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inmates reported being sexually victimized

during the prior 12 months (or since
admission to the facility if the date of admission
was less than 12 months prior), up from 3.2% in
2011-12 (figure 1). The National Inmate Survey
(NIS) defines sexual victimization as any forced or
coerced sexual activity with another inmate or any
sexual activity with facility staff. From the NIS-3
(2011-12) to the NIS-4 (2023-24), the percentage
of adult jail inmates reporting sexual victimization
by another inmate increased from 1.6% to 2.2%,
and the percentage reporting sexual victimization
by facility staff increased from 1.8% to 2.3%.1

In 2023-24, an estimated 4.0% of adult jail

This report presents findings from the fourth
NIS (NIS-4) in local jails, conducted from
February 2023 to February 2024. The NIS is part
of the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ (BJS) National
Prison Rape Statistics Program, which collects
allegations of sexual victimization directly

from victims—through surveys of inmates in
prisons and jails and youth held in juvenile
facilities—and information on reported sexual
victimization from administrative records.

ISee Methodology for discussion of significance testing and
standard errors.
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FIGURE 1
Jail inmates reporting sexual victimization,
by type of incident, 2011-12 and 2023-24

Type of incident 2011-12 m2023-24*

Any victimization

Inmate-on-inmate

Staff-on-inmate?

Percent

Note: Details may not sum to totals because inmates could
report multiple types of victimization. See table 1 for
percentages and appendix table 4 for standard errors.

*Comparison group.

tDifference with comparison group is significant at the 95%
confidence level.

Called “staff sexual misconduct” in prior reports.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey,
2011-12 and 2023-24.

HIGHLIGHTS

m The overall rate of sexual victimization reported
by adult inmates increased from 3.2% in 2011-12
10 4.0% in 2023-24.

m |In 2023-24, 2.2% of adult inmates reported
sexual victimization by another inmate and 2.3%
reported sexual victimization by facility staff.

® Based on their rates of overall sexual
victimization in 2023-24, eight jails were
identified as high-rate facilities.

m Eleven jails were identified as high-rate facilities
based on the prevalence of inmate-on-inmate
sexual victimization in 2023-24. Eight jails were
identified as high rate based on the prevalence of
staff-on-inmate sexual victimization.

m Three jails were identified as low-rate facilities
based on the prevalence of sexual victimization
by inmates or staff and 37 facilities had no
reported incidents of sexual victimization
in 2023-24.
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The NIS has collected reports of sexual victimization
from inmates since 2007, while the Survey of Sexual
Victimization has collected administrative records
annually since 2004.

The Prison Rape Elimination Act of 2003 (PREA; P.L.
108-79) requires BJS to carry out a comprehensive
statistical review and analysis of the incidence and

effects of prison rape. This report fulfills the requirement

under PREA to provide a list of jails according to their
prevalence of sexual victimization. This report will be
followed by additional reports using NIS-4 data on

victim, perpetrator, and incident characteristics of sexual

victimization in local jails and characteristics of local
jails related to inmate-reported sexual victimization.

NIS-4 data from state and federal prisons were collected
separately from this data and will be reported separately.

As in earlier rounds of the NIS, the NIS-4 collected only
allegations of sexual victimization. Because participation
in the survey is anonymous and reports are confidential,
the survey does not permit any follow-up investigation
or substantiation of reported incidents through review.
Despite efforts of survey staff to assure inmates that their
responses would be kept confidential, some inmates may
not have reported sexual victimization experienced in
the facility. At the same time, some allegations reported
in the NIS-4 may be false. Although the effects may be
offsetting, the relative extent of underreporting and false
reporting in the NIS-4 is unknown.

Terms and definitions

The Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Prison Rape

act or activity. Each sexual act or activity is classified by
the alleged perpetrator(s) who carried out the incident
(i.e., inmate or staff) and the type of act or activity.

Sexual victimization reported by inmates involves any
forced or coerced sexual acts or activity with another
inmate and any sexual acts or activity with facility staff.2

m Inmate-on-inmate sexual victimization involving force
or coercion includes:

Forced or coerced sexual acts—unwanted contacts
with another inmate that involved anal or vaginal

Statistics Program uses uniform definitions for each sexual

penetration, oral sex, handjobs, or other sexual acts.

2The National Inmate Survey does not distinguish between
completed and attempted sexual victimization, and it does not
measure sexual harassment by either inmates or staff.

Other forced or coerced sexual activity—unwanted
contacts with another inmate that involved
touching of the buttocks, thigh, penis, breasts,
or vagina in a sexual way that does not meet the
description of forced or coerced sexual acts.

m Staff-on-inmate sexual victimization includes:

Sexual acts—any contacts with staff that involved
anal or vaginal penetration, oral sex, handjobs, or
other sexual acts.

Other sexual activity—any contacts with staff that
involved touching of the buttocks, thigh, penis,
breasts, or vagina in a sexual way that does not
meet the description of sexual acts.
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Reports of sexual victimization

Among the 22,549 adult jail inmates who completed
the NIS-4 sexual victimization survey (see Methodology
and appendix table 1), 978 reported experiencing one
or more incidents of sexual victimization in the past 12
months or since admission to the facility if the date of
admission was less than 12 months prior (not shown in
tables). Because the NIS-4 is a sample survey, weights
were applied for sampled facilities and inmates within
facilities to produce national-level and facility-level
estimates. The estimated number of adult jail inmates
experiencing sexual victimization in 2023-24 totaled
24,100 (or 4.0% of all jail inmates nationwide) (table 1).

