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PATTERNS np f<1ETROPOLITAN POLICING: THE PRODlICTInN 
OF ADlILT PRE-TRIAL DETENTION SERVICES 

hy Frances Pennell Bish 
Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis 

Indiana University 

This report examines adult pre-trial dptention. services in medium

sized metropolitan areas throughout the United States. This overview 

is based on fielt.l research conducted in eighty metropolitan areas 

between June, 1974, and July, 1975, by the Workshop in Political 

Theory and Policy Analysis at Indiana University. 

The Police Services Study sought to ideritify and describe varia-

tions in police service delivery in metropolitan areas. It did not 

attempt to measure or evaluate what difference these variations make 

in terms of the quality of police services provided. This report, there-

fore, does not evaTuate the quality of detention services provided in 

the metropolitan areas \'Ie studied nor recolJUilend how these services 

should be provided. Rather, we hope to provide the reader with an 

accurate, empirical, up-to-date description of various patterns in the 

delivery of pre - trial detention services. 

1. Major Issues 

Pre-trial detention services are produced under conditions of 

considerable diversity. Documentation of this diversity is important 

for two reasons. First, local variations must be taken into account 

when prescribing changes in the organization of public service delivery. 

What may be appropriate for agencies under one set of conditions may 

not be appropriate for those operating under other conditions. Second, 

the variety of arrangements used for producing local j ail and adult 

pretrial detention services suggest future opportunities for (examinI£\ 
""-~'¢;.., .... ~ " <" 
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how variations in "organizational arrangements" affect the quality 

of detention services. ~'lany recommendations currently being made 

with respect to pre-trial detention services would involve sub-

stantial changes in organizational arranr.ements. Reforms always 

carry with them the potential for creating nell' sets of problems 

and amplifying old problems. Were we to take advantage of the 

research opportunities provided by existing variations, our future 

choices may be better informed and less subject to error than 

would otherwise be the case. 

We also provide infonnation on the state's role in: 

• Defining who has the authority to provide local jail 
facilities; 

e Prescribing standards for local jail facilities; and
J 

CD Providing adult pretrial detention services in those 
few cases where states have assw:1eu the responsibility. 

State governments also influence the provision of local detention 

service provision through decriminalization of certain classes 

of offenses. TIlis issue is addressed in a separate report on the 

decriminalization of public intoxification antI use of detoxifica-

tion facilities by local police ap,encies. (Police Services Study 

Technical Report No. 14) 

2. Local Jail and Adult Pre-trial Detention Services in the U.S. 
.-_. "---------

The role of the local gaol or jail in the provision of pretrial 

detention services considerably pre dates our eXl'erience with 

correctional services at either the state or the local level. 

The tlevelopJ:Jent of IIgaols" designed to hold iJrisoncrs lJrior to 

tri:1l is closely related to tho role of the Sh~rii f in J\nglo-

Saxon history. As the ach:linistrativ0 an;\ oE the state, the Sheriff 
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was responsible for collecting taxes and ensuring that offenders 

were present when they were to be tried or sentenceu. Because 

most punishment was of a corporal nature, there was little need 
1 

for detainment after final court disposition. 

The institution was imported to the United States hy colonists 

who moved at an early point to appoint sheriffs and to invest them 

wi th the au thori ty for "keeping the peace" and l)roviding facili t~es 

for the holding of prisoners prior to trial. I\s sta.te governments 

were established, the office of Sheriff and the associated responsi-

bili ties for keeping the peace and providing j ail facilities were 

frequently written into state laws anel constitutions. Local jails, 

designed mainly for pre -trial detention, were also established by 

many city and to\vn zovermnents - either because there was no local 

sheriff to provide these services or, because as these cities grew, 

they found that they had a need for facilities to hold prisoners 

accused of city, as opposed to state, offenses. 

Generally speaking, these j ails did not hold sentenced pri-

soners. Instead, they held individuals awaiting trial, paupers, 

beggars, and other persons not gainfully employed - in other words, 

persons considered "bad ex amp 1 es" for the rest of the conununity. 

Individuals who nowa.days receive state prison sentences were 

punished in those days by fines, whipping, mutilation, or other 

types of corporal punishment. Persons convicted of minor offenses 

were not punished by serving time in the local j all. but were 

instead sentenced to the stocks, pillory, or other forms of public 

embarassment. It was not until the 19th Century and the develop-

ment of incarceration as the principle alternative to corporal 

punishment that state penitentiaries weTO established for the more 
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serious offenders. The 1 1""1 oca Jal , too, began to asswne responsi-

b 'l' f ' 2 1 lty or lncarceration of sentenced offenders. 

2. 1 The Modern Jail 

With few exceptions, most local jail facilities continue to be 

operated by county sheriffs and city police agencies and to serve 

as places of detention for those awaiting trial and convicted of 

minor offenses. When the Law Enforcement Assistance Adrninistra

tion conducted the first National Jail Census in 1970, it found 

4,037 local jail facilities having the authority to hold adults 

for 48 hours or longer. (See LE!v\, 1971.) Of these, 3,614 

(90 percent) had the authority to hold individuals after arraign

ment but prior to final court disposition, and 3,531 (87 percent) 

had authority to hold sentenced prisoners for tenns of one year 

or less. Few jails are designed exclusively for either pre-trial 

detainees or sentenced offenders. 

In terms of the number of persons incarcerated in a year's 

time, local j ails are by far the most important of all adult 

detention facilities. As of :.larch 15, 1070 -- the henchmark date 

used by the LEAA in the first National Jail Census -- these 

facilities held 160,863 inmates, including 145,324 adult males, 

7,739 adult females, amI 7,800 juveniles. 

These figures, however, considerably understate the ' 'f' slgnl. 1-

cance of local j ail facilities in tenns of the numbers of peopl e 

likely to be affected by their operations in anyone year. For 

one thing, the LfiAA survey did not include cities having populations 
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of less than 1,000 or facilities holding adults for less than 48 

hours. !lad these facilities been included, the number of local 

j ails identified and the number of persons in detaiTIIIlCnt \IIould have 

been substantially higher. In Pennsylvania alone there were, in 

1971, 418 police lock-ups serving as temporary holding facilities 

for periods not to exceed 48 hours (Pennsylvania Department of 

Justice, 1973: 62). 

Jails are also characterized by extremely hiZh turnover rates 

when compared to other adult institutions. lligh turnover rates 

mean that the nwnber of persons in detention on any given date 

may only be a small fraction of the number of conunitments made to 

the facility in a year's time. The ratio of average j ail popula

tion to total annual commitments for local jail facilities ranges 

from 1:7.5 to 1:64, with considerable variation both within and 

between states (Mattick, 1974: p. 79). Even allowing for repeat 

offenders Glattick estimates these may account for one-sixth to 

one-third of total annual commitments), educated estimates that, 

from one to five million persons pass through city and county 

jails in a year's time, do not seem unreasonable. 

By comparison, the U.S. Census I3ureau identified only 55 federal 

and 578 state prisons in 1970 CLEM, 1074; 129). In 1972, these 

facilities held approximately 190, 000 prisoners on the date of the 

LEAA survey, but had a substantially lower ratio of commitments to 

"average!! daily populations than did local jail facilities (Ll:lM, 

1975; 19). The number of persons incarcerated in local jail 

facilities, then, may be anywhere from five to 2S times as great 

as the numher incarceratod in state and federal detention facili-

ties in a year's ti:ne. 
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Physical and social conditions in local jails have always 

been the target of much criticisr.l. Inc1ecll, it has been suggested 

that the move to establish state penitentiaries during the late 

18th and early 19th Centuries was as much an effort to get away 

from co.nditions existing in local jail s as it \vas to substitute 

im!)risonment for corporal anu capital lmnishmcnt. The American 

Correctional Association has uescribed these 19th Century facili-

ties as ones where there existed: 

con~regate confinel:lent, with men, women, and children sleeping 
indiscriminately on the floors of fil t~lY compartments, liquor 
sold at the jail bar, anu neglect and brutality accepteu as 
standard i?ractice. Idleness comj)otmdeu the ball effects of 
these conditions (American Correctional Association, 1%), 
84). 

While re£orms tIuring the middle of the 19th Century le~l to the 

establishment, in most states, of separate juvenile facilities, 

conditions in local j ails evidently did not improve much during a 

time when substantial refOTIiIS were bcinc~ initiated in state 

correctional institutions. In 1923, ,Joseph PishJ.lUll wrote in 

Crucibles of eriLle, what he termed the "true definition" of the 

J\merican jail: 

An unbelievably filthy institution in which are confined lllell 
and women serving sentence for Inisuelileanors anu crit:les, a.nd 
men and women not under sentence who are simply a.waiting trial. 
\'lith few exceptions there is no segro~;ation of unconvicted 
frol:l convicteu . . . It sUP1)orts in complete idleness count
less thousanus of able-bouieu men anu \'Iomen, and generally 
affords ample time and opportunity to assure inmates a complete 
course in every kind of viciousness and crime (Fishman, 1923:). 

There are many who feel that conditions in local jails have improved 

Ii ttle since Fislunan wrote hi s "true definition ll of the Aillerican 

jail. In 1073, for eX:1lnple, the U.S. ALlvisory Commission on Crim-

inal Justice Standards and Goals wrote that: 

-~~T·.,..,·,"";-"-·"''''''''''''''i''''''''''''''~.''''--~=~=~:' -- . - .. -~ .... ~ ........ 
1 

-------.------.-----~.- 1 
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Remote from public view and concern, the jail has evolved 
more by default than by plan. Perpetuated without maj or 
change from the days of Alfred the Great, it has been a 
disgrace to every generation . . . The intervening decades 
have brought only the deterioration of jail facilities from 
use and age. Changes have been limited to minor variations 
in the clientele. Jails become residual organizations in 
which were shunted the more vexing and unpalatable social 
problems of each locality. Thus, the 'poor, sick, the 
morally deviant, and merely unaesthetic,' in addition to 
the truly criminal - all end in jail (U. S. Advisory Com
mission on Criminal Justice Standarus and Goals, 1973: 273). 

These criticisms of the American j ail are echoe~l again and again 

in both journalistic and scholarly accounts. (Sec, for example, 

Mattick, 1974: Goldfarb, 1975.) 

LEM data from the 1970 and 1972 jail surveys substantiate 

many of these claims. In the 1970 survey, inforl,la tion on the pre-

sence or absence of various services and the a3e of cells was 

collected on the 3,319 jails located in cities of at least 25,000 

population or operated by county agencies. Of these, 86 percent 

were found lacking exercise or other recreation space; 89 percent 

lacked education opportunities. Although 75 percent of the large 

urban and county jails nationwide had visitation quarters, fewer 

than 50 percent of the jails in five states provided such ser

vices (Idaho, Nevada, :<lissouri, Kentucky, and llississippi). 

Twenty-five percent of the 97,891 ce11s in use were constructetl 

more than 50 years ago. In seven states, more than 50 percent 

of the cells were lIIore than 50 years old (I lassachusetts , Vermont, 

~Iaine, Pennsylvania, ;,lontana, anu Kentucky.) Of the 4,037 local 

jails identifieu in the 1970 survey, 2()5 reported overcrowding; 

15 percent of those 205 exceeded their capacity by more than 

100 persons. 

I 

! , 
[ 
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j 
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Of the 3,921 jails identified in a follohl-up survey in 1972 .. LnAA 

found that only one in eight haJ in-house lTIellical arrangements; 

one-third fed prisoners twice a day; 643 haJ exercise yards; 744 

had a doctor on staff; and 542 j ails provided vocational rehabili-

tation programs. In terms of locally sponsored pro;.!rams, approx

imately 60 percent of the jails provideLl religious services. l3ut 

no other single type of program was provided in most of the jails 

(Lf:AA, 1975). 

i3eyond these statistics, innumerable reports tell of unsavory 

conditions in many 0 f our nation's jails. Although we do not pur-

port to evaluate these conditions, we do note them for two reasons. 

