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PREFACE 

This report is submitted pur~uant to 1egis1ati~e dire~ti~n as se~ 
forth in RC~J 70.48.060(8) which dlrects that the Jal1 COmrnlSS10n examlne 
and present to the Legislature recommendations relating to detention 
and correctional services. 

In 1977, Norman Carlson, Director of the Federal Bureau of Prisons 
stated, IIWe lock offenders in caqes that only serve to breed hostility, 
bitterness and further crime. Depriving inmates of privacy and dignity 
has not solved the nation's crime problem. It has only nade it more 
acute. 1I 

Clearly, the time for changing our approach to corrections is past 
due. Legislative, Judicial, and,Executiv~ bra~ches of ~overnment must 
combine their efforts and subordlnate thelr unl1atera1 lnterests. 

There are no easy solutions or simple answers for eliminating the 
complex problems of state and local corrections facilities. However, we 
must commit to the development of a coordinated and fully integrated 
criminal justice system. The establishment ~nd oper~t~o~ of econom- , 
ica11y efficient, secure, and humane correctlons facl11tles are essentla1 
to the public interests, 

It must be understood that custodial staff in corrections facilities 
only implement policies and decisions, The conseq~ences of,t~eir actions 
reflect the direction provided by elected and appolnted offlcla1s. It 
is the duty and responsibility of the latter to effect necessary 
changes. Hopefully, this preliminary repo~t will be a,cata1yst for the 
implementation of constructive and produc~lve changes ln our overcrowded, 
ineffective, outmoded, and costly correctlons system. 

Special acknow1edgeme~t should go to each membe~ of , the Jail, 
Commission for their individual and collective contrlbutlons to thls 
report and the myriad of task they have so willingly undertaken. 

~~~ 
Saul Arringron, Chairman 
Washington State Jail Commis 
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INTRODUCTION 

Constitutional and Statutory History 

Both in common understanding and in actual practice, there are two 
separate corrections systems operating in Washington State today, a 
s~ate system and a local one. This is true notwithstanding the signi­
flcant convergence of state and local populations within local correct­
ions facilities, Further, that there is no coordination of state and 
local correctional programs is probably more a result of accident and 
gradual historic development than a conscious determination by state 
and local governmental entities. 

The State Constitution does not directly address the establishment 
and operation of local correctional facilities. Article XIII, Section 1, 
identifies the state's role as fostering and supporting reformative 
penal institutions. No specific reference is made in the Constitution 
to jails, their role or function. The constitutional power of local 
government with regard to law enforcement and local jails is set forth 

. in Article XI, ~ection 11, which provides that: IIAny county, city, 
town, or townshlp may make and enforce within its limits all such local 
police, sanitary, and other regulation as are not in conflict with the 
generallalr/s.1I Article XI, Section 5, specifically recognizes the 
office of Sheriff; however, his role in corrections is not defined. 

The development of a division of responsibility between the state 
~n9 ~oc~l governm~nt in correc~ions has evolved through legislative 
lnltlatlve, practlce, and tradltion. Cities and counties were granted 
legislative authority to establish and operate jails in which persons 
may be held for varying periods not to exceed one year. 

There are currently 121 classified jails operating in the State of 
Washi ngton. Of these, 31 are IIcorrecti onal ll facil i ti es 9 "detenti on ll 

facilities, and, 81 IIholding ll facilities. Classificati~n of these 
facilities is determined by the Washington State Jail Commission as pre­
scribed in RCW 70.48. 

(1) "Holding facility" means a facility operated by a 
governing unit primarily designed, staffed, and used 
for the temporary housing of adult persons charged 
with a criminal offense prior to trial or sentencing 
and for the temporary housing of such persons during 
or after trial and/or sentencing, but in no instance 
shall the housing exceed thirty days. 

(2) "Detenti on faciT i ty" means a facil ity operated by a 
governing unit primarily designed, staffed, and used 
for the temporary housing of adult persons charged 
with a criminal offense prior to trial or sentencing 
and for the housing of adult persons for purposes of 
punishment and correction after sentencing or persons 
serving terms not to exceed ninety days, 
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(3) ."Correctional faciliti' means a facility operated by a 
governing unit primarily designed, staffed, and used 
for the housing of adult person serving terms not 
exceeding one year for the purposes of punishment, 
correction, and rehabilitatio~ followinq conviction 
of a criminal offense.' '. , -" 

The Legislature h~s directed that this report deal with the re­
lationship of the state to local detention and correctional facility 
operations. Statistics available to the Commission indicate that on any 
given day, more than 80% of all local prisoners are housed within 
detention or correctional facilities. Insofar as the majority of the 
prisoner population discussed in this report are housed in. corr.e.ctional 
facilities, the term "correctional facility" is 'used interchangeably 
with "detention" facility. 