About 2.2% (13,200) of adult jail inmates reported an
incident of sexual victimization by another inmate,
and 2.3% (13,800) reported an incident involving staff.
Approximately 0.5% of jail inmates (2,900) reported
being sexually victimized by both another inmate and
staff (not shown in tables).

The NIS-4 screened for specific sexual activities in which
inmates may have been involved during the past 12
months or since admission to the facility if the date of
admission was less than 12 months prior. Inmates were

then asked if they were forced or pressured to engage

in these activities by another inmate or staff. Reports of
inmate-on-inmate sexual victimization were classified
as either forced or coerced sexual acts or other forced or
coerced sexual activity. (See Terms and definitions.)

In 2023-24, approximately 1.0% of jail inmates reported
being forced or coerced into sexual acts with another
inmate, including handjobs, oral sex, and anal or
vaginal penetration. An additional 1.2% of jail inmates
exclusively reported being forced or coerced into other
sexual activity with another inmate. An estimated 1.7%
of jail inmates reported participating in sexual acts with
facility staff and 0.6% exclusively reported other sexual
activity with staff. Any sexual contact between inmates
and staff is illegal because inmates are unable to consent
to sexual activity with staff.

Rates of sexual victimization reported by inmates in
local jails increased from an estimated 3.2% in 2011-12
to 4.0% in 2023-24. The NIS-4 recorded higher rates

of sexual victimization in jails than the NIS-3 across

all measures of victimization, including increases in
inmate-on-inmate victimization (from 1.6% in the NIS-3
to 2.2% in the NIS-4) and staff-on-inmate victimization
(from 1.8% to 2.3%).

TABLE 1

Jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident, 2007, 2008-09, 2011-12, and 2023-24

Percent of jail inmates Number of
NIS-1 NIS-2 NIS-3 NIS-4 victims in NIS-4
Type of incident 2007 2008-09 2011-12 2023-24* 2023-242
Total 3.2%t 3.1%t 32%t 4.0% 24,100
Inmate-on-inmate 1.6% T 1.5% t 1.6%t 2.2% 13,200
Forced or co%rced
sexual acts 0.7t 08t 0.7t 1.0 5,900
Other forced or coerced
sexual activity¢ 091 0.7t 091 12 7,300
Staff-on-inmated 2.0% t 2.0% 1.8%t 2.3% 13,800
Sexual acts® 1.6 1.5 14t 1.7 10,100
Other sexual activityf 041 0.5 041 0.6 3,800

Note: NIS stands for National Inmate Survey. See Terms and definitions for information about the type of incident. Details may not sum to totals due to
rounding and because inmates could report multiple types of victimization. See appendix table 4 for standard errors.

*Comparison group.

tDifference with comparison group is significant at the 95% confidence level.

AEstimates of the number of victims nationwide are based on weighted data and rounded to the nearest 100.

bCalled “nonconsensual sexual acts” in prior reports.

CCalled “abusive sexual contacts only” in prior reports.

dcalled “staff sexual misconduct” in prior reports.

€Called “unwilling or willing activity excluding touching” in prior reports.
fcalled “unwilling or willing activity touching only” in prior reports.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2007, 2008-09, 2011-12, and 2023-24.

SEXUAL VICTIMIZATION IN LOCAL JAILS REPORTED BY INMATES, 2023-24 | DECEMBER 2025



In local jails in 2023-24, a larger portion of female The same percentage of male and female inmates

inmates (5.9%) than male inmates (3.7%) reported (2.3%) reported being victimized by facility staff. For

any sexual victimization (table 2). This difference was both male and female inmates, the majority of reported
due to a larger percentage of female inmates (4.5%) staff-on-inmate sexual victimization involved sexual acts.
than male inmates (1.8%) reporting inmate-on-inmate (See Terms and definitions.)

sexual victimization.

TABLE 2
Jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and sex of inmate, 2023-24

Percent of jail inmates

Type of incident Total Male inmates* Female inmates
Total 4.0% 3.7% 5.9% t
Inmate-on-inmate 2.2% 1.8% 45% t
Forced or coerced
sexual acts? 1.0 0.9 1.8%
Other forced or goerced
sexual activity 12 1.0 281
Staff-on-inmate¢ 2.3% 2.3% 2.3%
Sexual actsd 17 17 17
Other sexual activity® 0.6 0.6 0.7

Note: See Terms and definitions for information about the type of incident. Details may not sum to totals due to rounding and because inmates could report
multiple types of victimization. See appendix table 5 for standard errors.

*Comparison group.

tDifference with comparison group is significant at the 95% confidence level.
aCalled “nonconsensual sexual acts” in prior reports.

bCalled “abusive sexual contacts only” in prior reports.

