng: Total. Total !li!jh !!..siUII tow Total !llS1h lIadiWII 

'1'0 tal 38,143 13,534 1l ,71 1 728 1,095 24,609 14,605 3,271 
(13,439) (10,63~) (7,867) (1,164) (1,603) (2,e05) (1,307) (290) 

Dlpty 
(2,928) (2,585) tI / 641) (436) (508) (3U) 

SUICJ1. 5,918 5,610 3,787 7211 1,095 308 
(5,918) (5,1510; (3,787) (728) (1,095) (308) 

lIUltipl. 32,225 7,924 7,924 24,JOI 14 ,605 3,271 
(4,593) (2,439) (2,4391 (2,154) (1,307) (290) 

2 i_t .. 2,6915 2,2150 2,260 436 164 
(1,348) (1, !30) (1,130) (218) (821 

3-5 l,..t •• 6,032 3,592 3,592 2,440 1,599 257 
(1,609) (982.) (982) (627) (401) (72) 

6-10 lflllat .. 6,749 1,985 1,985 4,764 3,632 348 
(968) (325) (325) (643) (4981 (43) 

11-50 lm1ate. 13,278 87 87 13,191 7,541 2,439 
(615) (2) (2) (613) (3781 (92) 

Ibra than 3,470 0 a 3,470 1,833 6.1 
50 imln •• (53) (0) (0) (531 (30) (1) 

Sou~c •• ~.eignal Jail Censu. (01-3, CJ-4), 197e 

·~ta, See definl~ion of tetms At the beqinninq of this appendix. Th. numb.r of conflnement unit. ha. 
been p14ced in par.nth ••• a. 
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Preceding page blank 

--I 

r.ov 

4,863 
(4561 

(21) 

87 
(871 

4,776 
(341) 

138 
(69) 

210 
(68) 

261 
(38) 

3,445 
(157) 

1552 
(9) 

La .. 

6,733 
(I,Z08) 

(343) 

308 
(J08) 

6,425 
(557) 

272 
( 136) 

584 
(1541 

784 
(102) 

3,211 
( 143) 

1,574 
(:<Z) 



Table C.15 
Number of Inmale. and Conflnemeilt Unll. In Monlana Siale Adull Correctional Facllltle. 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of Conilnemenl Unll-1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells . Dormitories 

occupancy Total Toeal High Medium Low Total High Medi~ 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmae"s 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

"-5~ inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

600 
(536) 

(12) 

479 
(479) 

121 
(45) 

88 
(44) 

O' 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

33 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

566 
(534) 

(12) 

478 
;478) 

88 
(44) 

88 
(44) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(Oi 

248 
(204) 

(0) 

160 
( 160) 

88 
(44) 

88 
(44) 

o 
(01 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

311 
(323) 

(12) 

311 
(311) 

7 
(7) 

(0) 

7 
(7) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (.I'C-2), 1978 

34 
(2) 

(0) 

1 
(1) 

33 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

3~ 

(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

33. 
(1) 

33 
(1) 

o 
(0 i 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

33 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

Note: See definition of tetms at the beginning of tliis appendix. The n~er of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.86 
Number of Inmale. and Conflnemenl Units In Monllna Local Correctional Facllliles 

by Occupancy, Den.lly, ami Type of Conflnemenl Unll-1971 

Low 

1 
(I) 

(0) 

1 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

----------------------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~------------Density 8y 'tyE! of Confinement Unit 

Occucancy 

Total 

Er.1pty 

Single 

Multipl" 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmaees 

11-50 inmates 

}1ore than 
50 inmates 

Total 

318 
(431) 

( 25(1) 

111 
( 111) 

207 
(70) 

98 
(49) 

50 
( IS) 

37 
(5) 

22 
(I) 

o 
(0) 

Total 

211 
(378) 

(221) 

108 
( 108) 

103 
(49) 

98 
(44) 

15 
(5) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) ,1978 

Cells Dormitories 
High Medium Low Total High Medium 

166 
(224) 

( 112) 

63 
(63) 

103 
(1-9) 

88 
(44) 

15 
(5) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

14 
(59) 

(45) 

14 
(14) 

31 
(95) 

(64) 

31 
(31) 

107 
(53) 

(29) 

3 
(3) 

104 
(21) 

10 
(5) 

35 
(10) 

37 
(5) 

22 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

23 
(5) 

23 
(5 ) 

16 
(4) 

7 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

2.8 
(2) 

29 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

6 
(1) 

22 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

·~ote: Se" definition of t~rms at the beginning of this appendiy.. The nurnbP.r of ccnfinement units has 
~een placed in parentheses. 
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Low 

56 
(45) 

(29) 

3 
(3 ) 

53 
(14) 

10 
(5) 

19 
(6) 

24 
(3) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

.".------.,.~ ---.,..--

I 

I 
I· ,. 

~--

Table C.17 
Number of Inmal •• and Conflnemenl Unll' In Idaho Siale Adult Correcllonal Fac!lllle.I 

by Occupancy, Den.lly, and Type of Conflnemen~ Unlt-1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 

Occupancy 
Cells Dormitories 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

rJ'J7 
(473) 

( 17) 

318 
(318) 

379 
(138) 

236 
(11S) 

41 
(13) 

28 
(4.) 

74 
(3) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

473 
(396) 

(10) 

299 
(299) 

174 
(87) 

174 
(87) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

High Medium Low Total High Medium 

200 
(113) 

(0 ) 

26 
(26) 

174 
(87) 

174 
(87) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

273 
(282) 

(9) 

273 
(273) 

o 
(li 

(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

224 
(77) 

(7) 

19 
(1') ) 

205 
(51) 

62 
(31) 

41 
(13) 

2B 
(4) 

74 
(3 ) 

o 
(0) 

36 
( 12) 

36 
( 12) 

36 
(12) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

138 
(33) 

138 
(33) 

5B 
(29) 

o 
(0 ) 

6 
(1) 

74 
(3 ) 

o 
(0) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

Note: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. ~he number of confinement units has baen 
placed in ~~r.ntha.es. 

Occu nc 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Table C.88 
Numller of Inmlte. and Confinement Unit. In Idliho Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Den.lly, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Total 

494 
(390) 

( 166) 

'1B 
(118) 

376 
(106) 

82 
(41) 

175 
• (49) 

105 
( IS) 

14 
(I) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

154 
(230) 

( 1111 

92 
(92) 

62 
(27) 

3B 
(19) 

24 
(8) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Density Bv Tyne of Confinement Unit 
Cells 

Ili Ii Medium 

96· 
(91 ) 

(40) 

24 
(24) 

62 
(~7) 

38 
(19) 

24 
(8) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

10 
(3 1) 

{2l! 

10 
(10 ) 

Low 

58 
(108) 

(50) 

58 
(58) 

Total 

340 
(160 ) 

(55) 

25 
(26) 

314 
(79) 

44 
(22) 

lSI 
(41 ) 

105 
( 15) 

14 
(1) 

Q 

(0 ) 

Dormitories 
Hicrh Medium 

151 
(30 ) 

151 
(30) 

68 
(19) 

69 
(10 ) 

14 
(I) 

Q 

(0 ) 

19 
(7) 

19 
(7) 

lG 
(5) 

il) 

s 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

Source: ~ational Jail Census (CJ-3, r.J-4) , 1978 

-Noce: See definition of te~s at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has 
been placed in parentheses. 
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" 

Low 

SO 
(32) 

(7) 

19 
(19) 

31 
( 6) 

4 
(~) 

5 
(1) 

22 
(3 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

Low 

170 
(123) 

(55) 

26 
(26) 

144 
(42) 

34 
( 17) 

80 
(21 ) 

30 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(O) • 



---------------

Table C.89 
Number of Inmate. and Conflnemant Unit. In Wyoming State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit 

Occupancy Total 
__ ~~~ ____ ~~c~e=ll~s~~ ____ , Dormitories 

Total High Medium Low Total High Medium 

Total 

E:mpty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

&-10 inmates 

11-50 lnmates 

:-tore ::han 
50 inmates 

380 
(328) 

(45) 

235 
(235) 

145 
(48) 

92 
(46) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

53 
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

327 
(326) 

(45) 

235 
(235) 

92 
(46) 

92 
- (46) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

327 
(::'26) 

(45) 

235 
(235) 

92 
(46) 

92 
(46) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: Survey of State and Fede~al Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

53 
(2) 

(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

?3 
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

53 
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
to) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
.~ ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

Q 

(0) 

Not&: See definition of terms at the ~ginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.90 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Wyoming ,Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Den.lty, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 . 

Density BY Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Do~itories 

Occupancy Total Totd High l~edium Low Total High Medium 

Single 

:-tult:.iple 

2 inmat.es 

j-5 i.nmates 

~-10 inmaees 

11-50 inmates 

,"lore ~han 
50 lr:ma ces 

216 
(262) 

( 127) 

86 
(86) 

130 
(49) 

70 
(35) 

35 
( 11) 

25 
(3 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

~ 

(0) 

124, 
(187) 

(90) 

70 
(70) 

54 
(27) 

54 
(27 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: :Iational Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1919 

64 
(87) 

(50) 

10 
(10) 

54 
(27) 

54 
(27) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

45 
(62) 

(11) 

45 
(45) 

'~ote: See definit~on of terms at the beginnino of this appendix. 
been placed in parentheses. 
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15 
(38) 

(23) 

15 
( 15) 

92 
(75) 

(37) 

16 
( 16) 

76 
(22) 

16' 
(8) 

35 
( 11) 

2S 
(3) 

t; 
fO) 

o 
(0 ) 

'18 
(4) 

18 
(4' 

10 
(3 ) 

8 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

37 
(10) 

37 
(10) 

8 
(4) 

12 
(4) 

11 
(2) 

o 
{O) 

o 
(0 ) 

Th'3 number "f confinement un its has 

53 
(2) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

53-
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

53 
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

37 
(61) 

( 37) 

16 
(16) 

<1 
(8) 

8 
(4 ) 

13 
(4 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

c. 

I 

Table C.91 
Numlnr of Inmate. and Confinement Units In Colorado Staitt Adult Correctional Facilltle. 

by Occupancy, DenSity, and Type of Confinement Unlt-i978 

Density 3y Type of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

-2oc~Cu~pa~r.£cYL-__________ ~T~o~ta~1 ________ ~T2o~ta~1~ __ ~a~i~g~h __ ~M~e~d~ium~ __ ~Lo~w~ ______ T£o~t~a~l~ __ ~H~i~qh~ __ ~Me~d~i~um~.~ __ , Low 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 irunates 

More than 
50 irunates 

1,709 
(1,709) 

(124) 

1,573 
( 1,573) 

136 
(12) 

2 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

44 
(7) 

90 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

1,528 
(1,649) 

(121 ) 

1,528 
(1,528) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

1,118 
(1,192) 

(74) 

1,118 
(1,118) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

410 
(457) 

(47) 

<110 
(410 ) 

a 
(0 ) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: survey of State and Federal Adult correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1918 

181 
( 60) 

(3) 

45 
(45) 

136 
(12) 

2 
(li 

o 
(0 ) 

44 
(7) 

90 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

44 
(7) 

44 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

44 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

Note: See definition o~ terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.92 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In ColoradO Local Correcilonal Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Density By Tyoe of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormltorles 

137 
(53) 

(3) 

45 
(45) 

92 
(5) 

2 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

90 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

OCcupan~cLy __________ ~To~t~a:l ______ , __ ~To~t~al~ __ ~R~i~g~h __ ~M~e~d~iwn~ ____ Lo~w~ ______ ~To~t~a~l~ __ ~R~i~qh~ __ ~M~ed~l~wn~ __ ~~~w_ 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 lnmatea 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

1,724 
U.,.~08) 

(360) 

539 
(539) 

1,185 
(309) 

316 
(158) 

405 
(121) 

109 
(13) 

355 
(11) 

o 
(0) 

930 
(1,030) 

513 
(513) 

417 
(187) 

294 
( 147) 

123 
(40) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source, National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

740 
(698) 

(188) 

3.23 
(323; 

411 
( 187) 

294 
(141) 

123 
(40) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

25 
(81) 

(62) 

25 
(25) 

'Note: See definition of termS at the beginning of thiS appendix. 
been placed in parentheses. 
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165 
(245) 

(80) 

155 
(165) 

194 
(178) 

(30) 

26 
(26) 

768 
(122) 

22 
(11) 

282 
(81) 

109 
(13) 

355 
(17) 

o 
(0) 

290 
(52) 

290 
(52) 

199 
(42) 

198 
(42) 

10 
(5) 

il;!l. 91 
(42)- .. (31) 

306 
(84) 

(30) 

26 
(26) 

290 
(28) 

12 
(6) 

25 
(8) 

47 
(6) 

3"1 -. 25 

83 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

(4) il! 

54 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

218 
(11) 

o 
(0) 

The number of conflnement units has 

------------.~----~------------~------~--------~----. 

-, 
" 



-~------------~--~~~---- - -~------

',r:. 