Fir~t, litieation brought on behalf of jail iI1lJl<l.tes and, in par

ticular, pre-trial detainees has focused attention on the constraints 

and responsibilities public agencies facG 1n providing j ail ser

vices. Judicial remedies in this evolving area of the law often 

invol ve substantial financial investlllCnts amI significant changes 

in the manner of proviJing local jail services. Second, recomlllenda

tions for illlpr(wing local j ail conditions frO<.J,uently involve changes 

in the organizational arrangements for producing j ail services ami in the 

degree to which local agencies responsible for these services will 

be subject to state-svecifieJ standards ;.!overning jail construc

tion and operation. In either case, these pressures for reform 

may affect metropolitan area police agencies and future patterns 

of pre-trial Jetentioll service provision. 

2. 2 l~ecent Litigation: The ~ccial Status of the Pre-trial Detaine
4

e -------------.----- ._----
One puraJox in our system of justice is that those who arc by 

letter of the law, innocent, arc frequently incarcerated under 

_~;==-_".-O._,...;. "'-'~~_'"""'''''''''''=~''\''<!re''-"r''''~' .. """'"' .. !'-""·"'Nt>'"'F ..... ""~ ...... ·."" .. ~"r't'~~!.t,~'i;y."'.n'5"-<'>r'~" 
I 
I 

; 
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conditions substantially worse that those convicted of serious 

offenses. In both the 1970 and 1972 jail surveys, approxilnately 

35 percent of the inmates held in local j ails were arraigned and 

waiting trial. In 1970, an additional 17 percent were persons 

not yet arraigned. (Similar data are not available frolll the 1972 

survey.) Fifty-two percent (83,079) of all inmates were "pre-

trial detainees." 
, 

In many cases, these pre-trial detainees are not isolatccl f;rorn 

conv icted and sentenced pri soners . According to the 1972 jail sur-

vey, 59 percent of the na.tion's jails did not hold pre-trial 

detainees in separate facilities or confinement areas. Indeed, 

the special status of the pre-trial detainee has beon recognized 

only relatively recently by the courts. 

A fundamental tenet of our legal system is that an individual 

is innocent until proven guilty. A second tenet is that an 

individual can be found guilty and punished onlY through "due' 

process of law.1I The major justification, then, for incarcerating 

an individual prior to trial (that is, before guilt has been estab

lished) is to ensure his appearance at trial and not to punish or 
3 

to deter future criminal activity. 

For many years state and federal courts pursued a "hands off" 

policy with resi)cct to prisoner complaints about state and local 

j ail conditions. Courts argued that they l1ad little eXl)ortiso 

in this :field and/or that these comlitions \Jerc a necessary, if 

un.i.)leasant, correlative of confinement. The only ~rounds for 

judicial reviow \'Iere 11abeas corl)Us proceedings wherein the ques

tion was whether or not the inmate should be detained and not 

the conditions of detainment. 
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In recent years, however, federal COllrts ha.ve become moro 

Hillin.1 to examine the conditions under which both i1ro- anJ post-

trial detention services are provided. In the case of pre-trial 

detainees, t:lese suits are being hrought unuer the due process 

and equal protection clauses of the 14th ;\r.lCndment. The "due 

:)rocess" position is that conuitions in local jails subj ect 

pre-trial detainees to punisru.lent I'd thout the tlue process of law; 

the "equal protection" argument is that the pre-trial detainee 

differs from others awaiting trial only in his inability to 1fll1ake 

bail" and should not be subj ected to substantially different treat-

ment than those more affluent persons \Vho can afford their freedom 

pending trial. 

Within this context, courts are increasingly moving toward the 

following view: 

Incarceration after conviction is imposed to punish, to deter 
and to rehabilitate the convict . . . Some freedom to accom
plish these ends r.lUst of necessity be afforded prison personnel. 
Conversely, Nhere incarcerati.on is ililposed~ior to conviction, 
deterrence, lJUnishment and retribution a:r:e not legitimate func
tions of the incarceratin~ officials. Their role is but a 
temporary holding operp.tian and thei..r necessary freedom of 
action is concomitantly diminished (Anderson V Nosseo, 438 
F.2d 183, 5th Cur.1971, as quoted in SinGer, 1972: 242. 
emphasis mine). 

The implications for aGencies producing local j ail and pre-trial 

detention services are spelled out in somewhat rlOre tletail by Dis-

trict Judge Alfonso Zirpoli in a 1972 case, Brenneman ~ t'lacli~an. 

Incursions on the rir;hts of a ~)retrial detainee, other than 
those arising from the need for custody (instend of bail) to 
insure hi.s presence at trial, arc unconstitutional. Except 
for the right to come an(l :~o as he pleases, a pretrial detainee 
retains all of the rights of the bailee and his rights may not 
he ignored because jt is expedient or economical to do so. Any 
restrictions and delJrivations of those rights, heyomi those 
inherent in the confinement itself, must be justifiell by a COlll
pelling necessity ... I!le.::.ou:r:t iS~'lre tl!.ut accordil~u2.re-

." ........ f""tt"'~ .... =)!, .. ~, ... =~ ...... -.'"'-...-.,=., ... <' • ..,., ~'~~ •• c;:.L~.~ .• __ ~"*'~~ .... ~~~"'---_____ • __ .~_: __ .'~ __ ._".'---'---'--~"'---'--'--'l:' 
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trial detainees those rif,hts to whi'ch they are constitutionally 
entitled will entail additional expen(litures of available re
sources. Notwithstanding the legitima~f this concern, the 
present existence of deficiencies in staff, f~cili ties, and 
finances cannot excuse indefinitely depriving pretrial detainees 
of the maximwn enj oyment of the rights accorded to all citizens 
who are unconvicted of any crime . .. (11 Crim L. Rptr. 
2248, N.D. Cal. 1972, as quoted in U.S. Advisory Commission 
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 1973: IO~j, 

emphasis mine). 

The potential impact of these cases on the delivery of pre-

trial detention services is significant. i3ringing local jail ser-

vices up to judicially mandatetl standards l'1ay entail maj or invcst-

ments for renovating old, or constructil1~~ ne"" j ail facilities. 

At the same time, lilaj or changes in the rJesi~T1 of local jail 

facilities may be required to meet juuicial mandates on prisoner 

classification, and the provision of recreational amI other £acili-

ties. Changes in personnel practices, implementation of reaSOl1-

able, public rules governing prisoner conlluct, and reduction of 

overcrowtling are other remedies likely to be required through such 

litigation. In short, judically established standards relating 

to the rights of pre-trial detainees, if enforced, may mean si~I'li-

ficant changes in the manner and costs of producing adult pre-

trial detention services. 

2.3 Other Pressures for Change ------
Hany observers believe that conditions in local jails cannot be 

improved , ... ithout l'lajor changes in the organizational arrangements 

for providinl:~ adult tletention services. In a 1071 report on State-

Local Relations in the Crililinal .Tustice Systel~l, for instance, the 

U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental l(elations, concluded: 

lilt is essential that :~reater imhlic attention, fun\ls and policy 

focus be diTected to this field c.nd that basic reforms he uncler-

I' 
11 

'. 
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taken" (ACIR, 1971: 53). Among the reforms they recohlmended are 

these: 

• Local 1m" enforcement aeencies should be divested of the 
role of producing all but very short-term (less than 48 
hours) dC1:ention services.: 

• The responsibility for longer-term post-trial 
detention services should in all cases be l)laced at tile 
state level amI in a sin~le state a~~ency; 

4.9 Tho resi10nsibility for short-term detention 
services (bOt;l pro-tria] and sentenced nis\.lemeanal1ts) 
should be shifted from la\\' cnforceLlent agencies and 
personnel to independent correctional a~;encics at the 
local level j 

" A~encies and i;1ersons responsihle [or adult 
uetention services should he Ul'l.;l'uded in terms of levels 
of training, civil service stattts, facilities standards, 
financial resources, and ],mnpower; and 

• The emphasis in adult Jetention should be on correctional 
and rehabilitative services rather than custo,lial care. 

Sil:lilar recollUnenclations havo :)con I:Htde by other stuuy grouIJs and 

cOl:lr,lissions. (Sec, for example, }\i!1Crican Correctional Association, 

1%6; President's COll1ltlission on Law Enforcement and the Atlministra-

tion of Justice, 1%7; American Bar Association COllunission on 

Correctional Facilities and Services and Council Ot State Govern-

ments, 1972; and U. S. Advi!3ory Commission on Criminal Justice 

Standards and Goals, 1973). 

Although many states and localities have in the past been reluc-

tant to adopt these reforms, Jreater pressures for change may be 

felt in the future. One impetus for change, the increasing role 

of the judiciary in enforcing constitutional standards for 1>re-

trial detention, has already been noted. A second is the 

cnhanc(~d and grO\\'ing role of thl? ~;tate in establishing minimum 
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standards governing the construction anu operation of local jail 

faciIi ties. 

2.4 The Role of the State in Setting and Enforcing Local Jail 
Standards 

lIistorically, the provision of adult detention services in most 

states has been a local responsibility. Tho state's role has of ton 

been limited to defining \'1hich agencies are authorizeu to operate 

local jail facilities. Appendix A of this report presents a 

state-by-state swnmary of agencies authorized to provide aell:1 t 

detention services. 

Ilaintenance of "decent standards" in local j ails has also been 

a local responsibility. In most states, inspection of local jails 

is a function assigneu to county grand juries. In some instances, 

this duty is mandatory; in others, the grand jury merely is 

authorized to visit the jail (Mattick, 1974: 700). This system 

has, in the view of many, failed to proviue meaningful enforce-

ment of decent j ail standards. As one ohserver puts it: 

visi ts are very infrequent and perfunctory anel indict
ments for improper j ail practices are even rarer, since the 
grand jury's primary function from the point of view of the 
prosecutors . . . is to indict common crir:linals not to reform 
the jail . . . nut the inspection problei:1 goes deeper; in 
general, there are t,,,o main issues. The first is the almost 
complete absence of explicit standards for the ~~rand jury 
to enforce . . . The other issue goes to the heart of the 
entire jail problem; reliance on local initiative anel the 
unwillingness of local officials to undertake 10111!,-neg1ected 
reforms. , . (ilattick, lD74: 790-7~n). 

, lany states have attempted to improve conditions in local jails 

through the establislunent of state-wiele standards governing the 

operation and construction of local j ail facilities. 

" 
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In the AutUillTl of lan, the :'~ational Cleilringhouse for 

Criminal .Justice Planning and Architecture conducted a survey 

of state correctional agencies to determine \~:lat states have 

adopted such standards. ~':here possible, \,'e have attempted to 

update that survey. Our findin,;s are sWlJI1O.rized in Table 2.4.1. 

As indicated, _stiltes have adopted operational and construc-

tion standards governing local jails. 

_states have aclo!ltetl these standards after the ;~ational 

Clearinr,house for Crininal ,Justice Planning amI Architecture 

1971 survey. The nW",lber of states ;laving such stanJards is, then, 

gradually increasin~.* 

Al though a majority of states now have statltlurcls governing 

the construction and operation or local jails, the 'J. S. ALlvisory 

COlll!Ti.ssion 011 Criminal Justice Standards and (~oals, &lOng others, 

l)oints out that these standards vary consitleralJly -- "froIn minimal 

statutory requirements to uetailed instructions, from mimeographed 

sheet to printed book 'l (lD73: 27,)). It is also true that milny 

states make no provision for enforceme:lt; in addition, state 

agencies established to oversee bplel!1entcltion may lack sufficient 

staff to carry out a realistic program of inspection. Thus, the 

actual iTtlpact of these standards on the operation of local jails 

may be minir.lal. 