CCalled “staff sexual misconduct” in prior reports.

dcalled “unwilling or willing activity excluding touching” in prior reports.
€Called “unwilling or willing activity touching only” in prior reports.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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Facility-level rates

BJS was able to calculate reliable facility-level estimates
for 237 of the 250 facilities on which the sexual
victimization estimates were based. (See Methodology.)
Based on all reports of both inmate-on-inmate and staft-
on-inmate sexual victimization, eight of these facilities
had sexual victimization rates that were identified as high
compared to other facilities (figure 2).3

As required under PREA, the NIS-4 provides facility-
level estimates of sexual victimization. Because these
estimates are based on a sample of inmates rather than
a complete enumeration, they are subject to sampling
error. Although the NIS-4 provides facility-level

3For ease of presentation, the figures and tables in this report use
state abbreviations standardized by the United States Postal Service
and the following abbreviations for facility names: Co.=County; Corr.
=Corrections or Correctional; Ctr.= Center; Dept.=Department;
Det.= Detention; Fac.=Facility; Inst.= Institute; Max.=Maximum;
Med.= Medium; Min.=Minimum; Sec.= Security; W.=West.

estimates and measures of precision, it cannot provide

an exact ranking for all facilities as required under

PREA or determine the highest or lowest rated facilities
because, while rates of sexual victimization differ

across facilities, the observed differences are not always
statistically significant. To address PREA requirements,
facilities have been categorized as having high rates or
low rates based on criteria applied to the lower and upper
bounds of the 95% confidence interval for each facility.
(See Methodology.)

As with the NIS-2 and NIS-3, local jail facilities were
identified as having high rates of sexual victimization
(i.e., high-rate facilities) if the lower bound of the 95%
confidence interval was at least 55% higher than the
average rate among all facilities.*

4Rates of sexual victimization in jails could not be compared
separately by sex of inmates housed due to the small number of
majority-female and female-only jail facilities.

FIGURE 2
Confidence intervals at 95% level for jail facilities with high rates of sexual victimization, 2023-24
Percent
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All jails LosAngeles  LosAngeles  JacksonCo.  LosAngeles  King Co. Corr. Rapides Parish  SaltLake Co. ~ Mesa Co. Det.
Co. Men’s Co.Century  Jail (OR) Co. Twin Fac. (WA) Det. Ctr. (LA)  Jail (UT) Fac. (CO)
Central Jail Regional Det. Towers Corr.
(CA) Fac. (CA)* Fac. (CA)

Note: For more information on confidence intervals, see Facility-level estimates in the Methodology. See table 3 for estimates and confidence intervals.

*Female facility.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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In the NIS-4, eight facilities were identified as high-rate
facilities based on combined reports of inmate-on-inmate
and staff-on-inmate sexual victimization (table 3). The
lower bound of the confidence intervals for each of the
eight high-rate facilities was 6.4% or higher, which was
above the 6.2% threshold for having more than 1.55
times the 4.0% average rate of any sexual victimization

identify the facility with the highest sexual victimization
rate, two facilities had rates of 16.5%: Los Angeles
County Men’s Central Jail (California) and Los Angeles

County Century Regional Detention Facility (California).

Some facilities not classified as having high rates of
sexual victimization were not statistically different from
the eight high-rate facilities due to sampling error.

across all facilities. Although the NIS-4 cannot uniquely

TABLE 3
Jail facilities with high rates of sexual victimization, 2023-24

Jail inmates reporting any sexual victimization
95% confidence interval

Number of completed

Facility name Percent Lower bound  Upper bound sexual victimization surveys? Response rateb

All jails 4.0% 3.7% 43% 22,549 44.6%

High-rate jails
Los Angeles Co. Men’s Central Jail (CA) 16.5% 8.9% 28.7% 67 10.4%
Los Angeles Co. Century Regional Det. Fac. (CA)C 16.5 74 328 48 13.0
Jackson Co. Jail (OR) 15.9 10.0 243 89 427
Los Angeles Co. Twin Towers Corr. Fac. (CA) 151 7.0 296 56 221
King Co. Corr. Fac. (WA) 138 78 235 95 238
Rapides Parish Det. Ctr. (LA) 11.0 73 16.1 123 618
Salt Lake Co. Jail (UT) 10.1 6.5 15.4 163 60.0
Mesa Co. Det. Fac. (CO) 9.5 6.4 14.0 137 58.1

Note: High-rate facilities are those in which the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval is larger than 1.55 times the average among all jail facilities.
These eight facilities are designated as having high rates of any sexual victimization because their lower bound estimate is greater than 4.0% times 1.55
(or 6.20%). For more information on confidence intervals, see Facility-level estimates in the Methodology.

9Based on responses to the sexual victimization survey by adult inmates, except where interviews from the survey were excluded because of extreme or
inconsistent response patterns. See Methodology.

bResponse rate is equal to the number of interviews conducted divided by the number of eligible inmates sampled times 100.

CFemale facility.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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In the NIS-4, 11 jails were designated as high-rate Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail (California)

facilities based on reports of inmate-on-inmate sexual recorded an inmate-on-inmate victimization rate of
victimization (figure 3). For each of these facilities, the 15.3%, and Los Angeles County Century Regional

lower bound of the confidence interval was 3.6% or Detention Facility (California), a female facility, recorded
higher, which was above the 3.4% threshold for having a rate of 13.0%. Two other female facilities were classified
more than 1.55 times the 2.2% average rate of inmate-on- as high rate for inmate-on-inmate sexual victimization:
inmate sexual victimization among all facilities (table 4). Orange County Female Detention Facility (Florida)

(8.3%) and San Diego County Las Colinas Detention and
Reentry Facility (California) (7.5%).