~' , 

~_ ·M ... • 

TlbIlC." 
Number of Inmlte, Ind Confinement UnU, In N.w MG"Jco Stlt. AcluU CorNeIlonll Flcllllll, 

by OccuPlncy. Dln,lty, Ind TyPl of Confl~"",,! Unlt-1178 

Den.ity By TYPe ot Contin .. ent Unit ~ 
Cell. Dormitories 

occupancy Total Total Kigh Medium Low Total Ki9h Medium 

Total 

::mpty 

Sinqle 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

,)-S inmates 

6-10 inmates 

1 I -50 inmates 

lIore chan 
50 irunates 

1,483 
(482) 

(1) 

310 
(310) 

1,173 
(171) 

242 
(121) 

51 
( 16) 

149 
(20) 

139 
(5) 

592 
(9) 

577 
(438) 

(1) 

310 
(310) 

267 
(127) 

228 
( 114) 

39 
(13) 

II 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

452 
(313) 

(1) 

185 
(185) 

267 
(127) 

228 
(114) 

39 
(13 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

125 
(125) 

(0) 

125 
(125) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilitie. (PC-2), 1978 

906 
(44) 

(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

906 
(44) 

14 
(7) 

12 
(3) 

149 
(20) 

139 
(5) 

592 
(9) 

754 
(26) 

754 
(26) 

o 
(0) 

124 
(16) 

38 
(1) 

592 
(9) 

38 
(1 2 ) 

38 
(12) 

14 
(7) 

12 
(3) 

12 
(2) 

c 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

Note: See definition of terms at the beqinninq ot this appendix. The nuaber ot cont1neMsnt unitM has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Tlble C.M 
Number of Inmlt., Ind Confinement Unit, In New M.xlco Local ComIctlonll Flcilltle, 

by Occupancy, Den,lty, Ind TyPl of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Densitv By Type ot Continemenc ~n~~ 
Cella Cc:=.\i tories 

_o~c:;.::::.:u~p~a.!!n::.cYL-_____ -,T:.::o:.::t:::a.:;.l ____ ...:T:::o,""c",al .. , __ ,"Ki9h Mediun Low Total ?!igh Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inma'tes 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 ;,rimates 

11-50 inmates 

lIor" than 
50 inmates 

733 
(395) 

( 136) 

149 
(149) 

584 
( 110) 

74 
(37) 

146 
(40) 

162 
(21 ) 

202 
( 12) 

o 
(0 ) 

226 
(246) 

(103) 

96 
(96) 

130 
(47) 

52 
(26) 

78 
(21 ) 

'l 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: National 3ail Ceno;"s (C.1-3, C3-4), 1978 

191 
(164) 

(56) 

51 
(61) 

130 
(47) 

52 
(26) 

78 
(21) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

19 
(39) 

(20) 

19 
(19) 

"Noce: See definition of cerms at the beginning of this appendix. 
been placed in parencheses. 
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16 
(43) 

(27) 

16 
(16) 

507 
(149) 

(33) 

53 
(53) 

454 
(63) 

22 
(11) 

68 
(19) 

162 
(21) 

202 
(12) 

o 
(0 ) 

180 
(22) 

180 
(22) 

37 
( 10) 

58 
(8) 

85 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

110 
( 10) 

110 
( 10) 

4 
(2) 

4 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

102 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

The number of confinement units has 

Low 

114 
(6) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

114 
( 6) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0; 

13 
(2) 

101 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

Low 

217 
( 117) 

(33) 

53 
(53) 

164 
(3,1) 

18 
(9) 

27 
(8) 

104 
( 13) 

15 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

" 

1 ------

Table C.95 
Number of Inmlt .. Ind Confinement UnU, In Arlzonl Stlte Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occvpency, DIn,IIy, and TyPl of Conflnemen\ Unlt-1978 
"1;,-;-

------------------------------------------------~D~e-n-s~i~ty~B~y-Ty~p-e---ot~c~o-n~f~i-n-em-e-n-t--U-ni~t--------------------

Cell.· Dormitories 
OCCUp!!'CY Toeal Total Ki9h Medium Low Total Kigh Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 illl'lates 

6-10 inmaces 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

1,809 
(989) 

(911) 

710 
(710) 

1,099 
(181 ) 

290 
(145) 

5 
(1) 

184 
(21) 

360 
(10) 

260 
(4) 

9913 
(952) 

(98) 

710 
(71~j 

288 
(144) 

288 
(144) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

869 
(752) 

(27) 

581 
(!S81) 

288 
(144) 

288 
(144) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

129 
(200) 

(71) 

129 
(129) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC-2), 1978 

811 
(:;)7) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

811 
(37) 

2 
(1) 

(1) 

184 
(21 ) 

360 
(10 ) 

260 
(4) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
CO! 

218 
( 18) 

218 
( 18) 

o 
(0) 

5 
(1) 

144 
( 16) 

o 
{il) 

63 
(1) 

Note: See definition ot terma at the beqinninq of this &ppend~. The number of confi~ament units has been 
placed in parenehese •• 

Tibia C.H 
Number of Inmat •• and Confinement Unit, In Arizona Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupency, DIn,Uy, Ind TyPl of Conflnemsni Unlt-1978 

Densitv av Tyne of Confinement Uni~ 

Occuoancv Total 
_-=::~';""'"--':'::--.-::C:.::e;,;,l~l;s~--- Dormi cories 

Total Hi9h lIedium ~ Total Hiah Medium 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 ir.mates 

3-5 inmates 

6-1Q inmates 

11-50 inmates 

~ore t.han 
50 irunaces 

2,465 
(1,012) 

( 124) 

593 
(593) 

l,e12 
(295) 

248 
(124) 

'277 
(76) 

408 
(55) 

819 
(38) 

120 
(2) 

1,011 
(858) 

( 111) 

580 
(580) 

~43 t 
( 167) 

Z11S 
(108) 

215 
(59) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

Q 

(0 ) 

Source: National 3ail Census (C.1-3, C3-4), 1978 

540 
(303) 

(27) 

109 
( lC·9) 

431 

216 
( 108) 

215 
(59) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
to) 

24 
(31) 

(7) 

24 
(24) 

·Note:~ See definition of terms At ~he b~inninq ot this a9pen~ix. 
been placed in parenth"ses. 
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447 
(524) 

(77) 

447 
(447) 

1,454 
( 154) 

( 13) 

13 
(13 ) 

1,441 
(128) 

32 
( 16) 

62 
( 17) 

408 
(55) 

819 
{3S) 

120 
(2) 

1,306 
(99) 

1,306 
199} 

38 
(10) 

398 
(54) 

750 
(33) 

120 
(2 ) 

74 
(11) 

74 
(11) 

12 
(6) 

(1) 

Q 

to) 

58 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

The nUIT1!::'er of confi.nement tJnits has 

Low 

593 
'(19) 

(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

593 
( 19) 

2 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

.40 
(5) 

360 
( 10) 

191 
(3 ) 

Low 

74 
(44) 

( 13) 

13 
( 13) 

61 
( 19) 

20 
( 101 

20 
(6) 

10 
(1) 

11 

o 
10 ) 



":'=""""_-:'-"".O"~""",',', ' """"-"_"'-'''."u ',.'~""-""~~"_~'_~~'M_" -",~~ .. " -"<'" .-.~-,~-~~ ..... ~-~~_/= ""-~-'-"-l 

Table C.97 
Number of Inmates and Confinement Units In Utah State)~dult Correctional Facllliles 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Confinement unlt-1978 

Density By ?Iype of Confinement Unit 
__ -=~~ ____ ~~~c~e=11:s~~~ __ -".~ Dormitories 

-:Oc~cu~pa~n~c~y ____________ ~To~~t~a~l ________ ~T~o=ta~l~ ____ ~Hi:g~h~ __ ~Me:d:~~'um~ ___ Low --~T=o~t~a~l----~H~i~g~h~~M~e:d?i~um--~. ' . Low 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

More thCin 
50 ill!llates 

!:I23 
( 617) 

(42) 

560 
(560) 

263 
( 15) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Q 

(0) 

2~ 

( lS) 

o 
(0 ) 

560 
( 602) 

(42) 

560 
(560) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
to) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(01 

500 
(532) 

(32) 

500 
(500) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

a 
(il) 

60 
(70) 

( 10) 

60 
( 60) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(O) 

Source: survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional .acilities (PC-2), ,97~ 

263 
( 15) 

o 
(0 ) 

263 
(15) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

263 

o 
(0 ) 

263 
05) 

263 
( 15) 

o 
«(I) 

O. 
(0) 

253 
( 15) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
('.I) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

'Uote: See definition of te=s at the beginning of this i\!'pendix. The number of confinement Wlits has been 
placed in l?are'nthesell. 

Tltble C.9S 
Number of .Inmates and Confln.~t Units .!nUtah Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Denli.t,;and Type of Confinement Unit-1978 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

() 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

----------------. ·----::D,....en-s-:-it,....V-B=-y...,T=-v-pe-o-:-f-::c~or'·fi-::-:-nem-·c...,"t--::-Un-:-i,-t-------'-

Occuoancv 

Total 

Empty 

singl .. 

:-Iult.iple 

inmaees 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11 "50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

Total 

657 
(354) 

(79) 

195 
( 195) 

46:2 
(80) 

44 
(22) 

135 
(34) 

32 
(4) 

251 
(20) 

o 
(0 ) 

Total 

253 
(232) 

(43) 

167 
(167) 

86 
(22) 

4 
(2) 

82 
(29) 

(0 ) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: )lational Jail Census (CJ-3, C.J-4), 1978 

Cells Donn! tc~ies _ 
Hiah Medium Low Total Hiah Medium 

234 
(200) 

(30) 

148 
(148) 

a6 
(22) 

(2) , 

82 
(20) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

1 
(5) 

(4) 

1 

(1) 

18 
(27) 

(9) 

18 
( 18) 

404 
( 122) 

(36) 

28 
(28) 

376 
(58) 

40 
(20) 

53 
(14) 

32 
(4) 

251 
(20) 

o 
(0) 

302 
(30) 

302 
(30) 

19 
(6) 

J2 
(4) 

251 
(20) 

o 
(0) 

13 
(5) 

13 
(5) 

8 
(4) 

5 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

o 
. (0) 

o 
(0) 

tNote: See dehnition of cerms 3C !:h" beainnl.nq of chis appendix. The n • .unber of cor,filpement Wlits has 
~,:"a"er,,~ed iii parentheses. 
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89 
(87) 

(36) 

28 
(28) 

61 
(23) 

32 
( 16) 

29 
(7) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

I 

I 
I 
i 

L 
I 

I 
, , 

I 

I
, 

~ 

i~. 
\! 

-"'-. 

TablaC.99 
Num"'!' of in Ina to. andConili,ement Unltaln Navada State Adult COrrectional Facilities 

by Occupiln~y, Density; and Type ofCanfinernent Unit -1978 

Density Bv TyP! of Conf.inement U'nit·· . ';~;;;.' __ _ 
Cells ri' Dormit6Hes 

-=o~c=cu~pa~n~c~y~~~~ __ ~_T~o~t=a~l~ ______ ~T~o~t~aL=-____ ~H:i9~h~ __ ~H~e~d:ium~ ____ ~Lo~W ________ ~T~o~~a~1?~;~ __ ~Hi~9~h~ __ ~H~ed~~~'um~ __ ~LOw 

Total 

Single 

:-Iultipl& 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates' ". 

11-50 inmates 

More than 
50 inmates 

1,248 
(730) 

(105) 

526 
(526) 

722 
(99) 

104 
(52) 

20 
(5) 

9 
(1) 

589 
(41) 

o 
(0 ) 

591 
( 662) 

(t05) 

523 
(523) 

68 
(34) 

68 
(34) 

o 
(O! 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

345 
(409) 

(98) 

277 
(277). 

68 
(34) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

o 
(0) 

246 
(253) 

(7) 

246 
(246) 

Source: ~~state and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (PC~2), 1976 

657 
( 68) 

(0 ) 

3 
(3) 

654 
( 65) 

36 
(18) 

20 
(5) 

9 
(1) 

589 

(41) " 

o '. 
(ll) 

51'7 
OS) 

517 
(38) 

4 
(1) 

9 
(1) 

504 
(36) 

o 
(0) 

17 
(4) 

17 
(4) 

6 
(3) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

11 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

)lote: See definition of t6~S at the boginninq of this appendix. The.number of confinement unit:s has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.100 
Number of Inmates snd Confinement Units In Nevada Local Correctional Facilities 

by Occupancy, Density, and Type of Conflnem.nt Unit -197' 

123 
(26) 

(a) 

3 
(3) 

120 
(23) 

30 
( 15) 

16 . 
(4 i 

o 
(0 ) 

74 
(4) 

o 
(0 ) 

-----------------------------------~~--~,~----~~~~~~~--~--~----~~--------------------Oensitv BYltVDe of Confi~oment Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

Occupancz 

'!'otal 

Empty 

Single 

:-Iultipl« 

2 U11l1ates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inr,ta tes 

~lore than 
50 ir.rnates 

849 
(347) 

117 
( 117) 

732 
( 122) 

42 
(21) 

213 
(65) 

190 
( 24) 

287 
( 12) 

o 
(0) 

280 
(263) 

(94) 

108 
(108) 

i72 
(61) 

22 
( 111 

150 
ISO) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Sour!:e' )la.tion"l Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4). 1978 

202 
( 107) 

( 16) 

30 
(30) 

172 
(61) 

22 
(11 ) 

150 
(SO) 

o 
(0) 

() 

(0) 

I) 

(0 ) 

62 
(124) 

(62) 

62 
(62) 

~~o~e: See definition of term~ ~t che beginning of this appendix. 
been placed in parentheses. 
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16 
(32) 

(16) 

16 
(16) 

569 
(84) 

(14) 

9 
(9) 

560 
(61 ) 

20 
( 10) 

63 
(15) 

190 
(2<1) 

297 
( 12) 

o 
, (0) 

283 
( 19) 

283 
(18) 

(0 ) 

101 
( 13) 

192 

(0 ) 

69 
(11) 

69 
(11) 

2 
(1) 

22 
15 ) 

32 
(4) 

i3 
(1) 

(IJI 

'-'he nllR!.hercof confinement: unics has 
" 

217 
(55) 

(14 ) 

9 
(9) 

~oa 

(32) 

18 
(9) 

~1 

flO) 

37 
ti) 

!o) 

10 ) 

:--:... --

'1 
"""; 
~.:4 

~1 
; 

·:<~i 

}/1 
~V~ 

t 
; ... ;. 