On the other hand, in our fieldworL we llid find that a num-

ber of states have revised thei r standards upward and/or expanded 

their staff capabilities to pcrmiL systt1lllati c inspedi on of local 

jails. In .January 1974, for exalllt)le, California published new guide

lines for local city and county jail facilities. Key elements in these 

guidelines include the following: 

*Research in progress 

15 , 
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Table 2.4.1 STATE JAIL STANDARDS* 

FACILITY 
OPERATIONAL STANDARDS** PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION 

Yes No YES NO 
M 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Califqrnia ., • 
Colorado 
Conneciticut NO LOCALLY OPERATED JAILS 
Delaware NO LOCALLY OPERATED JAILS 
Florida .. .-
Georgia . 
Hawaii 
Idaho • Illinois • 
Indiana • Iowa " Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine ., 
Maryland • Massachusetts a 
Michigan t6 

Minnesota ... 
1'1ississi ppi 
~1issouri • Montana 
Nebraaka 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York f1 

North Carolina " North Dakota II 
Ohio 
Oklahoma • 
.9rElgon A .. 
Pennsylvania " • Rhode Island NO LOCALLY OPERATED JAILS 
South Carolina ., • 
South Dakota .. 
Tennessee 
Texas -" • 
Utah • Vermont 
Virginia " at 
Washington " 

., 
West Virginia 
ll1iseonsin .. II 
Wyoming 

*Source: Survey conducted by National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning 
** d an.d A~chiteQture, 1971 and updated by Police Services Study staff '. 

A - a opted Slnce ~~(l. 



16 

• Classification of local jails into four different cate
gories and the establishment of TIlles and standarcls 
pertaining to each of these four categories (llolding 
facilities used for detention of persons Ill) to 24 hours; 
Type I facilities used for detention of persons not to 
exceed 48 hours; Type II facilities used for detention 
pending arraignment and trial and up to one year ul)on 
commitment and Type III facilities used exclusively for 
persons committed up to one year); 

• A requirement that all custodial personnel in Type II and 
III facilities be given ·1-0 hours of basic training and 24 
hours of in-service training per year; 

.. A requirement that there shall be at least one employee 
on tlut), at all times on a 24 hour per day basis; 

., A requirement that j ail facility administrators adopt and 
publish manuals of police and procetiures for j ail facili
ties, and public information ~llans; 

• A rec:uirement that j ail facility administrators adont a 
classification plan .for t)risoners amI that segre~atlon of 
inmates include male from fe'.1ale and sentence:] fron unsen
tenced inmates; 

., A requirement that jail facility a.Iuinistrators adopt and 
maintain an inmate accounting system conforming to require
ments established by the Cal Hornia Bureau of Criminal 
Statistics; 

.. A requirement that jail adT:1inistrators adopt a visiting plan 
allowing for a i.linimwll of one or laore visit 1)er \'Jeek 1Jy 
far.1ily members and friends totallylnr; at least 30 minutes 
per week; 

e A requirenent that jail atlministrators atlopt and post rules 
and procedures relating to inmate conduct and tiiscipline; 

.. A requirement that any detention facility with a population 
of i:lOre than 100 iJersons have available, on a 24 hour 
basis, a licensed and practicinr; physician; 

• A requirement that all plans for new construction be sub
mi tted to the Board of Corrections anti the State Fire :!ar
shall and conforul to JIlin ihlUl;l standartls established by the 
noard (Cali forn La State ~~oarll of Corrections, 1974). 

At the Sal,lC time, California expanded the Humber of persons available 

for jail inspections and began a s),stcr,latic attempt to visit each 

of the l.1ore than ,lOO jails in the state. By 'larch, 1974, insl)eC-

tions had been cOl.lpleteci in 11 counties. 
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Although not all states have adopted a program as ambitious 

as that of California, an increasing nwnher of states are pro-

viding inspection of local jail facilities. nut even where such 

inspection docs not occur or Hhere the ability to enforce state-

wide standards is absent, adoption of such standards by state 

legislatures and Boards of Corrections may 1)0 indiroctly enforced 

by courts, many of which have upheld prisoner allegations that local 
. 

j ails do not meet state-specified standards; in these suits, th.c 

courts have required j ail administrators to brin~~ j ails lip to 

these standards. 

What inmate litigation, pressures for reform by state and 

national study commissions, and the enhanced role of the states 

in setting minimwll j ail standards \'1ill mean for future del ivory 

of local jail services remains unclear. If judicial and legis la-

tive standards are enforced, substantial investments in local jail 

facilities and significant changes in local jail operations l<Jill 

probably be required. In such cases, local agencies may seek 

alternatives to producing their own pre-trial detention 

services. Recommendations by national study commissions, if 

adopted, lllay also mean major changes in organizational arran~e-

rnents for producing detention services. In any case, it is, as the 

U.S. Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 

.points out, an excellent time for agencies to revic\~ antI examine 

how they provide detention ~erv i ees in the! l' own metropolitan 

areas. 

J 
------------------~--.... ----------------------------------------------------------------------.----- -------
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3. Adult Pre-Trial Detention Services in Metropolitan Areas 

Numerous written accounts and recent surveys have documented 

the physical and social conditions existing in many of our nation's 

jails. Less well documented are matters that hear on the organiza-

tional arrangements used in metropolitan areas to provide adult 

pre-trial detention. The major purpose of the Police Services 

Study was to identify and describe the organizational arrangements 

used to provide police services in metropolitan areas. We were 

interested in the following types of questions: 

• What types of agencies produce pre-trial detention? 

• How many metropolitan areas are served hy a single deten
tion facility and how many are served by multiple detention 
facilities? 

" What are the characteristics of agencies that produce deten
tion services? How large are they? What other services do 
they provide? What proportion of their manpower is devoted 
to detention? lIow many use sworn personnel and how many use 
civilian personnel? 

• How large are the detention facilities used in metropolitan 
areas? noes the total detention capacity in a metropolitan 
bear any relationship to the total population of that area? 

lit What types of cooperative arrangements have heen worked out 
among agencies that produce detention and hetween those that 
produce and those that use such services? 

• Are there significant regional variations in organizational 
arrangements for providing pre-trial detention? 00 large 
metropolitan areas use different arrangements than the small 
ones no? 

• Can we identify any tangihle effects of state laws and policies 
on the organizational arrangements u5ed for "pre-trial deten
tion? 

All of these questions are relevant to recommendations currently being 

made for reform of the pre-trial component of the criminal justice 

process. Reyond constructing new, or renovating ol~, jail facilities, 

most study groups and commissions have recommended major changes 

, 

+ 
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in the organizational arrangements used for providing pre-trial 

detention. Implicit in these recommendations is an assumption 

that these changes will lead to improvements in the quality of ser-

vices provided during the pre-trial period. 

Few studies, however, have systematically examined the rela

tionship beh/een the organizational arrangements used for pre-trial 

detention and the physical and social conditions in pre-trial 

detention facilities or the degree to w~ich different arrangements 

are more or less likely to lead to innovations in service delivery. 

A prerequisite to such research is the identification and description 

of organizational arrangements currently beinr, used. Once the range 

of arrangements is identified, research can then be designed to examine 

these relationships. 

3.1 Adult Pre-Trial Detention in Metropolitan Areas: An Overview 

In our study, pre-trial detention was defined as the period of 

time from arraignment to final court disposit~on. Excluded from our 

analysis were jails and lock-ups used only for detention prior to 

arraignment and facilities used only for post-trial detainment. 

Pre-trial detention in most areas of the country is the respon-

sibility of law enforcement, rather than correctional, agencies. 

As indicated in Table 3.1.1, county s11eri ffs and city IaN enforcement 

agencies together account for 158 (91 percent) of the 176 non-military 

producers of pre-trial detention identified in 80 SHSAs studied. 

Not all city and county IaN enforcement agencies produce the 

range of direct services generally associated with police work 

(such as patrol, traffic patrol, criminal investigation, and so on). 

In some metropolitan areas, the IaN enforcement functions of county 
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sheriffs have heen assumed hy other police agencies. While most 

of these county sheriffs have -retained responsihility for civil 

process serving ad court hail i ffing) the only other Tlolicc service 

they provide is detention. A!i sllch, these lal" enforcement agencies 

may be more appropriately considered with other city nnd county 

agencies that "specialize ll in the l1rocluction of detention services. 4 

In Tahle 3.1.2, we have included these sheriffs with other 

agencies that produce detention hut no other police services examined 

in the study. These detention specialists include the "other" 

city and county agencies identified in Tahle :) .1. I, the Connecticut 

State Department of Corrections, and law enforcement agencies that 

produce no direct police service. 

What emerges from Tahle ~.l.2 are fOHr distinctly regional 

variations in organizational arrangements for producing pre-trial 

detention services. In the Northeast, police agencies Tely primarily 

on detention specialists and some county sheriffs for this service. 

In spite of the fact that several states in this rep;ion authorize 

these governments to do so, ''Ie encountered no instances where city 

or township police operated Tlre-trial detention facilities. (See 

Appendix A for a list of states and ar,encies authorized to provide 

ore-trial detention in these states.) Tn the South-Soutll\t/est, on the 

other hand, nearly as many city agencies operate pre-trial detention 

facilities as county sheriffs do. The South-Southwest also includes 

a sizeahle numher of detention specialists. The Midwest and r-10untain 

West regions are rather similar in their arran~ements for providing 

nre-trial detention. In both instances, cities are \<Je11 represented 

among the ranks of detention producers and there is no use of deten-

tion spedalists. Cities, howC'vcl', account for <1 much hip-her 

I, 
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I proportion of all detention producers in the West (40 pe:tcent) 
'" CIl 
~ 
Vl 

than in the Midwest (29 percent). 
'M 
.-i 
CIl 

'M A slightly different pattern emerges when one examines the 
0 

.~ tI) percentage of total detention canacity provided by the different 
LJ'l 00 0 l"'-

S N ~ 0 

'M types of pre-trial detention producers (Table 3.1. 3) . 1\1hile 
.j.J 

~ 
C1.l 
.j.J county sheriffs account for a little less than half of all detention 
C1.l 

Cl 
producers, they account for more than 70 percent of all detention 

C1.l 
U 

'M 

, 
capaci ty. Al though cities account for near ly 33 percent of all 

~ 

0 
Cl. 

I") 0 0 0 I") 
detention producers nationwide, they contribute only nine percent 

M 
Vl (\l 
~.Cl 
C1.l '.-1 of all detention capacity. TIle disparity between the number of 
U .$.l 

.£ ~-t 

0 city police agencies that produce pre-trial detention and their 
, 
) 

~ 
Cl. C1.l 

0 
C1.l 'M contribution to total detention capacity reflects suhstantial 
Uri 

ori 0 01 C .-i LJ'l I") 

~Cl. LJ'l .-i I") .-i 

C1.l >. 
differences in the size of city and county detention facilities. 

tI).j.J 
'M 

.j.JU 
(.j 

This disparity is greatest in the ~"ountain West, where county 
C1.l 
~ 

'M Vl 
Cl~ 
~ 

sheriffs tend to have very large facilities, while city police 

'M 
~ 
C1.l 00 l"-.e: 01 \I:) l"'- I") .-i 

tI) 00 N 

>. 

agencies frequently have rather small jail facilities. 