The recognition of the classifications and limitations upon local 
jails parallel the development of the Hashington Criminal Code and its 
divis~on'rif~iFfous criminal offenses into misdemeanors, gross mis­
demeanors and felonies (the latter being a term used without definition 

in Article IV, Section 6 of the State Constitution). In the recodi­
fication of this code, effective July 1, 1976, these terms are defined 
as follows: 

FELONY 

~11 SOEt·1EANOR 

GROSS 
~HSDEt~EANOR 

Any crime described as such, or for 
which a person can be sentenced in 
excess of one year. 

Any crime described as such, or for 
which a person may be imprisoned no 
longer than 90 days. 

Any crime for which a person may be 
imprisoned for up to one year. 

RCW 9A.04.040. Felonies are divided into· three categories: 

Class A, sentences in excess of 20 years may be imposed; 

Class B, sentences over 8 but less than 20 years; and 

Class C, sentences of less than 8 years, RCW 9A.20.020. 

It can be assumed both from the division of criminal offenses by 
length of time to be served and from the limitation placed on the length 
of time various classifications of jails may hold prisoners, that only 
pretrial and sentenced misdemeanants were intended to be held in local 
correctional facilities. Further, the wide discretion given to superior 
courts in sentencing may contribute to a large number of sentenced 
felons of all classes being held in local correctional facilities. This 
fact, together with the significant number of felons who are detained 
for long periods pending transfer to state facilities and of state 
prisoners who are held in local facilities pending parole hearings, 
renders any clear definition of specific prisoners as either state or 
1 oc.a 1 both diffi cult and arb; trary. 
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II. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF LOCAL JAIL POPULATIONS 

Sample data collected by th C . . 
and 1979 provide a profile of lo~aio~~sls~on from local jails for 1978 

Jal lnmate characteristics. 

and 2~h(6~a~~)st populatl0n consists of males bettoJee'n··the aQes of 15· 
jails and i4% ~f ~~males dcomprise 8.7% of all persons incarcerated in 

o ose un er 15 years of age. 

Non-whites (Blacks Hispani N' . 
approxi~atel~ 22.4% of iocal jaifSpo ail~~ Amerlcans, As~ans) comprise 
populatl0n flgures for Clark Ki puda

s
l0n e~en excludlng the jail 

ethnic characteristics were ~ot ng,.an nohomlsh Counties for which 
E~hnic minorities are substanti aval1able at the time.of this writing. 
tlonal ~acilities proportior~teailyt~v~r represen~ed ln local correc-
populatlon. ,0 elr numbers ln the state's general 

. Statewide, 71.2% of all 10 1 " . 
reslden~e in the county where th! Jal1 prl~oners have an ~stablished 
county ln Washington and approxim~t:~~ ~~t~~ned,.~6.5% reslde in another 
Felons (convicted or charged) co'· . reSl e outside the state. 
1 oca 1 ~ ail S; mi sdemeanants compr~~~l ~~ ~~. 3% d of 16a 11 0 pri soners ~ollsed in 
Approxlmately 24.7% of the total . . 0 an, :4% are OWL vlolators. 
traffic or "other" a category Wh~r~s?ner populatl0n are classified as 
federal prisoners.' lC lncludes certain state and all 

The majority of pri soners h 1 d' " 
(44%); some 17.2% are sentenced e . 1n Jalls are pre-trial detainees 
sentenced prisoners held in jailpr1so~e~s. The remaining 21.7% are 
following sentancing Federal pre- r1al and co~tinuing in confinement 
5.9% of the 'total st~te 'ail agenc~ and U:S. Court holds comprised 
local adult probation deiaine~~PU1~~10n dU~lryg this period and 3.2% were 
releases, and other prisoners h~ld fe rtemhalsnlng 8. 1% wer~ parolees, work 

or e tate of Washlngton. 
The largest prisoner populat' h l' .. 

class E (misdemeanant) Offenders 10n 0 e d 1n local Jalls are pre-trial 
OWL offenders (9.6%) and pre-t . i9. 7%),.followed closely by pre-trial 
Although subject to tremendousr~:r.t~~ffl~/other offenders (8.7%). 
to 63 days), the overall avera e la lon etween jurisdictions (17 
city or county correctional fa~il~~~9th.Of4~t;y for all persons held in 
of stay for pre-trial persons is 28 ~s lS .. days. The average length 
average length of stay is 59 4 d . days, Whlle a sentenced prisoner's 
average 43.2 days in local j~ils~Ys. Persons classified as "holds" 

Pre-trial detainees over 90% f 
pre-trial detention, are'often rel 0 whom spe~d less than 60 days in 
or bail (15.7%) or bond (12 4%) eased?n ~h~lr personal recognizance, 
leased pre-trial (17.8%). A ;e'a~et a slgn~f1~a~t number are not re-
of the jail population are ers~nsate and slg~lflcantly large porportion 
no pre-trial release (14 6)P I who moved lnto sentenced status with 
are not released prior t~ t~ial~ all, some 32.4% of all pre-trial detainees 

3 
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Sentenced prisoners are most frequently released following the 
completion of the imposed sentence (40.5%); 11.3% of such prisoners \",p.re 
released on supervision and 16.2% are transferred to a state or federal 
authority. 