TableC.101 
W hi'" State Adult Correctional Facilltle. 

Number oUnmate. and Confinement UnH. )n.I·_
1 

nC··olnl, I Unll-1978 
" - by Occupancy, Denl~ly,el'id Type 0 on namen . 

~~~-----------
Density By Type ofconfr~n!am~e~n~t~O~n~i~t~~~~~ ________ __ 

Tota! 

5il1-,g18 

~ltiple 

2 inm4i:eS 

3-5 inmate" 

11-50 inmates 

More chan 
50 inma.ti!s 

Total 

3,736 
(2.700). 

(161 ) 

1,967 
(1,967) 

1,769 
(572) 

600 
(300) 

964 
(264) 

'3 
(ll 

106 
( 6) 

90 
(ll 

Total 

(156) 

1,958 
(, 1?~Sa) 

532 
(266) 

532 
J)~) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Cells Dormitories 
!Ugh l'IIdium LoW" Total High Medium 

1,583 
(1,408) 

1,051 
(1,051 ) 

532 
(266) 

532 
(266) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

878 
(935,1 

{57) 

878 
(878) 

29 
(37) 

(8) 

29 
(29) 

1,246 
(320) 

(5) 

9 
(9) 

1,237 
-(306) 

69 
(34) 

964 
(264) 

9 
(ll 

1,071 
(262) 

1,071 
(262) 

938 
(258) 

9 
(ll 

10~ ,·C~,,'" - 'J~.', .. '_, 
(61, (2) 

90 
(1 ) 

90 
(Il 

Q " 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

, sour<;@$ 
survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facflities (PC-2), 1978 

The number of confinement unita hits-'Ileen 
See definition of terms at ehe beginning' of this appendix. 
placed in pArentheses. 

:lote: 

Table C.102 , 
Number o(lnmate. and Conllnement Units In Wa.hlngton Loca~ ~:~~:nal Facllltle~ 

by Occupancy, Denslly, and Type 01 Confinement n - <, 

Densitv BY Type of Confi~ement Unit 

103 
(54) 

(5) 

9 
(9) 

94 
(40) 

68 
(34) 

26 
( 6) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Total Total 

Oormi1!Ories 
cellMsedium ~w ~"'t:::"o"'t~a:-;l----:H~i~a~h::::==~Me:d~ii'";um;;;;--"" Low 

nigh 
Occuoanc¥ 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

-2 inmu'!es 

6-10 inl11a r.es 

11-50 :.nmates 

More _than 
SC 'inmates 

2,438 
(956) 

(22ll 

275 
(~75) 

21-19-
'(460) 

220 
(110) , 

350 
1257; 

364 
(51) 

629 
(42) 

o 
(0) 

796 
(615) 

(185 ) 

246 
(246) 

" ;~;._~-::-:;.:_':c:-: 
550 

, (184) 

16:} 
(81) 

3Ei8 
(103) 

Q 

~O ) 

o 
(0 ) 

1J 
(01 

Source: Na1:io~'~l Jail Ce:'lSUS (CJ-3, CJ-4), 1978 

743 
(508) 

('3ll 

193, 
1193) 

550 
(184) 

162 
(B1) 

JBB 
( 103) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

25 
(53) 

(28) 

25 
(25) 

See definition of t;erm.s at the beginning of this ~ppenr.ii)C. 
been plac.ed in parenth'ese$' 
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28 
(54) 

(26) 

28 
(28) 

'1,642 
(341 ) 

(36) 

29 
(29). 

~,,613 
r'" ti76) 

58 
(29) 

562 
( 154) 

364 
(51) 

'629 
(42) 

o 
(0 ) 

1,085 
(n9) 

1,085 
(179) 

406 
( 112i 

23J 
(34) 

446 
(33) 

o 
(0 ) 

278 
(45) 

278 
(45) 

40 
(20) 

42' 
( 12) 

57 
(6) 

139 
(7) 

The number of confinement units has 

27tg;:~ 

(117) 

(36) 

29 
(29) 

250 
(52) 

18 
(9) 

114 
(30) 

74 
( 11) 

44 
(2) 

I 
\ -

I 

t 
I 
I 

--, -,---~---------

I 
I 
j 

i ... -, i 
1 

f 
I 

.;/ 
Table C.103 

Number ollnmat$. and Confinement Unll. In Oregon Slata Adult Correctional Facillll" 
byOccupancy, Denllty, ilind Type of Conllnement Unlt-1871 

OccupancY Total 
__ ~~~ ____ ~~~Ce~l~l.;-~_____ DoraitorA.8 

Total High Mediwa 'IDW " 'lotal Uigh Medium 

Total 

Eapty 

Sinqle 

Multiple 

2 inaate. 

6-10 inm.t •• 

More' t.~!ln 
SO inaa\~ea 

2,086 
(1,764) 

(97) 

.h:<48 
'::(1,248) 

838 
(419) 

1138 
, (419) 

',' 0 

(0) 

o 
(1) 

0, 
CIJ) 

o 
(0) 

---:~ 

--:'.,' 

2,086 
(1,764) 

1,248 
(1,2489 

838 
(419) 

838 
(419) 

° (0) 

° (0) 

o 
(0) 

Q 

CU) 

1,894 
(1,53~) 

(58) 

1,056 
(1,056) 

838 
(419) 

838 
(419) 

° (0) 

o 
(Q) 

o 
(Q) 

o 
(0) 

192 
(231) 

(39; 

192 
(192) 

o 
(0) 

(0) 

e. 
(0) 

SourCQ, Survay of State &n~'Fed.ral Adult Correctional Facilitio. (pco 2), 1978 

° (1) 

(1) 

o 
(0) 

° (0) 

° ,>~O) 

° (0) 

° (0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

a 
(0) 

G 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

,0 
(0) 

o 
(O} 

o 
(0) 

° (It) 

o 
(It I 

o 
(0; 

o 
(0) 

o 
fOI 

o 
(0) 

!'Ie>lia. See defJ.nLtion ot terms at tha beginning of this appendix. The nWllber of confinement units has been 
placed in perenthGBes. 

T.ble e.104 
Number olln"'.te. and Conllnement ","HI In Oregon Local Correctional Facllliles 

by Occup.ncy, Density, .nd Type of COI\lflnement Unit -1171 

o 
(t) 

(11 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Ii' 
{OJ 

° (0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

I --·------------------------------~D~en~B~it~v~i:W~~~~-o~f~~~n~ti~n~a~.n~t~On~i~e------------

"" 

I 
1 
t 
t 

I 
I 

I 
I 
1 

OccuDlncv Total 
_..",. __ .,... __ ..".,...,..C:::.:.l~l:::s:...,.,_--- Dormi tort •• 

Tow High Medium""""t:;;;;- Toeal l!ish M.di .... 

Toeal. 

Ealpty 

Single 

l'.ultiple 

3-5 inm.te. 

6-10 i=.e •• 

lIore t:han 
SO 1l11li.1: •• 

'1,8Ul 
(663) 

(169! 

269 
(269) 

1,SJ2 
(225) 

182 
(9l) 

266 
(71) 

237 
(31) 

534 
(27) 

313 
(5) 

590 
(5 IS) 

( 151) 

239 
(239) 

351 
( 125) 

144 
(72) 

141 
(43) 

- -6~ 
( 10) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

Source: National Jail C.nsu. (CJ-l, CJ-4), 1918 

485 
(336) 

(76) 

135 
( 13H 

351 
(125) 

144 
(72) 

141 
(43) 

60 
( 10) 

a 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

89 
(146) 

(57) 

1.19 
(89) 

"!lote: Sa. definition of ~erm. at t:he b&qinning of t:his appendix. 
b •• n placlld in par.nt:hue •• 
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15 
(33i 

(18) 

15 
( 15) 

;~'j2 ,.~ 
(148) 

(IS) 

30 
(30) 

1,181 
(100) 

38 
(191 

125 
(28) 

171 
(21) 

534 
(27) 

313 
(5) 

1,032 
(701 

1,032 
(70) 

106 
(23) 

154 
(19) 

459 
(23) 

313, 
(5 ) 

101 
1'8) 

101 
(18) 

:!2 ( 11, 
15 
(4) 

o 
(Oi 

64 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

78 
(GO) 

(18) 

30 
(30) 

(12) 

16 
(9) 

4 
(1) 

17 
(2) 

II 
(I) 

o 
(0) 

" 

i 

1 
i~ 

\~ ... 
i'[ 

;~ 
1 
. i , 
~ 

:t~. 

,--,---~", ~! 



------------

Table C.105 
NumMr of InmDt., end Conllnement Unit, In 'Callfornla State Adu:t Correctional Faclillle, 

by Occupancy. Density. and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

!lapty 

5inq18 

Multlple 

2 imates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 ir:nates 

11-50 1I1111ates 

!lore than 
50 inlllates 

'btal 

18,670 
(13,631) 

(1,427) 

11,520 
(11,S20) 

7,150 
(684) 

580 
(290) 

SJ7 
(150) 

198 
(29) 

4,015 
(191) 

1,820 
(24) 

Density By Type ot Contineent Unit 
Cells com;' tor i~. 

Total High Medium Low Total Hlgh Medium 

12,061 9,192 2,562 
(13,205) (10,009) (2,764) 

(1,416) 

11,517 
(11,517) 

544 
(272) 

5U 
(272) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(1,089) (202) 

8,648 2,562 
(8,648) (2,562) 

S44 
(272) 

544 
(272) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

307 
(432) 

(125) 

307 
(307) 

6,609 
(426) 

( 11) 

3 
(3) 

6,606 
(412) 

36 
(18) 

537 
(ISO) 

198 
(29) 

4,015 
(191) 

1,820 
(24) 

386 
(6<1) 

3&6 
(64) 

207 
(60) 

8 
(1) 

13 
(1) 

156 
(2) 

2,147 
(129) 

2,7""1 
(129) 

14 
(7) 

110 
(36) 

25 
(3) 

1,397 
(67) 

1,201 
(16) 

Source: Survey of Sta.te and Federal Adult Correcuonal Facilities (PC-2) , 1978 

Note: See definltion of terms at the beglnning ot this ap~ndix. The number of confinement units has been 
placed in parentheses. 

Table C.108 
NumMr of Inmate, and Conllnement Units In California Local Correctional Faclllllee 

by Occupancy. Density. and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Occupancy 

Total 

Empty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 i:una tes 

3-5 inma ees 

6-10 inmates 

11-50 inmates 

~.ore than 
50 inmates 

Total 

26,407 
(7,376) 

( 1,167) 

3,445 
(l,445) 

22,962 
(2,764) 

1,318 
(659) 

3,375 
(869) 

5,080 
(746) 

10,152 
(444) 

3,037 
(46) 

Total 

8,937 
(6,038) 

( 1,125) 

3,371 
(3,371) 

5,566 
(1,542) 

1,184 
(592) 

2,376 
(033) 

1,919 
(315) 

87 
(2) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: National Jail Census (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

Densitv By Tvpe of Confinement Unit 
Cells Dormitories 

High Medium Low T~.tal Hian I1gdi'J!!\ 

8,253 
(5,136) 

(907) 

2,687 
(2,687) 

5,566 
(1,542) 

1,184 
(592 ) 

2,376 
(633) 

1,919 
(31S) 

87 
(21 

o 
(0 ) 

405 
(516) 

( 111) 

405 
(405) 

279 
(386) 

( 107) 

279 
(279) 

17,470 
(1,3~8) 

(42) 

74 
(74) 

17,396 
( 1,222) 

134 
(67) 

999 
(236) 

3,161 
(431) 

10,065 
(442) 

3,037 
(46) 

9,922 
(797) 

9,922 
(797) 

739 
( 172) 

2 , 525 
(348) 

5,258 
(254) 

1,400 
(23) 

2,344 
(129) 

2,344 
( 129) 

48 
(24) 

53 
( 12) 

193 
(25) 

63 
(1) 

'*'Noee: See definition of terms at the beginning of this appendix. The number of confinement units has 
been placl!d in parentheses. 
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3,476 
(233) 

(11) 

3 
(3) 

3,473 
(219) 

22 
(II) 

220 
(54) 

165 
(25) 

2,605 
(123) 

461 
(6) 

Low 

$,204 
(412) 

(42) 

74 
(74) 

5,130 
(296) 

8.6 
(43) 

207 
(52) 

443 
(58) 

2,820 
(121 ) 

1,574 
(22) 

Table C.107 
Number of liiffi .. ie, and Conllnement Unit, In Ala,ka State Adult Correcllonal Facilities 

by Occupancy. Oen,lIy. and Type of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Total 

Denslty By Typ9 of Conflnement Unit 

Occupancy Total 
Cells Dormicon!!s 

Hlgh Medium Low TOtal High Medium 

Total 

Elnpty 

Single 

Multiple 

2 inmates 

3-5 inmates 

6-10 inmates 

1 I-50 inmates 

More than 
50 lnmates 

486 
(208) 

(46) 

118 
( 118) 

368 
(44) 

30 
(15) 

38 
(10) 

47 
(6) 

253 
(13) 

o 
(0) 

140 
(169) 

(45) 

III 
(Ill) 

29 
(13) 

22 
( 11) 

7 
(2) 

, 0 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

34 
(21) 

(3) 

5 
(5) 

29 
(13) 

22 
( 11) 

7 
(2) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

98 
(138) 

(40) 

98 
(98) 

8 
(10) 

(2) 

8 
(8) 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facllities (PC-2), 1978 

346 
(39) 

(I) 

7 
(7) 

339 
(31) 

8 
(4) 

31 
(8) 

47 
(6) 

253 
(13) 

o 
(0) 

212 
(14) 

212 
(14) 

17 
(4) 

25 
(3) 

170 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

54 
(7) 

54 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

9 
(3) 

10 
(I) 

35 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

Note: See definitlon of terms at the beginnlng of this appendix. 
'Placl!d in parentheses. The nUNber of confinement Ull1tS has been 