Regional variations are also evident when one examines the 
.j.J 
~ 
::l 
0 

total numher of detention producers. As indicated in Tahle 3.1. 4, 
U 

the South-South\'lest accounts for a disproportionately large, and 
Vl 
C1.l 
·ri \I:) o::t 01 0 I") 
0 l"'- N I") 00 I") 
~ .-i 

the Northeast region, a disproportionately small share of the 17(' 

N 

~ C1.l 
.-ibJ) 

« civilian producers of pre-trial detention identified in the study. . 
.-i 

Al though 32 percent of the police agencies in our survey are located 

.j.J 
Vl 
C1.l .j.J 
~ Vl 

in the South, 45 percent of the Tlroducers of. pre-trial detention 

.e: ~ Vl .j.J 
Q) .j.J ::l 

'M Vl 0 ~ 
U CIl .j.J tI) 'M 
~ ~ Q) Vl I CIl 
Q) 0 .e: Q) ..c: .j.J 
bl) 'M ~ ~ ~ § < ~ ~ '0 ::l 

CIl 0 'M 0 0 
~ U Z ::;: tI) ::F 
~ 0 
< ,..J 

are located there. Conversely, the Northeast accounts for 20 percent 

of the 'Police agencies identified in the study, but only 14 'Percent 

of the detention producers. In the ~lidwest and Mountain Nest regions, 

the proportion of detention producers is ahout the same as the pro-

portion of police agencies. 

I 
I ·""c·,,····.···,··_ •.. _ ..... ~ ... ~---- .... -.. -----______________________ ~=== _____ ~ ..... inn.1 ___________________________________ _ 



Table 3.1- 3 Distribution of Total Detention Capacity: By Region and Type of A::ency* 

Percentage of Total Detention Capacity Provided by: 
Direct Service Producers 

(N) All Agencies County Sheriffs City Police Detention Specialists 

All Agencies (157) 100 73 9 18 

Location 
Northeast (21) 100 19 -- 81 

Midwest (36) 100 90 10 --
South-Southwest (74) 100 75 11 14 

I Mountain West (2~) . 100 94 6 --
. -- --- - ---- -- - .- ---- _ . -

*Excludes Tribal and Military Police and Connecticutt State Department of Corrections 

Detail may not add to 100 percent due to rounding 
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Two explanations for regional variations in the number of 

detention producers can be suggested. First, there appear to 

be sip,nificant differences in the percenta~e of direct service 

police agencies that produce detention.S Nationwide, about 11 

percent of the direct service agencies produce detention; this 

figure includes ei~ht percent of the city police and 95 percent 

of the county sheriffs (Table 3.1.5). The percentage of direct 

service agencies that produces detention, however, varies from two 

percent in the Northeast, \<lhere a majority of the metropolitan 

areas are served by detention specialists, to 16 percent in the 

South-Southwest, where a large number of city police agencies 

produce pre-trial detention services. 

Second, the South-Southwest includes a number of relatively 

larl!e metroTlolitan areas. Fourteen of the 28 metropolitan areas 

surveyed in the South have populations in excess of 250,000; five 

of these 14 have populations of more than 500,000. As indicated 

in Table 3.1. 6, the number of producers of detention per S~1SA 

is strongly related to the size of the metropolitan area. Although 

44 metropolitan areas nationwide (55 percent of all S~1SAs) are served 

by only one detention producer, only one of the 12 metropolitan 

areas with populations over 500,000 (approximately eight percent) 

is served by a single detention producer. On the other end of 

the continum, none of the metropolitan areas with populations of 

less than 125,000 is served hy four or more detention producers. 

In S~'SAs with populations r:reater than 500,000, six of the 12 

metropolitan areas (SO percent) are served hy four or more 

detention producers. 

"'f\--"-'--"'" -.... '-"'. ,," ,--, -~""-"."'-". ·wN· .. ___ " ... '.-· ... - .. ,,_'··. 
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Table 3.1.5 Pe~centage of Direct Service Producers that Produce 
Detention: By Region and Type of Agency 

Percentage of A~encies that Produce Pre-Trial Detention: 

** *** eN) All Direct Service Producers* City Police County Sheriffs 

All Regions (1398) 11 8 9S 
, 

. 

Location 

Northeast (392) 2 0 100 

Midwest (334) 11 5 100 

South-
Southwest (459) 16 13 91 

Mountain 
West (213) 15 11 94 

*Excludes military police agencies; a direct service producer is an agency that 
produces one or more of the following services: traffic patrol, traffic investi
gation, general area patrol, criminal investigation. They include city police, 
county police and sheriffs, park police, etc; 

**Percentage of city police agencies in each region that produce detention 

; ***Percentage of county sheriffs in each region that produce detention (includes 
, only those county sheriffs that are direct service producers) 
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Table 3.1.6 Number of Producers of Detention Per SMSA: By Region 
and Size of SMSA 

Numher nf" C;MSA' <: wi 1: h : Percenta~e of SMSA's 
(N) 1 2-3 4 or more 1 2-3 4 or more 

All SMSA's (80) 44 21 15 55 26 19 

, Location 
Northeast (18) 12 4 2 67 22 11 

Midwest (20) 10 7 3 50 35 15 

South-
Southwest (29) 15 6 8 51 21 28 

Mountain West (13) 7 4 2 54 31 15 

SMSA population 
(1970) 

50,000 to 
124,999 (21) 18 3 ° 86 14 ° 
125,000 to 
249,999 (27) 16 7 4 59 26 15 

250,000 to 
499,999 (20) 9 6 5 45 30 25 

500,000 
and Larger (12) 1 5 6 8 42 50 

*Rows may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 

with:* 
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I, Whether regional differences in the number of detention I 
I· 

i: 

j' producers can be attributed to differences in the size of lj 

metropolitan areas located in these regions or to variations in 

state laws and policies that may influence local agency decisions 

to enter into the production of pre-trial detention services 

is a question of considerable interest, and will be addressed in 

somewhat more detail in the final version of this report. 

3.2 The Role of Detention Specialists in the Provision of Adult 
Pre-trial Detention Services .------ ----.--.------------------ ----------- .-.... -

Over the years, a common recommendation for altering 

arrangements for providng pre-trial detention has heen to transfer 

the responsibility for this service from city and county ~~~. 

enforcement agencies to independent £orrection_~_~~~ies at the 

local, state, or regional levels. The U.S. Advisory Commission on 

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, for example, su~gested that: 

No other component of the criminal justice system is as 
logical a choice as corrections for dealing ''lith persons 
detained awaitinr; trial. Law enforcement agencies are ill
equipped to do so. Their training stresses apnrehension 
of those suspected of crime. It is difficult for police to 
respect the presumption of innocence when, by arrest, they 
have already made the decision of probable guilt. The way 
in which police administer local jails gives little 
evidence that they are either willing or able to operate 
pretrial release and detention programs effectively (1973: 
98). 

Within this context, the commission recommends that operational 

responsibility for pre-trial detention be transferred from law 

enforcement to correctional a~encies and that states take over 

administrative responsibility for this service by 1985. 

It ~s generally assumed that few states or localities have 
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adopted these recommendations. Yet in our study, we found that in 

a sizeable portion of the metropolitan areas, pre-trial detention 

was provided by agencies other than the police. As indicated in 

Table 3.2.1, 24 of the 80 metropolitan areas included in our 

survey are served by detention specialists. These 25 metropolitan 

areas are located in 10 different states. 

These detention specialists present a range of different 

organizational arrangements for pre-trial detention. In Massachusetts 

and New Jersey, pre-trial detention in most metropolitan areas 

is produced hy county sheriffs who no lon,ger function as law enforce

m~nt officers. In these states, the county sheriff also serves 

as court bailiff and is responsible for civil process serving. 

In most instances, the court bailiff and detention functions are 

divided into two distinct divisions within the Sheriff's office 

a.nd an appointed deputy master or warden bears the major responsi

bility for operation of the jail. In hoth states, an active 

association of jail wardens has been instrumental in establishing 

Both entry-level training academies for county jail employees. 

academies provide 120 hours of entry-level training for county 

correctional officers. In some Massachusetts detention facilities, 

this entry-level training is supplemented with additional "on the 

job" traininr,. In New .Jersey, jail employees in some counties 

(in our study, Passaic County) also receive law enforcement train

ing along with other members of the County Sheriff's office. 

Localities in New Jersey are also authorized to establish independent 

agencies for the provision of detention services. Pre-trial 

detention in the Trenton/New .Tersey metropolitan area is produced 

I! 
" 

I 
I. 
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Table 3.2.1 Detention Specialists: By Metropolitan Area 
And Type of Agency 

NORTHEASf REGION 

Bristol County House 
of Corrections 

Plymouth County House 
of Corrections 

Norfolk County Jail 

Bershire County House 
of Corrections 

Worcester County Jail 

Blair County Prison 

Berks County Prison 

Lackawan County Prison 

Erie County Prison 

Connecticut State 
Dept of Corrections 

Bergen County Sheriff 

Passaic County Sheriff 

Mercer County Detention 

Cumberland County Sheriff 

Hampton City Sheriff 

Newport News City Sheriff 

Newport News City Farm 

Roanoke City Sheriff 

Metropolitan Areas 
Agency Type Served 

Sheriff 

Sheriff 

Sheriff 

Sheriff 

Sheriff 

Correctional 
Board 

Corrections 

Corrections 

Corrections 

Corrections 

Sheriff 

Sheriff 

Corrections 

Sheriff 

Sheriff 

Sheriff 

City Jail 

City Sheriff 

Br9ckton, Massachusetts 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 

Brockton, Massachusetts 
New ,Bedford/Massachusetts 

Broc kt on/Mas'sachu,s et t s 

Pittsfield/Massachusetts 

Worcester/Massachusetts 

Altoona/Pennsylvania 

Reading/Pennsylvania 

Scranton/Pennsylvania 

Erie/Pennsylvania 

Waterbury/Connecticut 
Meriden/Connecticut 
Ner Britain/Connecticut 
Norwalk/Connecticut 

Paterson-C1ifton-Passaic/ 
New Jersey 

Paterson-C1ifton-Passaic/ 
New Jersey 

Trenton/New Jersey 

Vineland/New Jersey 

Newport News/Virginia 

Newport News/Virginia 

Newport News/Virginia 

Roanoke/Virginia 



Table 3.2.1 Continued 

SOUTH-SOUTHWEST REGION 

Bernalilo City-County Jail 

Charleston County Sheriff 

Greenville County Jail 

Fayette County Jail 

Daviess County Jail 

Bexas County Jail 

Davidson County Jail 

32 

Regional Correc- Albuquerque/New Mexico 
tional Facility 

Sheriff 

Corrections 

Jailor 

Jailor 

Commissioners 
Court 

Sheriff 

Charleston/South Carolina 

Greenville/South Carolina 

Lexington/Kentucky 

Owensboro/Kentucky 

San Antonio/Texas 

Nashville/Tennessee 

33 

by just such an agency. 

Pre-trial detention in the Charleston/South Carolina and 
""J 

Nashville/Tennessee SHSAs is also produced by county sheriffs 

who produce no other police services examined in the Police Services 

Study. In Nashville, the Oavidson County Sheriff operates a large 

, ... orkhouse and serves civil processes in addition to his responsi-

bili ty for maintaining the j ail. In Charleston, the Sheriff is 

responsible for operation of the jail, prisoner transportation 

and extradition, tax collection, and civil process serving. 