FIGURE 3
Confidence intervals at 95% level for jail facilities with high rates of inmate-on-inmate sexual victimization, 2023-24

Percent
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L B B U A T A B

Alljails  Los Angeles Los Angeles Baltimore San Jackson  Orange Co. HarrisCo.- Rapides  SanDiego MesaCo. Duval Co.
Co.Men’s  Co.Century Central Bernardino Co.Jail  Female Det. 1200 Baker Parish Det. Co.Las Det.Fac.  JohnE.
Central Regional ~ Booking  Co.W. (OR) Ctr. (FL)*  StreetJail  Ctr.(LA)  Colinas Det. (CO) Goode Pretrial
Jail (CA) Det. Fac. and Intake  Valley Det. Fac. (TX) and Reentry Det. Fac. (FL)

(CA)* Ctr.(MD)  Cir. (CA) Fac. (CA)*
Note: For more information on confidence intervals, see Facility-level estimates in the Methodology. See table 4 for estimates and confidence intervals.

*Female facility.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.

SEXUAL VICTIMIZATION IN LOCAL JAILS REPORTED BY INMATES, 2023-24 | DECEMBER 2025 7



TABLE 4
Jail facilities with high rates of inmate-on-inmate sexual victimization, 2023-24

Jail inmates reporting inmate-on-inmate sexual victimization

95% confidence interval Number of completed
Facility name Percent Lower bound Upper bound sexual victimization surveys? Response rateP
All jails 2.2% 2.0% 2.4% 22,549 44.6%
High-rate jails
Los Angeles Co. Men’s

Central Jail (CA) 15.3% 7.9% 27.4% 67 10.4%
Los Angeles Co. Century

Regional Det. Fac. (CA)¢ 13.0 5.1 293 48 13.0
Baltimore Central Booking

and Intake Ctr. (MD) 10.1 48 19.8 83 296
San Bernardino Co. W.

Valley Det. Ctr. (CA) 9.5 40 208 70 25.0
Jackson Co. Jail (OR) 84 43 156 89 427
Orange Co. Female Det.

Ctr. (FL)C 83 4.5 14.7 104 55.3
Harris Co. - 1200 Baker

Street Jail Fac. (TX) 8.0 42 14.8 125 353
Rapides Parish Det. Ctr. (LA) 7.7 47 12,6 123 618
San Diego Co. Las Colinas

Det. and Reentry Fac. (CA)¢ 75 40 13.7 82 39.5
Mesa Co. Det. Fac. (CO) 6.6 40 10.7 137 58.1
Duval Co. John E. Goode

Pretrial Det. Fac. (FL) 6.5 36 14 180 63.3

Note: High-rate facilities are those in which the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval is larger than 1.55 times the average among all jail facilities.
These 11 facilities are designated as having high rates of inmate-on-inmate sexual victimization because their lower bound estimate is greater than
2.2% times 1.55 (or 3.41%). For more information on confidence intervals, see Facility-level estimates in the Methodology.

aBased on responses to the sexual victimization survey by adult inmates, except where interviews from the survey were excluded because of extreme or
inconsistent response patterns. See Methodology.

IOResponse rate is equal to the number of interviews conducted divided by the number of eligible inmates sampled times 100.
CFemale facility.
Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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Eight jails in the NIS-4 were identified as high-rate
facilities based on reports of staff-on-inmate sexual
victimization (figure 4). For each of these facilities, the
lower bound of the confidence interval was 4.1% or
higher, which was above the 3.6% threshold for having
more than 1.55 times the 2.3% average rate of staff-on-
inmate sexual victimization among all facilities (table 5).

All eight facilities with high rates of staff-on-inmate
sexual victimization had rates of 7.5% or more, which
was more than three times the average rate among jails
nationwide. Two jails—Los Angeles County Twin Towers
Correctional Facility (California) and King County
Correctional Facility (Washington)—each had rates
greater than 10%.

FIGURE 4
Confidence intervals at 95% level for jail facilities with high rates of staff-on-inmate sexual victimization, 2023-24
Percent
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All jails Los Angeles King Co. Oakland Suffolk Co. Jackson Co.  Louisville Salt Lake Cook Co. -
Co. Twin Corr. Fac. Co. Law Jail (MA) Jail (OR) Metro Dept.  Co. Jail (UT) Division
Towers Corr. (WA) Enforcement of Corr. Jail IX(IL)
Fac. (CA) Complex (MI) Complex,
Community Corr.,,

& Hall of Justice (KY)

Note: Staff-on-inmate sexual victimization is called “staff sexual misconduct” in prior reports. For more information on confidence intervals, see Facility-level
estimates in the Methodology. See table 5 for estimates and confidence intervals.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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TABLE 5
Jail facilities with high rates of staff-on-inmate sexual victimization, 2023-24

Jail inmates reporting staff-on-inmate sexual victimization

95% confidence interval Number of completed
Facility name Percent Lower bound Upper bound sexual victimization surveys? Response rateP
Al jails 2.3% 2.1% 2.5% 22,549 44.6%
High-rate jails
Los Angeles Co. Twin
Towers Corr. Fac. (CA) 11.2% 43% 26.0% 56 22.1%
King Co. Corr. Fac. (WA) 10.9 5.5 20.5 95 238
Oakland Co. Law
Enforcement Complex (MI) 9.5 40 20.8 81 30.7
Suffolk Co. Jail (MA) 9.2 42 19.1 66 26.5
Jackson Co. Jail (OR) 83 42 157 89 427
Louisville Metro Dept.
of Corr. Jail Complex,
Community Corr,, & Hall
of Justice (KY) 76 4.1 136 109 39.5
Salt Lake Co. Jail (UT) 75 45 124 163 60.0
Cook Co. - Division IX (IL) 7.5 4.1 134 121 45.7