Occucanc'J' 

Total 

Singl~ 

~Ul1;ipll;! 

2 inmates 

1-5 inmates 

0-10 lrunat9s 

11-50 inmates 

~ore than 
50 J.r.mates 

Table C.108 
Number of Inmat., and Confinement Unit, In Alalka Local Correcllonal Facilities 

by Occupancy. Density, andrype of Confinement Unlt-1978 

Total 

41 
(45) 

(21 ) 

21 
(21 ) 

20 
(3 ) 

( 1) 

5 
(1) 

a 
(0 ) 

13 
(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

Toeal 

22 
(42) 

(21) 

20 
(20) 

(1) 

(1) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Density Ev Tvoe of Con:ir.ement U~i~ 
Cells 

High Medillm 

6 
C 13) 

(8) 

4 
(4) 

(1) 

2 
(1) 

a 
10 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

9 
( 11) 

(2) 

9 
(9) 

Low 

7 
( 18) 

(11) 

7 
(7) 

Toeal 

19 
(3 ) 

(0 ) 

1 
(1) 

18 
(2 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

5 
(1) 

a 
(0) 

13 
(1) 

;) 

(0) 

Dormi ~ories 
Hiah Medium 

13 
(1) 

13 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

'3 
(1) 

(j 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0 ) 

~ 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

Source: :Iational Jail CenslIs (CJ-3, CJ-4) , 1978 

*Noc~ : See ·;h!f':'~ition "e ';e~s at; t!",e beginnlng ·,)f tills dppenal.<. The :lumber of confinement Wl.lt.S bas 
be!!n placed in parentheses. 
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Low 

BO 
( 18) 

(1) 

7 
(7) 

73 
(10) 

3 
(4) 

5 
(I) 

12 
(2) 

48 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

Low 

;; 
(2 ) 

(0 ) 

1 
(1) 

(1) 

o 
(0 I 

(1) 

1 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

2 
(0 ) 
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TableC.109 
Number of Inmate. and Confinement Unit, In HawaII State Adult Correctional Facilities 

by Occu.pancy, Den,"" Ind Type of Confinement Unlt-1878 

Density By Type of Confinement Unit . 
cells Domitorl.es 

~ ;S~~~!y-~q[~~-2u~~~~~ ____ !:,O~WL-______ .!Ot~a~l~.~~'~·Hi~g~h--~M~e~di~um~ ____ Lo~w_ Total -4"P~li;.J. ., _ ,-- -
_OC5!S!c:!u!l,.!!.!!ncy!:X.--------.:=:::.----.... ,-": r ~ 

Total 

!apty 

Sin91• 

!tI11tipla 

2 illlUt .. 

11-50 inaat.a 

Mor. than 
50 illllUlue 

544 
(162) 

(20) 

84 
(84) 

460 
(58) 

52 
(26) 

46 
( 111 

65 
(9) 

172 
(10) 

125 
(2) 

138 
(130) 

(20) 

84 
(84) 

54 
(26) 

SO 
(25) 

4 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

, ,-~~. 
(77) 

(6) 

45 
(45) 

54 
(26) 

SO 
(25) 

4 
(1) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

o 
(0) 

(33) 

(10) 

23 
(23 ) 

10 
(20) 

(4) 

16 
(16) 

406 
(32) 

(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

406 
(32) 

2 
(1) 

42 
(10) 

65 
(9) 

172 
(10) 

125 
(2) 

79 
(13) 

79 
( 13) 

23 
(5) 

56 
(8) 

o 
(0 ) 

o 
(0 ) 

194 
(8) 

194 
(8) 

o 
(0 ) 

11 
(3) 

o 
(0) 

58 
(3) 

125 
(2) 

Source' surv~{ of State and federal Adult CornetiOllal Facil1tiu (PC-2) , 1978 . 
Note, 

• 

See definition of terms at the beginning of ~lis appendix. 
placed in parentheeoe. 
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The number of confinement units has been 

133 
( III 

o 
(0) 

133 
( 11) 

2 
(11 

8 
(2) 

9 
(11 

114 
(7) 

o 
(0) 

1 Table C.110 
Percentlge of Federal Ind Stlte Cell» with Number of Squire F .. t of Floor Space 

Greater Than or Equal to Sllected Va lUI' by Region and Stat. -1078 

Region and State 

UNITED STA'1'!!S. 

STA'l'ES '1'O'l'AL: 

NORrIl!AST. 

Malne 
Ne .. H .... pah i re 
ver.ont 
Ma ... cliusetta 
Rhode leland 
Connecticut 
Ne .. York 
He .. Jersey 

. Penn.y1vani. 

NORrB CENTRAL 

Ohio 
Indiana 
Illinoi. 
Kichigan 
Wisconsin 
KiM.act. 
10 ... 
Mi.aouri 
North Dakoti!l 
South Dakota 
Nebrask. 
Ian ••• 

SOUTH 

Dela .. are 
Maryland 
District of Columbia 
Virginia 
Weat Virginia 
North CeroUna 
South CaroUna 
Georgia 
P10rida 
Ken~ucky 

!'eMe8l1ee 
Alab .. a 
Khd.sippi 
Arkanaa. 
Louisiana 
Oklahaoa 
Texa. 

NEST 

Montana 
Idaho 
Wyao i ll9 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Ariaona 
Utah 
NeVadoli 

" •• hill9ton 
Oregon 
caUfornia 
Ala.ka 
a .... 11 

Total 
Number of 
Celha 

141,668 

12,779 

128,889 

31,994 

610 
320 

82 
2,367 

558 
2,019 

13,321 
4,667 
8,050 

38,150 

7,299 
1,673 
6,785 
9,372 
2,845 
2,133 
1,697 
3,167 

297 
530 
531 

1,801 

35,234 

495 
4,213 

763 
3,101 

658 
1,367 
1,510 
2,380 
5,004 
1,512 
1,912 

416 
296 
686 
964 

1,045 
8,912 

23,511 

534 
396 
326 

1,923 
438 
983 
602 
662 

2,380 
1,763 

13,205 
169 
130 

40 

96' 

100 

93 

95 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

96 
100 

82 
93 

98 

99 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

78 
100 
100 
100 

59 
100 

95 

72 
91 

100 
98 

9 
100 
100 

99 
100 

62 
97 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 

90 

100 
100 

98 
100 
100 
IOU 
100 
100 
100 
100 

8J 
100 

57 

891 

99 

87 

91 

100 
100 
100 
100 

47 
96 
91 
82 
93 

90 

a9 
61 
93 

100 
79 

100 
77 

100 
100 
100 

59 
70 

86 

72 
83 

100 
86 
o 

100 
96 
63 

100 
62 
92 
41 

100 
100 
100 

99 
90 

85 

100 
100 

39 
100 
100 

75 
, 100 

100 
100 

55 
8l 

100 
57 

50 

741 

72 

80 

100 
2 

100 
100 

" 93 
71 
75 
93 

79 

73 
31 
80 
95 
79 
98 

5 
99 

100 
100 

47 
70 

61 

72 
8J 
99 
69 
o 

88 
73 
63 
97 
55 
72 
17 

100 
100 
3. 
99 
20 

73 

99 
lGO 

1 
U 

100 
75 
67 
57 

100 
32 
77 
99 
56 

Source. Survey of State and Federal Adult Correction.1 faci1itie., 1978. 

aConfln ... nt unit ... ith 1e.a than 120 aqu.re f.et of floor .pac •• 

bThe ~, ·0+,· .ignified that the percentage of cell. 1. 1 ••• than 0.5'. 
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Huaber of Square r.et of rloor Sp.c. 

55 

5" 

74 

54 

55 

38 
2 

100 
72 
47 
47 
33 
65 
84 

68 

.8 
20 
10 
95 
58 
93 

5 
99 
o 

100 
38 
52 

50 

72 
42 
S5 
65 
o 

64 
73 
61 
82 
3S 
65 
17 
o 

100 
32 
99 
17 

99 
90 
o 

3. 
58 
20 
12 
43 
74 
17 
"5 
95 
46 

60 

'" 
61 

4S 

14 
2 

100 
69 
47 
47 
32 
54 
74 

58 

48 
'1 

53 
72 
47 
82 

4 
99 
o 

100 
38 
52 

39 

72 
~2 
55 
36 
o 

28 
65 
16 
82 
35 
34 
17 
o 

100 
32 
99 
10 

30 

62 
90 
o 

38 
58 
20 
12 
43 
43 
27 
25 
95 
46 

65 

311 

29 

33 

14 
o 

49 
29 
11 
34 
18 
49 
54 

38 

l!l b 
0+ 

32 
65 
47 
11 

4 
42 
o 

10 
31 
22 

28 

7 
19 
55 
18 
o 
2 

SS 
16 
76 
16 
33 
o 
o 

100 
32 
94 

4 

16 

55 
90 
o 

26 
58 
20 
o 

43 
40 

5 
5 

80 
46 

70 

26t 

35 

24 

3D 

14 
o 

49 
27 
11 
20 
16 
48 
51 

27 

15 
0+ 

15 
59 
46 
11 

4 
14 
o 

10 
31 
U 

26 

7 
17 
55 
17 
o 
2 

35 
16 
75 

1 
32 
o 
o 

100 
32 
94 

1 

15 

5S 
53 
o 

22 
58 
20 
o 

43 
40 
o 
5 

78 
46 

75 

1" 

30 

12 

12 

5 
o 

.9 
13 
11 

0+ 
12 
17 
12 

11 

15 
0+ 
8 
3 

40 
11 

• 14 
o 

10 
23 

9 

7 
17 
55 

7 
o 
1 

12 
16' 
47 
1 

21 
o 
o 

100 
32 
64 
1 

8 

1 
0+ 
o 
7 
3 

20 
o 

43 
30 
o 
5 
7 

3D 

80 

111 

20 

9 

11 

5 
o 
9 

13 
11 

0+ 
11 
17 
12 

9 

10 
o 
8 
3 

29 
10 

4 
14 
o 

10 
23 

9 

14 

7 
17 

9 
4 
o 
1 

12 
16 
32 
1 

14 
o 
o 

100 
21 
37 
1 

5 

1 
0+ 
o 
o 
3 

20 
o 

43 
3 
o 
4 
7 

21 
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T.ble C.111 
Perclnt.gl of Loc.1 Cell. with Number of Squ.re F .. t of Floor SPice 
Gre.ter Th.n or Equ.1 to Selected Value. by Region .nd St.te -1878 

Total 
NUllber of 
Cell.a 

N..tIer of Square Peet of P100r llpace 

Reg~,~., mid St.t. 

ONl'!'ED STATES TO':AL 

ICCllTIIIIAST 

N •• El!CJland 

Kain. 
New a_pahir. 
Ver .. nt 
..... achu •• ttlt 
Rhod. I.1.nd 
Connacticut 

Mid-AtlantAc 
_ 'fork 
.... Jer •• y 
P.M.,.lv.n~:' 

110MB CIINfRAL 

E •• t North Centr.1 

Ohio 
Indi.na 
Illinoi. 
Michigan 
Wbcon.in 

w •• t North Centr.l 

Hinneaot. 
low. 
Mi .. o>;~i 

No~th Dakota 
StIUth Cakota 
.,.braak. 
Kanan 

soma 
South Atlantic 

Dl!1".~l!:--

Mary1.nd 
Diatrict of Co1uabi~ 

Virginia 
Wnt Virginia 
North C.rolina 

South Carolina 
Georgia 
P1orid. 

E •• t South Co"tra1 

K.ntucky 
Tanne ... . 
Al.b .. . 
Mlad •• ippi 

Weat South Centr.l 

Arkan ... 
Louidana 
Ok1"hcaa 
't •• aa 

WEST 

~ 
IIDntan. 
Idaho 
Wyoa111!! 

COlorado 
New _ieo 

Ariaona 
Utah 
Nevad. 

!!!:.!!!£ 
Ifaehiniton 
Oregon 
Celifornia 
Ala.ka 
Ra •• U 

20,733 

2,1&9 

277 
2g1 

::,111 

18,014 

11,607 
2,.09 
4,048 

18,096 

13,388 

4,117 
1,848 
3,901 
2,023 
1,449 

4,7(1'a 
1,322 

588 
1,206 

257 
384 
427 
524 

24,123 

13,753 

1.376 
1,149 

3,510 
961 

1,1&5 

998 
1,589 
2,505 

4,309 

1,211 
1,13'.1 

973 
989 

6,1&1 

700 
1,891 

585 
3,&85 

10,634 

3,U4 

378 
230 
187 

1,030 
24' 

858 
232 
263 

7,210 
615 
515 

6,038 
42 

40 

en 

92 

" 86 
82 

96 

92 

95 
90 
III 

83 

79 

79 
82 
&2 
99 
94 

94 

99 
91 
90 

96 
92 
95 
97 

88 

81 

98 
100 

U 
92 
80 

81 
99 
91 

96 

98 
89 
97 
99 

98 

100 
99 
91 
98 

88 

97 

92 
91 
91 

97 
98 

100 
99 

100 

III 

98 
99 
80 

100 

45 

83' 

87 

853 

86 
60 

88 

88 

94 
74 
78 

17 

73 

71 
78 
57 
93 
88 

89 

97 
84 
83 

91 
6G 
91 
92 

81 

73 

94 
100 

33 
77 
70 

84 
91 
91 

92 

92 
81 
92 
98 

90 

95 
99 
81 
85 

115 

!Ill 

81 
.90 
to 
96 
90 

99 
43 

100 

82 

" 90 
80 

10e 

50 

6" 

66 

61 

" 35 

63 

66 

" 63 

" 
66 

63 

61 
62 
53 
89 
65 

77 

89 
72 
63 

77 
83 
67 
86 

67 

57 

92 
o 

25 
68 
52 

17 
82 
85 

82 

12 
80 
83 
95 

18 

90 
'4 
75 
67 

70 
84 

63 
83 
80 

88 
87 

98 
32 
97 

63 

" 82 
61 
86 

Source. S~rv.y of St.te and Pedera1 Adult Correctional Paci1iti.a, 1978. 

ftConfin ... nt unita .ith leaa than 120 .quare f.et of floor .pace. 

bTh• ayabol, a_,a .ignifi •• that there ere no local faciliti.a in that at.te. 
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55 

.. t 

35 

40 

56 
28 

34 

30 
17 
58 

52 
U 

" 28 
32 

60 

12 
45 
51 

48 
67 
45 
81 

47 

34 

19 
o 

15 
28 
4tl 

30 
60 
68 

68 

59 
6f, 
76 
72 

61 

83 
70 
70 
51 

46 

63 

55 
73 
66 

46 
51 

88 
28 
86 

39 

" 5J, 
37 
71 

60 

39t 

30' 

39 

5& 
16 

40 

U 

22 
11 
54 

4Z 

39 

4Ii 
42 
39 
24 
28 

53 

60 
41 
43 

47 
61 

" 12 

17 
o 

15 
28 
33 

30 
51 
55 

66 

58 
65 
74 
70 

56 

" 65 
59 
n 

42 

57 

52 
66 
66 

31 
50 

11 
22 
11 

35 

40 
U 
33 
71 

65 

21t 

11 

24 

52 
16 

21 

U 

12 
8 

33 

29 

29 

42 

27 
18 
17 

3D 

2' 
26 
29 

10 
51 
19 
51 

34 

20 

16 
o 

12 
14 
22 

19 
36 
36 

56 

52 
50 