In Virr,inia, organizational arrangements for 

pre-trial detention are conditioned hy the unique local governmental 

structure in that state. Virginia is the only state in the nation 

where city and county boundaries are mutually exclusive. In this 

state, counties provide services only to areas outside city boundaries: 

cities thus have responsibility for many functions performed else-

, ... here by county governments. In county areas, pre-trial detention 

is produced by county sheriffs charged with the responsibility for 

maintaining jails, , ... ith "serving civil process, and with the 

performance of duties incident to the operation of the courts" 

(Commonwealth of Virginia and Oivision of .Justice and Crime Pre-

vention, 1973: 7). Police services in these areas are, with few 

exceptions, produced by separate police departments instead of 

county she~itfs. One such exception is the Roanoke/Virginia SMSAj there 

the county police department and Sheriff's office have been con-

solidated into a single agency. 

Each of Virginia's 23 first-class cities has a city Sheriff, 

a constitutional office nna1nr;ous to that of the county Sheriff. 
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Like county sheriffs, city sheriffs are responsible for maintaining 

a jail, serving civil papers, and actin~ as officers of the court. 

Both city and county sheriffs receive t' .... o-thirds of their 

funding from the state with the remaining costs being born by the 

respective local governments. The City of Newport News operates 

a city farm used primarily for incarceration of sentenced prisoners, 

but also used to hold suspects accused of city offenses prior to 

final court disposition. Suspects accused of "sta.te" offenses are 

held by the city Sheriff. 

Kentucky is perhaps the only state where the County Jailor is 

an elective, constitutional office. Of the 184 jails in the state, 

120, includinl'; those serving Lexington/Fayette County and Owensboro/ 

Daviess County are operated hy county jailors. In counties with 

populations in excess of 75,000, these jailors receive salaries 

at a level established by the State Lc~islature. In smaller counties, 

jailors are compensated on a fee hasis up to a maximum set by the 

State Legislature (Kentucky Crime Commission, 1972: 31). Although 

a majority of the cities in the state pay their respective counties 

for use of the jail, a numheT have estah1ished their own facilities. 

The city of Lexin!;ton, operated its own jail for many years. This 

jail hO\'lever, was recently consolidated ''lith the Payette County . , 

Jail as a consequence of a major governmental reorganization that 

consolidated city and county government in that S~lSA. Unlike the 

states of II1assachusetts, New .Tersey, Virp,inia, South Carolina, and 

Tennessee, county jailors in Kentucky do not serve as officers of 

the court. 

In the San Antonio/Texas SMSA, operation of the county jail 

(\~-----... -- ---
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. 
is the responsibility of an administrator appointed by the Com-

missioners Court of Bexar County. In most of the other counties 

in Texas, this responsibility is horne by the county Sheriff, who 

also provides other police services. Responsibility for operation 

of the jail in Bexar County \'las recently transferred from the 

Sheriff's office to the Commissioner's Court of Bexar County as 

a result of special legislation passed hy the Texas State Legisla-

ture. This act enabled the Commissioners Court to assume operational 

responsibility fOT the jail and authorized the court to "perform 

all supervisory duties which had previously heen charged to the 

Sheriff and. (to appoint) an administrator to perform these 

functions for the court" (Alamo Aroa Council of Governments, 1974: 

17. 3) • 

In most of the examples discussed thus far, pre-trial detention 

is produced by "1m .... enforcement'! agencies (county sheriffs). But 

in these cases, the agencies are those \lfith01.lt responsibility 

for providing other police services in their metropolitan areas. 

A number of "correctional" a~encies also produce pre-trial detention 

in the metropolitan areas in our study. In Pennsylvania, detention 

facilities in first-through fifth-class counties arc administered 

by wardens appointed by county prison hoards. The Pennsylvania 

SMSAs included in our survey are located in first-through fifth-

class counties and are, therefore, served by wardens appointed by 

county prison boards. 

In the A1burquerque/Nm .... Mexico SHSA, cit)" and county detention 

facilities were consolidated in 1972 into a regional correctional 

facility operated hy the Hernnlilo r.ounty Coorrections and netention 
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Department. This department operates all local jail facilities 

in the county and is financed through contrihutions from both 

the City of I\lburquerque and Bernalilo County. 

Pre-trial detention in Connecticut is produced hy ihe 

State Department of Corrections. This department ,,,as established 

follmvinp, a 1966 American Foun(lation Institute of Corrections 

Study which recommended that the State Department of Corrections 

be given responsibility for operation of local jail facilities. 

Prior to that time, these jails were operated hy the State Jail 

Administration, which inherited this responsihility in 1960 when 

county government in the state of Connecticut was aholished. 

The department is responsible for all adult institutional 

care, including sentenced inmates and pre-trial detainees, and 

supervision and counseling of parolees from Connecticut Correctional 

Institutions. In addition to the state correctional institutions, 

the department operates six community correctional centers (formerly 

jails) which hold male prisoners serving short sentences and those 

awaiting trial. All female prisoners, including those serving 

sentences and those a\'miting trial, are held at the Connecticut 

Correctional Institution at Niantic. 'lost of these institutions 

provide a ''lide ranf(e of social and educational services (Connecticut 

Planning Committee on Criminal Administration, 1972: 146-168). 

The detention specialists included in our survey thus involve 

a diverse set of institutional arranp,ements for the "provision of 

pre-trial detention services. I\s indicated below, however, there 

are some sim i llari ties among these agencies, and di fferences betv.,reen 

detention s"pecialists and law enforcement ap;encies that produce 

i! 

; ! 
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pre-trial detention. 

3.3 Characteristics of Agencies that Produce Pre-Trial Detention 

Police agencies vary along a variety of dimensions. Not 

all of these dimensions bear upon the role of the agency as a 

detention producer. Others, however, are thought to be important 

indicators of the capacity of an agency to adequately equip and 

staf detention facilities and to thus provide a range of educa-

tional and social services to inmates. 

The size of an agency may, for example, have 

a bearing on the availability of manpower for supervision of 

jail inmates and resources available for the operation of the 

jail facility. As more states establish minimum standards govern-

ing the operation of local jails, size may be a critical factor 

in determining whether an agency will be able to meet these 

standards. Small police agencies, unahle to finance improvements 

mandated hy the state and/or courts may, under these circumstances, 

seek out alternatives to providing their own detention services. 

A second variable related to an agency's capability to adequately 

prodUCe local jail services is the range of other "police services 

produced by that ap:ency. Those advocating the establishment of 

independent correctional agencies for pre-trial detention 

commonly allege that police agencies are multi-"purpose agencies 

\\Ihose resources and manpo\\ler are focussed on a variety of law 

enforcement, rather than correctional, functions. As a result, 

two issues of interest may be the range of other services provided 

by producers of pre-trial detention and the deRree to which the 
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range of services produced affects the a11ocation of manpower to 

local jail facilities. 

A third variahle of interest is the total capacity of the 

jail facility. Some observers have su~p;ested that the larp;er the 

jail, the lower the per inmate costs of operating these facilities. 

This position argues that larger jails tend to capture economies 

of scale in their operations. Other ohservers have noted that 

larger jails are more likely to provide a fu11 range of educational 

and social services than are small and medium sized jails. Indeed, 

the 1972 LEAA jail survey found that large detention facilities 

(those with populations in excess of 250) are more likely to provide 

educational and vocational services and recreational facilities than 

are the small (less than 20) and medium-sized (20-250) detention 

facilities CLEM, 1975). But others have suggested that there 

r.1ay he a point at which the jail hecomes too large and hoth inmate 

supervj sion antl the 'luali ty of services providen suffer as a result. 

The U.S. Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 

'for example, has recommended that detention facilities not exceed 

capacities of 300 (U.S. Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 

Standards and Goals, 1973, 309). 

Table 3.4.1 provides information on the medial' number of full-

time personnel employed in agencies that produce detention services. 

Nationwide, SO nercent of all pre-trial detention producers employ 

51 or fm'/cr full-time personnel. The median size of a11 detention 

producin~ agencies is smallest in the South and largest in the 

i i 
t! 
l i 
!I 

39 

Table 3.4.1 Median Number of Ful1~Time Empl~yees in Agencies that Produce 
Detention: By Region and Type of Agency 

All * Direct Service Producers Detention 
(N) Agencies County Sheriffs City Police Specialists 

All Agencies (165) 51 58 37 45 

Location 
Northeast (20) 47 41 -- 51 

Midwest (37) 57 5S 53 --.. 
South-Southwest (80) 36 44 28 30 

~1ountain West '28) 41 118 19 --

*Excludes Military and Tribal Police and Connecticut State Department of 
Corrections 

LL 
.-~-------------------------------------------------=======~-.... ----------------------------------------------------
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~lid\'1est, reflecting significant rer,ional variations in the numher 

and size of city detention producers and the median size of county 

sheriffs' ar,encies in these regions. City producers of detention 

in the Hid\oJest tend to be much larger than in the South-Southwest 

and Moutain-West regions. Indeed, city detention producers in this 

area of the country tend to he nearly as larr,e as county sheriffs' 

agencies. County sheriffs in the South-Southwest tend to be 

somewhat larger than the city agencies that produce detention. 

In the Mountain-West, however, there are suhstantial differences 

het\'leen the size of city pre-trial detention producers (the median 

size being llR full-time employees). 

A.lthough the sample of city police agencies is too small to 

reach any definitive conclusions, data presented in Table ."1.4.2 

would suggest that relatively more small police agencies in 

the South-Soutlnvest and ~Iountain-Nest produce pre-trial detention 

services than do those in the Hidwest. Only one percent of city 

agencies having 10 or fewer fUll-time personnel in the Midwest, and 

no agencies with 11 to 20 full-time employees, provide 

detention services. In the South-Southwest, ho\lfever, three percent 

of the city agencies having fewer than 10 full-time officers and 22 

percent of city agencies havinr: 11 to 20 full-time officers produce 

these services. For the Hountain-West, these figures are nine and 

13 percent) respectively. 

That only the very larr.est city Dolice ap;encies in the Hidwest 

produce detention is further suggested hy the fact that the median 

size of city pre-triRl detention producers (53 full-time personnel) 

in this rep:ion is mnch larger than either the median size of city 
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Table 3.4.2 Percent of'City Police Agencies that Produce Adult Pre
Trial Detention: By Region and Size of Agency 

:: -NumDer or Percentage of City Police Agencies that Produce Detention: 
Full-Time All South- Mountain 

i Employees (N) Regions Northeast Midwest Southwest West 

; All Agencies (761) 8 0 5 13 11 

I 
11 

11 
o to 10 (400) 2 - 1 3 9 

Ii 
11 20 (119) i! to 11 - 0 22 13 

I; 
'i 21 to 50 (ll5) 10 - 12 18 17 

; 51 to ISO (71) 17 - 25 30 6 
; 

! Over 150 (56) 23 27 38 22 -
Ii 
II Number of 
i Full-Time 

') Swotm 1 , 
{ Officers 

! All Agencies (763) 8 0 5 13 11 
j 

'1 
i 

o to 10 (446) 3 - 1 5 10 

i 11 to 20 (100) ! 9 - 5 19 7 
! 

1 21 to SO (97) 12 - 18 21 19 
'i 

I 51 to 150 (73) 18 - 18 30 16 
f 
{ 
! 

Over 150 (47) 21 
i - 33 39 0 
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agencies in that region (follr full-time employees or the size of 

city detention producers in other regions of the country (Table 3.4.3). 

Agencies producing pre-trial detention services in different 

regions of the country thus vary consirlerahly in size. One CI) 
.-\ 
'M 

Tlotential explanation for these variations is that agencies in 

eli fferent I)Urts of the country tend to nrovidc a different mix 

of services. 
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producers produce all five rlirect police services examined in our study. 