Note: Staff-on-inmate sexual victimization is called “staff sexual misconduct” in prior reports. High-rate facilities are those in which the lower bound

of the 95% confidence interval is larger than 1.55 times the average among all jail facilities. These eight facilities are designated as having high rates of
staff-on-inmate sexual victimization because their lower bound estimate is greater than 2.3% times 1.55 (or 3.57%). For more information on confidence
intervals, see Facility-level estimates in the Methodology.

dBased on responses to the sexual victimization survey by adult inmates, except where interviews from the survey were excluded because of extreme or
inconsistent response patterns. See Methodology.

|E’Response rate is equal to the number of interviews conducted divided by the number of eligible inmates sampled times 100.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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The NIS-4 cannot provide an exact identification of the
facilities with the lowest rates of sexual victimization.
Thirty-seven of the sampled facilities had no reported
incidents of sexual victimization. (See appendix table 2.)
Estimates of the number of inmates who experienced
sexual victimization in each of these facilities were

also subject to sampling error and could vary if a
different group of inmates had been interviewed. (See
Methodology.) Although the lower bound of the 95%
confidence interval in each of these facilities was 0%,
the upper bound varied depending on the number of
completed interviews in each facility.

Three local jails were designated as low-rate facilities
based on combined reports of inmate-on-inmate and
staff-on-inmate sexual victimization (table 6). The upper
bound of the confidence intervals for each of the three
low-rate facilities was 2.4% or lower, which was below the
2.6% threshold for determining low-rate facilities (0.65
times the 4.0% average of sexual victimization among

all facilities). One of these facilities, Pulaski County

Jail (Missouri), had no reported incidents of sexual
victimization, while 0.4% of inmates in the other two
facilities reported sexual victimization.

TABLE 6

Jail facilities with low rates of sexual victimization, 2023-24

Jail inmates reporting any sexual victimization

95% confidence interval

Number of completed

Facility name Percent Lower bound Upper bound sexual victimization surveys? Response rateP
All jails 4.0% 3.7% 4.3% 22,549 44.6%
Low-rate jails
Pulaski Co. Jail (MO) 0.0% 0.0% 24% 59 83.8%
Knox Co. Roger D. Wilson
Det. Fac. (TN) 04 0.1 23 97 314
Webster Parish - Bayou
Dorcheat Corr. Ctr. (LA) 04 0.1 21 169 83.8

Note: Low-rate facilities are those in which the upper bound of the 95% confidence interval is smaller than 0.65 times the average among all jail facilities.
These three facilities are designated as having low rates of any sexual victimization because their upper bound estimate is smaller than 4.0% times 0.65
(or 2.60). For more information on confidence intervals, see Facility-level estimates in the Methodology.

9Based on responses to the sexual victimization survey by adult inmates, except where interviews from the survey were excluded because of extreme or

inconsistent response patterns. See Methodology.

bResponse rate is equal to the number of interviews conducted divided by the number of eligible inmates sampled times 100.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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Methodology

The National Inmate Survey, 2023-24 (NIS-4) was
conducted in 250 local jails from February 2023 to
February 2024.> The data were collected by Westat, Inc.,
under a cooperative agreement with the Bureau of Justice
Statistics (BJS).

The NIS administered two questionnaires to inmates: (1)
95% of inmates received the main survey about sexual
victimization in jails and (2) 5% received an alternative
survey that included questions about activities within

the facility, visitors and outside contact, facility climate,
and childhood experiences. To protect the confidentiality
of all participating inmates, the questionnaires were
randomly assigned so that, at the time of the interview,
the content of the survey remained unknown to facility
staff, survey interviewers, and other inmates.

The interviews, which averaged 35 minutes in length,
used computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI)
and audio computer-assisted self-interviewing (ACASI)
data collection methods. For about the first 2 minutes,
survey interviewers conducted a personal interview
using CAPI to obtain background information and

date of admission to the facility. For the remainder of
the interview, respondents interacted with a computer-
administered questionnaire using a touchscreen

and synchronized audio instructions delivered via
headphones. Respondents completed the ACASI portion
of the interview privately. ACASI administration helped
elicit more candid responses on sensitive subjects

and behaviors, reduced literacy issues, and protected
respondents’ privacy. While underreporting of behaviors
may exist, the relative extent of it is unknown.

A shorter, paper questionnaire was made available

for inmates who were unable to come to the private
interviewing room or interact with the computer.
Completed paper forms were collected from 100 jail
inmates (0.4% of survey respondents). Most of these
inmates were housed in administrative or disciplinary
segregation or were considered by the facility too violent
to be interviewed.

Before the interview, inmates were informed verbally
and in writing that participation was voluntary and that
all information provided would be held in confidence.
Interviews were conducted in either English (94.9%) or
Spanish (5.1%).

SFor more information about the NIS, see https://bjs.ojp.gov/data-
collection/national-inmate-survey-nis.

Sampling of facilities

The frame of 2,893 jail facilities for the NIS-4 was based
on the BJS 2019 Census of Jails (COJ) and supplemented
with additional research. The 2019 COJ was a complete
enumeration of jail jurisdictions, including all publicly
operated and privately operated facilities under contract
to jail authorities. The NIS-4 was restricted to jails that
held six or more inmates and excluded U.S. Immigration
and Customs Enforcement, tribal, and military facilities.
Additionally, state-operated facilities in Connecticut,
Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, and Vermont were
excluded, as were all jails in Alaska.® The final eligible
universe consisted of 2,844 facilities containing

600,474 inmates.

