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Summary

In 1991, 58% of Federal prisoners (an
estimated 31,100 inmates) and 21% of
State prisoners (149,200) were serving
a'sentence for a drug offense. Drug
traffickers were 43% of Federal offend-
ers and 13% of State prisoners.

A fourth of Federal inmates serving time
for a drug offense other than possession
belonged to an illegal drug organization.
About 9% belonged to an organization .
with 11 or more members.

These findings about the predominance
of drug offenders among Federal in-
mates come from separate, but similar,
surveys of State and Federal inmates.
For the first time, in the summer

of 1991, inmates were selected in na-
tionally representative samples of both
the Federal and State prison popula-
tions. They responded to questions
about their past and current lives in
lengthy personal interviews. The
simultaneous surveys document how
the two populations differ and are alike.

Other major findings include the
following:

Current offense

¢ About 17% of Federal inmates and
47% of State inmates were in prison

for a violent offense. Murder accounted
for 2% of Federal prisoners and almost
11% of State inmates.

Sentence length and
time to be served

« On average, Federal inmates were
expected to serve almost 6 % years

on a sentence of alimost 10 years,
and State inmates, 5z years on a sen-
tence of 12% years. -

Criminal history

« About 61% of Federal inmates and
93% of State inmates had been on
probation or incarcerated before their
current sentence or were serving a
sentence for a violent crime.

Drug and alcohol use

o Federal inmates reported less drug
uss than State inmates.

42% of Federal inmates and
62% of State inmates had
ever used drugs regularly

32% of Federal inmates and

50% of State inmates had
used drugs in the month before
their current offense

17% of Federal inmates and

31% of State inmates were using
drugs when they committed
their current offense.

» Federal inmates were half as likely as
State inmates to have been under the
influence of alcohol or drugs when they
committed their current offense (24%
versus 49%). Eleven percent of Federal
prisoners and 32% of State prisoners
were under the influence of alcohol.

o Federal inmates reported slightly lower
levels of participation in drug treatment
than State inmates. Among those who
had used drugs in the month before their
current offense, about 43% of Federal
inmates and 48% of State inmates had
been in a drug treatment program since
their admission to prison; 15% of Feder-
al inmates and 20% of State inmates
were participating at the time of the
survey.

Weapons

¢ About 12% of Federal prisoners and
16% of State prisoners were armed
when they committed the offense for
which they were serving time.

e Among violent offenders 38% in
Federal prison and 29% in State prison
had carried a firearm when committing
their current offense.

» About a quarter of Federal inmates
who carried a firearm during the crime
discharged the weapon. More than
half of State offenders in prison who
committed their crime with a gun
discharged it.

Personal and family characteristics

¢ Federal inmates were more likely than
State inmates to be —
women (8% versus 5%),
Hispanic (28% versus 17%),
age 45 or older (22% versus 10%),
married (38% versus 18%),
with some college education
(28% versus 12%), -
noncitizens (18% versus 4%),
employed prior to their arrest
(74% versus 67%), and
raised in a two-parent home
(58% versus 43%).

o Federal inmates were less likely than
State inmates to have —
lived in a foster home
(8% versus 17%),
parents who abused alcohol or drugs
(16% versus 27%),
a relative who had been incarcerated
(26% versus 38%), and
been physically or sexually abused
at some time before entering prison
(6% versus 14%). -

-

¢ An estimated 62% of Federal inmates
were parents of 70,300 children under
age 18, and 57% of State inmates were
parents of 818,000 minor children.

HIV

¢ A smaller percentage of Federal
inmates (0.8%) than State inmates
(2.2%) reported testing positive for the
human immunodeficiency virus (HIV)
that causes AIDS. These findings are
based on 5§3% of Federal inmates and
51% of State inmates who knew they
had been tested for the HIV and could
report the test results.

Activities since admission

¢ About 58% of Federal inmates and
46% of State inmates had enrolled in

a school program since their admission.
About 3 in 10 had attended a vocational
program.

¢ An estimated 91% of Federal inmates
and 70% of State prisoners had a job
while in prison. Of these, about 98%

of the Federal prisoners and 88% of the
State prisoners received some form

of compensation.
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COMPAﬁING FEDERAL AND STATE PRISONERS

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- Most federal prisoners are drug
offenders, but almost half of state prisoners ére serving time
for violent crimes. offenders in federal prisoﬁs are almost
three times as likely as state prisoners to be incarcerated for a
drug offense, aécording to a Department of Justice sggdy released

today.

About 58 percent of federal prisoners.are being held for
drug law violations--more than 42 percent for drug trafficking
and about .15 percent for othrer types of drug crimes. Among state
inmates, approximately 21 percent are confined for drug offenses-
-about 13 percent for drug trafficking and 8.percent for other

drug offenses.

The data are from interviews with representative samples of
13,986 state prisoners and 6,572 sentenced federal prisoners.

The Department’s Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) and Bureau of

(MORE)



Prisons (BOP) conducted the comprehensive study to provide the
first comparisons of inmate backgrounds and other characteristics

for the two populations.

At the time the study was conducted in the summer of 1991,
there were about 54,000 sentenced offenders in federal prisons
and 704,000 sentenced state prisoners. Not included were federal

detainees awaiting trial, deportation or other procedures.

Federal, but not state, inmates serving time for drug
trafficking offenses reported the quantity of drugs involved in

their cases. The average quantity was:

--Heroin traffickers, 6 pounds.
--Crack traffickers, 2 pounds.
—--Cocaine traffickers, 183 pounds.

--Marijuana traffickers, 3% tons.

Drug dealing of this magnitude translates into very large
sums of money, the report said, and illustrates that the
seriousness of federal offenses differs in character from the

serious violence that is more typical of state prisoners.

(MORE)



Twenty-seven ﬁercent of federal inmates and 61 percent of
state inmates had a current or past sentence for a violent crime.
Federal inmates'(43 percent) were twice as likely as state
inmates (19 percent) to have never been on probation or

incarcerated before their current offense.

About 12 percent of the federal prisoners and 16 percent of
the state prisoners were armed when they committed the offense
for which they were serving time. Among violent offenders, 38
percent in federal prisons and 29 percent in state prisons
carried a firearm when they committed the offense. About 10
percent of the violent federal offenders and 16 percent of the
violent state offenders fired a gun when they committed the

crime.

Among sentenced federal prisoners surveyed, 66 percent of’
the women and 57 percent of the men were serving time on drug
charges. In comparison, 33 percent of the women and 21 percent
of the men in state prisons had been convicted on drug charges.
Women comprised 8 percent of federal inmates and 5 percent of
state prisoners. The percentages of state and federal sentences

by gender were:

(MORE)



Federal

Men
Violent crime 18%
Property 10
Drugs 57

Public ordef 13

Women

®
o°

17

66

State
Men
47%
25

21

Women
32%
29

33

Federal inmates in general were older, better educated and

from a more stable family background than were state inmates:

'iInmates
Age 45 or older

Married

With some college education

Employed before arrest

Raised in two-parent home

Lived in foster home

Parents abused alcohol/drugs

A relative had served time

22

38

28

74

58

8

16

26

Federal

State
10%
18
12
67
43
17
27

38

About 22 percent of the women in federal prisons and 43

percent of the women in state prisons told interviewers that they
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had been physically or sexually abused at some time before their
imprisonment. Among violent offenders the rates were even
higher--44 percent of women in federal prisons and 56 percent of

women in state prisons.

Among federal prisoners, 38 percent were white non-Hispanic,
30 perceﬁt black non-Hispanic, 28 percent Hispanic and 4 percent
other (Asians, Pacific Islanders and Native Americans). In state
prisons 35 percent of the inmates were white non-Hispanic, 46
percent black non-Hiépanic, 17 percent Hispanic and 2 percent

other.

About 18 percent of the sentenced federal prisoners were not

U.S. citizens, compared to 4 percent of the state prisoners.

Hispanic inmates and those who were non-citizens were more
likely to be serving a sentence for drug crimes than were non-
Hispanics and citizens. More than 80 percent of the Hispanics in
federal prisons and 33 percent of Hispanics in state prisons had
been convicted of drug crimes. Among non-citizens, 85 percent of
the federal inmates and 45 percent of the state inmates had been

convicted of drug crimes.

(MORE)



Forty-two percent of the federal prisoners and 62 percent of
the state prisoners reported having used drugs regularly at some
time during their lives. Federal inmates were half as likely as
state inmates (24 percent vs. 49 percent) to have been under the
influence of drugs or alcohol when they committed the offense for
which they were incarcerated. Eleven percent of the federal
prisoners and 32 percent of the state prisoners said they were

under the influence of alcohol at the time of their offense.

Inmates sentenced for a drug offense have accounted for
increasing percentages of the state and federal prison
populations. Drug offenders were 38 percent of federal prisoners |
and 9 percent of state prisoners in 1986, compared to 58 percent
~and 21 percent in mid-1991. Bureau of Prisons data for 1994

indicate drug offenders are about 62 percent of all sentenced

federal inmates.

The report released by the Department of Justice today was
written by Caroline Wolf Harlow, a statistician in the Bureau of
Justice Statistics, which is a component of the Office of Justice

Prograns.

(MORE)



Single copies of the study, "Comparing Federal and State
Prison Inmates, 1991," (NCJ-145864) as well as other BJS
statistical reports, may be obtained from the BJS Clearinghouse,
Box 179, Annapolis Junction, Maryland 20701-0179. The telephone
number is 1-800-732-3277. Fax orders to 410-792-4358. To
receive a fax copy of the complete 30-page report call

301-216-1827.
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RECORD NUMBER OF PRISONERS REACHED AGAIN LAST YEAR

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- The number of state and federal
prisoners at the end of last year reached a new record number--
948,881 inmates, an almost two-fold increase since 1980, the
Justice Department’s Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) announced
today. In 1980 the nation’s prisons held 329,821 men and women.

The average annual increase since then has been 8.5 percent.

Last year’s growth--65,225 inmates, or 7.4 percent--was
equal to a weekly average gain of about 1,250 prisoners. As of
last December 31, state prisons were estimated to be operating
between 18 percent and 29 percent above capacity, while the
federal system was estimated to be operating at 36 percent over

capacity.

The federal system at the end of last year had 89,586
prisoners, which was almost 12 percent more than at the end of
1992. Among the states, California had the largest number of

inmates (119,951), followed by Texas (71,103) and New York

(MORE)



(64,569). Texas also had 29,546 inmates backed up in local jails

awaiting transfer to state prisons.

The~incérceration-rate for prisoners 'sentenced to more than-
a year was 351 per 100,000 U.S. residents--also a new record.
The states with the highest incarceration rates were Texas (553,
including the state prisoners in jails), Oklahoma (506) and

Louisiana (499) per 100,000 residents of their respective states.

Between 1988 and 1993, the number of sentenced prisoners
grew 51 percent, an increase of more than 306,000 prisoners. All
regions of the country have shown approximately equal growth

rates during the 5-year period.

Almost half of the growth since 1980 was linked to increases
in the number of drug offenders entering prison. 1In 1992, the
latest year for which the data are available, the number of new
prison commitments for drug offenses reached an estimated
102,000, or 30 percent of the new commitments for that year. 1In
1980, 8,900 (7 percent) of the new commitments were for drug

offenses. During this period, the number of adult arrests for

(MORE)



drug law violations more than doubled (from 471,200 to 980,700),
and the likelihood of going to prison increased five-fold, from

19 admissions per 1,000 adult arrests to 104.

BJS noted that during the 1980-1992 period, in addition to
drug offenders, more people were arrested for sexual assault,
robbery, and aggravated assault. An increasingly higher
percentage of these defendants, as well as burglary defendants,
were sent to prison. This combination of more arrests and higher
imprisonment rates resulted in almost 50,000 more people entering

prison in 1992 for these offenses.

Inmate growth was also linked to increases in the number of
parole and probation violators returned to prison. In 1980, 82
percent of state prisoners were admitted to prison directly after
sentencing by a court and 17 percent were admitted for parole
violations. By 1992 the percentage of admissions for parole

violations had increased to 30.

The rise in the prison population was greatest among black

males. Between 1980 and 1992, the black male prison population

increased by 186 percent (261,100 inmates), compared to 143

(MORE)



percent (228,500) for white males. During the same years, the
number of white females increased 275 percent (16,200), and the

number of black females grew by a nearly identical 278 percent

(17,500)-

In 1992 the incarceration rate of black males was 2,678 per
100,000 black residents. The rate of white males was 372 per
100,000. The incarceration rate among black females was 143 per

100,000, compared to 20 per 100,000 for_white females.

As of the end of last year there were 55,365 female state
and federal prisoners--5.8 percent of the total inmate .
population. During the year Texas had the largest increase among

the states (61 percent), going from 2,487 to 4,015.

Single copies of the BJS bulletin, "Prisoners in 1993"
(NCJ-147036) as well as other BJS statistical reports may be
obtained from the BJS Clearinghouse, Box 179, Annapolis Junction,
Maryland 20701-0179. The telephone number is 1-800-732-3277.

Fax orders to 410-792-4358.
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Prisoners in 1993

By Darrell K. Gilliard
and Allen J. Beck
BJS Statisticians

The number of prisoners under the
jurisdiction of Federal or State cor-
rectional authorities at yearend 1993
reached a record high of 948,881.
The States and the District of Colum-
bia added 55,898 prisoners; the Fed-
eral system, 9,327. The increase for
1993 brings total growth in the prison
population since 1980 to 619,060, an
increase of about 188% in the 13-year
period (table 1).

Table 1. Change in the State and
Federal prison populations, 1980-93
Total
percent
Annual change
Number of percent since
Year inmates change 1980
1980 329,821 - -
1981 369,930 122 % 12.2%
1982 413,806 11.9 255
1983 436,855 5.6 325
1984 462,002 5.8 40.1
1985 502,507 88 524
1986 544,972 8.5 65.2
1987 585,084 74 77.4
1988 627,600 73 90.3
1989 712,364 13.5 116.0
1990 773,919 8.6 134.6
1991 - 825,619 6.7 150.3
1992 883,656 70 167.9
1993 948,881 74 187.7
Note: All counts are for December 31 of each
year and may reflect revisions of previously
reported numbers.
- Not applicable.

The 1993 growth rate of (7.4%) was
slightly greater than the percentage
increase recorded during 1992 (7.0%),
and the number of new prisoners
added during 1993 was 7,188 more
than the number added during the
preceding year (58,037). The 1993
increase translates into a nationwide
need for approximately 1,254 prison
bedspaces per week, compared to the
nearly 1,116 prison bedspaces per
week needed in 1992,

Prisoners with sentences of more than
1 year (referred to as "sentenced pris-
oners") accounted for 96% of the total
prison population at the end of 1993,
growing by 7.5% during the year (table
2). The remaining prisoners had sen-
tences of a year or less or were unsen-
tenced (for example, those awaiting
trial in States with combined prison-jail
systems).

The number of sentenced Federal
prisoners increased more than that

of sentenced State prisoners during
1993 (13.2% versus 7.0%). The rate
of increase slowed somewhat from the
year before. In 1992 the Federal
system had increased 15.9%, and

the State population had grown 6.6%.

Prison populations decreased in eight
States and the District of Columbia
through the end of 1993. This
decrease amounted to a combined
total of 716 inmates.

June 1994

The number of inmates under the
jurisdiction of State and Federal
prison authorities at the end of 1993
was 7% higher than the count a year
earlier. Since 1980, the number of
prisoners nationwide has grown by
619,060 — an average of 47,600
per year or more than 900 additional
inmates per week. The 1993 growth
rate translates into an average of
more than 1,254 additional inmates
each week.

Over the last 10 years, 22 jurisdic-
tions have reported prisoner
increases of 100% or more. During
1993, five States, the District of
Columbia, and the Federal prison
system experienced increases of
10% or more. BJS data on prisoners
indicate that returned conditional
release violators, drug offenders,
and an increased probability of
incarceration given arrest constitute
the largest elements in these
population increases.

BJS appreciates the assistance of
employees of departments of correc-
tions nationwide who make these
data available. This report marks
the 67th anniversary of this
Federal/State partnership.