(general area patrol, traffic patrol, traffic investigation, 

hur.f!lary investigation, ancl homicide investir,ation). 

The direct service least likely to he produced by city detention 

i 
I' 

CI) 
.-i 
'M 
+J 
J.I 
tIS 00 0 .-i LJ') LJ') 

g~ N t<") N N '<:t 

I l:: I I I I I 
J.I tIS Il>c:.:: t<) '<:t .-\ '<:t r--

producers is homicide investiv,ation. Natiomvide, about 86 percent 
+J s:: 
1-1 

of all detention producers conduct homicide investigations. The 

rroportion of city agencies that nroduce homicide investigations @ 
'M 

is greatest in the t.lountain-West and smallest in the South-Southwest. as 0 '<:t 'd" O'l t<") 
.-i .-i .-i 

~ 

City detention producers are less likely to produce a full range 

of auxiliary services (entry-level trining, (\ispatching, crime lah, 
,-.. ,...... ,-.. r-.. ,-.. ,-.. .-i N 0 LJ') oo:t 

Z \0 r-- 0 r-- .-i 
\...J r-- .-1 N N .-\ 

'--' '-' '-' '-' '-' 
Clnd detention) than they arc to produce a full range of direct 

services. Only in the Sonth-South\~est did \>Je encounter any ap.;encies +J 
VI 
CI) 

that prootIce the full range of auxiliary services and even there, 
VI :a: 
CI) +J f.I 

'M VI VI .~ t) tIS +J CI) 

only a very small proportion (io go. 01 snatching is the one service 

most likely to he "producer\ hy nIl city rletent:ion producers. Beyond 

l:: ~ CI) VI I ~ tIS 
CI) 0 ,r:: CI) ,r::,r:: +J 
bl; 'M f.I ~ .j.lf.l ~ -< +J J.I ~ ::l ::l :l 

1';\ 0 OM o 0 0 
.-i t) Z ::t u)u) :::r 
.-i 0 
-< ...:l 

--,--- -.-

I 
\, 



44 

45 

that, a sizeable proportion of city detention producers in the Mid\<lest, 

bll 
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in contrast to the South-Southwest and j,1ountain-West, produce 
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entry-level training (Table 3.5.1). 

County sheriffs who produce detention are less likely than 

city detention producers to produce the full ran~e of direct services; 

61 percent of the county sheriffs produce the full range of direct 
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and ~1ountain-West, where traffic patrol in unincorporated areas 

in some states (California, for example) is produced by state 

police agencies (Table 3.5.2) . 

SurpriSingly, county sheriffs are also less likely thart city 
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police agencies to produce a full range of auxiliary services. None 
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in Table 3.5.3, 66 percent of' the detention producers process 

civil papers, including 96 percent of the county sheriffs and 57 
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Of greater interest is the question of how variations in the 

range and types of services provided are likely to impinge upon 

the agency's role as a detention producer. TIlis question is 

addressed in Section 3.8 below. 
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Table 3.5.2 Range of Other Services Provided by County Sheriffs That Produce Detention 

Percentage of County Pre-Trial Detention Producers that also Produce 
All Traffic Homicide All BaS1C Crime 

(N) Direct Investigation Investigation Auxiliary Training Lab Dispatching 

All Agencies (87) 
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Northeast (6) 

Midwest (27) 

South-
Southwest (38) 

Mountain West (16) 
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3.6 Capacity of Detention Facilities 

The capacity of detention facilities varies by both region and 

type of producer. (See TaMes 3.6.1 throu,r;h 3.6.3.) rifty 

percent of the jails identified in our survey hold 80 or more 

inmates . The largest j ails tend to he operated hy detention 

snecinlists nnd the smallest by city police agencies. Indeed, 

52 percent of the city jails have a canacity of less than 21 ~nmates; 

72 percent holt! fe\.,ter than 50innlates, and only four p<:'l'cent 

have capacities in excess of 250 (Tahle ~.6.2). In contrast, 

only five percent of county sheriffs have jails that hold fe\'ler 

than 21 inmates; only 17 percent have capacities of 50 or less, 

and 25 percent have capacities in excess of 250. None of the 

detention specialists operate facilities holding fewer than 21 

imnates ancI full 41 percent opcrtlte fad tities with capacities in 

excess of 250. 

The largest city jails tend to he located in the South-SouthHest 

(Table 3.6.1) and the smallest, in the l'lidwest and Hountain-West 

regions. Recause the median size of city police agencies that 

produce detention is largest in the' Hidwest, it Noult! thus appear 

that the largest jail fad lities are not necessarily onerated hy 

the largest city police a~enci es . 

.Tails operated bv county sheriffs ll'ho also produce other police 

services are largest in the South-South\\lcst anet Hountain-West ~ 

they are smallest in the Northeast and nidwest. Looking at county 

detention facilities provided hy hotl~ detention specialists and 

county sheriffs who prouuce other police services, it is evident 

) 
r 
'. 
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Table 3.6.1 ~fedian Capacity of Detention Facdli ties: By Region and 
Type of Agency 

All Direct Servic~ Producers Detention-
CN) Agencies County Sheriffs ~ity Police Specialists 

All Agencies (164) 80 100 20 170 

Location 

Northeast (23) 135 41 ~- "170 

Midwest (39) 68 75 16 ---
South-
Southwest (74) 85 123 25 312 

Mountain West (28) 52 140 18 ~--
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Table 3.6.2 Size Distribution of Detention Facilities: By Type of 
Agency 

Percent of Detention FaCllities 
Detention All Direct Service Producers 

Agencies County Sheriffs City Police Specialists 

Number of (159) (85) (50) (24) 

Agencies 

Total Capacity 

o to 20 19 5 52 0 

21 to SO 15 12 22 5 

51 to 100 27 37 16 18 

100 to 250 19 22 6 36 

250 and 20 25 4 41 

over 

f 
t II 
II 
:i 
II 
I 
\. , 

51 

that the South-Southwest and MOt.lntain-West include (1. number of 

very large jail facilities (those \~ith 250 or more inmates) in 

comparison to the other regions. Thirty-seven percent of the 

county detention facilities in the South-Southwest and 47 percent 

of the county detention facilities in the ~·1ountain-West have 

capacities of 250· or more. In the Northeast, only 23 percent 

of the county facilities hold 250 or more persons; in the Midwest, 

only seven percent of the facilities arc this large (Table 3.6.'3). 

Given both the larger numher of jails in the South-Southwest 

and the comparatively large size of these detention facilities, it 

is not surprising that SMSAs in the South-Southwest have the 

highest ratio of jail capacity to S~1SA population (Table 3.6.4). 

The median detention capacity per 100,000 population in the South-

Southwest is 121. The Midwest, which has a relatively small 

number of jails and rather small jail facilities, has the lowest 

ratio of capacity to 100,000 population (58). SMSAs in the 

Northeast and ~fountain-West fall between these two extremes; in 

Northeast SHSAs, the median ratio of total detention capacity to 

100,000 population is 101; in the tlountain-West, it is 100. These 

two regions resemble one another in having a mix of both very 

large and relatively small jail facilities. 

Detention capacity per 100,000 population in the SMSAs included 

in the study is lowest it: SHSAs served by two to three detention 

producers~ it is highest in areas served hy fOllr or more producers 

of pre-trial detention services (Table :).6.4). Somewhat 

surprisingly, however, the largest SMSAs (those generally having 

the largest numher of detention produ(;crs) have a considerably 10\~er 

---.L. 
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Table 3.6.3 Size Distribution of County Detention Facilities: By Region* 

Percent of Detention Facilities 

All South- Mountain 
Agencies Northeast Midwest Southwest West 

Number of 
(44) (15) Agencies (103) (17) (27) 

I 
Total Capacity I 

i 

4 0 7 5 I 0 o to 20 \ 

21 50 11 35 7 5 I 7 to J 

! I , 
33 6 52 ; 30 51 to 100 32 i 

100 to 250 25 35 26 25 13 

250 and 28 23 7 37 47 
over I 

*Includes detention facilities operated by county sheriffs and by 
detention specialists. 

*Rmvs maY not (\(1<1 to 10n perc{'nt lltle to roundinl1 

------- --------
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Table 3.6.4 Total Detention Capacity Per 100,000 Population: By 
Region, Size SMSA, and Number of Detention Producers 
Per SMSA 

I 
Number of 
Metropolitan 
Areas 

lcapacity Per 10~,000 Population 
t 

Inter-Quartile Range** : Median 

I All SMSAs'" 
I 
i 

~ . 
! Locat1on 

Northeast 

Midwest 

South 
i 
; 

West 
I 

1 SMSA Population 
(1970) 

! 50,000 to 124,999 

l 125,000 to 249,999 

I 250,000 to 499,999 I 

500,000 and Larger 

I Number of Detent ion 
Producers Per SMSA 

1 
! 
I 2 - 3 
! 
t 

4 , or more 

(76) 

(14) 

(20) 

(29) 

(13) 

(19) 

(25) 

(20) 

(12) 

\ 

! 
I (40) 

(21) 

(15) 

98 60 - 155 

101 64 - l55 

! I 58 49 - 93 

I 97 197 121 
I I : I 100 71 - 128 
\ 
I ; 

I 
! 
I 

! 99 l 69 - 108 
. I : 
i ! 108 

, 
58 - 185 ! 

. 
100 I 64 - 133 _L I 

i 
79 I 60 - 88 i 

I , 
! 1 

I I 
i ~ 
I I i 97 \ 58 - 134 

I , 
79 i 57 - 133 

I 105 87 - 206 i 

*Exc1udes 4 SMSAs served by the Connecticut State Department of Corrections 

I 
I , 
I 

I 

, 

I 

I 
j 
I 
I 

**The Inter~Quartile Range shows the 25th and the 7!>th percentiles. This means 
that 25 percent of the SMSAs have a ratio of 60 or less and 25 percent have 
a ratio of 155 or more. 
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capacity per 100,000 population than do the smaller S~1SAs studied. 

3.7 Allocation of Full-Time Emnloyees to Detention ----- - .. _._-,--------_..-----_.<_ .. _-- _ ..... _-.... - -----

As indicated in Table :1.7.1, 20 percent of the detention 

producers -- incluciin,g 67 r>ercent of the city a,l;encies -- assign 

no full-time nersonnel to their to their j:l:iJs. TIH:.~ proportion 

of agencies renorting that they assignc(t no full-time personnel 

to their detention facilites was r,reatest in the smallest jails. 

Seventy percent of the jails havin1! capacities of 20 or less 

reported no full-time personnel. All of the agencies having jails 

holding 51 or more prisoners assign at least one full-time person 

to their detention facilities. Over 7S percent of all agencies 

with jails holdi.ng 100 to 250 prisoners assign at least 20 full-

time employees to the jail facility; fully 82 percent of the jails 

having capacities in excess of 2S0 assign 40 or more full-time 

employees to their detention facilities. 

In terms of the proportion of total agency employees assigned 

to detention, city police Ctf,cnci.es assi.~n a very small share of 

their total ncrsonnel to jail duties. Ninety-three r>ercent of the 

cities that produce pre-trial detention assiRn less than 10 r>ercent 

of their full-time employees to detention. None of the detention 

specialists assign less than 20 percent of their employees to 

detention, and a majority assif,n more than 7S percent (Table 3.7.2). 