Jails were sampled with probability proportionate to size,
applying the eligible number of inmates as the measure
of size (MOS). The target number of participating jails
was 290. The design oversampled jails housing a majority
female population by a factor of 1.35.7 This factor was
modified further after a review of the expected sample

by state or jurisdiction. Those states with an expected
sample size of less than one jail had their MOS increased
so that their final expected probability summed to exactly
one. Additionally, the MOS for one jurisdiction with

an expected sample size of more than five was reduced

to yield an expected sample of four jails to prevent
overburdening a single jurisdiction. The jail list was then
implicitly stratified, with the sample sorted first by jail size,
then by Census region and state, then by majority female
inmates, and finally by public or private status.

A sample of 290 jails was initially selected. For two jails,
the inmate counts were flagged for being very large.
Both jails were sampled with high probabilities but were
later determined to be groups of individual facilities. In
both cases, the smaller facilities were subsampled with
probability proportionate to MOS. This resulted in a
primary sample of 291 jails.

A reserve sample of 260 jails was also selected, using a
complementary random start.8 Jails from the reserve
sample were available for data collection when a jail
in the primary sample was not eligible or refused to

6State-operated facilities are counted as prisons in the NIS and are
included in the separate NIS-4 prisons data collection. Traditionally,
the NIS has included only state-operated facilities in Alaska, so non-
state-operated facilities are excluded here.

7In this report, facilities with a female population of 50% or greater
are considered “female facilities”
8 Assuming a random start “X” between 0 and 1 for selecting

facilities in the initial sample, reserve facilities were selected using a
complementary random start “Y” where Y=X+0.5.
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participate in the NIS-4. The assigned substitute was the
reserve sample facility that was closest to the primary-
sample facility in the frame sort order but preceded

it in the ordering. In a few cases where the substitute
was closed or refused participation, a second substitute
was selected if the replacement facility succeeded the
primary-sample facility in the frame ordering and that
facility had not previously been used as a substitute for
another facility. Forty facilities from the reserve sample
were included in the NIS-4, and, in total, 331 jails were
selected for the NIS-4.

Of the 331 jails selected for the NIS-4, 14 were
determined to be ineligible (11 had closed, 1 had fewer
than six eligible inmates, 1 served as a holding facility
only, and 1 housed inmates almost exclusively for other
agencies). Of the 317 eligible facilities, 63 facilities
refused to participate. (See appendix table 3.) One
facility was excused due to significant construction at
the facility, and three facilities were excused because
the data collection team was unable to enroll and visit
the facilities before data collection was complete. The
remaining 250 jail facilities all participated fully in the
NIS-4. The final facility-level response rate was 78.9%
(250 participating facilities of the 317 eligible).

Sampling of inmates

Within each sampled jail, the universe for inmate
sampling consisted of all arraigned inmates age 18

or older held in the facility during the assigned week

of data collection for the facility. Additionally, 16- to
17-year-olds were eligible for the survey if the jail acted
in loco parentis and gave consent. An initial roster of
inmates was obtained from each facility the week before
data collection, and sampling from this roster occurred
prior to the first day of data collection in the facility.
The sample was a stratified simple random sample from
the inmate roster. Inmates were grouped into strata

by sex and selected at random within each stratum
(with a higher rate in the female strata to oversample
female inmates).

The inmate sampling rate was designed to decrease as the
inmate population increased, from a maximum of 80%
in smaller jails to a minimum of 10.51% for the largest
jails. In jails with both males and females, females were
sampled at a 35% higher rate and the male sampling

rate was reduced so both sexes would combine to have
the assigned overall inmate sampling rate for the jail.

If the inmate sampling rate for a jail exceeded 74.074%

(1 divided by 1.35), then the female sampling rate was
100%. The expected response rate within a facility was
62% (based on the actual response rate from the NIS-3),
and the target number of facility interviews was the
sample size multiplied by this rate.

Due to the dynamic nature of jail populations, a second
roster of inmates was obtained on the first day of data
collection. Eligible inmates who appeared on the second
roster but who had not appeared on the initial roster
were identified. These inmates were either (1) in the
facility at the time the initial roster was created but not
arraigned until afterward or (2) newly admitted to the
facility and arraigned since the initial roster. A random
sample of these new inmates was chosen using the same
probability of selection used to sample from the first
roster. Additional inmates, up to a maximum overall
sampling rate of 80%, were selected if the response rate in
the initial sample was below expectations and there was
adequate staff to process the additional sample.

A total of 60,606 jail inmates were selected. After
selection, 5,620 ineligible inmates were excluded: 3,785
(6.2%) were released or transferred to another facility
before interviewing began, 1,096 (1.8%) were mentally
or physically unable to be interviewed, 377 (0.6%) were
selected in error (i.e., an inmate was incorrectly listed
on the facility roster), 335 (0.6%) were on unsupervised
work release or only served time on weekends, and 27
(<0.1%) were ineligible for other reasons. Of all sampled
inmates, 54,986 were eligible for the survey.

Inmate response rate

Of the 54,986 eligible sampled inmates, 40.2% refused
to participate in the survey, 7.5% were not available to
be interviewed (e.g., in court, in medical segregation,
determined by the facility to be too violent to be
interviewed, or restricted from participation by another
legal jurisdiction), 7.3% were not interviewed due to
survey logistics (e.g., language barriers, releases, and
transfers to another facility after interviewing began),
and 0.5% were nonrespondents for any other reason.