Lawrence A. Greenfeld
Acting Director




Six of the eight States had decreases
of at least 1%. Kansas, Nebraska,
Maine, Montana, Vermont, and Wis-

consin. During 1993 five States and
the Federal system reported increases
of at least 10%. Connecticut experi-

Table 2. Prisoners under the jurisdiction of State or Federal correctional
authorities, by region and jurisdiction, yearend 1992 and 1993
Total Sentenced to more than 1 year
Percent Percent  Incarcer-
Advance Final change Advance Final change, ation
1993 1992 1992-93 1993 1992 1992-93  rate,1993*
U.S. total 948,881 883,656 7.4% 910462 847,271 7.5% 351
Federal 89,586 80,259 11.6% 74,398 65,706 13.2% 29
State 859,295 803,397 7.0 836,064 781,565 7.0 322
Northeast 145,445 138,144 5.3% 139,956 133,658 4.7% 272
Connecticut 13,691 11,403 20.1 10,508 8,794 19.5 321
Maine 1,469 1,518 -33 1,446 1,492 -3.1 117
Massachusetts 10,055 10,053 0.0 9,315 9,665 -3.6 155
New Hampshire 1,775 1,777 -0.1 1,775 1,777 -1 167
New Jersey 23,831 22,653 5.2 23,689 22,653 4.6 299
New York 64,569 61,736 46 64,569 61,736 46 354
Pennsylvania 26,050 24,974 43 26,045 24,966 4.3 216
Rhode Island 2,782 2,775 .3 1,716 1,710 4 172
Vermont 1,223 1,254 -2.5 803 865 3.2 154
Midwest 173,695 167,023 3.9% 173,363 166,658 4.0% 283
lllinois 34,495 31,640 9.0 34,495 31,640 9.0 294
Indiana 14,470 13,945 3.8 14,364 13,791 4.2 250
lowa 4,898 4,518 8.4 4,898 4,518 8.4 174
Kansas 5,727 6,028 -5.0 5,727 6,028 -5.0 226
Michigan 39,529 39,113 1.1 39,529 39,113 1.1 416
Minnesota 4,415 3,822 15.5 4,415 3,822 15.5 97
Missour® 16,178 16,188 - 16,178 16,181 - 308
Nebraska 2,408 2,514 -4.2 2,360 2,435 -3.1 146
North Dakota 498 477 4.4 446 428 4.2 70
Ohio 40,641 38,378 5.9 40,641 38,378 5.9 365
South Dakota 1,553 1,487 4.4 1,653 1,487 4.4 216
Wisconsin 8,783 8,912 -1.4 8,757 8,837 -8 173
South 352,104 324,091 8.6% 343,451 315,167 9.0% 381
Alabama 18,624 17,453 6.7 18,169 16,938 7.3 431
Arkansas 8,628 8,285 4.1 8,567 8,195 45 351
Delaware 4,237 4,051 4.6 2,796 2,708 3.2 397
District of Col. 10,845 10,875 -3 8,908 7,528 18.3 1,549
Florida 53,048 48,302 9.8 53,041 48,285 9.8 385
Georgia 27,783 25,290 9.9 27,079 24,848 9.0 as7
Kentucky 10,440 10,364 N 10,440 10,364 7 274
Louisiana 22,532 20,896 78 21,499 20,812 3.3 499
Maryland 20,264 19,977 14 19,121 18,808 1.7 383
Mississippi 10,116 8,780 15.2 9,798 8,583 14.0 369
North Carolina 21,889 20,454 7.0 21,358 19,965 7.0 305
Oklahoma 16,409 14,821 10.7 16,409 14,821 107 508
South Carolina 18,704 18,643 3 17,896 17,612 1.6 489
Tennessee 12,827 11,849 8.3 12,827 11,849 8.3 250
Texas® 71,103 61,178 16.2 71,103 61,178 16.2 -
Virginia 22,850 21,199 7.8 22,635 20,989 7.8 346
West Virginia 1,805 1,674 7.8 1,805 1,674 7.8 99
West 188,161 174,139 8.0% 179,294 166,082 8.0% 317
Alaska 3,068 2,865 7.1 1,954 1,944 5 323
Arizona 17,811 16,477 8.1 17,160 15,850 83 430
California 119,961 109,496 9.5 115,573 105,467 9.6 368
Colorado 9,462 8,997 5.2 9,462 8,997 52 262
Hawaii 3,155 2,926 7.8 2,026 1,922 54 172
Idaho® 2,606 2,256 - 2,606 2,256 - 234
Montana 1,454 1,498 2.9 1,454 1,498 2.9 1
Nevada 6,198 6,049 25 6,198 6,049 25 438
New Mexico 3,498 32N 6.9 3,373 3,154 6.9 206
Oregon 6,560 6,583 -.3 5,118 5,236 23 167
Utah 2,888 2,699 7.0 2,871 2,687 6.8 152
Washington 10,419 9,959 4.6 10,419 9,959 4.6 196
Wyoming 1,081 1,063 1.7 1,080 1,063 1.6 228
Note: The advance count of prisoners is conducted im- ~Not applicable.
mediately after the calendar year ends. Prisoner counts  *The number of prisoners with sentences of more
for 1992 may differ from those reported in previous publi- than 1 year per 100,000 resident population.
cations. Counts for 1993 are subject to revision as up- *See Mathodological notas, page11.
dated figures become avaitable.

2 Prisoners in 1993

enced the greatest increase (20.1%),
followed by Texas (16.2%), Minne-
sota (15.5%), Mississippi (15.2%), the
Federal system (11.6%), and Okla-
homa (10.7%).

During 1893, the Nation's prison popu-
lation increased by 65,225 prisoners.
Increases in prison populations in Cali-
fornia (10,455), Texas (9,925), the
Federal system (9,327), and Florida
(4,746) accounted for over half of the
total increase (52.8%). These jurisdic-
tions incarcerate just over a third of the
Nation's prison population.

Rates of Incarceration Increase

On December 31, 1993, the number
of sentenced prisoners per 100,000
residents was 351, a new record.
Eleven of the 17 States with rates
equal to or greater than the rate for
the Nation were located in the South,
3 were in the West, 2 were in the Mid-
west, and 1 was in the Northeast.

Since 1980 the number of sentenced
inmates per 100,000 residents has
risen from 139 to 351. During this pe-
riod, per capita incarceration rates rose
the most in the West (from 105 to 317)
and the South (from 188 to 381). The
rate in the Northeast rose from 87 to
272 and the rate in the Midwest from
109 to 283. The number of sentenced
Federal prisoners per 100,000 U.S.
residents increased from 9 to 29 over
the same period.

Prison populations in Southern
States grow the fastest

During 1993 the average growth in the
number of sentenced State and Fed-
eral prisoners was equal to a demand
for 1,215 additional bedspaces per
week, about 106 more than the aver-
age weekly growth in 1992 (table 3).

Regionally, during 1993 the percent-
age increase in the number of sen-
tenced prisoners was highest in the
Southern States, a gain of 9.0%. The
number of sentenced prisoners grew
by 8.0% in the West, 4.7% in the
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Table 3. Changes in the number of sentenced prisoners under the Jurisdiction of State or Federal
correctional authorities, by region and jurisdiction, in 1 year, 5 years, and 10 years
1992-93 1991-92 1988-93 1983-93
Population Percent Population  Percent Population Percent Population Percent
difference change difference change difference change difference change
U.S. total 63,191 7.5% 57,661 7.3% 306,409 50.7% 490,905 117.0%
Federal 8,692 13.2% 9,010 15.9% 31,660 74.1% 48,067 182.5%
State 54,499 7.0 48,651 6.6 274,749 48.9 442,838 112.6
Northeast 6,298 4.7% 5,948 4.7% 45,434 48.1% 78,010 125.9
Connecticut 1,714 19.5 209 24 5,785 1225 6,931 193.8
Maine (46) -3.1 (66) 42 232 19.1 585 67.9
Massachusetts (350) -3.6 844 9.6 2,860 443 4,943 113.1
New Hampshire (2 -0.1 244 16.9 756 742 1,296 270.6
New Jersey* 1,036 46 (830) -3.5 6,753 39.9 - -
New York 2,833 4.6 3,874 6.7 20,009 449 34,059 111.6
Pennsylvania 1,079 43 1,580 6.8 8,162 45.6 14,346 122.6
Rhode Island 6 4 (39) 22 537 455 838 95.4
Vermont 28 3.2 132 18.0 340 61.5 515 136.2
Midwest 6,705 4.0% 10,387 6.6% 53,286 44.4% 92,062 113.2%
lllinois 2,855 9.0 2,525 8.7 13,414 63.6 18,973 122.2
Indiana 573 42 215 1.6 3,093 27.4 5,391 60.1
lowa 380 8.4 373 9.0 1,864 61.4 2,084 74.1
Kansas (301) -5.0 125 2.1 (90) -1.5 2,022 54.6
Michigan 416 1.1 2,690 7.4 11,917 432 25,019 1724
Minnesota 593 15.5 350 10.1 1,616 57.7 2,302 108.9
Missouri® - - 284 1.8 - - - -
Nebraska (75) -3.1 29 1.2 294 14.2 809 522
North Dakota 18 42 (13) -2.9 32 7.7 96 274
Ohio 2,263 5.9 2,634 7.4 14,179 53.6 22,634 125.7
South Dakota 66 4.4 113 8.2 533 523 745 922
Wisconsin (80) -.9 1,062 - 13.7 2,432 38.5 3,912 80.7
South 28,284 9.0% 22,485 7.7% 116,704 561.5% 163,408 90.8%
Alabama 1,231 7.3 538 33 5,812 47.0 8,528 88.5
Arkansas 372 4.5 473 6.1 3,048 55.2 4,321 101.8
Delaware 88 3.2 235 9.5 589 26.7 1,217 771
District of Columbia 1,380 18.3 422 5.9 2,280 34.4 5,443 157.1
Florida 4,756 9.8 1,754 3.8 18,360 52.9 27,648 108.9
Georgia 2,231 9.0 1,839 8.0 9,061 50.3 12,144 81.3
Kentucky 76 7 565 5.8 3,321 46.6 5,667 118.7
Louisiana 687 33 809 40 5,257 32.4 8,687 67.8
Maryland 313 1.7 984 55 5,549 40.9 7,142 59.6
Mississippi 1,205 14.0 (89) -1.0 2,547 35.1 4,317 78.8
North Carolina 1,393 7.0 1,693 9.3 5,107 314 7,101 49.8
Oklahoma 1,588 10.7 1,481 111 5,961 57.1 8,929 1194
South Carolina 284 1.6 404 23 4,994 38.7 8,820 97.2
Tennessee - 978 8.3 375 33 5,095 65.9 4,626 56.4
Texas 9,925 16.2 9,501 18.4 30,666 758 35,844 101.7
Virginia 1,646 7.8 1,329 6.8 8,707 62.5 12,780 129.7
West Virginia 131 78 C 172 11. 350 241 194 12.0
West 13,212 8.0% 9,831 6.3% 59,325 49.5% 109,358 156.4%
Alaska 10 5 104 57 92 49 882 82.3
Arizona 1,310 8.3 1,007 6.8 5,682 482 10,417 154.5
California 10,106 9.6 6,952 74 41,793 56.6 77,548 203.9
Colorado 465 5.2 605 7.2 3,376 56.5 6,007 173.9
Hawaii 104 5.4 156 8.8 516 34.2 961 90.2
Idaho® - - 113 53 - - - -
Montana (44) 2.9 20 1.4 182 143 553 61.4
Nevada 149 25 226 3.9 1317 270 3,010 944
New Mexico 219 6.9 138 46 650 23.9 1,665 97.5
Oregon® (118) 2.3 - - - - - -
Utah 184 6.8 82 3.1 927 47.7 1,610 127.7
Washington 460 4.6 803 8.8 4,603 79.1 3,761 56.5
Wyoming 17 1.6 (36) -33 135 14.3 359 49.8
Note: Sentenced prisoners are those with sentences of ®Custody counts were reported for the first time
more than 1 year. in 1993.
{) Indicates a decline in the number of sentenced prisoners. °Jurisdiction counts were reported for the first
-- Not applicable. time in 1993,
“Since 1987 jurisdiction counts include prisoners held in local “Before 1992 only prisoners with a sentence of
jails because of prison crowding. more than 1 year were reported.
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Table 4. The prison situation among the States, yearend 1993
10 States with 10 States with the largest percent increases in prison population

10 States with the highest. Prisoners

the largest 1993 Number incarceration per 100,000 Percent Percent
prison population of inmates rates, 1993* residents 1992-1993 increase  1988-93 increase
California 119,951 Texas® 553 Connecticut 20.1%  Washington 79.1%
Texas 71,103 Oklahoma 506 Texas 16.2 Texas 75.8
New York 64,569 Louisiana 499 Minnesota 15.5 New Hampshire 742
Florida 53,048 South Carolina 489 Mississippi 15.2 Connecticut 71.0
Ohio 40,641 Nevada 438 Oklahoma 10.7 Tennessee 65.9
Michigan 39,529 Alabama 431 Georgia 9.9 linois 63.6
llinois 34,495 Arizona 430 Florida 9.8 lowa 61.4
Georgia 27,783 Michigan 416 California 9.5 Virginia 61.1
Pennsylvania 26,050 Delaware 397 Hinois 9.0 Minnesota 57.7
New Jersey 23,831 Georgia 387 lowa 8.4 California 57.5
Note: District of Columbia as a wholly urban jurisdiction is excluded.  ®Includes 29,546 State prisoners backed up in local jails.
*Prisoners with sentences of more than 1 year.

Northeast, and 4.0% in the Midwest.
The sentenced Federal prison popula-
tion grew by 13.2%.

In 19 States and the District of Colum-
bia the percentage change in the num-
ber of sentenced prisoners during 1993
was higher than that of 1992. Among
these jurisdictions, four had increases
of at least 10%, led by Connecticut
(19.5%), the District of Columbia
(18.3%), Minnesota (15.5%), and Mis-
sissippi (14.0%).

In the last 5 years, net gains in the
number of sentenced prisoners have
averaged about 1,178 prisoners per
week — a weekly gain of about 1,056
State prisoners and 122 Federal pris-
oners per week over the period. The
largest net gains have occurred in the

In 1993 the 10 States with the largest
prison populations held 53% of the to-
tal prison population nationwide —
California, Texas, and New York
accounting for over 25% (table 4).
Texas had the highest incarceration
rate with 553 sentenced prisoners per
100,000 residents.

During 1993 Connecticut's prison num-
bers grew the fastest, increasing
20.1%. Over the past 5 years the
State prison population of Washington
grew the fastest, increasing by 79.1%.

Table 5. Prisoners under the
jurlsdiction of State or Federal
correctional authorities, by sex
of inmate, yearend 1992 and 1993

Men Women

Female prisoner population grows
at a faster pace

The number of female inmates
(65,365) increased at a faster rate dur-
ing 1993 (9.6%) than the number of
male inmates (893,516, 7.2%) (table
5). The rate of incarceration for sen-
tenced males (679 per 100,000 males
in the resident population) was nearly
18 times higher than for sentenced fe-
males (38 per 100,000 females in the
resident population). At the end of
1993, women accounted for 5.8%

of all prisoners nationwide (table 6).

In 1993, 27 States, the District of Co-
lumbia, and the Federal system had
more than 500 female inmates.
Among these jurisdictions, nine had
increases of at least 10%, led by

South (448 inmates per week), fol- Total : Texas' increase of 61.4% (from 2,487

lowed by the West (228), the Midwest | Advance 1993 893516 85365 | in 1992 t0 4,015 in 1993). The Federal
heast (175). Texas | Lnal 1992 833,183 50493 | Lrison system's increase during 1993

(205), and the Northeast ( . Percentchange, 199293  7.2% 9.6% J

accounted for slightly over a quarter of

Sentenced to more

492 inmates, accounted for 10.1% of

the 51.5% growth in the 16 Southern than 1 year the total prison increase of 4,872.
Sta;es a}nd the District of Columbia. Advance 1993 850,400 51,062
California accounted for over two- Final 1992 799.620 47651
thirds of the growth in the 13 Western Percent change, 1992-93 75% 7.2%
States. Incarceration rate, 1993* 679 38

4 Prisoners in 1993

*The number of prisoners with sentences of
more than 1 year per 100,000 residents on
December 31, 1993.




“
e e ————————

Local jails held almost 51,000
prisoners because of State
prison crowding

At the end of 1993, 22 jurisdictions re-
ported a total of 50,966 State prisoners
held in local jails or other facilities be-
cause of crowding in State facilities
(table 7). Texas accounted for almost
60% of the prisoners sentenced to
prison but incarcerated locally. Five
States — Texas, Louisiana, Virginia,
New Jersey, and West Virginia — held
more than 10% of their prison popula-
tion locally. Overall, 5.4% of the State
prison population was confined in local
jails on December 31, 1993, because
of prison crowding.

Prison capacity estimates
are difficult to compare

The extent of crowding in the Nation's
prisons is difficult to determine be-
cause of the absence of uniform meas-
ures for defining capacity. The 52
reporting jurisdictions apply a wide va-
riety of capacity measures to reflect
both available space to house inmates
and the ability to staff and operate an
institution. To estimate the capacity of

Rated capacity is the number of beds
or inmates assigned by a rating official
to institutions within the jurisdiction.

Operational capacity is the number of
inmates that can be accommodated
based on a facility's staff, existing pro-
grams, and services.

Design capacity is the number of in-
mates that planners or architects in-
tended for the facility.

the Nation's prisons, jurisdictions were
asked to supply three measures for
yearend 1993 — rated, operational,
and design capacities. These meas-
ures were defined as follows:

Table 6. Women under the Jurisdiction of State or Federal Table 7. State prisoners held in local jails
correctional authoritles, yearend 1993 because of prison crowding, by State,
yearend 1992 and 1993
Percent change
N'ufmbe? P'erﬁent in female Iln- | Prisoners held in local jails
offemale  of a mate popula- ncarceration States housin As a percent
inmates Inmates tion, 1992-93 rate, 1993 prisoners 9 Number of all prisoners
U.S. total 55,365 5.8% 9.6% 38 in local jails 1993 1992 1993 1992
Federal 6,891 7.7% 1.7% 4 U.S. total 50,966 38,006 54%  4.3%
State 48,474 56 9.9 34
Alabama 1,204 966 65%  5.5%
States with at least 500 Arizona* 157 95 9 0.6
female inmates: Arkansas 667 496 7.7 6.0
California 7,580 6.3% 12.3% 43 Colorado 252 537 27 6.0
Texas® 4,015 5.6 61.4 - District of Columbia 160 310 1.5 2.9
New York 3,528 55 8 37 Idaho* 203 192 7.2 7.8
Florida 2,696 5.1 3.7 38 Indiana 1,005 779 6.9 5.6
Ohio 2,584 6.4 6.8 45 Kentucky 396 574 38 5.5
Michigan 1,801 4.6 22 37 .
Georgia 1,760 6.3 21.0 47 Louisiana 6,390 4,621 28.4% 22.1%
llinois 1,688 49 15.9 28 Massachusetts* 871 957 8.0 8.7
Oklahoma 1,582 9.6 13.0 95 Minnesota 134 o 0 3.0 -
. Mississippi 0 58 - 10.9
Viginia 1,219 5.3% 4.8% 36 New Jersey 3594 2986 151 132
Pennsylvania 1,194 4.6 8.0 19 f _
North Carolina 105 0 5
New Jersey 1,134 4.8 3.6 28 .
Alabama 1131 6.1 57 50 Oklahoma 380 471 23 3.1
y X , i 4 2 . .
North Carofina 1119 5.1 17.8 30 South Carolina 16 420 22 23
Louisiana 1,119 5.0 9.5 47 Tennessee 1,781 1,120 9.2%  9.5%
South Carolina 1,105 5.9 2.0 52 Texas® 29,546 19,815 29.4 245
Arizona 1,087 5.8 3.6 49 Utah 122 108 42 4.0
Connecticut 994 7.3 40,0 38 Vermont 4 18 3 1.4
o . Virginia 3,610 1,983 15.8 9.4
hMﬂ?fY'anf’ 3;{8 g-;* % 2.3% 33 West Virginia® 262 381 127 185
issouri . - ) :
\ndiana 778 54 5.4 26 Wisconsin .310 21'9 . 3..5 _ 25
District of Columbia 687 6.3 -4.6 119 *For States not including }all backups in their jurisdiction
Washington 666 6.4 7.8 25 colunts, the per'::entagle 0 jténsdlftéontpopulattlon w]asI cal-
’ y culated using the total number of State inmates in jail or
M§s§aqhu§ens 622 6.2 10.3 12 prison,
Mississippi 589 58 16.6 39 ~Not calculable.
Kentucky 545 5.2 0.0 28
Colorado 542 5.7 2.8 30
Tennessee 521 4.1 -1.3 20
*The number of female prisoners with sentences of more than 1 year per
100,000 female residents on December 31, 1993
*Excludes 3,363 local jail backups.
—Not applicable
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Of the 562 reporting jurisdictions, 35
supplied rated capacities, 42 provided
operational capacities, and 34 submit-