The annual average daily population (ADP) in city and county 
correctional facilities ~as increased from 1.897 in 1975 to 2,559 in 
1979. This represents a 34.8% increase in the ADP (see Table 1). An 
additional ADP of state or federal prisoners housed in such jails ran~e 
between 15S and 203. 

Table 1 summarizes the overall projection of local jail 
which the Con~ission recently completed in the course of its 
mination of appropriate maximum levels of funding for new or 
local detention and correctional facilities. 

Time Interval 

1975-1979 
1980-1984 
1985-1989 
1990-1994 
1995-1999 
2000 

TABLE 1 

Average Daily Population 

2427.58 
3539.60 
3862.40 
4051.80 
4410.80 
4673.80 

capacitiec:; 
deter­
remodeled 

Percent _Change 

+45.8 
+ 9.2 
+ 4.9 
+ 8,9 
+ 6.0 

The methodology used in making these projections is described more 
fully in a separate report on the jail bond program which has been 
submitted to the legislature. Overall, these projections have required 
certain assumptions to be made, principally including a slowing of the 
ra·te of population growth, a cyclical decline in the major at-risk age 
cohort. constant incarceration rates and no major changes in either the 
use of alternatives to local jails not' any substantial change in present 
sentencing practices, as well as the anticipated full use of any increased 
j ail capacity. 

The average daily population projections set forth in Table 1 
reflect the following projected incarceration rates (number of persons 
incarcerated for each 1000 persons in the jurisdictions population): 

Time Interval 

1975-1979 
1980-1984 
1985-1989 
1990-1994 
1995-1999 
2000 

TABLE 2 

Incarceration Rate 

.00068 

.00087 

.00084 

.00080 

.00079 

.00078 

4 

Percent Change 

-27.9 
3.4 

- 4.5 
- 1. 2 
- 1. 3 

, 
!l 

.... 

.Present~y available statistics suggest that increases in the ADP 
notwlths~and1ng, incarceration rates should peak in the 1980-1984 period 
and ~ecl1ne up to the year 2000. This tapering off is princi all\ 
attr1buted to the. increasingly older population now prOjectedPforYthe 
state. However, 1t should be noted that the incarceration rate ro'ected 
:~~ ~~~9~ear 2000 will be 14.7% higher than the period between 1~7~J 

~gain m~king certain assumptions which are included in the fundable 
capa~lty proJect~ desc~ibed more fully in the Commission\s separate 
~un~lng re~ort, 1nclud1ng a statutorily-directed peaking factor of 1 29 
1t 1S P~sslble t~ ~r~ject "available beds" and "needed beds" in loca; , 
correct,on~l fac111t1es over the next twenty years. This urojection 
se~ forth 1n Tab!e 3, of course assumes that all the local' beds for' 
w
19
h
8
1
4
Ch state fund1ng has been sought will become available in the period 
-1986. 

Time Interval 

1980-1984 
1985-1989 
1990-1994 
1995-1999 
2000 

TABLE 3 

Beds Available 

3649 
4428 
4428 
4428 
4428 

Beds Needed 

3529.6 
3862.4 
4051.8 
4410.8 
4673.8 

Percent Utilization 

97.0% 
87.2% 
91.5% 
99.6% 

105.6% 

This bri~f overvie~ o~ local jail population is offered to provide 
a general bas1s for rev1ew1ng problems currently beina encountered in 
local cor~ecti~nal facilities and how such problems necessarily involve 
the r~lat1?nsh1p between,stat~ and local government. Greater detail on 
ce~ta1n p~lsoner populat1ons 1S provided as appropriate in Part III 
wh~ch rev~ew~ such problems as they have come to the attention of the 
Ja11 Comm1ss1on. 
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III. 