The final inmate-level response rate was 44.6% (24,499
participating inmates). Separate response rates were
calculated for each participating facility. (See appendix
table 1.) An initial response rate for each facility was
calculated by dividing the number of inmates who
participated in the NIS-4 by the number of eligible
inmates sampled at the facility. The final response rate
was then multiplied by 100.
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Checking of interviews for inconsistent
response patterns

Once data collection was completed, individual response
patterns were assessed to identify incomplete interviews.
In 572 interviews, the inmate failed to complete enough
questions for the interview to be considered completed.
These interviews were excluded from the calculations of
sexual victimization. The amount of time the interview
took was also reviewed. Inmates whose average time for
the sexual victimization items was less than 3 seconds
per item and inmates who reported victimization but had
an overall interview length of less than 12 minutes for
English respondents and less than 15 minutes for Spanish
respondents had their data removed. The average
interview length was 31 minutes for English respondents
and 43 minutes for Spanish respondents.

Interviews were also examined for inconsistent response
patterns in questions about inmate characteristics

(e.g., education, age, ever served in armed forces)

and items related to victimization (e.g., reporting

of victimization, response to interview debriefing
questions). Comparisons were made between responses
to initial questions and detailed follow-up questions.
Inconsistencies were identified as unlikely, highly
unlikely, or extremely unlikely to be accurate.

For the ACASI questionnaire, 15 inconsistencies were
flagged: 8 were deemed unlikely, 6 were deemed highly
unlikely, and 1 was deemed extremely unlikely. An
example of an unlikely flag is when a 16- to 17-year-old
reported having served in the U.S. Armed Forces. An
example of a highly unlikely flag is when a respondent
indicated that the first time a victimization occurred was
before admission to the facility. The extremely unlikely
flag is that the inmate responded yes to 15 of the 17
sex-specific staff-on-inmate and inmate-on-inmate
victimization items. The inmate’s data were removed

if the extremely unlikely flag and at least one highly
unlikely flag were triggered or if the extremely unlikely
flag and four or more unlikely flags were triggered. In
addition, if the extremely unlikely flag was triggered
and the inmate reported that the responses provided in
the interview were not very accurate, the inmate’s data
were removed.

For the paper and pencil interviewing (PAPI)
questionnaire, four inconsistencies were flagged based
on inmate characteristics and questions related to
victimization: one unlikely flag, two highly unlikely flags,
and one extremely unlikely flag. If the extremely unlikely
flag, at least one highly unlikely flag, and the unlikely

flag were triggered, the inmate’s data were removed from
analysis. In addition, if the extremely unlikely flag was
triggered and the inmate reported that the answers given
in the survey were not very accurate, the inmate’s data
were removed.

Opverall, the results revealed very high levels of
consistency in survey responses. Of 22,573 respondents
to the sexual victimization survey, 8 inmates were
removed because they failed at least one of the

quality control criteria. Altogether, 97.5% (23,880)

of participating inmates provided usable sexual
victimization (22,565) or alternative survey data (1,315).

Surveys included in analysis

As noted above, 16- and 17-year-olds were eligible for
the survey in states that allow jail facilities to act in

loco parentis. In participating facilities, there were 341
16- to 17-year-olds rostered and 32 sampled in facilities
providing date of birth. Additional 16- to 17-year-olds
may have been rostered and sampled in facilities that
did not provide date of birth on the facility roster. Data
collection resulted in 16 completed sexual victimization
surveys by 16- to 17-year-olds. No alternative surveys
were completed by 16- to 17-year-olds. Due to concerns
about the representativeness of the facilities that housed
16- to 17-year-olds, completeness of the rosters, and
small sample size, these cases were removed from
analyses in this report. Therefore, all analyses are based
on completed sexual victimization surveys among adult
participants (22,549).

Weighting and non-response adjustments

Responses from interviewed inmates were weighted

to provide facility-level and national-level estimates.
Because the NIS relies on a sample, weights are designed
to adjust to known population totals and to compensate
for survey nonresponse and other aspects of the complex
sample design.

Facility-level weighting

The base weight for each sampled inmate was the
probability of selection of the inmate, conditional on the
facility being sampled. The probability depended on the
sex of the inmate, with female inmates generally having

a 35% higher within-facility probability of selection than
males. For each sex, the within-facility inmate probability
of selection was the sample for that sex divided by the
number that was eligible for sampling.
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Replicate weights were created using the jackknife
method (JK1). JK1 involves deleting a 1/R portion of

the inmate sample systematically and reweighting the
remaining sampled inmates by R/(R - 1). The number of
replicates created for each facility equals the number of
sexual victimization survey respondents in that facility,
up to a maximum of 80.

Facility-level inmate nonresponse adjustments were
conducted separately for each facility in a single step,
using calibration adjustments. These adjustments were
made according to a raking process, which raked the
stand-alone facility base weights (and the corresponding
replicate weights) to facility-level control totals in
different cells across several dimensions. The facility-
level inmate rosters were used to provide these control
totals. The within-facility inmate base weights were
raked to facility inmate totals within raking cells. Raking
was conducted separately for females and males, unless
there were fewer than five sampled inmates for either
sex, in which case raking did not incorporate sex. The
raking cells (within sex, if appropriate) were defined by
age group, length of time in jail, and race or ethnicity.
Sex-specific raking cells each had a minimum size of 10
responding inmates.