Table 8. Reported Federal and State prison capaclties, yearend 1993

Population® as

___apercentof ted design capacities (table 8). As a
Rated Operational Design  Highest Lowest i i
Region and jurisdiction capacity caﬁaacity capa%ity ca%acity capacity result, estimates of to,tal cap acity and
measures of the relationship to popula-
Federal® 59,849 .- e 136%  136% tion are based on the highest and low-
est capacity figures provided.
Northeast -five jurisdicti
Connecticut 12,133 13,347 e 103 % 113% (Twen.ty five Jurisdictions reported 1
Maine 1,353 1,353 1,353 109 109 capaCIty measure or gave the same
Massachusetts ... ... 6,902 146 146 figure for each capacity measure they
New Hampshire 1,358 1,576 1,162 113 153 reported.)
New Jersay v ves 15,032 135 135 :
New York 61,761 58,675 50,339 105 128
;ﬁngsyllvlani: 3,676 2676 13.3;8 1 g? 18? Most jurisdictions are operating
ode Islan . . .
Vermont® 947 947 947 96 96 above capacity
Midwest i i -
llinois 26,369 26,369 22,625 131% 152% Pns.ons genera”y re.ql.“re reser\./e ca
Indiana 12,255 14,289 ... 94 110 pacity to operate efficiently. Prison
lowa 3,265 3,265 3,265 150 150 dormitories and cells need to be main-
Kansas 6,600 oo e 87 87 tained and repaired periodically, spe-
ichigan 27,548 e ... 143 143 ) . .
Minnesota 3,845 3,845 3,845 11 111 cial housing is needed for protective
Missouri 15,911 15,832 e 102 102 ustody and discipli
Nebraska ve - 2,013 120 120 custody a b S pdnzrzl cases, a.?hd
North Dakota 596 596 84 84 Space may be needed to cope wi
Ohio .. . 22,521 180 180 emergencies. At the end of 1993, 13
South Dakota 1477 1418 1477 105 110 States reported they were operating at
Wisconsin 6,550 6,550 6,550 129 129 - .
99% or below their highest capacity.
South Forty-two jurisdictions and the Federal
Alabama 15,979 15,979 15,979 124% 124%
Arkansas ces 8,014 e 99 99
Delaware . 4,206 3,192 101 133 Table 9. Population as a percent
District of Columbia 10,330 10,330 8,746 105 124 of reported capacity for State
Florida 54,041 53,501 41,030 98 129 prisons, 1988-93
Georgia . 27,791 . 100 100 !
Kentucky 9,560 9,383 een 105 107 State
Louisiana 17,131 17,131 17,131 94 94 prisons
Maryland . 20,279 13,361 100 152 ; :
Mississippi . 8746 9206 110 116 Highest capacity 709,110
North Carolina 17,913 21,400 .. 102 122 Lowest capaci 49,
Oklahoma 9775 13363 ST 168 capaclty 649,445
South Carolina . 16,221 16,221 12,527 113 146 Net change In
Tennessee 11,967 11,720 .- 97 99 capaclty, 1992-93
Texas 72,854 72,854 .. 98 98 ;
Virginia 15359 15359 15350 125 125 Highost b
West Virginia 1,800 1,805 1,800 100 100 !
Population as a per-
v cent of capacity
Alaska 2,523 2,602 e 118% 122% Hiah
Avizona ... 16,089 . 111 111 loftest. 107%
California ce che 63,293 190 190 1989 107 °
Colorado . 7,880 6,612 117 139 1990 115
Hawaii .- 2,627 1,672 120 189 1991 116
ldaho 1,929 2,177 cee 120 135 1092 118
Montana cee 1,260 850 115 171 1993 118
Nevada 6,440 M 5,278 9 117
New Mexico 3,561 3,561 3,575 98 98 Lowest
Oregon . 6,517 . 101 101 1088 123%
Utah 3,234 3,079 . 86 90 1989 127
Washington® 6,894 9,117 9,117 104 134 1990 127
Wyoming 977 977 977 111 11 1991 131
] 1992 131
... Data not available. 1993 129
* Excludes inmates who had been sentenced to State prison but were held in local Jails
because of crowding and who were included in the total prisoner count. Note: States were asked to report their
®Excludes prisoners housed in contract or other non-Federal facilities. rated, operational, and design capacities.
°Excludes 298 prisoners on long-term furlough and 4 housed in lockups. Includes an Tabluations reflact the highest and lowest
unknown number of inmates in county and municipal lockups. of the 3 capacities reported from 1988 to
‘Excludes 901 inmates in work release and pre-release facilities. 1993. .
Excludes inmates sentenced to State prison
but held in local jails because of crowding.
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prison system reported operating at

was estimated to be operating at 36%  lowest capacities (table 9).

over capacity. State prisons were esti-
100% or more of their lowest capacity. mated to be operating at 118% of their
At the end of 1993, the Federal system highest capacities and 129% of their

Table 10. Admissions to State prisons, by type
of admission, 1980-92
Percent of all admissions
Probation /
New court parole

Year All commitment  violators Other®
1980 159,286 82.4% 17.0% 0.6%
1981 187,113 79.7 18.2 2.1
1982 203,269 81.0 18.0 1.0
1983 221,180 78.3 19.4 22
1984 218,280 76.5 227 8
1985 240,598 76.1% 23.4% 5%
1986 273,402 74.4 262 5
1987 307,519 734 26.2 4
1988 347,028 70.7 28.4 9
1989 423,897 70.3 28.4 13
1990 460,739 70.1% 29.1% 8%
1991 466,285 68.0 30.5 1.5
1992 480,676 69.5 29.5 .9

Note: Detail may not add to 100% because of rounding.

*Excludes escapees and AWOL's returned and transfers

from other jurisdictions.

®Includes returns from appeal or bond and other admissions.

Number of new court commitments,
by offense and year of admission, 1980-92
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Fig. 1

Percent of new court commitments,
by offense and year of admission, 1980-92
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Fig. 2

Rise In prison population linked to
changes in prison admissions

Underlying the dramatic growth in the
State prison population during the
1980's were changes in the composi-
tion of prison admissions. Since 1977
the relative sizes of the two principal
sources of admissions to prison, court
commitments and returned conditional
release violators, have changed.
Court commitments account for a de-
creasing share of all prison admis-
sions: 69.5% in 1992, down from
82.4% in 1980 (table 10). As a per-
centage of all admissions, those re-
turning to prison after a conditional
release increased, from 17.0% to
29.5%. These conditional release vio-
lators had originally left prison as pa-
rolees, mandatory releases, and other
types of releases involving community
supervision.

The absolute number of conditional re-
lease violators returned to prison grew
5-fold, from 27,177 in 1980 to 141,961
in 1992, while the number of new court
commitments more than doubled, from
131,215 to 334,301. Overall, the in-
crease in the number of conditional re-
lease violators accounted for more
than a third of the growth in the total
admissions to State prisons.

An increasing percentage of court
commitments sentenced for drug
offenses

In 1992, the latest year for which data
are available, the number of new court
commitments for drug offenses totaled
an estimated 102,000 (figure 1). The
number of persons admitted for drug
offenses was nearly as large as the
number admitted for property offenses
(104,300) and larger than the number
for violent offenses (95,300) and
public-order offenses (29,400). An
estimated 30.5% of all new court com-
mitments in 1992 were drug offenders,
up from 6.8% in 1980 (figure 2). In
1992 an estimated 31.2% were prop-
erty offenders; 28.5%, violent offend-
ers; and 8.8%, public-order offenders.
The increase in drug offenders admit-
ted to prison accounted for nearly 46%

Prisoners in 1993 7
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Table 11. Estimated number of adult arrests for selected serious
and drug offenses, 1980-92
Number of adult arrests for Number of
selected serious offenses adult arrests
' Aggravated for drug
Year All Murder* Rape Robbery  assault Burglary offenses
1980 666,500 18,200 26,700 102,200 236,600 282,800 471,200
1981 697,800 19,600 27,000 109,800 243,700 297,700 468,100
1982 754,700 19,900 28,700 116,000 271,800 318,300 584,900
1983 709,600 18,800 29,100 107,800 260,300 293,600 583,500
1984 679,100 16,500 31,000 103,200 260,400 268,000 623,700
1986 757,500 17,500 31,400 113,000 306,800 288,800 742,700
1987 749,600 17,400 30,600 107,200 307,300 287,100 849,600
1988 840,600 19,500 33,000 116,500 363,600 308,000 1,050,500
1989 897,400 19,600 33,100 127,100 398,200 319,400 1,247,700
1990 881,300 19,800 33,300 127,300 410,800 290,100 1,008,300
1991 886,500 20,700 33,800 129,300 412,200 290,500 931,900
1992 892,000 19,200 32,800 127,600 432,900 279,500 980,700
*Includes nonnegligent mansiaughter. Source: FBI, Crime in the United States, 1980-92.

of the total growth in new court com-
mitments since 1980.

Growth in the number of persons ar-
rested for drug law violations and an
increase in the rate of incarceration for
drug offenses account for the change
in the prison offense distribution. Be-
tween 1980 and 1992, the estimated
number of adult arrests for drug law
violations increased by 108%, from
471,200 to 980,700 (table 11). Com-
pounding the impact of more drug ar-

State prison rose from 19 per 1,000
adult arrests for drug violations in 1980
to 104 admissions per 1,000 in 1992.

An Increasing number of arrests
and a rise in the probabiliity of
Incarceration for serious crimes

Growth in the prison population was
not solely the result of more commit-
ments of drug offenders. Between
1980 and 1992 the number of persons
admitted to prison for the selected seri-

rests, the rate of drug offenders sentto ous offenses of sexual assault,

Table 12. Court commitments to State prisons, relative to adult arrests
for selected serlous and drug offenses, 1980-92

Number of court commitments per 1,000 arrests for

Selected serious offenses

Aggravated Per 1,{00(()’ ar-
rests for dru

Year All* Murder®  Robbery  assault Burglary  offenses g
1980 128 621 245 45 107 18

1981 133 388 257 42 136 25

1982 134 573 239 44 135 2

1983 144 468 237 47 154 27
1984 134 364 257 44 138 30

1985 141 488 238 47 141 34
1986 136 497 225 44 143 45

1987 143 517 238 48 145 54

1988 130 441 225 45 139 59

1989 134 454 234 48 146 73

1990 143 460 233 56 160 103

1991 142 459 247 58 147 102
1992 148 521 262 58 159 104

(FBI, 1980-91),
*Includes rape and sexual assault.
®Includes nonnegligent manslaughter.

Note: The ratio is the estimated number of new court commitments to
State prison per 1,000 estimated adult arrests for each offense category.
The number of arrests was estimated from Crime in the United States,

8 Prisoners in 1993

robbery, aggravated assault, and bur-
glary also rose by nearly 50,000.

The total number of arrests for serious
crimes rose during this period by 34%,
from 666,500 to 892,000, while the
ratio of prison admissions to adult
arrests for these crimes increased
from 128 commitments per 1,000
arrests to 148 (table 12). Although
the prison commitment ratio was
higher in 1992 than in 1980, it changed
from year to year: increasing from
1980 to 1983, fluctuating between
1984 and 1988, and then generally
increasing after 1988,

Although more persons were admitted
to prison for sexual assault, robbery,
aggravated assault, and burglary,
increases in the number arrested for
aggravated assault and in the probabil-
ity of incarceration for burglary
accounted for much of the total.

Growth in the number of arrests for
aggravated assault accounted for more
than three-quarters of the total
increase in arrests for serious crimes.
In 1992 an estimated 432,900 adults
were arrested for aggravated assault,
up from 236,600 in 1980. The probabil-
ity of going to prison given arrest for
aggravated assault went from 45
admissions to 58 per 1,000 arrests.
When combined with this increased
probability, the larger number of
arrests for aggravated assault by 1992
accounted for nearly a third of the total
increase in prison admissions for
serious offenses.

A rise in the prison admissions to ar-
rest ratio for burglary accounted for an
additional 30% of the total increase in
prison admissions for serious offenses.
While the annual number of adults ar-
rested for burglary dropped by 3,300
between 1980 and 1992, the number
of admissions to prison per 1,000 ar-
rests increased from 107 to 159. At
least 14,000 more admissions to pris-
on for burglary occurred in 1992 than
in 1980 because of the higher rate of
imprisonment.

.- -



“
e —————————

Table 13. Number of sentenced prisoners in State
or Federal prisons, by sex and race, 1980-92

Number of sentenced prisoners

Male Female
Year All* White Black White Black
1980 315,974 159,500 140,600 5,800 6,300
1981 353,673 178,200 156,100 6,900 7,200
1982 395,516 199,400 174,900 8,000 8,200
1983 419,346 210,700 185,900 8,700 8,500
1984 443,398 223,500 194,600 9,500 9,400
1985 480,568 242,700 210,500 10,800 10,200
1986 522,084 258,900 232,000 12,400 11,800
1987 560,812 277,200 249,700 13,700 12,600
1988 603,732 292,200 274,300 15,500 14,200
1989 680,907 322,100 313,700 18,400 18,300
1990 739,980 346,700 344,300 20,000 20,100
1991 789,610 363,600 372,200 20,900 22,200
1992 847,271 388,000 401,700 22,100 23,800

Note: Sentenced prisoners are those with a sentence of more than
1 year. Numbers for sex and race were estimated and rounded

to the nearest 100. For men and women, the total number

of sentenced prisoners was multiplied by the proportion black or
white of the total population in each group. The reported racial
distribution was used to estimate unreported data.

*Includes sentenced prisoners of other races.

Sources: Prisoners,1980-84, BJS reports; Corractional Populations
in the United States, 1985-91, BJS reports; National Prisoner
Statistics-1, 1992.

Rise in prison population greatest
among black males

Table 14, Estimated Incarceration rates
of sentenced prisoners In State or Federal
prisons, by sex and race, 1980-92

Number of sentenced prisoners

per 100,000 residents
Male Female
Year All*  White  Black White  Black
1980 139 168 1,111 6 45
1981 153 186 1,217 7 50
1982 170 206 1,345 8 57
1983 179 217 1,412 9 58
1984 187 228 1,459 9 63
1985 200 246 1,559 10 68
1986 216 261 1,695 12 77
1987 228 277 1,800 13 82
1988 244 290 1,951 15 9N
1989 271 317 2,200 17 115
1990 292 339 2,376 19 125

1991 310 352 2,523 19 135
1992 344 372 2,678 20 143

Note: Sentenced prisoners are those with a sentence
of more than 1 year. Rates by sex and race are based
on estimates of the U.S. resident population on July 1
of each year.

Source: Prisoners,1980-84, BJS reports; Correctional
Populations in the United States, 1985-91, BJS reports;
Current Population Reports, P25-1095, U.S. Bureau of
the Census.

‘Includes sentenced prisoners of other races. Rates
are based on the U.S. resident population on December
31 of each year.

139 per 100,000 residents to 344 —

were also 7 times larger for blacks

an increase of nearly 150% during the

12- i ! .
The number of prisoners with sen- year period (table 14). Among

than for whites. The incarceration rate
among black females was 143 per

black males the incarceration rate rose 100,000, compared to 20 among white

tences of more than a year rose over
530,000 between 1980 and 1992 (table
13). The number of white males grew
143%, the number of black males
186%, the number of white females
275%, and the number of black fe-
males 278%. The growth in the num-
ber of black male prisoners (261,100)
accounted for nearly half of the total
increase during the 12-year period.

While the number of white and black
female prisoners grew at a faster pace,
their increases represented a small
portion (6%) of the overall growth., At
yearend 1992, 47.4% of sentenced
State and Federal prisoners were
black males; 45.8% were white males;
2.6% white females; and 2.8% black
females.

Relative to the number of residents in
the U.S. population, the number of
sentenced persons incarcerated in
State and Federal prisons rose from

141%; among white males, 121%. In  females.
1992 the incarceration rate of black
males was 2,678 per 100,000 black In 1991, the latest year for which age-
residents, more than 7 times the rate related data are available, black males
of white males (372 per 100,000). The age 25 to 29 had the highest incar-
female incarceration rates, though sub- ceration rate (6,300 per 100,000),
stantially smaller than the male rates,  which was more than 6 times the

rate among white males (table 15).

Table 15. Estimated number of sentenced adult males in State prison
and incarceration rates, by race and age, 1980 and 1991

1980 1991
White male Black male White male Black male
Age Number Rate* Number Rate Number Rate Number  Rate
18-19 8,500 230 8,300 1,402 7,800 264 13,600 2,246
20-24 42,600 467 39,100 2,967 59,100 738 62,500 4,775
25-29 34,400 408 39,300 3,557 80,300 932 82,600 6,301
30-34 21,000 275 22,200 2,494 70,700 763 72,000 5,577
35-39 14,200 234 10,100 1,503 47,200 548 46,000 4,021
40 or older 19,600 59 14,600 441 74,600 191 47,800 1,191

Note: Numbers of white and black male prisoners were estimated by muitiplyin

the total number of sentenced prisoners by the proportion of all prisoners in eac

age, race, and sex category.

“The number of State prisoners per 100,000 U.S. residents in each age group on

July 1 of each year.

Source: Survey of State Inmates in State Adult Correctional Facilities, 1979 and 1991,
Current Population Reports, P25-1095, U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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In every age group, the incarceration For each age group, the incarceration  rates rose from 408 per 100,000 resi-

rate of black males varied between 6 rates of white and black males rose dents to 932 and among black males,
and 9 times that of white males. between 1980 and 1991. Males age from 3,557 to 6,301. Among males
25 to 29 experienced the largest in- age 30 or older, the incarceration rates
creases — among white males the of blacks and whites more than
doubled.
Appendix table 1. New court commitments to State prisons,
by type of offense, 1980-92
Percent admitted to State prison
Most serious 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
Violent offenses 482% 385% 39.0% 36.8% 36.4% 351% 335% 31.7% 29.9% 27.6% 27.0% 28.9% 28.5%
Murder * 86 5.1 6.9 5.1 36 45 4.3 4.0 35 3.0 28 3.0 3.0
Sexual assault 6.3 43 43 6.0 6.0 74 6.9 7.0 6.2 55 5.6 5.6 5.7
Robbery 19.1 189 16.8 14.7 15.9 13.3 125 11.3 10.7 10.0 9.2 10.1 10.0
Aggravated
assault 8.1 6.9 72 7.1 6.9 6.8 6.7 6.6 6.7 6.4 7.1 7.6 75
Property offenses  41.1 48.0 474 474 44.0 42.4 410 39.6 3741 33.5 31.7 31.1 31.2
Burglary 230 272 26.1 26.1 222 21.2 20.3 18.5 17.5 15.6 14.4 13.5 13.3
Drug offenses 6.8 77 77 9.0 11.2 13.2 16.3 20.4 251 305 32.1 30.0 305
Public-order 4.0 45 5.1 5.7 6.3 7.9 7.8 7.0 6.9 7.3 8.1 8.9 8.8
Other e 13 1.0 1.1 2.1 1.4 14 1.6 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1
“Inciudes nonnegligent manslaughter. The number of nonnegligent manslaughters
was estimated for 1980-84.
.. .Data not available.
Sources: National Prisoner Statistics and National Corrections Reporting Program.