66 
56 

47 

64 
55 
48 
38 

34 

49 

39 
61 
36 

3,. 
36 

77 
22 
60 

28 

25 
27 
2e 
14 

10 

25t 

11 

19 

52 
16 

15 

10 

3 
8 

32 

27 

27 

41 

24 
10 
16 

29 

24 
24 
28 

10 
51 
19 
50 

32 

19 

15 
o 

12 
13 
18 

19 
35 
34 

5S 

51 
49 
64 
5& 

45 

64 
54 
-18 
36 

32 

48 

39 
60 
36 

33 
35 

7G 
22 
60 

26 

25 
25 
26 
64 

75 

20t 

9 

17 

52 
5 

15 

7 

2 
7 

23 

21 

22 

35 
:!!l 
20 

5 
10 

20 

12 
21 
21 

5 
18 
16 
44 

26 

15 

15 
o 
4 

12 
16 

15 
29 
30 

41 

25 
U 
55 
46 

39 

56 
50 
43 
29 

211 

42 

36 
53 
23 

27 
33 

72 
22 
~O 

21 

19 
15 
22 
45 

80 

at 

8 

14 

24 
5 

7 

1 
7 

22 

20 

20 

34 
2~ 

15 
5 
9 

19 

12 
21 
21 

5 
18 
16 
38 

25 

1~ 

15 
o 
3 

12 
15 

14 
28 
29 

40 
25 
42 
52 
46 

37 

53 

" 41 
26 

27 

40 
34 
51 
2l 

27 
32 
70 
16 
34 

21 

19 
13 
22 
43 

T.ble C.112 
Percentage of Feder.lb .nd St.teb CIII. with Number of Squ .... FHt of Floor Sp.ce 

Gre.ter Th.n or Equ.1 to Selected V.lul. by VI.r F.clllty Opened -1878 

Year Facili t;,y 
Opened 

Total 
Number of 
Cells a 

N~mber of Square Feet of Floor Space 

40 45 50 55 60 

Total 141,668 96% 89% 74% 57% 47\ 

3efore 1875 20,189 80 77 56 26 17 

lS7;; - 1924 40,802 95 83 65 50 37 

1925 - 1949 32,700 100 95 80 66 56 

1950 - 1969 30,774 lOt:! 96 81 59 50 

1970 - 1978 17,203 100 97 95 93 83 

Source: Surv~y of State and ?ederal Adult Correctional Facilities, 1978. 

a Confinement units with less than 120 square feet of floor space. 
b 

Does nQt include state and federally operated prerelease facilities. 

Table C.113 

65 70 

31% 26% 

6 5 

20 16 

42 38 

31 25 

70 54 

Percentage of Local Cells with Number of Square Feet of Floor Space . 
Greater Than or Equal to Salected Values by Year Building Conslructed - February 15, 1978 

'fear Buildinq 
Conscruct:ed 

Total 

Berore 1875 

1875 - 1924 

1925 - 1949 

1950 - 1969 

1970 - 1978 

Total 
Number of 
Cellsa 

74,186 

3.757 

12,872 

15,783 

21.884 

19,889 

Source: National Jail Census, 1978. 

40 45 

88\ 83% 

73 67 

87 71;1 

85 80 

87 92 

94 91 

Number of Square Feet of Floor Space 

50 55 60 65 70 

67\ 44% 39% 28% 25% 

58 41 36 29 26 

63 31 25 17 17 

65 37 35 21 19 

64 42 37 27 26 

76 59 55 42 35 

a Confinement units with less than 120 square feet of floor space. 

345 

, -,t.'J'!ft~ __ - __ _ 

'~":-', ) 

75 80 

14% ln 

5 5 

12 11 

10 7 

16 9 

37 28 

75 80 

20% 19\ 

21 19 

13 12 

16 15 

21 20 

28 26 

. " 
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T.bleC.114 
'.rc.nt .... of Feder.lb .nd St.tlb Cells with Number of Squ.,. FHtof Floor Sp.ce 

O,..ter "Th.n or Equ.1 to Selected V.lu •• by Aver .... Number of Inmat .. In 1177 

Total Number of Square Feet of Floor Space 
Average Number Number of 

Cellsa of Inmates 40 45 SO 55 60 65 70 

TotalC 141,668 96% 89' 7·a 57% 47% 31% 26' 

Lass than 500 20,296 98 93 80 72 67 53 50 

500 - 999 39,427 97 92 80 62 52 30 24 

1,000 or more 81,945 94 B7 70 52 39 27 21 

Source: Survey of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities, 1978. 

a Confinement units with less than 120 square feet of floor space. 

b Does not include state and federally operated prerelease facilities. 

c Missing Cases 18 (3.2t) • 

Table C.115 
'ercentage of Local Cells with Number of Square Feet of Floor Space 

Greater Than or Equal to Selected Values by Average Inmate Populatlon- February 15, 1978 

Total ~er of Square Feet of Floor Space 
Average Inmate Number of 

Population cellsi! 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 

Total 74,186 88\ 83 .. 67\ 44\ 39\ 29\ 25. 

Less than 10 9,491 34 88 75 57 52 38 37 

SO - 249 37,991 90 83 70 51 45 30 28 

250 or more 27,778 93 80 61 30 27 22 18 

Source: National Jail Census, 1979. 

a Cnnfj,nf'.ment units with less than 120 feet of floor square space. 
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75 80 

14t 11% 

35 25 

16 12 

8 7 

75 80 
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Tlbl.C.118 
Numbei ~nd P.rcent of Inmlt •• In St.t. lind Locil Dormitories 

by OccUPlncy8 Ind Region 

----------------------
Total Northeast 

Occupancy Nu",b~r Percent Number Percent 

---------
Total 158,1148 100' 7,375 100' 

2-10 inmates 41,011 26 1,978 27 
11-50 inmatp.l'l 66,319 42 2,366 32 
Morp. than 50 inmatel'l 51,118 32 3,031 41 

StEite Al,01I\ 101'/; 1,955 100'1; 

2-10 inmatel'l 9,462 12 700 36 
II-50 inmi!t~s 28,500 35 601 31 
More than 50 inmates 43,852 54 654 33 

Local. 7r.,6:111 99'/; 5,420 10.a 

2-10 Inmates 31,549 41 1,278 24 
11-50 inmates 37,819 49 1,765 33 
More than 50 inm,,·tes 7,266 9 2,371 44 

------.. 
Sourcf" finrvev or Stilt:e ilIlI] !"r>dcra1 Adult. Corr.ection<ll Facilities (I'C;-;O , 1978 

aNumh'Jr of illm<ltnl'l·in each confinement unit. 

. 40 percent of ill I st:iltr> pr.iGon~rG hO\lGed in dormi torieG <Ire found in 
thp. Sout.h Gh'ning their confinp~ilt \Init with <It least 50 other inmates. 

~f "."';~> •• 

" ' 

, .' 

\"' -

- . 

North 
Numbe~ 

23,998 

8,708 
7,571 
7,719 

13,OA9 

2,196 
3,174 
7,719 

10,909 

6,512 
4,397 

0 

Central 
Percent 

100' 

36 
32 
32 

100'/; 

17 
24 
59 

l.00'll 

60 
40 

0 

South West 
Number Percent Number Percent 

91,125 100' 35,950 100' 

20,C'?0 22 10:255 28 
37,044 41 19,338 54 
34,011 37 6,357 18 

';5,121. 100'1; 1l.6119 100'11 i 
i 

3,951 7 2,615 22 ! 
18,578 34 6,147 53 
32,592 59 2,887 25 

36,001\ 100'/; 211,301 99'/; 

16,119 45 7,640 31 
18,466 51 13,191 54 

I 
I 

1,419 4 3,470 14 

r 
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APPENDIX D 

Supplementary Data on Inmate/Custodial, Inmate/Service Staff Ratios 
in Local Jurisdictions 

Preceding page blank 349 
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Table D-1 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION, NUMBER OF CUST.0DIAL AND SERVICE STAFF, AND 
IN'dATF/ CUSTODIAL STAFF AND INMATF/ SERV~ci' STAFF RATIOS FOR LOCAL 
JURISDICTIONS WITH AN AVERAGE DAIl;.y,pOPULATION OF OVER 250 AND 

TOTALED FOR ALL FACILITIES BY REG IBN , AND STATE -- FEBRUARY 15, 1978 - - ~~'.-;..' .;.; ........ 
~ ~~.~ ' ... ~.- .-

I 
--'.-1-

! 

Region, S~<'a.afid:F~cility 

NORTHEAST 

Maine 

New Hampshire 

vermont 

Massachusetts 

Middlesex County Jail 

SU£fulk County (Boston) 

House of Corrections 
Jail 

. ;. ;-' 

-,.. ...... ~.---~ .. 

J , Rema~ning Mass~~huBetts Facilities 

I 
j 
I 

Rhode I~Jland 

Connect~ 

New York 

Erie County 

P~ni'tentiary 

Jail ~ - i 
~ Monroe County Jail 

-, Nassau County Jail 

! New York City 

t._~~ 
.;-!.-- . 

Average 
Daily 
Inmate 
population 

162,788 

24,376 

325 

395 

386 

501 

266 
235 

1,403 

11,036 

473 

203 
270 

291 

611 

Number of 
Ful.l Time 
CUstodial 
Staff 

32,528 

8,282 

86 

129 

147 

190 

123 
67 

435 

3,650 

252 

100 
152 

111 

318 

1,851 

Inmate! 
CUstodial 
Staff 
Ratio 

5.0 

2.9 

3.1 

3.0' -

2.2 
3.5 

3.2 

3.0 

1.9 

2.0 
1.8 

2.6 

1.9 

3.5 

Number of 
Full Time 
Service 
Staff 

2,947 

880 

o 

17 

31 

14 
17 

66 

387 

18 

12 
6 

14 

16 

276 

Inmate! 
Service, 
Staff 
Ratio 

55 

28 

41 

20 

23 

16 

19 
14 

21 

28 

26 

17 
15 

21 

38 

23 

- '-, 

., 
l 
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Brooklyn House of Detention for Men 
Bronx House of Detention for Men 
Queens House of Detention for Men 
New York City House of Detention for Men 
Anna M. Kross Center 
New York City Correctional Institute for Men 
Brooklyn Community Residential Facility 
N.Y. City Adolescent Recreation and 

Detention Center 
N.Y. City Correctional Institute for Women 

Suffolk County 

Minimum Security Facility 
Correctional Facility 

Westchester County 

Penitentiary 
Jail 
Women's Correctional Center 

Remaining New York Facilities 

New Jersey 

Bur lingtcrJ":::ounty 

County Jail 
Min. Security Jail 
Camden County Jail 
Camden County Jail Annex 
County Work Release Program 

Essex County 

County Penitentiary 
County Jail 

Hudson County Jail (Jersey City) 

Monmouth County Jail 

Passaic County Jail 

Remaining New Jersey Facilities 

" 

746 
500 
483 

1,645 
220 

1,614 
40 

876 
322 

444 

49 
395 

457 

205 
221 

31 

3,972 

444 

126 
55 

173 
fi1 

23 

1,072 

524 
548 

300 

264 

304 

1,590 

245 
180 
121 
376 

61 
362 

7 

314 
185 

235 

20 
215 

249 

104 
118 

27 

634 

1,658 

241 

66 
36 

109 
26 

4 

499 

237 
262 

75 

110 

80 

657 

3.0 
2.8 
4.0 
4.4 
3.6 
4.5 
5.7 

2.8 
1.7 

1.9 

2.5 
1.8 

1.8 

2.0 
1.9 
1. 1 

3.6 

2.4 

1.8 

1.9 
1.5 
1.6 
2.6 
5.8 

2.1 

2.2 
2.1 

4.0 

2.4 

3.8 

2.4 

28 
24 
20 
47 
o 

'12 
2 

33 
50 

11 

o 
11 

25 

5 
17 

3 

27 

142 

21 

7 
3 
9 
2 
o 

36 

27 
9 

4 

4 

7 

70 

27 
21 
24 
35 

22 
20 

26 
6 

40 

36 

18 

41 
13 
10 

86 

28 

22 

18 
18 
19 
34 

30 

19 
61 

75 

66 

44 

23 

~ ~ ~l 

\ 
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Table D-l--continued 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION, NUMBER OF CUSTODIAL AND SERVICE STAFF, AND 
INMATEVCUSTODIAL STAFF AND INMATEVSERVICE STAFF RATIOS FOR LOCAL 
JURISDICTIONS WITH AN AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION OF OVER 250 AND 

TOTALED FOR ALL FACILITIES BY REGION AND STATE -- FEBRUARY 15, 1978 

Region, State and Facility 

Pennsylvania 

Allegheny County Jail 

Delaware County Jail 

Philadelp~ta city 

House of Corrections 
Holme~ Prison 
Detention Center 

Remaining pennsylvania Facilities 

NORTH CENTRAL 

Ohio 

Cuyahoga County Jail (Cleveland) 

Franklin County Correctional Center (Columbus) 

Columbus City 

Women's Correctional Institution 
Workhouse 
City Jail 
Hamilton County Jail (Cincinnati) 
Cincinnati Community Correctional Institution 

Remaining Ohio Facilities 

Indiana 

Lake County Jail 

Remaining Indiana Facilities 

Average 
Daily 
Inmate 
Population 

6,358 

431 

353 

2,091 

637 
714 
740 

5,071 

29,705 

5,768 

650 

394 

270 

51 
123 
96 

330 
464 

3,660 

2,690 

269 

2,421 

Number of Inmate/ Number of 
Full Time CUstodial Full Time 
CUstodial Staff service 
Staff Ratio Staff 

1,983 3.2 229 

110 3.9 10 

122 2.9 21 

689 3.0 114 

218 2.9 40 
215 3.3 34 
256 2.9 40 

1,062 4.8 84 

6,613 4.5 610 

1,410 4.1 141 

417 1.6 44 

61 6.5 8 

75 3.6 5 

16 3.2 1 
32 3.8 4 
27 3.5 0 
63 5.2 4 
66 7.0 13 

728 5.0 61 

542 5.0 19 

56 4.8 0 

486 5.0 19 