AN OVERVIEW OF LOCAL CORRECTIONS PROBLEMS 

. th re are many problems which impede The Commission reco~nlzes that teand administration of local jail 
the.e~f~cient a~d effe~t1Ve ma~agem~~ se issues .the Commission has deter­
faCl11tles. Th1s.sectJon.§X~.HIJ1ne~ Q. this regard. 
mined to be current pr10r1ty concerns 1n 

PUBLIC ATTITUDES 

. t 't de regarding incarceration. On The public has an amb1valent at~l ~eason there is so much crime is 
one hand, it is commonly he~d ~hatd t~at punishments are not sever: eno~gh. 
that the courts are too len1e~ an. ate's correctional system 1S d01ng 
The puhlic believe~ that t~e J~bt~~~si~~ates should not be granted weekend 
is no better than av:rage an 10 ment pre-release. Furth~r, the 
leaves to visit re~at1ves or.to se~kc~~Pre~idivism, that prisoner r1~hts 
ublic feels that 1ncarcerat10n re u 'on facilities that are bU11t ~ust be protected and that.an~ new correct1 other state and federal sources. should be financed from eX1st1ng revenues or 

. re arding specific incarceration . There is no clear ~ubl1C concen~ust t~ugh" attitude regarding sentenc1ng 
policies. While there 1S clearly a .i~ed to correctional facilities.there 
and length~ of stay fo~ pert~on~il~~~~ness of the public to pay the h1gh is uncerta 1 nty concernl ng . e 
costs of massive incarcerat1on. 

STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS 

. '. 1 and statutory development of local The review of the.const1tu~10na 'llustrates the separation a~d . 
jails in the ~ntr~duct10n to th1S r:~~r~o~al cor~ection~ ~fforts. Th1S 1S 
lack of coord1nat10n between st~te ffort"s at coord1nat10n; however, 
not to suggest that there have een ~~ eand from the perspective of local 
to date such efforts hahve ~een ~h~r~r~~cipai beneficiary. government, the state as een . 

o 11 risoners in local correct10nal On any given day 1~.6% of aPr oses of this report, these are 
facilities are state pr~~o~e~s~iS~~~t~~nPand control of the sta~e adult 
persons under.t~e.custo 1a J~ e the commit an offense, includ1ng 
corrections d1V1S10n at.th: t1m y awaiting transfer from a ~oc~l 
parole violators a~d adJUd1~~~~d fe~~~Smost significant chara~ter1st1c 
to a state correct10nal fac1 1 Yf 'eligible for disposit10n by 
of these prisoners ;s t~at ve~~ .ewt~~~ in programs designed as alter­
local autho~ities. T~e1r.pa~u~~~~~tiallY diminished. natives to lncarcerat10n 1S 

. th authority for contracting with Chapter 72.68 RCW establ1shes ~ 'tories to house state prisoners. 
local jurisdictions, other s~a~es ~r r:~~~y used and does not address 
However, this statutory prov1~10n 1S ulation in local correctional 
the more significant state pr1S?~er P~~ements between the federal and 
facilities. RCW 70.48.140 perm' s a~ on~rs in local jails and such 
local aovernments to hold federal ~r~~ reimbursed for jail space are agreements whereby local governmen , 
common. 
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In 1979, legislation was enacted (Chapter 72.72 RCW) providing for 
the establishment of an institutional impact account whereby local 
governments could receive reimbursement for some of the costs incurred 
in hOUSing, adJudicaHna and supervising residents of state institutions 
accused or convicted of committing crimes while in such institutions. 

With regard to the significant state population in local jails, 
state statutes give local government little or no control over their 
housing. Specifically, RCW 9.95.120 provides that warrants by state 
probation and parole officers against state parolees who violate the 
terms of their parole or commit another offense shall be honored by 
local jails. It also provides that 'release of such prisoners prior to 
any revocation hearing is subject to order by the state Board of Prison 
Terms and Parole. Similar provisions are incorporated in RCW 72.02A.090, 
although this statute contains a "space available" provision which is 
the basis for some disputes currently as to the statutory obligation to 
hold such prisoners. Such prisoners, when held, are clearly not subject 
to local control with regard to the determination of qualification for 
pre-hearing release. An important provision relative to this population 
is that the various categories of state releases who are returned to 
state institutions for violation of terms of their release have local 
jail time credited to their new sentence if the minimum terms are equal 
to their maximum terms. In effect, the cost 91: .QQLJsing tJlese prisoners 
for a portion_of th~.ir sent~nc~ .. length shifts .. from~ ~~e state to local 
novernment for the sentenced t1me passed 1n local Jalls. 

The fact that very fe\" of these inmates are subject to any form of 
release by local officials under established "alternatives to incar­
ceration" programs is the most significant characteristic of this state 
population. Less than 10% of all parole violators and less than 2% of 
the work release prisoners are released pre-hearing. On the other hand, 
local pretrial prisoners are released in almost three-fourths of the 
cases. Again, it should be noted that the release of parole violators 
awaiting an on-site hearing is the responsibility of the Board of Prison Terms and Parole. 