Appendix table 2. Estimated humber of new court commitments to State
prison, by selected serious offenses and drug offenses, 1980-92

Admissions to State prison directly from court

Selected serious offenses

Sexual Aggravated Drug
Year All offenses®  Murder® assault Robbery assault Burglary offenses
1980 131,215 11,300 8,300 25,000 10,600 30,200 8,900
1981 149,186 7,600 6,400 28,200 10,300 40,600 11,500
1982 164,648 11,400 7,100 27,700 11,900 43,000 12,700
1983 173,289 8,800 10,400 25,500 12,300 45,200 15,600
1984 166,927 6,000 10,000 26,500 11,500 37,100 18,700
1985 183,131 8,200 13,600 24,400 12,500 38,800 24,200
1986 203,315 8,700 14,000 25,400 13,600 41,300 33,100
1987 225,627 9,000 15,800 25,500 14,900 41,700 46,000
1988 245,310 8,600 15,200 26,200 16,400 42,900 61,600
1989 297,827 8,900 16,400 29,800 19,100 46,500 90,800
1990 323,069 9,100 18,100 29,700 22,800 46,500 103,800
1991 317,237 9,500 17,800 32,000 24,100 42,800 95,200
1992 334,301 10,000 19,100 33,400 25,100 44,500 102,000

Note: For each year the number of new court commitments selected serious offenses as
estimated by multiplying the percentage distribution of offenses in States reporting the
most serious offense (appendix table 1) by the total number of new court commitments

to State prison nationwide.

*Represents the total number of new court commitments to State prison nationwids.
®Includes nonnegligent manslaughter. The number of nonnegligent manslaughters was
estimated for 1980-84.
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Methodological notes

This Bulletin is based upon an advance
count of prisoners conducted for the Na-
tional Prisoner Statistics (NPS) program
immediately after the end of each calendar
year. A detailed, final count containing any
revisions to the jurisdictions' advance
count will be published later.

Federal. Population counts for "Unsen-
tenced Inmates" include an undetermined
number of persons who come under the
jurisdiction of the U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service. The rated capacity
of Federal facilities on December 31, 1993,
59,849 inmates, did not include 8,177 con-
tract bed spaces.

Alabama. The capacity of the community
programs is not included in the capacity
figures reported.

Alaska. Prisons and jails form one inte-
grated system. All NPS data include
prison and jail populations.

Arizona. Population counts are based on
custody data. Counts exclude 157 male
inmates housed in local jails due to over-
crowding.

Arkansas. Population counts for "Inmates
with over 1 year maximum sentence" in-
clude 592 males and 16 females whose
sentence is unknown.

California. Population counts are based
on custody data.

Colorado. Population counts for "Inmates
with over 1 year maximum sentence" in-
clude an undetermined number of "In-
mates with a maximum sentence of 1 year
or less."

Connectlcut. Prisons and jails form one
integrated system. All NPS data include
prison and jail populations.

Delaware. Prisons and jails form one inte-
grated system. All NPS data include
prison and jail populations. Population
counts are based on custody data.

District of Columbla. Prisons and jails
form one integrated system. All NPS data
include prison and jail populations.

Florida. Population counts are based on
custody data.

Georgla. Population counts are based on
custody data. Population counts exclude
an undetermined number of inmates
housed awaiting pick-up.

Hawali. Prisons and jails form one inte-
grated system. All NPS data include
prison and jail populations.

Idaho. Population counts were based on
jurisdictional data for the first time. All
data reported in the past were custody
counts.

llinois. Population counts are based on
custody data. Population counts for "in-
mates with over 1 year maximum sen-
tence" include an undetermined number of
"Inmates with @ maximum sentence of 1
year."

lowa. Population counts are based on
custody data.

Maryland. Population counts exclude an
undetermined number of State inmates
that are housed in the Baltimore County
jail. Population counts by sentence length
are estimated.

Massachusetts. Population counts are
based on custody data for January 1,
1994. Population counts exclude 871 in-
mates housed in local jails due to over-
crowding. Counts by sex are estimated.

Michigan. Populatiocn counts are based
on custody data. Capacity figures exclude
the capacities of the Community Residen-
tial Program.

Mississlppl. Population counts for "In-
mates with over 1 year maximum sen-
tence" include an undetermined number of
"Inmates with a sentence of 1 year."

Missouri. Population counts are based on
custody data. Missouri reported jurisdic-
tion counts through June 30, 1993, but
custody counts for December 31, 1993.

New Jersey. The capacity figures include
808 bedspaces in county facilities.

North Carolina. Population counts for
sentence length are estimated. Population
counts exclude inmates housed in county
jaits for whom the State government has
parole authority but are not under the juris-
diction of the North Carclina Division of
Prisons.

Ohlo. Population counts for "[nmates with
over 1 year maximum sentence" include
an undetermined number of "Inmates with
a sentence of 1 year or less.”

Oklahoma. Population counts for “In-
mates with over 1 year maximum sen-
tence" include an undetermined number
of "inmates with a sentence of 1 year."
Population counts exclude 332 male and
48 female inmates housed in local jails be-
cause of overcrowding.

Oregon. Population counts for "Inmates
with a maximum sentence of 1 year or
less" include an undetermined number of
persons whose sentence information is un-
known.

Rhode Island. Prisons and jails form one
integrated system. All NPS data include
prison and jail populations. Inmates given
partially suspended sentences (part served
in prison, part under probation) are in-
cluded with the "Inmates with over 1 year
maximum sentence" only if the prison por-
tion of the sentence exceeds one year. As
aresult, the "Inmates with over 1 year
maximum sentence" populations are un-
derstated and the "Inmates with a year or
less maximum sentence" are overstated.

Tennessee. Population counts for "In-
mates with over 1 year maximum sen-
tence" include an undetermined number of
"Inmates with a sentence of 1 year or
less." Population counts include 1,077
male and 101 female inmates housed in
local jails because of crowding. Population
counts exclude an undetermined number
of felons sentenced to serve time in local
jails but housed at State expense.

Texas. Population counts are based on
custody data. Population counts exclude
29,546 inmates backed up in local jails
awaiting transport.

Vermont Prisons and jails form an al-
most completely integrated system; how-
ever, some county and municipal
authorities operate local "lockups." NPS
data include inmates held in local "lock-
ups". Population counts include 298 (278
males/20 females) persons on long-term
furlough. The capacity figures exclude 4
male inmates housed in local lockups and
298 inmates on long term furlough.
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Washington. Capacities exclude state

work release and pre-release facilities that

house inmates, parolees, probationers,

and offenders serving partial confinement

sentences. On December 31, 1993, these

facilities housed 746 male inmates and
155 female inmates.

West Virginia. Population counts exclude
241 male and 21 female inmates housed
in local jails because of crowding.

Wisconsin. Population counts for "in-
mates with over 1 year maximum sen-
tence" include 333 persons whose
sentence information is not available.

Wyoming. The operational capacity figure
for 1993 includes 150 bedspaces in com-
munity centers.

Darrell K. Gilliard and Allen J. Beck
wrote this report. James Stephan
provided statistical review. Tom
Hester edited the report. Betty Sher-
man and Jayne Pugh, under the su-
pervision of Marilyn Marbrook,
produced the report. Data collection
and processing were carried out by
Marita Perez under the supervision
of Gertrude Odom and N. Gail Hoff,
Demographic Surveys Division, U.S.
Bureau of the Census.

June 1994, NCJ-147036
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Alternative Sentencing:
Selling It to the Public

Intermediate sanctions and the problem
of obtaining community acceptance

for them are subjects that have come to
the fore in today’s policy discussions
concerning prison crowding, crime, and
justice.

Any Govemor, mayor. or county exec-
utive can tell you that these remain
politically and publicly sensitive issues.
People expect government to protect
them. They do not want government
proposing programs that put unreha-
bilitated criminals back into their com-
munities. The pressure they can bring to
bear against these programs is difficuit
to overcome.

People too often assume that public
protection means prison, and that any-
thing less than complete incarceration
for all criminals will endanger public
safety. Such an attitude is understand-
able, and that. perhaps. i1s why we have
been so slow to chailenge and to aban-
don the delusion that “*out of sight. out
of mind” will make our world safer.

Successful intermediate sanctions pro-
grams have been adopted in many com-
munities, despite the burden ot public

Michael N. Castle is Governor of
Delaware. This article is adapted from
his address to the 1990 Intermediate
Punishments Conference, sponsored by
the National Institute of Justics, in Arling-
ton, Virginia. Michael Castle became
Govermnor of Delaware in 1985 after 4
years as Lisutenant Governor.

by Michael N. Castle

resistance. But accomplishing change
means putting an end to the old-
fashioned and inaccurate concept that
criminal justice means prisons and only
prisons.

Delaware has managed this. And be-
cause prison crowding is a problem that
every State must muster its resources to
overcome, | urge you to look from a
new point of view as we consider what
can be done to help any State solve it.

Public officials have been known io
blame their predecessors for the diffi-
cult situations they inherit. I am fortu-
nate that my predecessor left me the
groundwork for managing our State’s
prison population. Governor du Pont led
the effort to reform sentencing practices
and attitudes in Delaware.! Serving as
Lieutenant Governor and now as Gover-
nor. [ learned critical lessons about the
need for intermediate sanctions, and
how to gain public support for them.

Before examining some of the benefits
to be derived from implementing a
program of intermediate sanctions, let’s
look at some facts.

@ Nationwide, about | in 50 persons
is under the control of correctional
authonties.

@ In the last decade. national per capita
expenditures grew 21 percent. but correc-
tions expenditures grew 65 percent

@ The Nation's prison population essen-
tially doubled during the 1980’s to more

than 600,000 people. If you include the
jail population, that’s a million people
behind bars.

@ The growth of America’s prison popu-
lation is over 10 times that of the general
population.

The average person may be quite
alarmed by these statistics and will
wonder how government is handling
these large increases in prison popula-
tion. It may appear that our prisons are
bursting at the seams, and that this
could cause dangerous criminals to be
allowed back on the streets.

What’s more, prison construction costs
nationwide in 1987 averaged $42.000
per bed. according to a report by the
Nauonal Conference of State Legisia-
tors; costs in some States were as high
as $110,000 per bed.

This is enough to give any Governor.
judge, warden, or police officer pause.
But consider this issue as a typical con-
sumer. someone who is struggling to
balance a checkbook and make ends
meet. Think about how your dentist.
your auto mechanic. or your child’s
teacher would react if you told them
how much money is being taken out of
their pockets to build prison beds and
take care of criminals.

! Pierre S. du Pont [V was completing his
second term as Governor of Delaware when
he wrote. for N1I's Research in Brief series.
“Expanding Sentencing Options: A
Govemnor's Perspective” (1984).



The average person in Delaware annu-
ally pays $1.000 in State personal in-
come tax. It would take the total State
tax collected from 15 Delaware residents
to pay for just | prisoner for only | year.
Tell people that and you not only get
their attention and anger, but you get
their interest in perhaps doing things
differently.

Many taxpayers do not know that they
pay a substantial price for the very pris-
ons they demand, while policymakers do
but have taken this knowledge for
granted. We cannot afford this attitude
any longer. We must look at things

from the public’s point of view so we
can understand its concemns and address
them effectively. It is our obligation to
help stem the demand for prisons and
long sentences for every convicted of-
fender, by educating the public about the
alternatives. Skeptics may doubt that we
can change pubiic opinion dramatically
in this area. Fortunately, facts and expe-
rience prove the skeptic wrong.

[ believe the public will not only permit
but will support intermediate sanctions.
A case in point: When the Edna
McConnell Clark Foundation asked
hundreds of Alabama residents how they
would sentence 20 convicted offenders,
virtually ail thought prison appropriate.
After some explanation of costs and

- alternatives. the same people “resen-
tenced” most of these cases to intermedi-
ate sanctions. This demonstrates that
an educated public will support alterna-
tive sanctions.

Convincing people
alternatives exist

Once you open people’s minds to the
“*prison-only™ problem. you must con-
vince them that viable alternatives do
exist that still protect their personal
safety. Never lose sight of the fact that
this is a very personal and human issue.
Show people that there are programs
nationwide where violent or habitual
felons are assured prison beds only be-
cause many of the nuisance shoplifters,
technical probation violators, or petty
thieves are being punished in other
meaningful ways.

Make the public understand that dan-
gerous criminals will still be put in
prison; that intermediate sanctions are
necessary to reintegrate offenders so
they have a better chance of becoming
successful citizens and not continuing
lives of crime. Communities should not
be allowed to place the entire burden of
reform on the correctional system. If
we can provide useful and effective
alternatives without costly incarcera-
tion, we all benefit.

Several States have helped pave the
path for public acceptance of interme-
diate sanctions by successfully imple-
menting and developing alternative
programs that have convinced people
to abandon the “prisons-only” concept.
But in order to convince people, you
must show them that there are pro-
grams that do. in fact, work. Here are a
few programs that you are probably
already aware of, which may even be
replicated in your own State. Consider
them as an average person would.

® In New York, there are several com-
munity residences that provide housing
and life services for women released
early from prison so they can reestablish
their families and begin their reintegra-
tion into society.

@ A county in Arizona uses the day-
fine sanction for nonviolent felons, a
program modeled after one in New York
and linked to the otfender’s ability

10 pay.

@ There are various Intensive Probation
Supervision Sanctions around the Na-
tion. Many are modeled on the first
such program. which was established in
Georgia. Figures from New Jersey's
program show that while 30 percent of
those undergoing intensive supervision
have been returned to prison for viola-
tions, only 2 percent of those who suc-
cessfully completed probation have been
convicted of new indictable offenses.

To the average person who has taken
the first step and realized there is a
problem both with overcrowding and
cost, these examples can be very com-
forting. But you cannot sell intermedi-
ate sanctions based on cost savings

[3%]

alone, or on a few programs that work.
It is your responsibility to go even fur-
ther in gaining public acceptance. - .

Creating a consensus
for change

Prisons will always play a role in the
criminal justice system, but they cannot
continue to play the central role that
they have in the past.

In Delaware, we are working to expand
one of our current men's facilities by
460 beds, and to build a replacement for
our women's facility. We are, in fact,
under Federal court order to ease
crowding at our present women's
prison. And while [ am displeased at
having to put additional beds into our
system, the situation would be much
worse if we did not have an alternative
sentencing program in place.

Several years ago, Delaware embarked
on a program designed to ensure pun-
ishment commensurate with the severity
of the offense, and with due regard for
resource availability and cost. The ef-
fort we made was twofold: To change
our correctional system, and to change
public opinion and attitudes. But before
you can implement an awareness cam-
paign, you must join with key groups to
determine exactly what your philosophy
will be. In Delaware we began with a
broad survey of the situation in order to
reach agreement that the status quo was
not working, and we were able to use
this information to build a consensus for
change.

Our breakthrough came when we con-
cluded that the solution was not putting
more offenders in larger prisons, but
that the structure of our system was
inadequate. We wanted to sentence
smarter, not just tougher. And it did not
make sense to have such a gross di-
chotomy—offenders either in prison or
out on the street under general proba-
tion. Instead, we envisioned a five-
level continuum of punishment.

Having accepted that a restructuring
was necessary, we turned to the issue of
philosophy of sentencing. Although we



agreed that a new structure for sentenc-
ing was in order, one which inciuded a
continuum of punishments, we had not
yet agreed on a philosophy to determine
what kinds of otfenders would qualify
for what levels.

With general agreement regarding the
severity of punishment, we advocated,
in priority order:

® Removing the violent offender from
the community.

@ Restoring the victim to his preoffense
status.

® Rehabilitating the offender.

By providing programs of supervision
to nonviolent property offenders, we
would reserve more of our limited and
costly prison facilities for robbers, drug
dealers, and others who assault or prey
on our population.

To accompilish these goals, we began
our work by establishing, by legislative
act, a Sentencing Accountability Com-
mission (SENTAC). It served as a fo-
rum for our target publics to study
intermediate sanctions, debate them,
and search for specific programs to
create. But its express purpose was to
devise a workable program to gain
control of prison population problems.
and not simply to reduce the prison
population.

With representation from all facets of
criminal justice. the Commission devel-
oped a detined continuum of sanctions,
based on the degree of supervision and
control that needed to be exercised over
each offender. We then went directly to
our public opinion leaders—Ilegislators
on criminal justice committees, promi-
nent judges. and others—and educated
them, answered their questions, and
made them a part of the process.

During this process we were able to
hear concemns in a controlled environ-

ment and prepare the case for the gen- -

eral public. And by making the leaders
part of the process, we gatned some

of our strongest and most effective
advocates.

Michael N. Castle,
Governor of Delaware
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The result was a continuum comprising
five levels of increasingly restrictive
sanctions as well as cost-control mecha-
nisms. As a dynamic and fluid system,
it allows offenders either to eamn their
way out of prison by good behavior and
conformity with the rules, or to work
their way further into the system by
repeated nonconformity or additionai
offenses.

@ Level V is full incarceration with com-
plete institutional control.

® Level [V is quasi-incarceration where a
person is supervised for 9 to 23 hours per
day in programs such as halfway houses,
electronically monitored house arrest.
and residential drug treatment.

@ Level [1] is intensive supervision in-
volving | to 8 hours a day of direct su-
pervision. in which criminals are subject
to curfew checks. employment checks.
and close monitoring for attendance in
treatment programs.

@ Level Il is “normal” field supervision
with 0 to | hour of contact per day.

@ Level [ is the lowest level of
supervision.

This structure allows us to0 view existing
or future programs. punishments, or
combinations of the two. in a broad and
logical framework. Now let’s look at
these levels on a human scale to see
how they work.

Joe has been convicted of uniawful
sexual intercourse, has a prior history of
violence and burglary, and is obviously
a threat to public safety. Under our
system he was sentenced to 6 years of
full incarceration followed by | year at
Level I and 2 years at Level II. Not
only is Joe kept out of the community
for a long period of time, he is gradually
integrated back into society under care-
ful supervision.

On the other hand, Jill was convicted of
shoplifting and has one prior offense for
misdemeanor theft. Obviously she does
not pose the same threat to society that
Joe did, so she was sentenced to 1 year
of intensive supervision under Level III.
with the additional conditions of paying
court costs and fines. getting a job, and
not entering the store where the crime
occurred.