t, _______ . _____ _ 

.' 

Inmate/ 
Service 
Staff 
Ratio 

28 

43 

17 

18 

16 
21 
18 

60 

49 

41 

15 

49 

54 

51 
31 

82 
36 

55 

142 

127 

.! 
/ 
i 

. . -

l~ 
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Illinois 6,061 1,675 3.6 127 48 

Cook County 3,951 1,046 3.8 112 35 

Division 1 1,891 421 4.5 29 65 
Division 2 1,163 398 2.9 66 18 
Women's Correctional Center 180 63 2.9 6 30 
Division 4 717 164 4.4 11 65 

Remaining Illinois Facilities 2,110 629 3.4 15 141 

Michigan 5,958 984 6.1 177 34 

Genessee County Jail 308 49 6.3 4 77 

Kent County (Grand Rapids) 469 84 5.6 10 47 

Correctional Facility 424 77 5.5 8 53 
Honor Camp 45 7 6.4 l 22 

Macomb County Jail (Mt. Clemens) 280 81 3.5 13 22 

Oakland County (Pontiac) 565 107 5.3 12 47 

Law Enforcement Complex 525 100 5.2 11 48 
Trusty Ca.'1lp 40 7 5.7 1 40 

w Wayne County Jail (Detroit) 763 49 16 01 w 
Detroit House of Corrections 634 88 7.2 17 37 

Remaining Michigan Facilities 2,939 575 5.1 72 41 

Wisconsin 2,027 483 4.2 17 119 

Milwaukee County (Milwaukee) 660 163 4.0 10 66 

Jail 294, 79 3.7 2 147 
House of Corrections 366 84 4.4 8 46 

Remaining Wisconsin Facilities 1,367 320 4.3 7 195 

Minnesota 1,441 364 4.0 37 39 

Hennepin County (Minneapolis) 398 136 2.9 11 36 

Jail 163 73 2.2 0 
Adult Corrections Facility 235 63 3.7 11 21 i 

I 
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Table D-l--continued 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION,· NUMBER OF CUS'IDDIAL AND SERVICE STAFF, AND 
INMATE/CUS'IDDIAL STAFF AND INMATE/SERVICE STAFF RATIOS FOR LOCAL 
JURISDICTIONS WITH AN AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION OF OVER 250 AND 

TOTALED FOR ALL FACILITIES BY REGION AND STATE -- FEBRUARY 15, 1978 

Region, State and Facility 

Remaining Minnesota Facilities 

Iowa 

Missouri 

St. Louis City 

Municipal Jail 
Medium Security Institution 

Remaining Missouri Facilities 

North Dakota 

South Dakota 

Nebraska 

Kansas 

SOUTH 

Delawarea 

Maryland 

Baltimore County Jail 

~o locally operated jails 

'. ;. , ' .. : 

Average 
Daily 
Inmate 
Population 

1,043 

767 

2,930 

720 

220 
500 

2,210 

168 

328 

583 

984 

69,258 

3,669 

271 

Number of 
Full Time 
Custodial 
Staff 

228 

145 

596 

212 

120 
92 

384 

50 

47 

103 

214 

11,731 

808 

60 

Inmate/ 
Custodial 
Staff 
Ratio 

4.6 

5.3 

4.9 

3.4 

1.8 
5.4 

5.8 

3.4 

7.0 

5.7 

4.6 

5.9 

4.5 

4.5 

Number of 
Full Time 
Service 
Staff 

28 

1 

67 

23 

7 
16 

44 

4 

9 

10 

766 

90 

8 

Inmate/ 
Service 
Staff 
Ratio 

37 

767 

44 

31 

31 
31 

50 

42 

328 

65 

10 

90 

41 

34 
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CAl 
c.n 
c.n 

District, of Columbia 
I 

Detention 'Facility 

Detention Facility Annex 

virginia 

Norfolk Municipal Jail 

Richmond City Jail 

Remaining virginia Facilities 

west Virginia 

North Carolina 

South Carolina 

Georgia 

Bibb COlm ty Ja il 

Dekalb County Jail 

Fulton County (Atlanta) 

Bellwood Correctional Institution 
Alpharetta Cor.rectional Institution 
Stonewall Correctional Institution 
Fulton County Jail 

Atlanta City 

Correctional Center 
City Jail 

Muscogee County (Columbus) 

Public Works Camp 
Jail 

Richmond County 

. ~ , .... ' 

Correctional Institution 
Jail 

Remaining Georgia Facilities 

1,371 

894 

477 

4,563 

369 

706 

3,488 

1,140 

2,772 

2,365 

8,345 

251 

446 

1,187 

180 
130 
120 
757 

507 

300 
207 
419 

200 
219 

308 

180 
128 

5,227 

541 

368 

173 

1,115 

90 

138 

887 

120 

504 

483 

1,275 

20 

5 

144 

24 
16 
16 
88 

145 

50 
95 
44 

26 
18 

63 

42 
21 

854 

2.5 

2.4 

2.8 

4.1 

4.1 

5.1 

3.9 

9.5 

5.5 

4.9 

6.5 

12.6 

89.3 

8.2 

7.5 
8 .1 
7.5 
8.6 

3.5 

6.0 
2.2 
9.5 

7.'7 
12.2 

4 .. 9 

4,.3 
6 .. 1 

6.1 

37 

32 

5 

94 

7 

14 

73 

5 

20 

8 

38 

6 

1 

1 
0 
0 
0 

6 

6 
0 
2, 

1 
1 

5 

4 
1 

17 

-
\ 

-I 

37 
_,<l" 

28 ,-

95 

48 

53 

50 

48 

228 

139 

296 

220 

251 

74 

1,187 

180 

84 

50 ' , 
I - " 

I' .It--

210 

200 
i -
I 

: 
219 I 

62 
I 
I 
I 

45 
128 

308 

'" 
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Table D-l--continued 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION, NUMBER Of CUSTODIAL AND SERVICE STAFF, AND 
r~MATF/ CUSTODIAL STAFF AND INMATF/ SERVICE STAFF RATIOS FOR LOCAL 

JURISDICTIONS WITH AN AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION OF OVER 250 AND 
TOTALED FOR ALL FACILITIES BY REGION AND STATE -- FEBRUARY 15, 1978 

Region, State and Facility 

Florida 

Broward County (Ft. Lauderdale) 

Stockade 
Jail 
Jail Annex 
Jail (Female) 
Work Release Center 

Dade County (Miami) 

Jail 
Training and Treatment Center 
Women's Detention Center 
Detention Center 

Duval County (Jacksonviille) 

Jail 
City-County Prison Farm 
Correctional Institution 
Trustee Housing Unit 

Escambia Prison (pensacola) 

Prison 
Jail 

Hillsborough County (Tampa) 

Prison 
Camp 
Central Bo\')king 
Stockad.e 

------------------,--------

Average 
Daily 
Inmate 
Population 

10,512 

960 

64 
546 
2E4 

66 
20 

1,500 

684 
601 
125 
90 

890 

396 
86 

404 
4 

282 

80 
202 

1,040 

364 
126 
157 
361 

Number of· 
Full Time 
CUstodial 
S'taff 

2,208 

118 

25 
57 
20 
11 

84 

20 
11 
16 
35 

333 

215 
16 
93 

9 

77 

30 
47 

150 

43 
23 
29 
48 

Inmate/ 
CUstodial 
Staff 
Ratio 

4.8 

8.1 

2.6 
9.6 

13.2 
6.0 
4.0 

17.9 

34.2 
54.6 
7.8 
2.6 

2.7 

1.8 
5.4 
4.3 
0.4 

3.7 

2.7 
4.3 

6.9 

8.5 
5.5 
5.4 
7.5 

Number of 
Full Time 
Service 
Sta:ff 

212 

10 

6 
2 
1 
1 
o 

55 

16 
31 

8 
o 

44 

26 
2 

15 
1 

7 

1 
6 

13 

9 
o 
o 
4 

Inmate/ 
Service 
Staff 
Ratio 

50 

96 

11 
273 
264 

66 

27 

43 
19 
16 

20 

15 
43 
27 

4. 

40 

80 
34 

80 

40 

90 
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Work Release Center 

Orange County (Orlando) 

Jail Annex 
Jail 

Orlando Detention Bureau 

Palm Beach County 

Stockade 
Jail 

Pinellas County Jail 

Polk County 

Stockade 
Jail 

Valusia County 

Prison Farm 
Jail 

Remaining Florida Facilities 

Kentucky 

Fayette (Lexington) 

Jefferson City County Jail (Louisville) 

Remaining Kentucky Facilities 

Tennessee 

Nashville 

Metropolitan Jail 
Metropolitan Workhouse 
First Offenders Jail 

Hamilton County (Chattanooga) 

Penal Farm 
Women's Det 
Jail 

Shelby County (Memphis) 

,' .. 
c 

32 

456 

113 
343 

303 

492 

87 
405 

564 

395 

75 
320 

446 

185 
261 

3,184 

2,500 

307 

514 

1,679 

4,823 

525 

275 
200 

50 

398 

196 
19 

183 

1,064 

7 

93 

29 
64 

59 

98 

38 
60 

66 

69 

24 
45 

104 

59 
45 

957 

311 

fil 

125 

119 

578 

fil 

27 
40 
o 

84 

28 
11 
45 

172 

4.6 

4.9 

3.9 
5.4 

5.1 

5.0 

2.3 
6.8 

8.5 

5.7 

3.1 
7.1 

4.3 

3.1 
5.8 

3.3 

8.0 

4.6 

4.1 

14.1 

8.3 

7.8 

10.2 
5.0 

4.7 

7.0 
1.8 
4.1 

6.2 

" 

o 
32 

3 
29 

4 

3 

o 
3 

4 

1 

o 
1 

14 

8 
6 

25 

20 

,2 

16 

2 

97 

26 

4 
22 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

64 

14 

38 
12 

76 

164 

135 

141 

395 

320 

32 

23 
44 

127 

125 

154 

32 

840 

50 

20 

69 
9 

17 

,1 
J 
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Table D-l-~continued 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION, NUMBER OF CUSTODIAL AND SERVICE STAFF, AND 
INMATEVCUSTODIAL STAFF AND INMATEVsERVICE STAFF RATIOS FOR LOCAL 
JURISDICTIONS WITH AN AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION OF OVER 250 AND 

TOTALED FOR ALL FACILITIES BY REGION AND STATE -- FEBRUARY IS, 1978 

Region, State and Facility 

;penal Farm 
Jail 

Remaining Tennessee Facilities 

Alabama 

Birmingham Municipal Jail 

Jefferson County 

Jail (Birmingham) 
Jail (Bessemer) 

Mobile County Jail 

Remaining Alabama Facilities 

Mississippi 

Arkansas' 

Louisiana 

Caddo Pa,rish (Shreveport) 

Correction Institution 
Jail 

Baton Rouge City 

Prison 
Downtown Jail 

Jefferson Parish Jail 

New Orleans House of Detention 

. " 

. ' 

Average 
Daily 
Inmate 
Population 

500 
564 

2,836 

5,195 

416 

EB5 

495 
190 

400 

3,694 

2,391 

1,321 

5,164 

303 
59 

638 

521 
117 

274 

260 

Number of 
Full Time 
CUstodial 
Staff 

60 
112 

255 

470 

36 

52 

40 
12 

45 

337 

184 

280 

887 

50 

4·1 
9 

60 

40 
20 

63 

53 

Inmate/ 
CUstodial 
staff 
Ratio 

8.3 
5.0 

11.1 

11 • 1 

11.5 

13.2 

12.4 
15.8 

8.9 

11.0 

13.0 

4.7 

5.8 

7.2 

7.4 
6.6 

10.6 

13.0 
5.9 

4.4 

4.9 

Number of 
Full Time 
Service 
Staff 

49 
15 

7 

25 

2 

16 

14 
2 

1 

6 

2 

4 

4 

4 
o 

6 

5 
1 

3 

1 

Inmate/ 
Service 
Staff 
Ratio 

10 
38 

405 

208 

208 

43 

35 
95 

400 

616 

1,196 

330 

76 

90 

76 

106 

104 
117 

91 

260 

,J 

1 
,jl 
d 

, ,t, 
'. :t 
i'~ 

, 1 
\ 
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Orleans Parish 873 387 2.3 37 24 

Prison 551 244 2.3 25 22 
Community Corrections Center 322 143 2.3 12 27 

Remaining Louisiana Facilities 2,757 214 10.1 17 162 

Oklahoma 1,852 548 3.4 11 168 

Texas 11,274 1,419 7.9 130 87 

Bexar County Jail (San Antonio) 899 12 75 

Dallas County 1,445 247 5.9 19 69 

Jail 946 186 5.1 11 86 
Old Jail 400 45 8.9 6 67 
Woodlawn Minimum Security Facility 99 16 6.2 2 49 

EI Paso County Jail 440 79 5.6 2 220 

Harris County (Houston) 2,217 186 11.9 35 54 

Downtown Jail 683 83 8.2 13 . 52 
Detention Center 1,534 103 14.9 22 70 

w m Tarrant County Jail (Fort Worth) 451 50 9.0 6 75 

Travis County (Austin) 266 64 4.2 12 22 

Maximum Security Jail 218 48 4.5 8 27 
Rehabili tation 48 16 3.0 4 12 

Remaining Texas Facilities 5,556 793 7.0 44 126 

WEST 39,449 5,902 6.7 691 57 

Montana 443 54 8.2 1 443 

Idaho 567 63 9.0 2 284 

Wyoming 256 20 12.8 5 51 

Colorado 1,713 547 3.1 34 50 

Denver City-County 654 242 2.7 13 50 
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Table D-l--continued 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION, NUMBER OF CUSTODIAL AND SERVlt:E srAFF, AND 
INMATF/CUSTODIAL srAFF AND INMATF/SERVICE srAFF RATIOS FOR LOCAL 
JURISDICTIONS WITH AN AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION OF O~R 250 AND 

TOTALED FOR ALL FACILITIES BY REGION AND STATE -- FEBRUARY 15, 1978 

Average Number of J;,nmate/ Number of 
Daily Full Time CUstodial Full Time 
Inmate CUstodial Staff Service 

Region, State and Facility Population Staff aatio Staff 