The inability of local judges to release parole violators from local 
jails becomes even more evident when average lengths of state, pre-trial 
or pre-hearing are examined. The average length of stay pre-trial for 
the local prisoner population is 28.31 days; for parolees the average 
length of stay is 60.6 days or 114% longer. 

To date, there have been few significant efforts to explore joint 
or cooperative facilities or programs between local governments and the state. 

RCW 72.64.100 allows for the establishment of regional jail camps 
and for local correctional prisoners to be held therein with reimbursement 
to the state for such hOUSing, but to date no such program has been undertaken. 

Overall, local jails which maintain large state (and federal) prisoner 
populations with correspondingly long lengths of stay tend to be more 
noticeably overcrowded and to experience a greater number of major incidents. 
This prisoner population presence within local jails is a matter of major 
concern in any review of the relationship between state and local govern­ment in corrections. 

7 
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CITY AND COUNTY CORRECTIONS 

In recent months, attempts at resolving consolidation agreements 
between cities and counties over the housing of city prisoners in county 
facilities have produced prolonged and in some cases yet-u~resolved 
negotiations. In one ~ase a major city ~as chosen ~o.resc~n~ all 
municipal criminal ord1nances, to close 1ts own mun1c1pal Ja1l, and to 
direct its law officers to charge violators under county or state law. 
In some cases, cities claim that a porti~n oL~t.~.te __ sales an9 ~xcise 
taxes paid by dty residents should be credited against the cost.of 
housing city prisoners in the county jail. In some cases there 1S the 
potential for differences of opinion c9ncerr:!JlJgwheth~r a prisQncr is the 
resp~nsibi.1itY ~f ~h~ ~i_tY.C?r ~he county. 

PHYSICAL PLANT 

A majority of all local correctional facilities in which 90% of all 
local prisoners are held were built prior to 1950. In ~a~h.case the 
effective and efficient institutional life of these faC111t1es has exceeded 
the reasonable limits. This has occurred despite remodeling efforts in 
some instances. 

Within existing local jails, the square footage per prisoner is 
significantly less than the square feet required by state physical . 
plant standards for new facilities. In the majority of all correct1onal 
facilities, the per prisoner square footage is less than.h~lf that 
required by those standards; in almost a third of th~s~ Ja1ls, the per 
prisoner space is 15 square feet or less. If :ocal Ja1ls h~ld only ~he 
number of prisoners which could be a5~comm~datea .bX t!l~ pl~Y~l~al_ plan"!: 
standards, existing capacities in local correct1ona~ fac1l1t1es w~ul~ be 
reduced by nearly fifty percent. Even.granting.var1an~e~ from eX1st1ng 
standards would not substantially amel10rate th1S cond1t1on. 

A major constraint on jail management is the inabi~ity to p~o~e~ly 
classify and separate individuals. Among local correc:1onal fac1~lt1es, 
some 35.1% have no single cells and almost 75% have 30% or less.slngle 
ce 11 s. Consequently, most pri soners are confined in 1 arge dorm~ tory-type 
units often with disregard for the nature of the offense for Wh1Ch they 
are suspected or convicted. 

ESCALATING COSTS OF OPERATING CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

Many counties estimate the cost of meeting state custodial care 
standards as increasing jail operating costs anywhere from 25 to 50%.. . 
While it is premature to attempt to analyze the accuracy of such predlct1ons, 
the fact remains that the cost of operating jails is increasing significantly 
at a time of decreasing revenues. In a few jails a dramatic inc~ease has 
resulted merely from recognizing the basic requireme~t of full-tlme,.24-hour 
staff coverage of the jail. In some large~ jails wh1~h.already.prov1de 
regular checks upon jail population or to 1mplement mlnlmum medlcal 
standards. 
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Increased operating budgets are unavoidable within local corrections 
systems, just as they have been within the state facilities which are 
now attempting to catch up with developing constitutional standards as 
enunciated by the federal courts. This will continue to be true not­
withstanding the Jail Commission's current effort to revise its custodial 
care standards to make them as flexible as constitutionally possible. 

It is generally accepted that the cost of operating a new jail 
facility over its lifetime will be 20 to 30 times the cost of building 
that structure. This hard reality has had a beneficial impact on the 
design process for new facilities; funded jurisdictions are now taking 
an extremely close look at how new jail facilities can be made as 
operationally efficient as possible in order to keep their corrections 
budget at the minimum but still meet state standards. These efforts 
are essential and comMendable but will undoubtedly be largely offset 
by the larger jail populations which can be expected to exist with 
larger jail facilities. 