These stories illustrate how the con-
tinuum works to put Joe behind bars for
a long time, but then ease him back into
society, and how it works to punish Jill
commensurate with the degree and
nature of her less serious crime. while
not requiring that she needlessly sit in
prison and waste taxpayer money.

[ should note at this point that while
some adminisirative leeway is allowed
by the Department of Corrections in the
three lower levels of supervision. the
offender is primarily under the control
of the sentencing judge. This allows the
judge latitude in structuring punishment
that truly fits both the crime and the
criminal.

Compliance with the standards by
judges is not subject to appeal. Our
expenience during the first 2 years has
been that the sentences fall within the
presumptive range over 90 percent of
the time and that the majority of non-
compliant sentences are lower than
standard levels.



Implicit in the use of aiternatives is the
need to create programs and offender
slots. Before our five-level system be-
came law, we invested time, energy,
and funds to develop an intensive super-
vision unit. We now have over 700
Level III slots and over 500 Level [V
slots for offenders.

One other aspect that we found to be of
utmost importance was an intense effort
to meet with and train everyone in the
State judicial and correctional system
on the definitions and use of the five-
level system. It was essential to have a
single contact point to which questions
and problems could be directed.

Herein lies another human aspect of this
issue. The people creating and imple-
menting these programs must be the
best in their fields and must possess the
determination to see hurdles as opportu-
nities and not unsolvable problems.

In Delaware. we had dedicated profes-
sionals who made intermediate sanc-
tions their highest priority; we had
community groups willing to work
hard; and we had State employees,
including judges, who made the com-
mitment we needed to see our efforts
through good times and bad.

A key element of this accountability
system is the cooperation between the
executive, the legislative, and the judi-
cial branches of State government. The
administration must budget for the
creation and continuation of the alterna-
tive programs as well as for corrections
itself. The cooperation of the legislature
was necessary in Delaware to codify the
five-level system and to make changes
in the statutory punishment limits for
individual offenses.

The judiciary joined, cautiously at first
and then enthusiastically, in the effort
by establishing sentencing standards
under administrative court order. in
large part because the SENTAC legisla-
tion reserved to the judiciary the re-
sponsibility for establishing the
sentencing standards.

People made the difference as we
worked toward reaching a consensus for
change. Through creation of mutually

agreed-upon philosophies that were
both politically and publicly acceptable,
we were able to develop this five-level
continuum as Delaware's solution to the
“prison-only” problem.

With a program supported by the three
branches of government and key com-
munity groups, we were able to imple-
ment a public awareness strategy
designed to mobilize public support for
our new initiatives. The strategy’s key
components included use of the
following:

® Reasonable expectations.

@ Pilot programs.
@ Program evaluations.

® Ongoing communications.

First we established reasonable expecta-
tions. To attain any degree of success
you must initially establish realistic
goals and avoid speculation about re-
sults. Creating false hopes will ail but
ensure failure. By spelling out goals that
you ultimately achieve, you develop
credibility for your efforts.

Second, we developed pilot programs or
contracted with already established
programs. Using an incremental ap-
proach that built on one small success
after another, we generated a growing
wave of public momentum that, for the
first time, had the average person con-
sidering alternatives to prison.

Third, we evaluated programs not only
to determine their effectiveness but to
demonstrate careful planning and fore-
thought. with complete consideration
for the public’s safety.

Fourth. and perhaps most important. is
communicating results on an ongoing
basis. [t has been aimost 3 years

since our five-level continuum was
enacted, yet I continue to look for op-
portunities to discuss our successes with
the general public. SENTAC has been
tremendously successful. But it would
not have been feasible. let alone suc-
cessful, if not for a carefully planned
and executed public acceptance cam-
paign, such as the one | have described.

Have we succeeded in any of the goals
we set for ourselves? Has it made a
difference to Delaware? And has the
public accepted it? You probably know
that for years our State has been close to
the top of the list of States in the num-
ber of persons incarcerated per 100,000.
In 1989, our number was 349 per
100,000. None of our neighbors has
reached that level yet, but they are all
getting closer.

What is important for our discussion
today is that our growth rate appears to
be slowing, even though we are subject
to the same crime rate trends as our
neighbors. Considering only the last 2
years, the incarceration rate in Delaware
increased by only 5.8 percent. By com-
parison, Maryland's rate increased by
15.8 percent, Virginia's increased 22.4
percent, New Jersey's 22.3, New
York’s 25.8, and Pennsylvania’s 31.6
percent. Over the last 5 years, Delaware
is the only State I have named that can
exhibit a consistent slowing in the
growth rate.

We attribute this trend to the manner in
which our judges and other members of
the criminal justice community have
embraced the five-level system and the
way they have chosen to replace a his-
toric predilection for imprisonment with
a graduated use of sanctions. [ believe
this behavior is a direct result of mobi-
lizing public input and support.

Can we put a price on our progress?
The costs of our system in 1989 were
studied by Kay Pranis of the Minnesota
Citizens Council on Crime and Justice
under a grant from the Edna McConnell
Clark Foundation. We currently have
over 700 persons in our intensive super-
vision program at an annuai cost of
approximately $2.300 per offender. If
only haif of them are true diversions
from jail. we still have a program sav-
ings of $5.4 million per year. In this
program and our home confinement and
halfway house programs alone we can
demonstrate a total savings of almost
$8 million annually.

Evaluating public acceptance is obvi-
ously much more subjective than mea-
suring cost savings. But I can tell you



that none of our statistical successes
would have been possible without a
degree of public support and acceptance
that we must continually nurture and
cultivate,

We have not solved all the problems of
crime in Delaware. But we do believe
that with continued use of SENTAC to
combine a system of sentencing stan-
dards with a graduated continuum of
sanctions and supervisory programs,
Delaware is well on the way to achiev-
ing an affordable means of planning for
and managing a correctional system that
is effective, acceptable, and accountable
to the citizens of our State.

Conclusion

We cannot build our way out of our
current prison crisis, but we can manage
and control our prison growth, and
maintain the integrity of the criminal
justice system. By carefully developing
sensible sentencing policies and a wide
range of sanctions, and implementing
an aggressive public education ini-
tiative, we have held offenders account-
able to the public and the legal system

and have held ourselves accountable to
the public.

SENTAC was given a clear charge to
develop a pian for reform that included
sentencing guidelines and a time dead-
line. Through long discussions and
compromise, a workable system was
developed and is now in piace, proving
that intermediate sanctions can work
when interested parties and the general
public are both a part of the process.

There is nothing magical about our five-
level continuum. What is essential is to
make available an array of sanctions
that is effective for your particular of-
fender population, flexible enough to be
responsive to the needs of specialized
offender populations, and sensitive to
the resource limitations and public
concerns in your jurisdiction.

Always remember that while this is an
issue of public concem, it is within your
power to make it an issue of public
interest and support as well.

Remember that this is a human issue
and not an institutional one.

Remember that it is people’s perception
of their personal safety as well as ailo-
cation of their hard-earned money that
you must address.

Remember that change is not easy but is
certainly achievable through consensus
building.

And finally, remember that it is people,
your community members, whom you
must make your partners in solving and
preventing future correction problems.

Points of view or opinions expressed in this
publication are those of the author and do not
necessarily reflect the official position or
policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

The Assistant Attorney General, Office
of Justice Programs. establishes the
policies and priorities. and manages
and coordinates the activities of the
Bureau of Justice Assistance, Bureau
of Justice Statistics. National Institute
of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, and the
Office for Victims of Crime.

NCJ 129875



84/18/95 17:68:83 U.S. DEPT OF JUSTICE-> RightFAX Page BA1

U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs

Bureau of Justice Statistics
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20531

Mon 04-10-95 04:50PM

To: Jose Cerda lll
Domestic Policy Council
, Washington, DC 20500-

" Phone No.: 202-456-5568

From: Bureau of Justice Statistics

Phone No.:
FAX:

Subject: |

A limited number of single copies of this 181-page report,
"Correctional Populations in the United States, 1992" (order
number NCJ-146413), are now available from the Bureau of Justice
Statistics Clearinghouse, Box 179, Annapolis Junction, MD
20701-0179; or fax your name, address, the title, and the NCJ
number to 1-410-792-4358; or call 1-800-732-3277.

Total pages including cover page: 04



B84/18/95 17:88:23 | I.S. DEPT OF JUSTICE->
: 04/10/95 11:17 ~ 202 307 0086

Note: BJS expects to release population counts
for prisoners in State and Federal prisons at year-
end 1994, Prisoners in 1994, in early June.

U.S. Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs

DOJ/0JP

RightFAX

Burecau of Justice Statistics

Executive Summary

Correctional Populations
m the United States

increased from 11.8% to 12.4%. The Hispanic prison
population doubled from 7.7% to 14.1%, while Hispanics
in the general population increased from 6.5% to 9.5%.

The Nation's correctional population jumped more than 2'2
times from 1980 through 1993. During 1993 approximately
2.6 percent of the U.S. population — 4.9 million adults —
were on parole, on probation, or in jails or prisons, an in-
“crease of 3 million people since 1980. More than 909,000
men and women were Iin the custody of State and Federal
prisons, 455,500 were in local jails, 671,000 on parole, and
2.8 million on probation.

During the 1980-82 period, the percent of black State and
Federal prisoners increased form 468.5% to 50% at a time
when the percentage of blacks in the general population

At yearend 1992, there were 4,094 black male Inmates
per 100,000 black aduits in the U.S. population, compared
to 502 white male inmates per 100,000 adult white resi-
dents. Among U.S. adults who neither graduated from
high school nor earned a general equivalence degree
{GED), almost 8% of blacks and 1% of whites were in

a Federal or State prison serving a sentence of a year

or more.

Adults fn jall, on probation, in prison, or on parole
In the United States, 1980-93

Number of
adult offenders

3,000,000

2,600,000

2,000,000 £

1,500,000 &,

1,000,000 3

500,000

1984 1 1

© More than two-thirds of the 4.9
million persons under correctional
supervision were on probation or
parole.

¢ The Nation's parole population had
the fastest rate of growth, 205% from
1980 to 1993.

¢ During the 13 years between 1980
and 1893, the probation population
grew by more than 1.7 miliion, larger
than the increase In any other correc-
tlonal population.

® |n 1893 nearly 1.4 million offenders
werse in local jail and State or Federal
prison.
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The number of convicted drug offenders increased ninefold
(from 19,000 to 172,300) from 1980 through 1992. The
numbsr of violent offenders accounted for a larger share

of the growth in the total prison population (41%, compared
to 32% for drug offenders). The total number of violent
offenders in State prison increased by nearly 200,000 dur-
ing the 12-year perlod.

The number of returned parole violators and newly admitted
probation violators soared between 1980 and 1882. Almost
one in every three offenders admitted to State prisons
(142,000) in 1992 were probation or parole violators, com-
pared to 1 In every 6 (27,000) in 1980.

Violent offenders were more likely to be sent to prison

in 1992 than they were in 1980. Relative to the number

of victims of murder, rape, robbery, or aggravated assault,
"the number of violent offenders admitted to State prison

increased during the 12-year period, from 18 admissions

per 1,000 violent victimizations to 27 per 1,000.

Betwsen 1980 and 1992 the rate of incarceration in State
and Federal prisons more than doubled, from 139 sen-
tenced inmates (inmates serving 1 year or more) per
100,000 U.S. residents to 332 per 100,000. In 1992 incar-
ceration rates were nearly 19 times higher among aduit
men than among adult women (883 per 100,000 compared
to 47) and 8 times higher among adult black men than
among adult white men.

Number of adults on probation, in jall or prison,
or on parole, 1980-93

Total

estimated

correctional
Year population  Probation Jail® Prison  Parole
1980° 1,840,400 1,118,087 182,288 318,598 220,438
1981° 2,008,600 1,225934 195085 380,020 225539
1982 2192600 1,357,264 207,853 402,914 224,604
1883 2,475,100 1,582,947 221,815 423,898 246,440
1884 2,680,200 1,740,848 233,018 448264 266,992
1985 3,011,500 1,068,712 254,988 487,583 300,203
1988 3,230,400 2,114,821 272,735 526,436 325,638
1987 3459,600 2,247,158 204,092 662,814 355,505
1988 3,714,100 2,358,483 341,803 607,786 407,977
1989 - 4085800 2,522,125 303,303 683,367 456,803
1980 4,348,000 2,870,234 403,019 743,382 531,407
1991 4,538,200 2,729,322 424,129 792,535 590,198
1892 4,763,200 2,811,611 441,781 851,205 658,601
1993® 4,879,800 2843445 455500 808,185 671,470
1880-93 165% 154% 150% 184% 206%

Note: Counts for prabation, prison, and parole population are for De-
cember 31 each year. .Jall population counts are for June 30 each
year. Prisoner counts are for those in custody only. Bacause some
persons may have multiple statuses, the sum of the number of per-
sons incarcerated or under community supervislon overestimates the
total correctional population.

*Includes convicted and unconvicted adult inmates.

*Jail counts are estimated. .

Adults In jall, on grobatlon, In prison,
or on parole, 189

Number per
100,000 adults

8,000 &
6,000 &
4,000

2,000

Male Female White Black

Al
adults
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Adults In local jali or In State or
Federal prison, 1892

Number per
100,000 adults

3,000

2,000

Al '
aduits Male Female White Black

_—_—

Estimated number of sentenced prisoners under State or Federal
Jurisdiction per 100,000 adult U.S. residents,
by sex, race/Hispanic origin, and age, 1992

Number of sentenced prisoners
per 100,000 adult residents

Male Female
Age  TotaP White® Black’ Hispanic Total® White® Black® Hispanic

Total 883 407 3,785 1,773 47 22 188 95 -

18-19 681 220 2,750 872 34 18 103 47
2024 1,468 661 5309 2702 78 36 261 119
2629 1,867 837 7,210 2839 119 57 426 154
3034 1,638 729 6209 2367 100 47 352 175
3539 1,099 511 4415 2,150 ~ 71 33 280 114
4044 793 417 3,179 1,586 41 21 138 86
45 + 222 142 768 610 8 4 27 25

*Sentenced prisoners are those with a sentence of more than 1 year.
bIncludes Aslans, Paclfic Islanders, Native Americans, and Alaska
Natives. .

*Excludes persons of Hispanic origin.

Estimated number of sentenced prisoners under State
or Federal juriadiction, per 100,000 adult U.8. residents,
by sex, race, and education, 1992

Number of sentenced prisoners
per 100,000 adult residents

Male Female

Level of education® Total AlP White Black All® White Black

All inmates 448 883 B02 4,094 47 27 202
Less than high school 888 1,734 948 5896 95 48 326
High school graduate 597 1,248 754 4,834 56 34 223
Somecollegeormore 138 254 154 16503 18 11 83

*Highest grade of school completed before the current admiasion to prison.

General equivalency degree (GED) was categorized as "High school
- graduate.”

®Includes Asians, Pacific islanders, American Indians, and Alaska

Natives.

The data are from a 188-page book published by the
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) and listing the correc-
tional populations of each State and the Federal system.
The book lists jail and prison sulcide statistics, correc-
tional crowding, electronic monitoring, sentence commu-
tations, jail AIDS deaths and much more. Single copies
of the publication, Correctional Populations in the United
States, 1992, (NCJ-146413) which was written by BJS
statistician Tracy L. Snell, may be obtained from the BJS
Clearinghouse, Box 179, Annapolis Junction, Maryland
20701-0179, telephone 1-800-732-3277. Fax orders

to 410-792-4358.

Data from tables and graphs used in many BJS reports

can be obtained in spreadsheet files on 5% and 3%z inch
diskettes by calling 202-307-0784. .

PAreantinnal Danciatiane in tha | Initar Qtatac 1002 1
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HALF YEAR INCREASE PUSHES PRISON POPULATION TO RECORD HIGH

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- There are more men and women in state
and federal prisons than ever before. The inmate population on
June 30 was 925,247, the Justice Department’s Bureau of Justice

Statistics (BJS) reported today.

The number of prison inmates grew by an average 1,600 a week
from January through June, or about 5 percent during the six-

month period, BJS said.

"This was the third largest six-month increase ever
recorded," noted Acting BJS Director Lawrence A. Greenfeld.
"State corrections officials and the federal prison system
reported to us a six percent increase in the first half of 1990

and a record 7.3 percent increase in 1989."
The increase of almost 42,000 inmates so far this year was

considerably more than the 31,500 additional prisoners counted

during the first six months of 1992.

(MORE)



The federal prison population has grown by 8.4 percent this
year, which is almost double the 4.3 percent growth rate of the

prisons in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Two states recorded double-digit half-year increases: Texas,
11.8 percent, and West Virginia, 11.1 percent. For a full year
ending on June 30 six states had prisoner growth exceeding 10
percent: fexas, Minnesota, Georgia, Oklahoma, California, and
Delaware. Six states recorded declines during the 12-month
period: Maine, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Nebraska, Montana and

Oregon.

On June 30, considering only persocns sentenced to state or
federal prison for more than one year (known as "sentenced!
prisoners), the incarceration rate was a record 344 inmates per

100,000 U.S. residents.

There were 37 sentenced female offenders in prison for every
100,000 females in the population. The rate for males was 18
times higher--665 sentenced male prisoners for every 100,000 male

U.S. inhabitants.

(HORE)



As of midyear for all 50 states and the District of Columbia
there were 316 sentenced prisoners per 100,000 population.
Louisiana had the highest such rate--505 inmates per 100,000
residents. North Dakota had the lowest rate--69 inmates per
100,000 residents. The federal rate was 28 sentenced prisoners

per 100,000 U.S. residents.

Information about other Bureau of Justice Statistics
publications may be obtained from the National Criminal Justice
Reference Service, Box 6000, Rockville, Maryland 20850. The
telephone number is 1-201-251-5500. The toll-free number is

1-800-732-3277.

Data from tables and graphs used in many BJS reports can be
made available in spreadsheet files on 5 1/4" and 3 1/2"
diskettes by calling (202) 307-0784. For additional information
and statistics on drugs and crime issues contact BJS’s Drugs and

Crime Data Center and Clearinghouse on 1-800-666-3332.

# ##

93-69
After hours contact: Stu Smith at 301-983-9354.



I

\

Alagka. Prisons and jails form an integrated
system. NPS data include both jail and prison
populations.

Arlzona. Population counts are based on custody
data and exclude 100 male inmates housed in local
jails due to crowding.

California. Population counts are based on custody
data and include civil narcotic addict commitments,
county diagnostic cases, Federal and other States'
inmates, and safekeepers.

Colorado. Population counts for "Inmates with over
1 year maximum sentence" include a small number
of inmates with a maximum sentence of 1 year or

5. Beginning June 30, 1991, Colorado is report-
ing jurisdiction population counts which are not
strictly comparable to prisoner counts for prior
reference dates.