City Jail 114 116 1.0 5 
I 

County Jail 540 126 4.3 8 

Remaining Colorado Facilities 1,059 305 3.5 11 

New Mexico 793 150 5.3 9 

Arizona 2,487 497 5.0 36 

Maricopa County (Phoenix) 1,294 234 5.5 21 

Maximum Security Jail 512 63 7.3 8 
Minimum Security Jail 446 111 2.6 8 
Jail (Aila Bend) 10 2 5.0 0 
Jail (Avonsdale) 39 18 2.1 0 
Jail (Wicke~burg) 1 1 1.0 0 

Pima County (Tuscon) 469 147 3.2 13 

Jail 341 129 2.6 13 
Jail Annex 128 18 7.1 0 

.Remaining Arizona Facilities 724 116 6.2 2 

Utah 675 109 6.2 3 

Salt Lake City Jail 340 64 5.3 0 

Remaining utah Facilities 335 45 7.4 3 

. Nevada 1,005 149 6.7 11 

Clark County (Las Vegas) 559 103 5.4 8 

Jail 448 82 5.5 a 
Jail Annex 91 16 5.7 0 

:. I " •• 

Inmate/ 
Service 
Staff 
Ratio 

23 
68 

96 

88 

6'2 

64 
56 

36 

26 

362 

225 

112 

91 

70 

56 
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Rehab ili tation 20 5 4.1 0 

Remaining Nevada Facilities 446 46 9.7 3 149 

Washington 2,528 417 6.1 26 97 

King County Jail 783 132 5.9 21 37 

Spokane 310 44 7.0 0 

Worlc Release Program 54 6 8.9 0 
Jail 256 38 6.7 0 

Remaining Washington Facilities 1,745 285 6.1 5 349 

Oregon 1,951 320 6.1 25 78 

Multinomah County (Portland) 560 59 9.5 14 40 

Rocky Butte Jail 363 41 8.9 8 45 
Claire Argow Center for Women 51 12 4.3 2 26 
Correctional Institution 146 6 24.3 4 36 

Remaining Oregon Facilities 1,391 261 5.3 11 126 
Cot) 
m 

California 26,989 3,571 7.6 559 .48 ... 
Alameda County (Oakland) 1,59B 47 5.1 4 400 

Jail 87 22 3.0 2 44 
Rehabilitation Center 1,359 2 31 
Male Work Furlough 142 20 7.1 0 
Female Work Furlough 10 5 2.0 0 

Contra Costa County 341 74 4.6 2 170 

Jail 152 30 5.1 2 76 
Rehabilitation Center 136 27 5.1 0 
WOrk Furlough 53 17 3.1 0 

Fresno County 835 104 8.0 10 84 ! , 
I 

Jail 629 82 7.7 10 63 I 
Industrial Farm 206 22 9.3 0 I 

I 
Imperial County (El Centro) 268 42 6.4 5 54 

i 

I Jail 139 29 4.8 5 28 
Minimum Security Jail 129 13 9.9 0 , 

) I r , 
I ,~ .'----- , .... ... _ . ........ . _".'"" 
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Table D-l--continued 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION, NUMBER OF CUSTODIAL AND SERVICE STAFF, AND 
rNMAT~CUSTODIAL STAFF AND INMAT~SERVICE STAFF RATIOS FOR LOCAL 
JURISDICTIONS WITH AN AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION OF OVER 250 AND 

TOTALED FOR ALL FACILITIES BY REGION AND STATE -- FEBRUARY 15, 1978 

------------------------------------------------------------------~----~"~~'--------------------------------Number of Inmate.! Number of Inmate/ 

Region, State and Facility 

Kern County 

Jail 
Lerdo Facility 

Los Angeles County 

Detention Camp 15 
Detention Camp 18, 
Mira Loma Facility 
Hall of Justice Jail 
Central Jail 
Wayside Honor Ranch 
Sybil Brand Institute for Women 
Detention Camp 13 
Detention Camp 14 

Monterey County Jail (Salinas) 

Orange County 

Jail 
Theo Lacy Facility 
J.A. Musick Facility 

Riverside County 

Banning Rehabilitation and Counseling Center 
Jail (Riverside) 
Jail (Indio) 
Jail (Blythe) 

SacraMento County 

Main Jail 

Average 
Daily 
Inmate 
population 

764 

404 
360 

7,741 

71 
85 

518 
693 

4,800 
750 • 
684 
75 
65 

306 

1,495 

1,149 
246 

:- ,~,:.; :. -0 -.:~'t(j'{,<: '-'_~' 

EB4 

153 
344 
150 
47 

1,037 

571 

Full Time Custodial Full Time Service 
Custodial Staff service Staff 
St,aff Ratio Staff Ratio 

88 

50 
38 

835 

7 
7 

29 
52 

562 

164 
7 
7 

8.7 

8.1 
9.5 

8.4 

10.1 
12.1 
17.9 
13.3 
8.5 

4.2 
10.7 
9.3 

73 4.2 

185 8.1 

158 7.3 
, 1 6- -:- -;1.!r, 4 

"1 f'" '. '::c~'<"9~" 1 

129 5.4 

31 4.9 
69 5.0 
24 6.3 

5 9.3 

148 7.0 

78 7.3 

6 

6 
o 

166 

o 
4 

11 
13 

100 
5 

33 
o 
o 
7 

32 

22 
1 
9 

18 

14 
4 
o 
o 

20 

10 

127 

67 

47 

21 
47 
53 
48 

150 
21 

44 

47 

52 
246 

11 

39 

11 
86 

52 

57 

, 
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Rio Consumnes Rehabilitation center 

San Bernardino County 

Ja:il 
Glen Haven Rehabilitation Center 

San Diego 

Barrett Honor Group 
Camp Desconso 
Camp Morena 
Camp La Cimi 
Camp Viejas 
West FolIa Honor Camp 
Jail 
Las Colinas Womens' Detention Facility 

San Francisco City-County 

Jail 
Jails Number 1 and 3 
Jails Number 2 and 4 
Jail Number 5 

San Joaquin County CUstodial Division 

(Men's Jail; 

San Mateo County 

Jail 
Honor Camp # 1 
Work Furlough Facility 

Santa Barbara County 

Detention Facility 
Honor Farm 

Santa Clara County 

Main Jail 
Jail (Milpitas) 
Palo Alto 
Women's Detention Facility 
Minimum Security Facility 

Stanislaus County 

.~ . 

466 

777 

546 
231 

1,669 

96 
48 
60 
80 
96 
67 

1,079 
1.13 

1,1~.a 

410 
373 
330 

45 

307 

461 

304 
6B 
89 

375 

301 
74 

1,495 

619 
70 
56 

104 
646 

431 

70 6.7 10 47 

116 6.7 8 97 

78 7.0 5 109 
38 6. 1 3 77 

215 7.8 40 42 

22 4.4 3 32 
14 3.4 1 48 
14 4.3 1 60 
11 7.3 0 
18 5.3 3 32 
16 4.2 1 67 
73 14.8 23 47 
47 3.0 8 18 

203 5.7 86 14 

64 6.4 14 29 
46 8.1 33 11 
88 3.8 36 9 

5 9.0 3 15 

I . 
47 6.5 13 24 

. , 
,( 

;i 
0 10 46 ;1 

0 10 30 i 0 0 
0 0 ~ 

66 5.7 8 47 I 
~ 

61 4.9 8 38 ~ . 
~ 

5 14.8 0 I 
186 8.0 27 55 I 

I 
82 7.6 12 52 ! 

22 3.2 0 i 
~ 

9 6.2 1 56 i 39 2.7 2 52 
34 19.0 12 54 ~ 
52 8.3 1 431 I 

~ l~ 

~ , 
f~ 
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Table D-1--continued 

AWRAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION, NUMBER OF CUSTODIAL AND SERVICE STAFF, AND 
INMATEVCUSTODIAL STAFF AND INMATEVSERVICE STAFF RATIOS FOR LOCAL 

JURISDICTIONSWITR AN AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION OF OVER 250 AND 
TOTALED FOR ALL FACILITIES ,BY REGION AND STATE -- FEBRUARY 15, 1978 

Average Number of Inmate,! Number of 
Daily Full Time CUstodial Full Time 
Inmate CUstodial Staff Service 

Region, State and Facility Population Staff Ratio Staff 

Jail 264 30 8.8 1 
Honor Farm 167 22 7.6 0 

Tulare County 393 61 6.4 .2 

Correctional Center 128 19 6.8 2 
Jail 265 42 6.3 0 

ventura County 530 121 4.4 0 

Jail (Ventura) 258 75 3.4 0 
Honor Ferm 213 35 6.1 0 
Jail (Oxnard) 59 11 5.3 0 

Remainin9 California Facilities 4,314 779 5.5 94 

Alaska 42 5 8.4 

Hawaiia 

aNo locally operated jails 

;, t • 

• < 

Inmate,! 
Service 
Staff 
Ratio 

264 

196 

64 

46 
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APPENDIX E-1: SUPPORTING DATA 
FACILITY COSTS 

Regression Analysis of State Per Inmate Operating Costs 

As reported in Table 5.3, there is wide variation across the 
states in direct current expenditures per state prison inmate. Tb better 
understand this variability, a simple regression model was tested, in which 
a state's cost per inmate (C) was assumed to be a function of its inmate-to
staff ratio (R) and the state's average starting salary for corrections 
officers (S). 

This model was tested in bodl a simple linear and double-log 
form. The estimated regression equat.ions are listed belowJ all of the 
vari~ble coefficients were found to be significant by a t-test (alpha = 
.01) : 

( 1 ) Linear Form: R2 = .85 

C = l8,12lR + 1.029 - 8,569 

(2) Double-Log Form.: R 2 = .90 

Log (C) = .98 Lotg (R) + .62Log (S) + 1.83 

These calculations indicate that the linear form of the model 
accounts for 85 percent of the variance in per inmate expenditures by the 
states, whereas the double-log form accounts for 90 percent. Thus, an 
understanding of what factors influence a state's inmate-to-staff ratio and 
its salaries for corrections employees would serve to explain a large 
proportion of the variability in per inmate operating costs across the 
states. 

* Annual starting salaries for corrections officers are displayed in Table 
5.4. Inmate-to-staff ratios w~re determined from data provided in Expenditure 
and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System: 1977. Washington, 
D.C.: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of 
Justice, 1979, Prisoners in state and 'Federal Institutions on December 31, 
1979. Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. 
Department of Justice, 1979. 
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E.2 Construction Costs for a Sample of Recently Constructed State Prisons by Level of Custody 

Custody Date of Design Cost per Inm. at Equivalent H78 
* Institution/Location Level Constr. Capacity Constr. Date Cost/Inmate 

Comm. Corr. Center/CT Min. 1972 264 $18,939 $29,721 
Campbell Pre-Release/SC Min. 1976 100 7,500 8,716 
Conservation Camp/MI Min. 1978 160 18,750 18,750 

""a Trusty Annex/AZ Min. 1970 160 9,375 17,097 c;r 
n 
CD Sub-totals $18,459 c::L. 
S· 

O'CI 
Kirkland Corr. Ct./SC Med. 1974 448 $20,910 $28,238 -= I» Deer Lodge Corr. Ct./MI Med. 1977 325 16,000 17,248 

\I Marion Corr. Ct./FL Med. 1976*** 600 12,500 14,526 ... Brunswick Corr. Ct./VA Med 1979 504 34,722 -I» Correctional Facility/KS Med. 1977 400 35,'114 38,500 = =-- Western Corr. Cent./NC Med. 1970 510 10,337 18,851 
Pulaski Corr. Cent./AR Med. 1973 180 18,333 26,689 
Women's Corr. Cent./AR Med. 1975 146 9,600 12,026 

w San Fran. Metro Corr./CA Med. 
-..J 

1972 180 22,200 34,525 
w SCll--Anchorage/AK Med. 1971 180 26,200 44,323 

Sub-totals $26,965 

Marion Fed. Inst. /IL Max. 1971 600 $29,076 $49,189 
Lexington Corr. Ct./OK Max. 1977 400 32,000 34,496 
Mecklenburg Corr. Ct./VA Max. 1978 360 55,555 ' 55,555 

Sub-totals $46,413 

SOURCE: Carter, Goble, Roberts, Inc. 

* Carter, Gobel, Roberts, Inc. estimate that this sample represents approximately one-third of all of the state 
prisons constructed since 1970. 

** Based upon data from the u.S. Department of Commerce, an average annual increase in construction costs of 
7.8 percent was used to compute 1978 equivalent costs. 

*** Planned for completion in 1979. 
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E.3 * Prototype Prison Design for Use in Estimating New Construction Costs 

In order to provide a basis for estimating prison construction 
costs under a variety of circumstances, this section presents cost figures 
for a prototype (or model) prison design. This prototype is designed to 
meet recent standards ~, both the American Correctional Association and the 
Department of Justice. with slight modifications in response to local 
needs, this prototype has been used by the states of Arizona and South 
Carolina in developing construction plans for new prison facilities. 

The space allocation and cost features ~f the prototype are presented 