OVERCROWDING 

Overcrowding in local correctional and detention facilities was 
found to be as high as 470% of the "l~easonable capacity" of certain 
jails in 1979. In those jails where overcrowding presented a chronic 
problem, it was found that in 1979 these facilities overall maintained 
populations some 98.4% greater than their reasonable capacities. Of 
thirty-three cities or counties seeking state bond monies for renovating 
or expanding their jail facilities, 54.5% had daily populations ex­
ceeding their reasonable capacities on 50% or more of the 1825 days of 
the lq75-l979 period. 

There are a number of specific factors which directly contribute to 
overcrowding in local correctional facilities. The first is the inability 
to control the flow of prisoners into and out of such facilities. This 
inability results principally from the fact that the sentencing, and 
control over release, of all categories of prisoners lies within the 
discretion of the judiciary or state agencies separate from the city or 
county government which operates, and pays for, the operation of the 
jail. At the same time, many of the programs which might be employed by 
sentencing judges as an alternative to jail time must be funded and 
developed by local government. Currently, the rules governing the use 
of alternatives to incarceration are fragmented, informal and varying in 
the deqree of use between jurisdictions. Moreover, neither the local 
government nor the local judges have any pro0rams for "state prisoners." 

Approximately 73% of all local jail inmates are held prior to 
adjudication. The use of pre-trial release programs among local correc­
tional facilities ranges from 26% to 99% of all pre-trial prisoners and is 
largely dependent upon available bed space as much as it.is on the 
seriousness of charges. The most frequently used pre-tr1al release 
mechanism is personal recognizance (23.1%). Nearly one-third of all persons 
held pre-trial are not released prior to final court disposition. At least 
one-fifth of those jails seeking funding for remodeling or new construction, 
reported their laroest pre-trial populations to be traffic violators, and 
51% of all prisoners bound over to a sentenced status without pre-trial 
release were non-felons. 
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More than 40% of all sentenced prisoners in correctional facilities 
are released only after completion of their imposed sentence. Only 11.3% 
of all sentenced prisoners receive some form of supervised release in lieu 
of incarceration in a local jail. Uncoordinated and fragmented use of 
available alternatives to incarceration characterized more than 60% of 
those applicant jurisdications seeking funding for jail construction or 
remodeling. The Commission found little evidence that existing conditions 
and practice. are projected .to chance. 

Conditions within local jails and state facilities undoubtedly have 
had an effect on sentencing practices. Overcrowding in both systems has 
caused judges to use alternatives to incarceration and hand out shorter 
sentences. Many judqes prefer to hold an offender in the community 
jail. There is a pe~ception that control of a prisoner is lost when he is 
sentenced to a state institution and that the potential for rehabilitation 
is correspondingly reduced. The availability of space in a local jail 
will reduce the likelihood of a judge sentencing an offender to a state 
instituti on whil e the converse is also true. The overcrowded conditions 
found within state institutions directly._c!ffgct 19C(!1 jail p.9pulations. 
In the various local jails the lengths of stay will differ,and the longer 
the length of stay the greater the tendency towards overcrowding and the 
occurrence of serious incidents. The institutional settings in which persons 
are held against their will foster tensions. Inc~dents between inm~t~s .and . 
between inmates and staff will always occur 1 .. Qutln ovcrcrQlilrlecl f~cllltles wlth 
inadequate physical plants, the occurrence of such incidents will happen 
even more frequently. 

Parole holds, work release, and furlough violators and other state 
holds com rise a roximatel 10% of all risoners held in local jails . 

. 1 e more t an ~wo-thlrds of all local prisoners are granted pre-trial 
release, less than 10% of all parole violators held in local facilities 
are released prior to their parole hearing. Long lengths of stay pre-trial 
for parole violators held in local jails contribute to overcrowding as well 
as the displacement of local prisoners. 

Sentenced prisoners awaiting transfer to state institutions account 
for 4.2% of the total sentenced prisoners population in local jails, and 
their stay following conviction averages 30 days. 

DIFFERENTIAL INCARCERATION 

There is a disproportionately high incarceration rate for Native 
Americans, Blacks, and Hispanics in the nation generally and particularly 
in Washington State. The inequalities suffered by ethnic minorities 
generally in our society tend to be exacerbated in the corrections setting. 

The data available (does not include Clark, King, or Snohomish 
Counties) reveals that while the overall incarceration rate during the 
period August through October, 1980, was .00082, it was .00346 for 
Native Americans, .00325 for Blacks, and .00200 for Hispanics. This 
raises serious humanitarian, political and management issues regarding 
the administration of justice in this state. The effect of this cir­
cumstance on overcrowdi ng, a lthourh untested.,y.~,L ~~ .p..T0l1oynced. That 
such a relatively small proportTon of the total population occupies such 
a large proportion of local jail beds presents this issue as one requiring 

10 

review,an~ consideration wit~in the discussion of overcrowding. Because 
there 1S lnadequate data avallable to more clearly determine the basis 
for this situation, it requires additional study and analysis. 