The percentage of manpower ass:i~ned to detention hy county 

sheriffs surveyed varies hoth by Tegion and size of the detention 

facility (T~)le ~.7.3), Three of the six sheriffs. (50 percent 

producinf( detention (and other Dolice services) in the Northeast 
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Table 3.7.1 

Type of 
Agency 

All Agencies 

City Police 

County Sheriffs 
Detention 
Specialist 

Capacity of 
Detention 
Faci.lity 

All Agencies 

1 to 20 

21 to 50 

51 to 100 

100 to 250 

250 and Over 
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Number of Full-Time Employees Assigned to Detention by 
Type of Agency and Size of Detention Facility 

Number of Full-Time Employees in Detention 
Percent of Detention Facl1ities wlth: 

(N) 0 1 to 4 5 to 19 20 to 39 40 or more 

(163) 19 15 27 19 20 

(58) 67 <) 17 3 3 

(82) 2 15 48 16 20 

(23) 0 0 13 43 43 

(14R) 20 16 24 20 20 

(37) 70 27 3 0 0 

(16) 19 44 25 13 0 

(43) 0 14 56 28 2 

(25) 0 0 24 48 28 

(27) 0 0 4 15 82 

Rows may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 
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Table 3.7.2 Percentage of Full-Time Employees Assigned to Detention: 
By Type of Agency 

Percent of 
Full-Time Percent of Agencies 
Personnel in All Direct Service Producers Detention 

Detention (N) Agencies County Sheriffs City Police Specialists 

Number of (161) (161) (82) (58) (21) 
Agencies 

0 (42) 26 2 67 0 

1 to 10 (21) 13 9 24 0 

11 to 20 (39) 24 40 9 5 

21 to 30 (23) 14 28 0 0 

31 to 50 (17) 11 20 0 5 

51 to 75 (8) 5 1 0 35 

75 to 100 (11) 7 0 0 55 

Columns may not add to 100 percent due to rounding 
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, 
TABLE 3.7.3 Percentage of Full-Time Employees Assigned to Detention by 

County Sheriffs: By Region and Size of Detention Facility 

N Percent of County Sheriffs 
Percent of Full-Time Personnel in Detention: 
a to 10 11 to 20 21 to 30 30 or more 

All Agencies (82) 11 40 28 21 

Location 
.""'_· __ 'w'_ .. 

Northeast (6) 17 17 17 50 
~-----,--- ..... , -, .. ... .-

Midwest (26) 15 54 12 19 
_ .. .- .. --_ ... _ .. ---- ... --

South-
Southwest (36) 8 39 39 14 

.. -~ . . ,. - -- ... ,~.--~-.-.~" . ~ ... . '_.~-' _ .. -.. .. ~~ . . 

Mountain-
West 14) 7 29 36 29 

Capacity of 
Detention 
Facility 

All Agencies (81) 11 40 28 21 

a to 50 (13)' 31 . 39 15 15 

50 to 100 (30) 7 57 20 17 ..... .. . "- - -....... -.... ,- .. ~. -.-~-- ... _.·a_ + -,~ 

100 to 250 (19) 5 37 42 16 

250 and over (19) 11 21 32 37 

Raos may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 

- ------------~---------------=======---------===--~----------------------------------.------------------------------
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reported that they assigned more than ~o percent of their full-time 

personnel to detention. Only ltl percent of the sheriffs in the 

South-Southwest, 19 percent of the sheriffs in the l'-1id\'Iest, and 

29 percent of the sheriffs in the Hountain-West Region reported 

assir;ning this much manpower to detention. Nith the exception 

of the ~lid\'lest, however, a majority of county sheriffs reported 

that they a.ssi,gn at least 20 percent of their full-time personnel 

to detention. In the Hicl\lfest, where county sheriffs facilities 

tend to he relatively small (anel '~herc a sizeablf: proportion of 

the sheriffs also produce traffic patrol, traffic investigation, 

and/or entry··level traininr.), only 31 y>ercent assir;n more than 21 

percent of their full-time employees to detention. As indicated 

in Table 3.7.3, the proportion of county sheriff employees assigned 

to detention is reluted to the size of the detention facility. 

Seventy percent of the county sheriffs whose facilities hold SO 

or fewer prisoners, assi~n less than 20 nercent of their personnel 

to detention: only 32 percent of the agencies with facilities 

holdinr.: 2!i() or J110re persons reported assigninQ' thi.s small 

propol'tion. 

3.8 Ratio of Employees to Dete~tion Capacity 

The tJ. S. Advisory r.ommission on r.riminal ,Justice Standards and 

Coals has recommended that ap,"encies employ at least one full-time 

staff member for every six inmates (U.S. Advisory Commission on 

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 1973: 300). This is the 

equivalent of 17 full-time employees for eveTy 100 inmates. 

rC\~ 0 f th0 law enfoTccl1lcnt agcnd es included in ollr study 
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could meet this standard. Hore than 50 percent of all city a~encies 

that produce detention assi~n no full-time personnel to detention. 

Only 25 percent assign six or more employees per 100 inmates. The 

median for county sheriffs in 10 full-time employees per 100 

inmates -- substantially less than the 17 employee standard Te-

commended by the Commission. Approximately 2S percent (20 of the 

more than 30) sheriffs would be able to meet the standard. 

Oetention specialists in the survey have a suhstantially 

higher ratio of full-time employees to capacity than city'agencies 

or cotmty sheriffs. Fifty percent of the detention specialists 

assign at least 21 fu1l-time employees for eveTY 100 inmates. 

Sixty-seven percent employ at least 17 employees per 100 inmates. 

The Tatio of full-time personnel to capacity also appears 

to be related to the detention facility size. The median ratio 

for facili tes holding 250 or more inmates is 15, while most 

facilities holding less than 50 persons assign five or fewer full-

time employees per 100 inmates. 

In county detention facilities, including those operated by 

county sheriffs and hy detention specialists, the ratio of full-

time jail personnel to detention capacity exhibits some regional 

variations. County jails in the Northeast are characterized by the 

highest ratio of full-time employees to detention capacity; county 

jails in the South-Southwest, show the 10l"rest ratio. County 

detention facilites in the Mountain-West tend to assign more fu1l-

time employees per 100 inmates than do those in the South-Southwest 

and ~fidwest, but fewer full-time employees than agencies in the 

Northeast do. In the Northeast, however) pre-tTial detention is 
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TABLE 3.8.1 Ratio of Full-Time Jail Personnel to Detention Capacity: By 
Type of Agency and Size of Detention Facility 

Full-Time Employees per 100 Inmates 
Type of Inter-Quartile 
Agency (N) Median Range 

All Agencies (155) 9 2 - 18 

City Police (50) 0 0 - 6 

County Sheriffs (81) 10 8 - 18 

Detention (22) 21 16 - 27 
Specialists 

Capacity of 
Detention 
All Agencies (155) 9 2 - 18 

1 to 20 (29) 0 o - 0 

21 to 50 (24) 5 a - 12 

51 to 100 (42) 10 8 - 18 
~ 

101 to 250 (30) 12 7 - 20 

250 and over (30) 15 9 - 21 
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TABLE 3.8.2 Ratio of Full-Time Jail Employ'ees to D~tention Capa, , ,+-\, in County 
Detention Facilities: By Region and Size of Detent '\:;.~ ~aci1ity* 

FUll-Time Emplovees per 100 Inmates 
Inter-Quarti1e*'" 

(N) Hedian Range 

AU Agencies (99) 12 8 - 21 

Location 

Northeast (17) 26 23 - 38 

Midwest (26) 10 8 - 15 
I 

South-
Southwest (42) 9 6 - 14 

Mountain-
West (14) 15 11 - 21 

Capacity of 
Detention 
Facility 

o to 50 (14) 10 6 - 2S 

Sl to 100 (32) 9 8 - 15 

101 to 250 (26) 12 7 - 20 

250 and 
over (27) 15 9 - 21 
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provided largely hy detention speciali5ts6 (Table 3.8.2). 

With the exception of entry-level training, county sheriffs 

who produce the selected services indicated in Table 3.8.3, do 

not differ significantly from those who do not produce these 

services in the ratio of full-time employees to capacity. When one 

examines the ratio of full-time employees to detention capacity, sheriffs 

\'1ho also produce entry~level training (seven) have a higher median ratio 

of employees to detention capud ty than those that do not. 

Given the smu1l numher of ur;end es, it is difficult to explain 

this finding. 

3.9 Use of Civilian Personnel 

Thirty- five percent of the a~encies that produce pre-trial 

detention and assign a!ly full-time personnel to this function, 

reported that 100 percellt of their :i ail employees were S\'lorn 

7 personnel (Table :S.9.1). Twenty percent :r'eported that they 

used no sworn personnel in their detention facilitcs. City police 

agencies reported using a hip,her proporti.on of civilian employees 

than do county sheriffs and detention specialists. Sixty-one 

percent of city police agencies that produce detention reported that 

at least 75 percent of their detention employees are civilians. 

Only 19 percent of the county sheriffs and 35 percent of the detention 

specialists renorted t\sin~ proportionately this many civilian 

personnel. 

A~encies in the Northeast and nidwest make less use of civilian 

personnel than do agencies in the South-Southwest ann Mountain-West 

-re~ions. Forty-three p-recent of the (l!!encies in these -regions 
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TABLE 3.8.3 Ratio of Full-Time Jail Employees to Detention Capacity in' 
County Sheriff's Facilities: By Services Provided! 

Full-Time Employees per 100 Inmates 
Inter-Quartile 

(N) Median Range* 

All Agencies* (86) 10 8 - 18 

Traffic Investigation , 

Yes (52) 11 8 - 20 

No (34) 10 8 - 17 

Training 

Yes (7) 20 14 - 21 

No (79) 10 8 - 17 

Crime Lab 

Yes (6) 9 9 - 11 

No (80) 11 8 - 20 

* The Inter-Quartile Range shows the 25th and 75th percentiles. Twenty-five 
percent of the sheriffs have a ratio of eight or less and 25 percent have 
a ratio of 18 or more. 
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Table 3.9.1 Percent of Jails Using Civilian and Sworn Personnel: 
By Type of Agency, Size of Detention Facility and Region 

Percent of Agencies Using: 
Type of A11 Some Civilian Personnel 
Agencies eN) Sworn 1 to 25% 26 to 50% 51 to 75% 76 to 

All Agene i.es (120) 35 16 17 5 8 

City Police (18) 28 6 0 6 33 

County Sheriffs (79) 34 15 25 6 1 
Detention 
Sl'ecialists (23) 39 26 0 0 13 

Capacity of 
Detention Facility 
All Agencies (117) 34 16 17 5 7 

1 to 20 (3) 33 0 0 33 0 

21 to 50 (14) 50 14 14 0 0 

51 to 100 (41) 32 12 17 7 12 

101 to 250 (30) 37 20 10 0 7 

250 and OVer (29) 28 21 27 7 3 

Location 

All Agencies (119) 35 16 17 5 8 

Northeast (21) 43 38 5 0 10 

Midwest (28) 43 14 29 4 0 

South-Southwest (55) 35 11 7 7 11 

Mountain West (15) 7 7 tl7 7 7 

Rows may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 
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, 
reported that 100 percent of their j ail employees were Sh'Qrn officers. 

Thirty-five percent of the detention producers in the South-South,,,est 

and only seven percent of the detention producers in the ~!ountain-

West reported that 100 percent of their employees were sworn. 

Similarly five percent of the agencies in the Northeast and 11 

percent in the Midwest reported using no sworn personnel; in 

contrast, 29 percent of the agencies in the South-Southwest and 27 

percent of detention producing agencies in the Mountain-West use' 

only civilian personnel. 