Connecticut. Prisons and jails form an integrated
system. NPS data include both jail and prison
populations.:

Delaware. In Delaware, populations of inmates
given partially suspended sentences (part served in
prison, part under probation) are included with the
"Inmates with over 1 year maximum sentence” only
if the prison portion of the sentence exceeds 1 year.
Prisons and jails form an integrated system. NPS
data include both jail and prison populations.

District of Columbia. In the District of Columbia,
-populations of inmates given partially suspended
sentences (part served in prison, part under
probation) are included with the "Inmates with over 1
year maximum sentence" only if the prison portion of
the sentence exceeds 1 year. Prisons and jails form
an integrated system. NPS data include both jail
and prison populations.

Federal. Population counts for "Inmates with a
sentence of 1 year or less," include 1,617 males and
77 females whose sentence length is unknown.

Florida. Population counts are based on custody
data.

Georgla. Population counts are based on custody
data and exclude an undetermined number of
inmates housed in local jails solely to ease
crowding; these inmates awaited pickup.

Hawall. Prisons and jails form an integrated
system. NPS data include both jail and prison
populations.

| 0. At midyear 1992 population counts were
based on jurisdictional data. Beginning December
31, 1992, population counts were based on custody
data.

lllinois. Population counts are based on custody
data. Counts of "Inmates with over 1 year maximum
sentence" include an undetermined number of
inmates with a sentence of 1 year.

Indlana. At midyear 1992 population counts were
based on custody data. Beginning December 31,
1992, population counts were based on jurisdictional
data. At midyear 1993 counts include 761 male and
18 female inmates held in local jails solely to ease
crowding or awaiting pickup by State authorities.

lowa. Population counts are based on custody
data.

Table 1. Prisoners under jurisdiction of State and Federal
correctional authorities June 30, 1993, December 31, 1992,
and June 30, 1992, by region and State

Percent change from
6/30/92 12/31/92 Number of sentenced

Total prison population® to to prisoners per 100,000
6/30/93 12/31/92 6/30/92 6/30/93  6/30/93  population on 6/30/93°

U.S. total 925,247 883,656 855,722 8.1 47 344
Federal institutions 86,972 80,259 77,389 124 8.4 28
State institutions 838,275 803,397 778,333 7.7 4.3 316
Male 871,701 833,163 806,301 8.1 4.6 665
Female 53,546 50,493 49,421 8.3 6.0 37
Northeast 141,598 138,144 136,580 37 25 267
Connecticut 12,067 11,403 11,419 5.7 5.8 275
Maine 1,470 1,519 1,586 -7.3) (-3.2) 117
Massachusetts 9,950 10,053 9,458 5.2 165
New Hampshire 1,765 1.777 1,642 7.5 (-.7) 158
New Jersey 22,837 22,653 23,733 (-3.8) (-.8) 292
New York 63,875 61,736 60,254 6.0 35 351
Pennsylvania 25,588 24,974 24,344 5.1 25 212
Rhode Island 2,824 2,775 2,922 (-3.4) 1.8 167
Vermont 1,222 1,254 1,222 0 {(-2.6) 152
Midwest 171,955 167,023 161,476 6.5 3.0 281
lllinois 33,072 31,640 30,432 8.7 4.5 282
Indiana® 14,221 13,945 13,246 20 246
lowa 4,695 4,518 4,485 4.7 39 166
Kansas 6,230 6,028 6,185 7 34 244
Michigan 39,893 39,113 37,228 7.2 2.0 420
Minnesota 4,055 3,822 3,647 112 6.1 90
Missouri 16,540 16,189 15,997 34 2.2 315
Nebraska 2,544 2,514 2,596 (-2.0) 1.2 153
North Dakota 491 477 478 27 29 69
Ohio 39,792 38,378 37,452 6.2 3.7 359
South Dakota 1,538 1,487 1,464 5.1 34 214
Wisconsin 8,884 8,912 8,266 75 (--3} 175
South 342,785 324,091 312,096 9.8 5.8 374
Alabama 18,349 17,453 17,268 6.3 5.1 426
Arkansas 8,736 8,285 8,188 6.7 5.4 344
Delaware 4,284 4,051 3,889 10.2 58 392
Dist. of Columbia 11,295 10,875 10,781 4.8 349 1,560
Florida 50,603 48,302 47,012 76 4.8 369
Georgia 27,004 25,290 24,332 11.0 6.8 382
Kentucky 10,526 10,364 10,196 3.2 1.6 277
Louisiana 21,915 20,896 20,426 73 49 505
Maryland 20,173 19,977 19,997 9 1.0 385
Mississippi 9,586 8,780 9,517 7 9.2 356
North Carolina 21,086 20,454 19,669 7.2 31 295
Oklahoma 15,676 14,821 14,125 11.0 5.8 483
South Carolina 18,892 18,643 18,843 3 1.3 489
Tennessee 12,567 11,849 11,604 8.3 6.1 247
Texas® 68,377 61,178 53,420 28.0 11.8 381
Virginia 21,857 21,199 21,112 3.5 31 335
Waest Virginia 1,859 1,674 1,717 8.3 1141 102
West 181,937 174,139 168,181 8.2 45 309
Alaska 2,928 2,865 2,715 78 2.2 320
Arizona 16,998 16,477 15,884 7.0 3.2 415
California 115,534 | 109,496 104,352 10.7 5.5 355
Colorado 9,188 8,997 8,698 586 2.1 258
Hawaii 3,079 2,926 2,947 4.5 5.2 168
Idaho® 2177 2,256 2,352 (-3.5) 199
Montana 1,464 1,498 1,549 (-5.5) (-2.3) 175
Nevada 6,270 6,049 6,056 35 3.7 457
New Mexico 3,440 3,27 3,298 4.3 5.2 205
Oregon 6,626 6,583 6.714 (-1.3) 7 172
Utah 2,827 2,699 2,692 5.0 4.7 152
Washington 10,349 9,959 9,892 4.6 3.9 197
Wyoming 1,057 1,063 1,032 24 (-.6) 223

...Not calculated.

} Indicates a negative percent change.

The total prisoner population includes those sentenced to more than 1 year (referred to as "sentenced
prisoners") and those with sentences of 1 year or less or no sentence. Prisoner counts may differ from
those reported in previous publications and are subject to revision as updated figures become available.

The rate per 100,000 residents is based upon the number of prisoners sentenced to more than 1 year.
°Percent change could not be calculated. See State notes for details.

“See the explanatory note for Texas.




Maryland. While population totals are actual
manual counts, the breakdowns for sentence length
are estimates.

Massachusetts. Population counts are based on
custody data and exclude 883 males housed in local
jails due to crowding, 32 inmates held in Federal
Bureau of Prison facilities, and 32 inmates held out
of State. Population counts could not be provided
by sentence length. Counts of sentenced prisoners
for earlier reporting periods may not be strictly
comparable. Population totals are actual counts;
however, the male/female breakdown is an estimate
believed to be within 0.1% of the actual
disaggregation. By law, offenders in Massachusetts
may be sentenced to terms of up to 2 1/2 years in
locally operated jails and correctional institutions.
Such populations are excluded from the State count
but are included in published population counts and
rates for local jails and correctional institutions.
Because of differing collection methods at yearend
and midyear, the 6-month percent change could not
be calculated.

Michigan. Population counts are based on custody
data and include inmates in the Community
Residential Program.

North Carolina. In North Carolina, populations of
inmates given partially suspended sentences (part
served in prison, part under probation) are included
with the "Inmates with over 1 year maximum
sentence" only if the prison portion of the sentence
exceeds 1 year. While population totals are actual
counts, the break-downs for sentence length are
estimates believed to be accurate within 1% of the
actual numbers.

Ohlo. Population counts for inmates with maximum
sentences greater than 1 year include an unde-
termined number of inmates with a sentence of 1
year or less.

Oklahoma. Population counts for inmates with
maximum sentences greater than 1 year may
include a small undetermined number of inmates
with a sentence of 1 year. Population counts
exclude 422 male and 38 female inmates held in
local jails solely to ease crowding.

Oregon. For midyear and yearend 1992, population
counts for inmates with maximum sentences greater
than 1 year include an undetermined number of
inmates with a sentence of 1 year or less.

Rhode Island. In Rhode Island, populations of
inmates given partially suspended sentences (part
served in prison, part under probation) are included

with inmates with maximum sentences greater than
1 year only if the prison portion .of the sentence
exceeds 1 year. Prisons and jails form an integrated
system. NPS data include both jail and prison
populations. v

Tennessee. Population counts include 1,227 males
and 132 females housed in local jails solely to ease
crowding, and exclude 2,809 felons sentenced to
local jails. The count of inmates-with maximum
sentences greater than 1 year includes a small
number with sentences of 1 year or less.

Texas. Population counts are based on custody
data, including 1,204 inmates in pre-parole facilities,
264 in State-operated boot camps, 3,360 in State-
operated detention facilities, and 869 in substance
abuse treatment centers. The foliowing, not
included in the custody counts, were the numbers
of inmates sentenced to State prison but in local
jails awaiting transport: (6/30/92) 17,220; (12/31/92)
19,815; and (6/30/93) 23,064.

Vermont. Prisons and jails form an integrated
system. NPS data include both jail and prison
populations.

Waest Virginla. Population counts exclude 311 male
and 18 female inmates housed in local jails solely to
ease crowding or awaiting pickup by State
authorities.

Table 2. The prison sltuation among the States, June 30, 1993

10 States with Sentenced 10 States 10 States with

the largest Number 10 States with prisoners with highest the largest Number
total prison of highest incar- per 100,000 annual growth Percent number of of female
populations inmates ceration rates” residents 6/30/92 to 6/30/93 change female prisoners  prisoners
California 115,534 Louisiana 505 Texas 28.0% California 7,232
Texas 68,377 South Carolina 489 Minnesota 1.2 New York 3,509
New York 63,875 Oklahoma 483 Oklahoma 11.0 Texas 3,040
Florida 50,603 Nevada 457 Georgia 11.0 Florida 2,638
Michigan 39,893 Alabama 426 California 10.7 Ohio 2,506
Ohio 39,792 Michigan 420 Delaware 10.2 Michigan 1,837
Hinois 33,072 Arizona 415 lllinois 8.7 Georgia 1,620
Georgia 27,004 Delaware 392 Tennessee 8.3 llinois 1,676
Pennsylvania 25,588 Maryland 385 Waest Virginia 8.3 Oklahoma 1,508
New Jersey 22,837 Georgia 382 Alaska 78 Virginia 1,221

Note: The District of Columbia as a wholly urban jurisdiction is excluded.
*The number of prisoners with sentences greater than 1 year per 100,000 residents.

Table 3. Average weekly growth in the number of
prisoners during the first hailt of the year, 1989-93
Average weekly growth in the number of prisoners
January to January to January to January to January to
June 1993 June 1992 June 1991 June 1990 June 1989
U.S. total 1,600 1,209 1,160 1,642 1,839
Federal 258 222 80 182 186 ,
State 1,341 987 1,080 1,460 1,653
Male 1,482 1,139 1,083 1,529 1,658
Female 117 70 77 113 182
Regions
Northeast 133 181 200 304 347
Midwest 190 214 195 314 363
South 719 393 385 542 560
West 300 199 300 300 383
Note: Comparisons are for December 31 and June 30.

v
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LOCAL JATYLS HELD 444,584 AT MIDYEAR 1992
INMATES TOTAL 174 PER 100,000 U.S. INHABITANTS

There were 444,584 local jail inmates throughout the country
as of midyear 1992, the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS)
announced today. BJS, the.Department of Justice’s statistics
agency, said this was 4.2 percent more than the 426,479 inmates
12 months earlier--slightly less than the 5.2 percent annual
growth recorded in 1991.

The number of local jail inmates per 100,000 U.S. residents
has risen 120 percent--from 79 per 100,000 to 174 per 100,000--
since 1970, BJS said.

"During 1992 the nation’s 3,300 jails were estimated to be
operating at about 99 percent of the rated capacity--an
improvement from the 108 percent occupancy rate in 1989, the
highest year recorded," noted Acting BJS Director Lawrence A.
Greenfeld. "Jails, as defined here, are facilities that are
operated by local rather than state officials and hold people
- awaiting crimiﬁal trials as well as convicted offenders generally
serving sentences of one year or less. Excluded are police

lockups or drunk tanks as well as federal or state pfisons."

-MORE-



BJS said 91 percent of the jail inmates were male and
estimated that one in every 226 adult men and one in every 2,417
adult women in the country were in jail on June 30, 1992.

Forty percent of the jail population were white non-
Hispanics, 44 percent were non-Hispanic blacks, 15 percent were
Hispanics of any race and 1 percent were of other races, such as
Native Americans, Aleuts, Asians and Pacific Islanders.

The incarceration rate for blacks has risen more rapidly
than the rate for whites. From 1984, the earliest for which the
data are available, the rate for blacks rose from 339 inmates per
100,000 to 619 per 100,000. For whites the increase during the
1984-1992 period was from 68 to 109 per 100,000. As of June 30
last year local jails held an estimated 195,156 blacks and
232,966 whites, BJS said.

As of June 30 last year, 131 of the country’s 503 largest
jail jurisdictions--meaning jail populations averaging at least
100 inmates--reported that at least one of their jail facilities
was under court order or a consent decree to reduce inmate
population.

Judges intervened most often with population reduction
orders, but they also cited staff, medical, recreation,
operations and program problems. Overall 157 of the 503 large

jurisdictions were under court orders to limit population or

-MORE-



remedy a specific situation. Almost one-third of the large
jurisdictions with a facility under a court order were cited for
six or more conditions.

Jurisdictions with large jail populations were holding 9,528
inmates for federal authorities and 36,097 for state authorities,
primarily because of crowding in state prisons. They also held
3,355 for other local authorities.

On June 30, 1992, nine of the large jurisdictions were
operating boot camps, which held about 4 percent of the inmates
in these jurisdictions. Almost three-fourths of the larger
jurisdictions had residents in daily work release programs--
17,887 inmates in 359 jurisdictions.

On the same day, 180 of the large jurisdictions were
operating alternative-to-incarceration programs, such as
electronic monitoring, house arrest, day reporting or the like.
Electronic monitoring was the most widely available and had the
most participants--118 jurisdictions and 4,582 participants.

Three hundred eight of the 503 large Jjurisdictions reported
that they tested inmates for drug use. Few jurisdictions (35)
tested all of their inmates for drugs. Many more (219) tested
upon suspicion of drug use.

Among the largest jurisdictions, 420 reported operating at
least one jail facility that had a drug treatment, alcohol

rehabilitation, psychiatric examination, psychological counseling
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or education program. One hundred twenty-seven jurisdictions.
operated all such programs.

Educational programs, including literacy, basic education
and General Education Degree programs, were offered in more than
two-thirds of the large jurisdictions. As of June 30, 1992,
about 9 percent of the inmates in these jurisdictions were
participating in an educational program.

Alcohol and drug treatment programs were offered in more
than 50 percent of the large jurisdictions. The inmate
participation was less than 10 percent on the day of the survey.

Thirty-five percent of the large jurisdictions, reported one
or more inmate deaths during the 12-month period ended June 50,
1992, compared to 190 (38 percent) the year before.

Among the 445 inmate deaths during the year in large
jurisdictions, AIDS-related diseases accounted for 24 percent,
suicides 28 percent, fatal injuries (murder or manslaughter) 3
percent, accidents and undetermined causes 6 percent and natural
causes 38 percent.

Single copies of the BJS bulletin "Jail Inmates 1992" (NCJ-
143284) as well as other BJS statistical bulletins and reports
may be obtained from the National Criminal Justice Reference
Service, Box 6000, Rockville, Maryland 20850. The telephone

number is 1-800-732-3277.

93-64
After hours contact: Stu Smith 301-983-9354
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At midyear 1992 local jails held an esti-
mated 444,584 persons. From July 1991
to June 1992, the number in jail grew 4%,
about the same rate as for the previous
12 months. In 1992 overall jail occupancy
was 99% of the rated capacity.

The 1992 Annual Survey of Jails provides
these findings from data reported by 795
jurisdictions for 1,113 jails, about a third

of all jails. Local officials administer these
facilities which are able to hold persons
for more than 48 hours but usually for less
than 1 year.

Other survey findings include:

o About 1 in every 428 adult U.S. residents
were in jail on June 30, 1992.

« A majority of jail inmates were black or
Hispanic. White non-Hispanic inmates
made up 40% of the jail population; black
non- Hispanics, 44%; Hispanics, 15%; and
non- Hispanic inmates of other races, 1%.

o An estimated 2,804 juveniles were
housed in adult jails on June 30, 1992.
The average daily juvenile population for
the year was 2,527.

¢ Based on the most recent census (1988)
503 jurisdictions had an average daily
population of at least 100 jail inmates. In
1992, these jurisdictions operated 814 jail
facilities, which held 362,217 inmates, or

about 81% of all jail inmates in the country.

August 1993

In 1992, for the first time in its 9-year
history, the Annual Survey of Jails
collected information from the large
jurisdictions about the programs that
their jails administer — bootcamps,
work release, alternatives to incarcera-
tion, educational and treatment pro-
grams for inmates, and drug testing.

The 1992 Annual Survey of Jails and

this Bulletin would not have been possi-

ble without the generous cooperation of

jail administrators and staff whose facili-

ties were selected for the survey.
Lawrence A. Greenfeld
Acting Director

Number ot persons

Number of inmates in local jails

10 444,584 in 1992.

Fig. 1

The U.S. local jail population increased from 209,582 in 19682
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The number of local jail inmates per 100,000 U.S. residents

increased from 90 in 1982 to 174 in 1992. In 1982, the
rates were 109 white inmates per 100,000 white residents

Fig. 2

and 619 black inmates per 100,000 black residents.




One-day counts

On June 30, 1992, the estimated number
of inmates held in local jails was 444,584,
an increase of 4.2% over the number held
on June 28, 1991 (table 1). About 1 in
every 428 adult residents of the United

Table 1. Jall population: One-day count
and average daily population,
by legal status and sex, 1991-92

Number of jailinmates

Annual Percent
Survey of Jails change,
1991 1992  1991-92
One-daycount
Allinmates 426,479 444,584 4.2%
Adults 424,129 441,781 4.2
Male 384,628 401,106 4.3
Female 39,501 40,674 3.0
Juveniles* 2,350 2,804 193
Averagedally population
Allinmates 422,609 441,889 4.6%
Adult 420,276 439,362 4.5
Male 381,458 399,528 4.7
Female 38,818 39,834 2.8
Juveniles* 2,333 12,527 8.3

Note: Data for 1-day counts are for June 28, 1991,
and June 30, 1992.