TRAHIING OF CORRECTIONAL STAFF 

The State Criminal Justice Training Commission offers a basic 
academy for correctional staff as well as many specific courses for such 
personnel. The state custodial care standards specifically require both 
preserviceand ~nservic~ ~raining for such staff. Despite this, the 
lack of approprlate tralnlng for correctional staff remains one of the 
most serious areas of concern irr local jails. 

This problem occurs for a variety of reasons. Foremost is the 
frequent turnover of staff· which, in turn, reflects a lack of incentives 
to conti nue such work .. Fernaps even f'lore criti ca'l is the cost to 1 oca 1 
government to send staff to the state training center for available 
prog~am~, While the cost of the program is absorbed by the Training 
Commlsslon, local government must pay for its staff travel and housing 
and for the cost of replacement staff, often requiring use of overtime 
by existing staff. The result is the current practice of only sending 
longer ~erm staff to such training and having a majority of jail staff 
serve wlthout such basic training unless acquired prior to hire. 
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IV, 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following findings and recommendations regarding the relationship 
of state to local corrections is submitted with awareness and understanding 
of the complexity of the problems. Additionally, the Commission is fully 
cognizant of the work being undertaken by other concerned state, local, and 
public interest entities regarding corrections issues. Therefore, the 
Commission has substantially restricted the findings and recommendations in 
this report to ~hose areas where its statutory responsibilities have caused 
it to focus attention. It should be noted that the specific recommendations 
are necessarily inter-related and should be considered for implementation as 
such. 

A, CENTRAL CURRENT JAIL CONCERNS 

Findings 

(1) The cost of constructing and operating local jail facilities is 
escalating at an alarming rate. For each month that new jail construction 
or remodeling is delayed, the cost may increase by 1.1%. The costs of 
operating jails in a manner which insures the protection of inmate rights 
and provides a safe work environment for jail staff may be expected to in­
crease by 50 - 70% overall. Further delay in addressing the needs of 
local corrections may only exacerbate these costs. 

(2) Overcrowding is presently the most pervasive problem facing local 
jails. Overcrowding in local jails has been found to occur as often as 
one-half of the time. There are few days where daily populations do not 
approach capacity. Segregation and classification of inmates is virtually 
impossible while the potential for violence is greatly enhanced by the 
over-utilization of local jails. 

(3) Nearly all local jail facility physical plants are inadequate for 
the tasks expected of them and should be closed, remodeled, or replaced. 
These jail physical plants contribute to overcrowding and other serious 
problems. The reasonable capacities of these facilities are less than half 
the number presently housed therein. Segregation and classification of 
prisoners in these facilities is virtually non-existent. Approximately 30% 
of the larger local jails in this state have reached or have exceeded their 
institutional lives. Current physical plants of virtually all city and 
county jails are inadequate to meet minimum constitutional standards. 

Recommendations 

(1) The Commission recommends that the Legislature continue to 
support, through the appropriation of necessary bond monies, the jail 
construction and remodeling program which commenced in 1979. 

(2) The Commission recommends that the jail bond monies program 
be considered by th0 Legislature as a component part of the overall state 
and local corrections strategy and policy. 
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(4) The Commission recommends that a cle~r and consistent state policy 
for the housing and treatment of all mentally 111 persons be set forth and 
complied with. Further, that necessary state funds be.a~propriated to. 
insure proper staffing and treatment for the mentally 11 I who are requ1red 
to be incarcerated in local correctional facilities. 

(5) The Commission recommends that the ~e~islature ~etermine and.estab­
lish clear direction as to the proper use of Ja1ls and pr1sons and reV1se 
sentencing 1 altJS in such a way as to permit g~eater predi ctabil i~y ?f space 
needs as well as planning of necessary funct10ns an~ ~rograms.w1th1n s~ch 
facilities. The Commission strongly supports exped1t1ouS reV1ew of th1S 
need and careful projections of the impact of any ~evis~ons.ln ~urrent 
practice upon local jails as well as state correct1ons 1nst1~ut1ons. 

C. DIFFERENTIAL INCARCERATION 

Finding 

There is a significantly high number of ethnic minorities incarcerated 
in our jail facilities and our state institutions. Conversely, there are 
few minorities employed in these facilities in a~y capacity.and there.a~e 
none in positions involving the development and lmplementatl0n of pol1c1es 
or administration. 