It is possible that regional variations in the use of civilian 

and S\'lOrn personnel result from variations in the mix of city 

and county agencies producing detention services. In Table 3.D.2, 

therefore, we show the same data for county sheriffs (includinp;) 

only those who produce other direct police services). As indicated 

a substantial number (26 percent) of county sheriffs t facilities 

in the South-Southwest usc al1 civilian personnel, but an even 

larger proportion use only sworn personnel in their detention 

facilities. In the Mountain-West, on the other hand, very few 

sheriffs use all sworn personnel and in the majority of these 

facilities, at least 50 percent of the employees are civilians. 

In the Mid,,,est and Northeast, a majority of the county sheriffs usc 

less than 25 percent civilians -- many of these sheriffs use only 

s\wrn personnel. Fe'" county sheriffs in these regions use only 

civilian personnel. 

The chm:'ucteristics of detention-producin.l1 agencies vary, as 

we have seen, by region, type of ap;ency, and size of detention 

facility. Within this context, the findings of the Police Services 

Study confirm many of the rep;ionn.l and size variations found in 
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Table 3.9.2 Use of Civilian and Sworn Personnel By County 
Sheriffs: By Region 

Percent of County Sheriffs Usin[: 
All Some Civilian Personnel 

eN) Sworn 1 to 25% 26 to 50% 51 to 75% 
All Regions (79) 34 15 25 6 

Location 
Northeast (6) 33 33 17 0 

Midwest (25) 40 16 3~ 4 

South~ 

Southwest (35) 40 14 11 0 

Mountain West (13) 8 8 54 8 

76 to 99% 100% 
1 18 

0 1 

0 8 

-
0 26 

8 16 

f! 
\ 

, 
, 
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the 1970 and 1972 LEM jail survoys (LEAA, 1971, 1974, 1975). In 

these t,,,o surveys, however, no analysis "'as done on variations by 

type of detention-producing agency. Findings from the Police 

Services Study suggest that city police, county sheriffs, and 

"detention specialists" are characterized by substantially 

different traits in their roles as detention nroduccrs. 

Two other aspects of detention service nrovision have not 

been systematically explored in earii.er studies. These are the 

relationships among producers of pre-trial detention and the 

R'@lationships between producers and consumers of this ser-

vice. 

3.8 Relationships Among Producers of Pre-trial Detention Services 

Rows may not add to 100 peTcent due to rounding. One might characterize relationships among agencies that produce 
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detention in a metropolitan area in a number of ways. In this 

preliminary version of our report, we discuss the concepts used to 

describe and measure these relationships. In the final version, we 

will examine how the metropolitan areas included in our survey differ 

from one another empirically in these measures and how pre-trial 

detention services differ from other police services examined in the 

study. 

Where agencies contribute directly to the operation of a local 

detention facility (for example, hv nssi.~ninp; mannower), we would 

say that they are coorclinntil!.g thejr efforts in the P~~(~~1j._~ of 

local detention services. Because it is more common for counties 

to simply take over operation of local jail facilities, inclucling 

responsibility for nersonnel formerly employed by city jails, 

than it is for police agencies to contri.bute manpower am\ other 
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services in a joint production effort, we found relatively fe\'1 

examples of coordinated production in the 80 metropolitan areas 

surveyed. 

In metropolitan areas having more than a single producer of 

detention services, relationships among these producers of detention 

can be characterized in several ways. Perhaps the most common 

is what we call alternation. Police agencies alternate in the 

production of a service when some division of responsibility has 

occurred among producers of that service. 

In the production of pre-trial detention services, two types 

of alternation are common. In many metropolitan areas, responsi

bility for pre-trial detention is divided among city and county 

producers according to whether the suspect is charged with a city 

or state offense. In other metropolitan areas, the division of re-

sponsibility among producers of detention may be according to the 

sex of the suspect. Several agencies in our survey lacked adequate 

facilities for female prisoners and contracted with other jail 

facilities for holding these prisoners. Not uncommonly, the agen

cy they contracted with was an adjacent county sheriff. 

In some states, county sheriffs are legally responsible only 

for prisoners charged with offenses against the general criminal 

code of the state and/or pTisoners other than those to be tried 

in a local city or police court. In these states, cities may be 

required to pay county sheriffs for holding prisoners accused 

of city offenses. Where it is a common practice for such prisoners 

to be held after arraignment and prior to final court disposition, 

cities may operate their own jail facilities for city prisoners 

------~----- .. --------.--------
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hut send "state" prisoners to the Sheriff's facility. 

The distance from a city to the Sheriff's facility may also 

influence city decisions to provi t'e 11re-trial cietention. lfueTe 

distances are great, cities may opt to provide their ovm pre

trial detention. This is particnlarly true for small ap;encies 

that may find it more costly (in time and other resources) 

to transport a prisoner to a county facility than 

"Co provide a small jail facility. lndeen, it may well he th:lt 

distance'; s one of tl\e fracto"','" l'nflltenCl' n,", re").' onal varl' "tl' 0 s ... L" ,,_ 1~ ( ( « n, 

-- Western and Southern SMSi\s tend to have larr:er areas than do 

"'fidvlest 3-no, l1articnlaTly, Northea.st S~,ISi\s. Distance may also 

he more important in those S~!SAs where it is common to hold 

city prisoners after aTraignment and where the court structure 

is such that the prisoner is likely to he tried locally rather 

than at a court located in the county scat. 

3.9 Relationships Between Producers and Consumers of Detention 

The relationships between agencies that nroduce and agencies 

that use detention services are also jmportant. 1I0w many 

agencies that produce rietention, for example, also produce this 

service for other police agencies? Preliminary analysis would 

suggest, not surprisingly, that virtually 100 percent of the 

sheriffs and detention specialists produce pre-trial detention 

for other police agencies. But only a relatively small 

proportion of city police anencics do so. 

For those that produce detention services for other police 

agencies, another question js whether most of these relationships 
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involve written contracts ann/or fees for service. Preliminary 

analysis sllp,p;ests that cities are most likely to charr:e fees, 

and county sheriffs, least Ukely to do so. Few ar,-encies inclUcten 

in our survey reI iccl on written contracts. In most instances, 

county sheriffs or detention specialists may he required by law 

to provide these services. 'Cities are more likely to use vrritten 

contracts for the provision of this servjce than are county sheriffs. 

tIara detailed information on these relationships will he provinen in 

the final version of our report. 

4. Summary of Findings 

We have thus identified both similarities and differences among 

metropolitan areas included in our study in the arrangemen~s used for 

pre-trial detention services. Among the similarities, we have noted 

that: 

• A majority of the metropolitan areas included in our survey 
are served by a single detention producer. 

• In most metropolitan areas, cities playa minimal role in the 
production of pre-trial detention services. 

We have also found' considerable diversity in the arrangements used for 

pre-trial detention. We have noted, for example, that: 

• The nWl\b~r of detention facilities varies with the size 
of an SMSA as does the ratio of detention capacity to 
popUlation; 

• SMSAs in different regions are served by different types 
of detention producers; 

«& The number of detention producers, the proportion of all 
direct service agencies that produce detention and the ratio 
of detention capacity to SMSA population all vary by regions;and 
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• Different types of detention producers 'have different 
characteristics. 

Documentation of this diversity is important, we feel, for a 

number of reasons. For one thing, most study groups and commissions 

have assumed that independent non-law enforcement agencies will 

function differently as detention producers than law enforcement 

agencies. In our study, we did find that city police agencies, 

county sheriffs and detention specialists differ from one another in a 

number of ways. (i.e. size o~ facility, assignment of manpower and use· 

of civilian personnel.) Two questions of substantial interest are, 

first, whether similar differences would be found were a broader range 

of characteristics to be examined and second, whether such differences 

in agency characteristics actually correlate with the quality of 

detention services provided. More generally, the study suggests that a 

range of organizational arrangements is used for pre-trial detention. 

Opportunities do exist for examining the effects of laws and policies 

on organizational arrangements, and the effects of organizational 

arrangements, in turn, on the quality of pre-trial detention services 

provided. Were we to ,take advantage of such opportunities, it might 

well be that our choices in the future would be better inforned and 

less subject to error than would otherwise be the case. 

-------------------.. ---.-.---------------------------.--,.~-=,==,,~,~~--~-~~--... = .. -~,~ •. ~.~~,----------------------------------------



FOOTNOTES 

1 The only early examples of long-term institutionalization are the 
poor-houses. In aims and concept, these are more closely akin to state 
prison systems than to local jail facilities. 

2 Precise summaries of the history of local jails in the United 
States are found in j\lattick, 1974; Flynn, 1973; and American Correctional 
Association, 1969, The information presented here draws on these materials. 

3 The rationale for pre-trial detention is, of course, considerably 
more complex. There is currently much debate over the use of preventive 
detention and the interests and rights of the suspect as against the 
potential for harm to members of the community at large. For a discussion 
of some of the major issues see U.S. Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, 1973; and American Bar Foundation, 1971. 

4 The 
not imply 
agencies. 
other law 

use of the terms "specialize" and "detention specialist l1 does 
any specialized knowledge or expertise on the part of these 
It simply means that they produce detention but none of the 

enforcement services examined in the Police Services Study. 

5 A direct service police agency is one that produces one or more of 
the following services: traffic patrol, traffic investigation, criminal 
investigation, general area patrol. 

6 It is very important to note that we are looking at total capacity 
and not inmate population. Jails in the Northeast and jails with the 
largest capacities are most likely to be overcrowded. It is also important 
to note that we are looking at fUll-time employees and not total employees. 
Small jail facilities are more likely thWl large jail facilities to use 
part-time employees. Were "'Ie to look at the ratio of full-time equivalent 
jail employees to inmate population, these regional and size variations would 
not be as extreme. 

7 The question of whether or not a jail employee is sworn is not as simple 
as it might seem. In some instances, jail employees may be sworn deputies 
but not regular police officers. We have counted as sworn only those jail 
employees who have received the same type of entry level training 8S regular 
police officers employed in that jurisdiction. 
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APPENDIX A 

Law Enforcement Agencies Authorized by Statute 
to Provide Detention Facilities* 

County County City 
State Sheriffs Police Depts. Police Depts. Towns Other 

ALABAMA 0 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 0 0 0 
ARKANSAS 0 0 

CALIFORNIA 0 0 
COLORADO 0 

CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE PRE-TRIAL DETENTION SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE STATE ~~~~--------~~~ FLORIDA .0 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII o 
IDAHO o o 
ILLINOIS o o 
INDIANA o o o A 
IOWA o 
KANSAS o o o 
KENTUCKY o B 
LOUISIANA o 
MAINE o 
MARYLAND o 
MASSACHUSETTS o o o 
MICHIGAN o o 
MINNESOTA o 
MISSISSIPPI o o 
MISSOURI o o o C 
MONTANA o o 
NEBRASKA o o 
NEVADA o o o 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY o 
NEW MEXICO o 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA o o 
NORTH DAKOTA o o D 
OHIO o 
OKLAHOMA o 
OREGON o o 
PENNSYLVANIA 000 E,D,F 
RHODE ISLAND PRE-TRIAL DETENTION SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE STATE 
SmITH CAROL INA o 
SOUTH DAKOTA 0 0 0 

TENNESSEE 0 0 

TEXAS 0 

tITAH 0 0 
. VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 0 E 
WASHINGTON 0 0 

WEST VIRGINIA 0 

WISCONSIN 0 0 

WYOMING 0 
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Appendix A, Cont. 

Footnotes 

*Compiled by Larry Wagner, Thorn Kramer, and other members of the 
Police Services Study legal staff. 

A - Consolidated Cities 
B - Elected Jailors 
C 
D 
E 
F 

- Saint Louis Police Department 
Townships 

- City Sheriffs 
- ~1arshals and Constables 

I l ~ ~ ... J ,I il ... .;,. , I 