*Juveniles are persons defined by State statute as
being under a certain age, usually 18, and subject
initially to juvenile court autherity even if tried as
adults in criminal court. Because less than 1% of the
jail population were juveniles, caution must be used
in interpreting any changes over time.

Table 2. Number of jall Inmates
per 100,000 U.S. residents, 1970-92

Inmates/
U.S.resident Jail 100,000

Year  population® inmates” _residents
1992 255,082,000 444,584 174
1991 252,177,000 426,479 169
1990 249,415,000 405,320 163
1989 246,819,000 395,553 160
1988° 244,499,000 343,569 141
1987 242,289,000 295,873 122
1986 240,133,000 274,444 114
1985 237,924,000 256,615 108
1984 235,825,000 234,500 99
1983° 233,792,000 223,551 96
1082 231,664,000 209,582 90
1978° 222,095,000 158,394 4]
1972° 209,284,000 141,588 68
1970° 203,984,000 160,863 79

Note: Inmate counts for 1882, 1984-87, and 1989-92
are survey estimates and consequently subject to
sampling error. For estimates of the sampling error
for each year, see appendix table 2 in Methodology.
“Estimated for July 1. Source: Current Population
Reports, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-25,
tr;los. 917 and 1095.

One-day counts.
‘Census of Local Jails.

States was in jail on June 30, 1992. Fewer
than 1% of the inmates of the Nation's jails
in 1992 were juveniles.

An estimated 2,804 juveniles were housed
in adult jails across the country on June
30, 1992. Most juveniles in correctional
custody are housed in juvenile facilities.
(For a definition of juveniles and discussion
of their detention, see Methodology, page
10.)

Since 1970 the number of jail inmates per
100,000 residents has risen 120%, from 79
to 174 (table 2). During the period, the
number of jail inmates at midyear
increased more than 2'%: times, from
160,863 to 444,584,

The rates of incarceration in local jails have
risen more rapidly for blacks than whites
(figure 2). In 1984, the earliest year for
which data are available, the incarceration
rate for blacks was 339 jail inmates per
100,000 residents; by 1992, the rate was
619. For whites, the rates increased from
68 to 109 per 100,000. On June 30, 1992,
local jails held an estimated 195,200 blacks
and 233,000 whites.

Average daily population
The average daily population for the year

ending June 30, 1992, was 441,889, an
increase of 4.6% from 1991. The average

Table 3. Convictlon status of adult
Jall inmates, by sex, 1991-92

Number of jailinmates
in Annual Survey of Jails

1991 1992
Totalnumber

ofadultinmates 424,129 441,781
Convicted 206,458 217,940
Male 185,947 196,656
Female 20,511 21,284
Unconvicted 217,671 223,840
Male 198,681 204,450
18,990 19,390

Female

Note: Data are for June 28, 1991, and June 30,
1992. Annual Survey of Jails data may underesti
mate the number of convicted inmates and overesti-
mate the number of unconvicted inmates. Some fa-
cility records do not distinguish inmates awaiting
sentence (or other convicted persons) from uncon-
victed inmates. The 1989 Survey of Inmates in
Loca! Jails figures indicate that 43% of the inmates
were unconvicted and 57% were convicted.

daily population for males increased 4.7%
from the number in 1991; during the same
period, the female average daily population
increased 2.8%. The average daily
juvenile population for the year ending
June 30, 1992, was 2,527.

Adult conviction status

At midyear 1992, convicted.inmates made
up 49% of all adult inmates (table 3). The
number of convicted inmates increased 6%
since June 28, 1991. Convicted inmates
include those awaiting sentencing or
serving a sentence and those returned to
jail because they had violated the condi-
tions of their probation or parole. From
1991 to 1992 the number of unconvicted
inmates increased 3%. Unconvicted
inmates include those on trial or awaiting
arraignment or trial.

Demographic characteristics

Males accounted for 91% of the jail inmate
population (table 4). The adult male
inmate population increased 4% from 1991
to 1992. An estimated 1 in every 226 men
and 1 in every 2,417 women residing in the
United States were in a local jail on June
30, 1992.

White non-Hispanic inmates made up 40%
of the jail population; black non-Hispanics,
44%; Hispanics, 15%; and other races
(Native Americans, Aleuts, Alaska Natives,
Asians, and Pacific Islanders), 1%.

Table 4. Demographlc characteristics
of Jail Inmates, 1991-92

Percent of jailinmates

Characteristic 1991 1992
Total 100% 100%
Sex
Male 90.7% 90.8%
Female 9.3 9.2
Race/Hispanic origin
White non-Hispanic 41.1% 40.1%
Black non-Hispanic 434 44.1
Hispanic 14.2 145
Other* 12 1.3

Note: Data are for June 28, 1991, and June 30,
1992. Race was reported for 99% of the inmates
in 1991 and for 98% in 1992. .
*Native Americans, Aleuts, Asians, Alaska Natives,
and Pacific Islanders.




\ -
¢ Dally population movements

On June 30, 1992, local jails had more
than 46,000 new admissions and dis-
charges, about equally divided between the
two categories (table 5). Discharges
include sentence completions, bail, and
deaths. These data exclude transfers
among facilities and readmissions or other
departures on June 30, 1992, which can
only be estimated to have been within the
range of 10,733 and 13,367. (For a
discussion on reporting practices, see
Methodology.)

Occupancy

The number of jail inmates increased 4%
from 1991, while the total rated capacity of
the Nation's jails rose 7% (table 6).
Between June 28, 1991, and June 30,
1992, the percentage of rated capacity
which was occupied fell 2 percentage
points to 99%.

Facilities with the largest average daily
populations reported the highest occupan-
cy rates. Occupancy was 114% of rated
capacity in facilities with an average daily
population of 1,000 or more, compared to
53% in those with fewer than 20 inmates.

Size of Number of Percent of rated
facility facilities capacity occupied
Fewer than 20 1,017 53%

20-49 773 77

50-99 559 82

100-199 370 91

200-999 405 103

1,000 or mare® 76 114

®Based on the average daily population between June
28, 1991, and June 30, 1992.

Includes an unspecified number of facilities for Cook
County, lll., and Orleans Parish, La., each counted as
having 1 facility.

Jurlsdictions with large Jall populations

Characteristics

In 1992 , an estimated 81% of the total

annual number of inmates in the Nation's
local jails were housed in the facilities of
503 jurisdictions, each with an average
daily population of at least 100 incar-
cerated persons at the time of the 1988
Census of Jails.

Populationoflarge
Number Jailjurisdictions
oflarge June30, Daily average
Region Jurisdictions 1992 1991-92
All 503 362,217 356,471
Northeast 85 68,026 68,384
Midwest N 44,514 43,329
South 229 152,061 147,644
Waest 98 97,616 97,114

Between June 28, 1991, and June 30,
1992, these jurisdictions held on average

356,471 inmates. On the day of the
survey, June 30, 1992, these large
jurisdictions held 362,217.

Including an unspecified number of

facilities counted as 1 in both Cook County

(Chicago), lllinois, and Orleans Parish

{New Orleans), Louisiana, these jurisdic-
tions reported data on 814 separate jail
facilities — 73% of all facilities surveyed.

Nearly half of these large jurisdictions
maintained an average daily population

of between 100 and 299 inmates (table 7).
Although these jurisdictions represented
47% of all large jurisdictions, they held only
13% of the total annual number of inmates
in large jurisdictions.

Twenty-nine jurisdictions reported an
average daily population of between 2,000
and 22,220 inmates. With an average of
more than 4 facilities per jurisdiction, they
accounted for 16% of all facilities and 41%
of the total average daily population in
large jurisdictions.

Table 7. Jurisdictlons with large jail
populations: Number of facllities
and total average dally population,
July 1, 1991-June 30, 1992

Total
Average average
daily Number daily
population Jurisdictions Facilities  population
All 503 814 356,471
0-99 inmates® 7 8 587
100-199 127 145 19,251
200-299 107 134 25,877
300-399 55 77 19,265
400-499 40 56 17,522
500-999 91 157 63,732
1,000-1,999 47 107 64,316
2,000-3,999 15 48 39,382
4,000-22,220° 14 82 106,539

"Seven Jurisdictions reported 100 or more inmates
Ln the 1988 Census of Jails.

Includes an unspecified number of facilities for Cook
County, Ill., and Orleans Parish, La., each counted
as having 1 facility.

Table 6. Jall capaclty and occupancy, selected years, 1978-92

Census of Jails

Annual Survey of Jails

1978 1983 1988 1989 1990 1999 1992
Number ofinmates 158,394 223,551 343,569 395,553 405,320 426,479 444,584
Ratedcapacity ofjails 245,094 261,556 339,633 367,769 389,171 421,237 449,197
Percentof rated
capacity occupied* 65% 85% 101% 108% 104% 101% 99%

Table 5. Jall admissions and discharges,
by legal status of Inmates, June 30, 1992

Number on 1 day

Total Adults  Juveniles
New admissions 23,742 23,595 148
Discharges 22,287 22,131 155

Note: Data are for February 15, 1978; June 30, 1983, 1988, 1989, 1992; June 29, 1990; and June 28, 1991.
*Percent of rated capacity occupied is based on the 1-day count of inmates.

Note: Admission and discharge data exclude
transfers, readmissions, escapes, work releases,
weekend sentences, medical appointments, and
court appearances. Transfers and readmissions/
other departures on June 30, 1992, are estimated
to have been between 10,733 and 13,367.




25 largest jail jurisdictions

Within the group of jurisdictions that have
an annual number of inmates between
2,000 and 22,220 are the Nation's 25
largest jurisdictions. These 25 jurisdictions
were in 11 States: 9 in California, 4 in
Texas, 4 in Florida, and 1 each in New
York, lllincis, Tennessee, Pennsylvania,
Arizona, Louisiana, Maryland, and Georgia
(table 8). These jurisdictions had between
1 and 16 jail facilities in their systems.

Six of the jurisdictions had a smaller
average daily population in 1992 than in
1991, and six had a smaller population on
June 30, 1992, than on June 28, 1991.
Harris County (Houston), Texas, reported
the largest growth during the year, an
increase of 4,919 inmates on the day of
the survey. New York City reported the
sharpest decline, a decrease of 2,136
inmates.

Table 8. Twenty-five largest jurisdictions: Average dally population
and one-day count, June 28, 1991, and June 30, 1992

Number of Jails Average daily Population on

in Jurisdiction population during June 28, June 30,
Jurisdiction 1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992
Los Angeles County, Calif. 9 9 20,779 22,220 20,885 22,289
New York City, N.Y. 17 16 20,419 18,673 20,563 18,427
Harris County, Tex. 3 4 6,751 8,086 6,808 11,727
Cook County, lil. - 7,257 7,621 8,356 9,089
Shelby County, Tenn. 2 2 5,008 6,108 5,755 6,096
Dade County, Fla. 7 7 5,343 5,965 5,493 5,733
Dallas County, Tex. 4 4 5,247 5,502 4,686 5,881
Philadelphia County, Penn. 7 6 4,897 4,878 4,589 4,422
Maricopa County, Ariz. 6 7 4,312 4,829 4,480 4,934
Orleans Parish, La. - 3,677 4,737 4,481 4,737
Orange County, Calif. 3 3 4,378 4,688 4,390 4,690
SanDiego County, Calif. 12 1 4,660 4,543 4,303 5,039
Santa Clara County, Calif. 7 7 4,072 4,368 4,166 4,369
TarrantCounty, Tex. 4 4 3,779 4,321 4,000 4,858
Orange County, Fla. 2 2 3,267 3,582 3,225 3.536
Sacramento County, Calif. 3 3 3,170 3,265 2,980 3,165
Alameda County, Calif. 3 3 2,912 3,250 2,891 3,550
Broward County, Fla. 3 3 3,502 3,173 3,584 3,069
Baltimore City, Md. 4 4 2,828 2,900 2,894 3,006
SanBernardino County, Calif. 2 2 2,735 2,855 2,929 2,860
Fresno, County, Calif. 3 3 2,061 2,572 1,980 2,286
Fulton County, Ga. 4 4 2,983 2,545 2,969 2,590
Bexar County, Tex. 1 1 2,313 2,377 1,981 2,626
Hillsborough, County, Fla. 3 3 2,051 2,328 1,944 2,268
Riverside County, Calif. 4 4 2,240 2,180 2174 2,181
Note: The jurisdictions are ordered according to their average daily population in 1992.
--These jurisdictions provided a single report covering all of their jail facilities.

On June 30, 1992, the 25 largest jurisdic-
tions held 32% of all jail inmates nation-
wide. The two largest jurisdictions, Los
Angeles County and New York City, had
more than 40,700 inmates, 9% of the
national total.

Overall, the number of inmates in the
Nation's 25 largest jurisdictions on June
30, 1992, was 5% greater than on June 28,
1991. The number of jail inmates in these
jurisdictions totalled 143,604, up from
132,5086.

Inmates held for other authorities

Local jail jurisdictions frequently house
inmates for other authorities, because of
crowding elsewhere or routine needs of
other jurisdictions, such as housing
detainees pending their transfer or holding
convicted inmates while awaiting transfer
to State or Federal prison. Among the 503
jurisdictions with 100 or more inmates in
1988, 425 were holding inmates for other
authorities in 1992 (table 9). Approxi-
mately 84% of these large jurisdictions had
one or more jail facilities holding inmates
for other authorities on June 30, 1992.

Table 9. Jurisdictions with large jali
populations: Impact of Inmates held
for other authoritles, 1991-92
-Number of juris-
dictions/inmates
1991 1992
Jurlsdictions with large
Jail populations 503 503
Jurisdictions holding
inmates for other authorities:* 426 425
Federal 239 256
State 322 342
Local 220 218
Jurisdictions holding
inmates because of
crowding elsewhere 234 249
Allinmates In Jurlsdictlons
withlargejall populations 343,514 362,217
Inmates being held for
other authorities: 39,906 48,980
Federa! 7,792 9,528
State 27,566 36,097
Local 4,548 3.355
Inmates being held
because of crowding
elsewhere 23,484 32,193
Note: Data are for June 28, 1991, and June 30,
1992, covering all jurisdictions with an average
daily inmate poputation of 100 or more at the time
of the 1988 Census of Jails. The data for 1991 are
revised from those presented in Jail Inmates 1991.
*Detail adds to more than total because some
jurisdictions held inmates for more than one
authority.
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Two-thirds of the large jurisdictions were
holding inmates for State authorities; half
for Federal authorities.

The number of jail inmates being held for
other authorities by these large

jurisdictions increased by 9,063, up 23%
from 1991. The number of State prisoners
in local jails grew the most (31%), followed
by the number of Federal prisoners (22%).
Prisoners held for other local authorities
decreased 26%, from 4,548 to 3,355.

Table 10. Jurisdictions with large jail populatlons:

Rated capacity and percent of capacity occupled, 1991-92

Number of jail
Jurisdictions Number of inmates onlast Percent of
with large jail jurisdictions Rated capacity weekday inJune capacity occupied
populations 1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992
Total 503 503 322,372 344,580 343,514 362,217 107%  105%
Jurisdictions with no
jailunder court order
to reduce population 368 372 164,497 167,045 172,229 175,680 104% 105%
Jurisdictions with at
least one jail under
court order toreduce
population 135 131 157,375 177,535 171,285 186,537 109% 105%

Table 11. Jurisdictions wlith large Jail populations: Number of jurisdictions under court
order to reduce population or to Improve conditions of confinement, 1991-92

Number of jurisdictions with large fail populations

Ordered to Not ordered
Total limit population to limit population
1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992
Total 503 503 135 131 368 372
Jurisdictions under court order citing '
spacific conditions of confinement 148 134 122 108 26 26
Subject of courtorder:
Crowded living units 118 118 m 107 7 1
Recreation tacilities 65 62 54 50 1 12
Medical facilities or services 58 57 45 41 13 16
Visitation practices or policies 35 37 30 29 5 8
Disciplinary procedures or policies 34 37 26 27 8 10
Food service 33 29 30 25 3 4
Administrative segregation
procedures or policies 27 21 22 16 5 5
Staffing patterns 45 53 39 46 6 7
Grievance procedures or policies 29 38 24 29 5 9
Education or training programs 22 25 19 21 3 4
Fire hazards 17 22 17 19 0 3
Counseling programs 18 18 14 14 4 4
inmate classification 37 40 34 32 3 8
Library services 50 49 38 36 12 13
Other ) 15 14 8 9 7 5
Totality of conditions 40 41 34 34 6 7

Note: Detail adds to more than the total number of jurisdictions
under court order for specific conditions, because some jurisdictions
were under judicial mandate for more than one reason.

Court orders to reduce population
and improve conditions

At midyear 1992 more than a quarter of
the 503 large jurisdictions reported that 1
or more of their jail facilities were under
court order or consent decree to reduce
the inmate population (table 10). On June
30, 1992, 131 jurisdictions were under
court orders to limit the number of inmates,
down from 135 in 1991,

Jail administrators in these 131 jurisdic-
tions reported an increase of 13% in their
rated capacity during tne year, or an
increase of 20,160 beds. On average
these jurisdictions were operating at about
105% of their rated capacities. Administra-
tors in the 372 jurisdictions not under
orders to reduce population or crowding
reported less than 1% rise in their rated
capacity, and a slight increase in the
occupancy rate, from 104% to 105%.

Judges intervened most often in the
operation of jails with orders to reduce
population or crowding, but they also cited
other elements of the jail facility, staff,
operation, or programs. Overall, 157 of
the large jurisdictions were under court
order to limit population or to correct a
specific condition of confinement. Ninety-
four were cited for two or more conditions
of confinement:

Number of
conditions
cited by a court

Large jurisdictions
with a facility
under court order

1 63
23 33
4-5 11
6 or more 50

Nearly a third of the large jurisdictions with
a facility under court order in 1992 were
cited for six or more conditions. Forty-one
of the 503 jurisdictions were cited for the
totality of conditions (that is, the cumulative
effect of several conditions). The most
frequent condition cited was crowded fliving
units (118 jurisdictions), followed by inade-
quate recreation facilities (62), medical
facilities or services (57), and staffing (53).

Fourteen fewer jurisdictions were under
court order for specific conditions of
confinement on June 30, 1992, than on
June 28, 1991. Six fewer jurisdictions
were under court order for administrative
segregation procedures or policies; three
fewer for recreation; and four fewer for
food service. Nine more jurisdictions were
cited for grievance procedures or policies;
eight more for staffing patterns.