Recommendations 

(1) The Commission recommends that a comprehensive review of d~ffer­
ential incarceration rates be undertaken at the state level to determ1ne 
the causes and the effects relative to both minorities and government. 

(2) The Commission recommends that immediate actions be initiated by 
all units of government to implement positive appointment and employment 
practices as pertains to minorities in corrections positions. 

~; i 

D. TRAINING OF CORRECTIONAL STAFF 

Finding 

A substantial majority of jail staff are initially given responsibility 
for the security and welfare of prisoners without reasonable and adequate 
training to discharge their assigned functions. Many continue to serve 
long periods without the minimum training nee~ed to ensure staff safety 
and the proper administration of their custod1al duties. 

Recommendations 

(1) The Commission recommends that the Washington State Criminal 
Justice Training Commission give priority to the developr.Jent and imple­
mentation of corrections staff training. 

(2) It is recommended that the Wash~n~t?n State Crimi~a~ Justice 
Training Commission take the lead respons~b:l1ty for determ1n1ng.alter­
native and innovative methods whereby tra1n1ng for local correct1ons 
personnel can be provided both initial and remedial training needed for 
the satisfactory discharge of their duties. 
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E. STATE AND LOCAL CORRECTIONS 
Findings 

(1) There is considerable confusion regarding the definition of 
"state prisoners" held in local facilities. 

(2) Historically, state corrections facility planning has not 
properly considered those prisoners being housed in local facilities. 
T~e present statutory relationship between state and local aovernment 
w1th regard to incarceration is inequitable and of little benefit to either, 
Though both systems share many of the same problems and indeed the same 
prisoner population, existing attempts to alleviate problems in one 
system have a tendency to either ignore or even exacerbate problems in 
the other. Though practically and inextricably related, the two corrections 
systems act unilaterally. The existing statutory relationship between 
the two systems reveals little understanding of the problems inherent 
within local jails. 

.. (3). ~ocal government en!ities are responsible for operating and main­
talnlng Ja1ls yet they have l1ttle opportunity to control the incarceration 
rate of pre-trial or convicted persons. 

(4) Local correctional facilities could be utilized as alternatives' 
to state institutions when space is available. However consideration of 
thi: alternative should be on the basis of return to th~ county of 
resldence and should be limited to non-violent prisoners. 

(5) On-site hearings for parolees are often delayed pending con­
clusion of local criminal prosecutions. These offenders are not subject 
to local court jurisdiction regarding the use of alternative programs. 

(6) There is a lack of necessary mental health services available 
for persons app~ehend~d and held in local corrections facilities. In many 
1nstances, publ1C asslstance health benefits are not made available to 
indigent prisoners. 

Recommendations 

(1) The Commission recommends that the following definition be 
used in differentiating state and local prisoners: 

(a) Any prisoner who has been sentenced to confinement 
into the Adult Corrections Division of the State 
Department of Social and Health Services who, while 
still under the jurisdiction of that department, 
commits either a new offense and/or violates the 
terms and conditions of such sentence, as a 
consequence of which he or she is held in a city 
or county jail, PROVIDED that any such prisoner 
who is not eligible for release from such jail 
due to other charges and restrictions on release 
shall not be included within this category. 
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(b) Any prisoner sentenced to a state correctional 
facility or being returned to such facility 
following a violation of conditions of release 
on probation, following the first ten days such 
prisoner is held within a given jail following 
sentence or order of confinement. 

(2) The Commission recommends that the Legislature establish a 
central state criminal justice coordination and control agency. Further, 
that this agency be initially charged with coordinating a comprehensive 
review of state and local corrections programs involving the Legislative, 
Executive, and Judicial branches of government. And, that the results 
of such review serve as the basis for future direction regarding 
corrections-related policies and programs. 

(3) The Commission recommends that necessary con$i1.eration be given 
to providing compensation to local governments for maintenance and operating 
costs when it is determined that local facilities are being used as 
alternatives to state institutions. 

(4) The Commission recommends that parole violators held in local 
facilities be subject to the authority of the local Superior Court for 
purposes of employing alternatives to protracted period of incarceration. 
Further, that consideration be given to statutorily eliminating the option 
of delaying on-site hearings pending resolution of separate criminal 
proceedings. 

E. CITY AND COUNTY CORRECTIONS 

Finding 

Effecting city/county consolidations and attempts to resolve disputes 
with regard to cost-sharing highlighted the need for clarification in this 
area. The questions are: 

(a) Who are "city" or "county" prisoners; 

(b) Should cities bear the full cost of housing their 
prisoners in county facilities; and, 

(c) How should differences between jurisdictions be 
reconciled? . 

Recommendation 

The Commission recommends that these issues be clarified through 
statutory action. 
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