in Table E.3. The facility is designed to hold 500 inmates under medium 
security conditions and includes all of the support functions (e.g., 
rehabilitation services, indoor recreation, etc.) that are required to meet 
current corrections standards. The estimates given for cost per square 
foot of floor space apply to the South and are valid for 1978. 

The facility prototype provides for 
per inmate across all ten components of th~ 
The cost is figured to be $29,143 per bed. 
of basic equipment, perimeter security and 
does not include site acquisition costs or 

an average of 413 square feet 
prison ("gross square footage"). 
This estimate includes the cost 

site preparation: however, it 
architectural fees. 

Although this cost estimate is given only for the South, the cost 
of constructing this prototype in other regions of the country can be 
calculated with the aide of the construction price index shown in Table. 
5.7. For example, building this prison in the West is estimated to cost 
$34,710 per bed, some 19 percent higher than the figure given for the 
South. 

In addition, this design could be modified to meet maximum or 
minimum security specifications. If converted to a maximum security 
prison, construction costs would be approximately 20 to 25 percent higher 
than those given in Table E.3. (See Tables 5.5 and 5.6.) This increase is 
attributable mainly to the greater expense of housing modules that require 
more sophisticated locking equipment, reinforced walls and ceilings, and a 
higher level of control over inmate movement. If the facility were down- . 
9'caded to a minimum secur ity level with single cell occupancy, construction 
costs would be reduced by 10 to 15 pe~cent. with the exception of reduced 
perimeter security and less secure wind\~s, doors, plumbing fixtures and 
locking equipment, the basic design would be the same as the medium security 
plant. 

* The prototype facility was developed by the architectural firm of 
Carter, Goble, Roberts, Inc. and reflects this firm's extensive experience 
in the design of new correctional facilities. 

** Manual of Standards for Adult Correctional In.stitutions. Rockville, 
MD: Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, 1977: "Dr&ft Federal 
Standards for Corrections," U.S. Department of Justice, June 1978. 
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Table E.3 
Space Allocation and Construction Costs 

for a Prototype 500-Bed, Medium Security Prison Located in the South -- 1978 

Facility Total Cost/ Total Cost Sq. Ft./ 
Component Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Cost Per Bed Inmate 

Total 206,500 $70.56 $14,571,500 $29,143 413 

Administration 6,000 40.00 240,000 480 12 

Custodial 
Administration 9,000 52.00 468,000 936 18 

Dietary 
Services 8,000 65.00 520,000 1,040 16 

Rehabilitation 
SeL'vices 42,500 55.00 2,337,500 4,675 85 

APPENDIX E-4 

Inmate 
Regression Equation for Projecting Operating Costs (Method III) Services 9,000 40.00 360,000 720 18 

Indoor 
Recreation 7,000 28.00 196,000 392 14 

Confinement 
Housing 104,000 95.00 9,880,000 19,760 208 

Prison 
Industries 13,000 25.00 325,000 650 26 

Central 
Stores 5,000 25.00 125,000 250 10 

Central Plant/ 
Maintenance 3,000 40.00 120,000 240 6 

SOURCE: Carter, Goble, Roberts, Inc. 
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E.4 Regression Equation for projecting Operating Costs (Method III) 

The projection of future state operating costs by Method III 
(see Section 5.3) was accomplished through a two-step process. First, an 
estimate was made of the linear relationship between changes in yearly 
operating costs and two predictor variables: (1) chanqe in the number of 
state prisoners, and (2) change in total personal income, which was employed 
as a simplified representation of the complex set of economic factors that 
affect operating costs. Information on these two variables was derived for 
each ~f the 50 states by calculating changes in them between 1972 and 
1976. 

Thi~ linear relationship is described by the following regression 
equation (R = .75), all of the variable coefficients WE!re found to be 
significant by a !-test (alpha = .Ol}: 

L1C=4.23 L1I+ .93 L1Y-446, 

where L1 C = the change from 1972 to 1976 in yeady operatinq 
costs per inmate (in thousands of dollars) for a 
state's adult correctional institutions; 

L1 I "- the change from 1972 to 1976 in the number of pr isoners 
in a state's adult correctional institutions; and 

L1 Y = the change from 1972 to 1976 in total personal 
income (in millions of dollars) for ,a state. 

This model describes the relationship between chcanges in these 
three variables at the state level for the 1972 to 1976 period: (1) the 
marginal operating costs of an additional state inmate is appr.oximately 
$4,000 peL year, and (2) these costs increase nearly $1,0100 for every 
increase of $1 million in total personal income, independ.ent of chanqes in 
the inmate population. 

The second step in this process is to use es'timabes of future 
changes for both of the predictor variables to project ch.;mqes in future 

* Operating cost data were obtained from Expenditure and Employment Data 
for the Criminal Justice System: 1971-1972. Washington, D.C.: Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, 1974, a.nd the same volume for fiscal year 1976, 
obtained from Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions on December 31, 
1971, 1972, and 1973. Washington, D.C.: Law Enforcement Assistance Admini
stration, U.S. Department of Justice, 1975, and the same volume for December 
31, 1976, published in 1978. Total personal income data for each state are 
from the Survey of Current B~siness. Washington, D.C.: U.S Department of 
Commerce, August, 1978. 
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state operating costs. By this method, it is assumed t~at the regression 
model derived from data for the 1972 to 1976 period will apply to the 
projection period, 1917 to 19B2. The total personal income estimates used 
in this calculation are those use~ by the federal government in making 
spending and revenue projections. The estimates of future inmate . 
population are those reported in a preliminary draft of Volume II of thlS 
final report, Population Trends and Projections. As explained in Chapter 
5, these estimates extend through 1982 instead of 1983 and are only at 
slight variance with those presently reported in Volume II. 

Since this regression model was built on state-level data, the 
equation could be used to make projections for state operating costs. For 
the projections of future federal and local operating costs, a different 
approach was needed. The regression model was used to calculate the "elas
ticities" (E) of both the number of inmates (I) and total personal income (Y) 
with respect to operating costs (C). 'fhe elasticity ·of one variable !!.V with 
respect to another vari~ble, ~, is the percentage of change in!!. associated 
with a one percent change in a. These two elasticities were calculated at 
the means for 1976: 

E = (4.23) 
IIC = 

EY/CE = (0.93) ---C76 

= 

4,318 = 
(4.23) 25,417 

(0 93)27,374 
• 25,417 

.72 

= .99 

By these calculations, .it can be seen that either a 72 percent change in 
the number of inmates or a 99 percent increase in total personal income 
would be associated with a 100 percent increase in total operating costs. 
In doing the federal and local projections, the assumption was made that 
the proportional increase in operating costs to certain increases in the 
inmate population or personal income (as reflected in these elasticity 
figures) would be th~ same at the federal and local levels as at the state 
level. 

*The Budget of the United States Government: Fiscal Year 1976. Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Gov'ernment Printing Office, 1978. 

-trU.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, 1981-338-Z88/8095 
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About the National Institute of Justice 
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• Sponsors research and development to improve and strengthen the criminaljustice system and related civil 
justice aspects, with a balanced program of basic and applied research. 

• Evaluates the effectiveness of federally-funded justice improvement programs and identifies programs that 
promise to be successful if continued or repeated. 

• Tests and demonstrates new and improved approaches to strengthen the justice system, and recommends 
actions that can be taken by Federal, State, and local governments and private organizations and 
individuals to achieve this goal. 
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State and local governments; and serves as an international clearinghouse of justice information. 
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community through fellowships and special seminars. 

Authority for administering the Institute and awarding grants, contracts, and cooperative agreements is vested 
in the N IJ Director, assisted by a 21-member Advisory Board. The Board recommends policies and priorities and 
advises on peer review procedures. 

NIJ is authorized to support research and experimentation dealing with the full range of criminal justice issues 
and related civil justice matters. A portion of its resources goes to support work on these long-range priorities: 

• Correlates of crime and determinants of criminal behavior 
• Violent crime and the violent offender 
• Community crime prevention 
.' Career criminals and habitual offenders 
• Utilization and deployment of police resources 
• Pretrial process: consistency, fairness, and delay reduction 
• Sentencing . 
• Rehabilitation 
• Deterrence 
• Performance standards and measures for criminal justice 

In addition, the Institute focuses on priorities identified by the Congress, including police-minority r:.:lations, 
problems of victims and witnesses, and alternatives to judicial resolution of disputes. 

Reports of N iJ-sponsored studies are reviewed by Institute officials and staff. The views of outside experts 
knowledgeable in the report's subject area are also obtained. Publication indicates that the report meets the 
Institute's standards of quality, but it signifies no endorsement of conclusions or r~commendations. 
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