Jail programs and alternatives
1o incarceration

in 1992, for the first time in the history of
the survey, jurisdictions were asked if any
of their jail facilities operated a boot camp
or daily work release program and if any
operated alternative-to-incarceration
programs, such as electronic monitoring,
house arrest, and day reporting.” These
programs are defined as follows:

Bootcamp — a program having a chain of
command, highly regimented activity
schedules, drill and ceremonies, and
stressing physical challenges, fitness,
discipline and personal appearance.

Work-release — a program that allows an
inmate to work in the community unsuper-
vised by correctional staff during the day
and return to jail at night.

Electronic monitoring-— a program in
which offenders are supervised by
correctional authorities outside of the jait
facility by use of an electronic signalling
device or programmed contact device
attached to a telephone.

House arrest (without electronic
monitoring) — a program in which
offenders are legally ordered to remain
confined in their own residence except for
medical reasons and employment but are
not subject to any electronic surveillance.

Day reporting — a program that permits
offenders to remain in their residence at
night and weekends while reporting to a
correctional official one or more times
daily.

*Jail jurisdictions reported only for the programs that
they operated. Within some counties other agencies
may have operated similar types of programs.

Table 12. Large]all jurisdictions offering a bootcamp,
work release, or alternatives to incarceration, 1992

Largejail jurisdictions

Number of
Program Inmates injurisdic-
Number participants _ tionwith program
Total 503 362,217
Special programs
Bootcamps 9 1,463 39,484
Daily work release 359 17,887 263,370
Alternatives to incarceration
Electronic monitoring 118 4,582 99,276
House arrest 18 602 13,912
Day reporting 43 2,445 41,318
Other alternatives*® 57 6,181 67,826
No alternative offered 323 189,420

programs are excluded from the inmate count.
.. .Not determined.
--Not applicable.

Note: A single jurisdiction could report participation in more than one
type of alternative. Offenders in bootcamps and work release are counted
as inmates in the Jurisdiction total; participants in the alternative

*The number of participants in other alternatives was estimated to be 2,850,
community service; 391, weekend reporting; and 1,397, other.

On June 30, 1992, 9 of the 503 large
jurisdictions were operating a bootcamp
program (table 12). About 4% of the jail
inmates (1,463) in these jurisdictions with
bootcamps were participating in the
program. Among inmates in all large
jurisdictions, fewer than half of one percent
were in a bootcamp.

Daily work release programs were
available to inmates in more than two-
thirds of the large jurisdictions. On June
30, 1992, 17,887 inmates in 359 jail
jurisdictions were in a work release
program. On that day, 7% of the inmates
in these jurisdictions were participating

in work release programs.

On June 30, 1992, 180 of the 503 large
jurisdictions were operating an alternative-
to-incarceration program, such as
electronic monitoring, house arrest, or day
reporting. Offenders in these programs are
not considered jail inmates to be included
in the midyear count because they are not
in physical custody. They do not serve
time in a jail facility but would if not for
these programs.

Of the differing types of alternative
programs, electronic monitoring was the
most widely available and had the most
participants (118 jurisdictions and 4,582
offenders). Day-reporting programs were
offered in fewer jurisdictions (43) and had
fewer than 2,445 participants. House
arrest programs without electronic
monitoring were operated by 18 jail
jurisdictions with a total of 602 participants.
Other types of alternative programs, such
as community service and weekend
reporting, were available in 57 jurisdictions.
More than 6,100 offenders were
participating in these other alternatives.




Tablé 13. Jurlsdictions with large Jall populations reporting the most inmates In bootcamp,
on work release, or participating In alternatives to Incarceration, June 30, 1992

Bootcamp Work release Alternative-to-incarcerationprograms*

Number of inmates Number ofinmates Number of offenders

Jurisdiction Participating In jurisdiction Jurisdiction Participating In jurisdiction Participating _ In Jurisdiction
TarrantCounty, Tex. 590 4,858 Santa Clara County, Calif. 1,623 4,369 Riverside County, Ca. 1,435 2,181
New York,N.Y. 504 18,427 Los Angeles County, Calif. 1,465 22,289 Cook County, Il 1,223 9,089
Oakland County, Mich. 94 1,518 Milwaukee County, Wisc. . 394 1,809 Orange County, Calif. 1,050 4,690
Orleans Parish, La. 77 4,737 New York,N.Y. 297 18,427 Alameda County, Calif. 966 3,550
PalmBeachCounty,Fla. ' 70 1,663 Santa Cruz County, Calif. 284 541 Lubbock County, Tex. 743 729
Ventura County. Calif. 56 1,540 Kern County, Calif. 250 2,363 Jetferson County, Ken. 467 884
Travis County, Tex. 37 2,049 Solano County, Calif. 248 702 Prince George's County, Md. 403 1,307
Santa Clara County, Calif. 24 4,369 Dallas County, Tex. 248 5,881 Butte County, Calif. 370 273
Brazos County, Tex. 11 323 Maricopa County, Ariz. 232 4,934 Stanislaus County, Calif. 320 784
Philadelphia, Penn. 232 4,422 Dade County, Fla. 289 5,733

*Alternatives to incarceration include electronic home
monitoring, house arrest without electronic monitoring,
day reporting, community service, weekend reporting,

and other programs conducted by the jail authorities.
The number of participants in alternative programs
was not included in the jail population reported at

midyear.

About three-quarters of all jail inmates in
boot camps were in two jurisdictions —
Tarrant County (Fort Worth), Texas, and
New York City (table 13). Each of these
jurisdictions had more inmates in a boot
camp than the other seven jurisdictions
combined.

Santa Clara and Los Angeles counties in
‘California had the largest number of jail
inmates in daily work release programs.
Each of these jurisdictions had more than
1,000 work release participants.

Riverside County, California, stretching to
the Nevada border east of Los Angeles,
had the most offenders (1,435) partici-
pating in some type of alternative program.
Cook County (Chicago), lllinois, had the
second largest number of participants
(1,223), and Orange County, California,
containing Anaheim and Santa Ana, the
third largest number, 1,050 offenders.
More than 10% of offenders under the
supervision of these jail jurisdictions were
in an alternative-to-incarceration program.

tions that tested at random or on an
inmate's return from the community was
about the same (159 and 153, respect-
ively). Jurisdictions holding between 2,000
and 3,999 inmates were more likely

to have at least 1 facility testing for drugs
than any other group, 93%. Those
jurisdictions that had from 100 to 199
inmates were least likely to test, 47%.

Drug testing

The 1992 Annual Survey of Jails asked the
largest jurisdictions if and on whom they
conducted urinalysis tests for drugs. Of all
large jurisdictions, 308 said that they did
test (table 14). Jurisdictions were more
likely to test upon suspicion (219 jurisdic-
tions) than testing all inmates at least once
(35 jurisdictions). The number of jurisdic-

Table 14. Large Jurisdictions conducting urinalysis for drugs
and type of survelllance, by size of jall population, 1992 ”
Large jail jurisdictions
Basis of drug testing
Conducting Oninmates .

Average urinalysis At Onallinmates  Upon returning from Other
daily population®  Total oninmates random atleastonce suspicion community basis

All 503 308 159 35 219 153 117
0-99 7 4 3 0 3 3 0
100-199 127 60 31 3 38 38 20
200-299 107 72 37 5 49 34 31
300-399 55 29 12 2 21 13 9
400-499 40 26 1 2 17 14 11
500-999 91 59 30 8 42 26 21
1,000-1,999 47 35 23 8 29 14 12
2,000-3,999 15 14 8 4 12 7 7
4,000-22,200 14 9 4 3 8 4 6
*Based on the average daily jail population of the
Jurisdiction between June 28, 1991, and June 30,
1992.
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Selected jail programs

In the 1992 survey, the 503 largest jurisdic-
tions were asked to report on inmate
participation in drug treatment, alcohol
treatment, psychological counseling or
psychiatric care, and educational programs
offered by their jail facilities. On June 30,
1992, at least 1 jail facility in 420 of these
jurisdictions reported operating these types
of programs. A total of 127 jurisdictions
reported operating all 4 types of programs.

Educational programs (including literacy,
basic education, and GED programs) were
offered in more than two-thirds of the large
jurisdictions. About 9% of the inmates in

these jurisdictions were participating in an
education program at the time of the
survey.

Alcohol and drug treatment programs were
offered in more than half of the large jail
jurisdictions. On June 30, 1992, 20,100 jail
inmates were receiving alcohol treatment;
18,052 were receiving drug treatment. In
the jurisdictions operating alcohol or drug
treatment programs, the inmate
participation rate was lower than 10%.

Psychological or psychiatric counseling
programs were provided in 212 of the large
jurisdictions. More than 14,000 jail inmates
were participating in these programs.

Table 15. Jurlsdictions with large ]ail populations: Selected |all
programs and number of participants, June 30, 1992

Large jailjurisdictions

.. .Not determined.

Number of
Program Inmates

Programs forinmates Number participants in jurisdiction

Total 503 362,217
Drug treatment” 275 18,052 234,591
Alcohol treatment* 295 20,100 213,147
Psychological counseling 212 14,237 189,845
Educationprogram 350 25,591 282,328
*Combined substance abuse programs and enroliment in them were

classified by the substance most emphasized in the program.

Inmate deaths

A total of 178 large jail jurisdictions (35%)
reported one or more jails with an inmate
death during the year ending June 30,
1992, compared to 190 (38%) the previous
year (table 16). Natural causes other than
AIDS were the leading cause of death
among inmates in large jail jurisdictions
(38%), followed by suicide (28%). AIDS-
related deaths accounted for 24% of the
total, injury by another person, 3%, and
accidents or undetermined causes, 7%.

Table 16. Jurlsdictions with large Jail
populations: Inmate deaths, 1991-92

Jurisdictions re-

Cause porting deaths”" Inmatedeaths
of death 1991 1992 1991 1992

Total 190 178 546 445
Naturalcauses® 116 90 278 170
AIDS 32 37 84 107
Suicide 89 93 13 124
Injury by another
person 1 12 16 14
Other® 21 21 37 30

Note: Data are for the year ending June 28, 1991,
and June 30, 1992, and cover all jurisdictions with
an average daily inmate population of 100 or more
at the time of the 1988 Census of Jails. The number
of deaths from AIDS and other natural causes may
have been under-reported in some jurisdictions that
transferred sick inmates to outside hospitals and
other medical facilities.

®Detail adds to more than total because some Juris-
dictions reported more than one type of death.
®Exclude AIDS-related deaths.

°Includes accidents and undetermined causes

of death.
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Methodology

The 1992 Annual Survey of Jails was the
ninth such survey in a series sponsored by
the Bureau of Justice Statistics. The first
was conducted in 1982. Complete
enumerations of the Nation's jails are con-
ducted every 5 years. Annual surveys —
which collect data on all jails in jurisdictions
with 100 or more jail inmates and on a
sample of all other jails — are carried out
in each of the 4 years between the full
censuses. The reference date for the 1992
survey was June 30, 1992. Full censuses
were done on February 15, 1978, June 30,
1983, and June 30, 1988.

A local jailis a facility that holds inmates
beyond arraignment, usually for more than
48 hours, and is administered by local
officials. Specifically excluded from the
count were temporary lockups that house
persons for less than 48 hours, physically
separate drunk tanks, and other holding
facilities that did not hold persons after
they had been formally charged, Federal-
or State-administered facilities, and the
combined jail-prison systems of Alaska,
.Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode
Island, and Vermont. Included in the
universe were five locally operated jails in
Alaska and eight jails that were privately
operated under contract for local
governments.

The 1992 survey included 1,113 jails in 795
jurisdictions. A jurisdiction is a county,
municipality, township, or regional authority
that administers one or more local jails.
The jails in 503 jurisdictions were automa-
tically included in the survey because the
average daily inmate population in these
jurisdictions was 100 or more in the 1988
census. The jurisdictions with large jail
populations, referred to as certainty
jurisdictions, accounted for 814 jails and
362,217 inmates, or 81% of the estimated
inmate population on June 30, 1992.

The other jurisdictions surveyed
constituted a stratified probability sample of
those jurisdictions whose average daily
population was less than 100 in the 1988
jail census.

Data were obtained by mailed question-
naires. Two followup mailings and phone
calls were used to encourage reporting.
The response rate was 99% for all jails.

For the eight jails in certainty jurisdictions

Appendixtable 1. Standard error estimates, 1992

Standard Relative standard
Characteristic Estimate error error {(percent)
One-day count
Allinmates 444,584 2,076 0.47%
Adults 441,781 2,040 0.46
Male 401,106 1,866 0.46
Female 40,674 306 0.76
Juveniles 2,804 217 7.75
Average daily population
Allinmates 441,889 2,083 0.47%
Adults 439,362 2,066 0.47
Male 399,528 1,948 0.49
Female 39,834 280 0.70
Juveniles 2,527 196 7.77
Adultinmate status, 6/30/92
Convicted 217,940 1,740 0.80%
Male 196,656 1,594 0.81
Female 21,284 248 1.17
Unconvicted 223,840 1,344 0.60%
Male 204,450 1,260 0.61
Female 19,380 172 0.89
Sex
Male 403,768 1,895 0.47%
Female 40,816 314 0.77
Race/Hispanlc origin
White non-Hispanic 173,973 1,827 1.05%
Black non-Hispanic 191,188 1,630 0.80
Hispanic 62,961 - 561 0.89
Other 5,831 319 5.46
Totalrated capacity 449,197 2,693 0.60%

Appendix table 2. Estimated number of Inmates and standard errors
for Annual Survey of Jalls, selected years, 1982-92

Number of Estimated Relative stan-

jailinmates standard darderror

(1-day count) error (percent)
1982 209,582 1,470 0.70%
1984 234,500 1,105 0.47
1985 256,615 1,459 0.57
1986 274,444 1,465 0.53
1987 295,873 1,687 0.57
1989 395,553 1,583 0.40
1990 405,320 1,778 0.44
1991 426,479 2,151 0.50
1992 444,584 2,076 0.47




and the one jail in a noncertainty juris-
diction not responding to the survey, data
were adjusted by applying the average
growth factor for facilities in the same
stratum and region with the same type of
inmates (men, women, or both sexes).

National estimates for the inmate popula-
tion on June 30, 1992, were produced by
sex, race, legal status, and conviction
status and for the average daily population
during the year ending June 30, 1992, by
sex and legal status. National estimates
were also produced for rated capacity.
Administrators of jails in jurisdictions with
large jail populations provided counts of
inmates held for other authorities, inmate
deaths, and jails under court order.

Sampling error

National estimates have an associated
sampling error because jurisdictions with
an average daily population of less than
100 were sampled for the survey. Esti-
mates based on a sample survey are apt
to differ somewhat from the results of a
survey canvassing all jurisdictions. Each
of the samples that could have been
selected using the same sample design
could yield somewhat different results.
Standard error is a measure of the varia-
tion among the estimates from all possible
samples, stating the precision with which
an estimate from a particular sample
approximates the average result of all
possible samples. The estimated relative
sampling error for the total inmate popula-
tion of 444,584 on June 30, 1992, was
0.47%.

Results presented in this Bulletin were
tested to determine whether statistical
significance could be associated with
observed differences between values.
Differences were tested to ascertain
whether they were significant at the 95-
percent confidence level or higher.
Differences mentioned in the text meet or
exceed this 95-percent confidence level.
(See appendix table 1.)

Measures of population

Two measures of inmate population are
used: the average daily population for the

year ending June 30 and the inmate count
on June 30 of each year. The average
daily inmate population balances out any
extraordinary events that may render the
1-day count atypical. The 1-day count is
useful because some characteristics of the
inmate population — such as race, Hispan-
ic origin, and detention status — can be
obtained for a specific date, but may not
be available on an annual basis.

Population movement

In contrast with prior years, admission and
discharge data were collected for the
single day, June 30, 1992, rather than for
the entire year preceding the census date
to improve data quality and to ease
reporting burdens. Intrasystem transfers
within jail systems have been removed
from counts of admissions and discharges
and included with a combined estimate of
transfers between jails and long-term
medical and mental health facilities and
readmissions/other departures. Because
some jurisdictions do not maintain
separate records for returning inmates who
were on temporary transfers to other
facilities or readmissions resulting from
weekend sentences, medical appoint-
ments, and court appearances, it was only
possible to provide an estimate of the
volume of this movement.

Juveniles

State statutes and judicial practices allow
juveniles to be incarcerated in adult jails
and prisons under a variety of circum-
stances. Juveniles are persons who are
defined by State statute as being under a
certain age, usually 18 years, and who are

Lo

initially subject to juvenile court authority
even if tried as adults in criminal court.
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act of 1974 requires sight and
sound separation from adults for those
juveniles not tried as adults in criminal
court but held in adult jails. A 1980
amendment to that 1974 act requires the
removal of juveniles from local jails, except
those juveniles who are tried as adults for
criminal felonies. The proportion of juv-
eniles who were housed in adult jails in
accordance with these guidselines is not
available.

This report was written by Allen J. Beck,
Thomas P. Bonczar, and Darrell K.
Gilliard. Corrections statistics are
prepared under the general direction

of Lawrence A. Greenfeld. James
Stephan reviewed the statistics. Tom
Hester edited the report. Marilyn
Marbrook administered production,
assisted by Betty Sherman, Jayne
Pugh, and Yvonne Boston. Collection
and processing of the 1992 Jail Survey
were conducted by Margaret Ferguson
and Linda Huang under the supervision
of Alan Stevens, Governments Division,
U.S. Bureau of the Census.

August 1993, NCJ-143284

Data used in this report will be available
from the National Archive of Criminal
Justice Data at the University of
Michigan, 1-800-999-0960. The data
sets will be archived as the Sample
Survey of Jails.

Appendix table 3. Estimated number of persons In local jalls and the rates per 100,000
U.S. residents for white and black inmates, for figures 1 and 2 on the front page

Estimates :

u.s. Inmates Rate ofinmates per

resident population in local jails 100,000 residents*®

White Black White Black White Black
1992 213,329,000 31,523,000 233,000 195,200 109 619
1991 210,899,000 31,164,000 229,900 188,300 109 604
1990 209,150,000 30,620,000 221,400 174,300 106 569
1989 207,540,000 30,143,000 220,700 171,300 106 568
1988 206,129,000 29,723,000 197,700 142,000 96 478
1987 204,770,000 29,325,000 176,700 115,000 86 392
1986 203,430,000 28,942,000 160,000 108,600 79 375
1985 202,031,000 28,569,000 147,600 105,200 73 368
1984 200,708,000 28,212,000 136,200 95,600 68 339

“Rates are calculated using unrounded numbers of inmates.
Sources: Survey of Local Jails in 1884-87, 19839-92. 1988 Census of Jails. ~
Current Population Reports, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-25, No. 1095.
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