After raking, the weights were checked to see whether
the raking process created extreme weights. Any weight,
within sex, that was larger than 3.5 times the median
weight or smaller than 1/3.5 times the median weight
was trimmed back to those levels and then re-raked to
the control totals. The replicate weights were also raked
in a similar manner using the same control totals.

National-level weighting

Two facility-level base weights that accounted for the
selection of facilities were created. The facility-level ‘A’
first-stage base weight was equal to the inmate total for
the facility divided by the facility’s first-stage probability
of selection. The unit-level ‘B’ national-level base weight
was equal to the simple inverse of the facility’s first-stage
probability of selection.

First-stage ratio adjustments accounting for facility
nonresponse (after substitution) were performed within
sampling strata. This adjustment was computed (within
strata) as the sum of the initial first-stage weights for all
sampled units divided by the sum of the initial first-stage
weights for all responding units. The final first-stage
weights for each sampled facility were the product of the
initial first-stage weight and this ratio.

Replicates for national estimates were created using the
paired jackknife (JK2) method. The general approach to
assigning replicate strata for the noncertainty facilities
was based on creating one replicate weight for each set of
three (triplets) or four (quadruplets) jails. Each replicate
strata also had at least two cooperating jails. The replicate
variance strata were created using jail-size strata and
divided into jails for a ‘deleted group’ and the remaining
jails in a ‘retained group. The ‘deleted’ group had its
weight set to 0 for its replicate weight, and the ‘retained’
group’s weight was set to equal twice the base weight (for
quadruplets) or 1.5 times the base weight (for triplets).

Facility-level nonresponse adjustments were then
performed for the full-sample and replicate weights,
using the jail-size stratum as the nonresponse cell. This
was done separately for both the facility-level ‘A’ and
‘B’ weights.

In the second stage of weighting, the nonresponse-
adjusted first-stage national ‘B’ weight was first applied
to each inmate in a facility. Before creating the national
second-stage base weight, the replicates were further
adjusted to account for the certainty facility, where
inmate selection was their first stage of sample selection.
For this facility, the 75 facility-level replicate weights
were equal to the full-sample weight. To account for the
sampling that occurred in this facility, a 76th inmate-
level replicate was created using the JK2 method. Half of
the inmates in this facility were assigned to the ‘deleted
group’ and the other half to the ‘retained group. The
‘deleted’ group had its weight set to 0 for this replicate,
and the ‘retained’ group’s replicate weight was set to equal
twice the base weight. For the remaining noncertainty
facilities, where replication was done earlier, their

76th replicate was set equal to the full-sample weight

to account for this additional replicate. The national
second-stage weight was then created. This weight was
computed and is equal to the first-stage weights (full and
replicates) divided by an inmate’s selection probability.

The inmate-level weighting adjustment accounted for
both selection into the sexual victimization survey and
survey nonresponse. This adjustment was performed
in a single step using a calibration adjustment made to
national control totals. These adjustments were done
according to a raking process that raked the inmate
second-stage base weights (and their replicate base
weights) to jails-frame control totals for cells in several
dimensions. The unit-level nonresponse adjusted
national ‘B’ weight and the facility inmate listings across
all facilities were used to generate the national inmate-
level control totals.

SEXUAL VICTIMIZATION IN LOCAL JAILS REPORTED BY INMATES, 2023-24 | DECEMBER 2025 15



Raking was performed separately for females and

males. All raking dimensions were done within sex and
consisted of cells determined by age group, time in jail,
race or ethnicity, jail size, and Census region. Each raking
cell also had a minimum sample size of 30. The raked
weights were checked to see whether the raking process
created extreme weights. Any weights larger than 3.5
times the median weight or smaller than 1/3.5 times the
median weight within each trimming cell were trimmed
back to those levels using a raking and trimming
algorithm (the weights are trimmed back, and then re-
raked to the control totals). Trimming cells were based
on jail size, whether it was a majority-female jail or not,
and sex. The minimum trimming cell size was 10. The
replicate weights were also raked to their control totals in
the same manner.

Facility-level estimates

To ensure minimum reliability and prevent disclosure of
confidential response information, facility-level estimates
were suppressed in this report if they met one of the
following exclusion criteria:

1. The total number of completed sexual victimization
surveys in the facility was less than six.

2. Exactly one or two inmates in the facility reported
sexual victimization, and fewer than two inmates in
the facility completed the alternative questionnaire.

Based on these criteria, facility-level estimates are
reported for 237 of the 250 participating facilities.

(See appendix table 2.) These facilities accounted for
approximately 99.6% of the adjudicated inmates covered
in the NIS-4.

Within each facility, the estimated sampling error varies
by the size of the estimate, the number of completed
interviews, and the size of the facility. A common way
to express this sampling variability is to construct a

95% confidence interval around each survey estimate.
Typically, multiplying the standard error by 1.96 and
then adding or subtracting the result from the estimate
produces the confidence interval. This interval expresses
the range of values that could result among 95% of the
different samples that could be drawn.

For small samples and estimates close to 0%, as is the
case with sexual victimization in most jails, the use of
the standard error to construct the 95% confidence
interval may not be reliable. BJS used an alternative
method developed by E.B. Wilson that has been shown

to perform better than the traditional method.%10 This
method produces an asymmetrical confidence interval
around the facility estimates in which the lower bound

is constrained to be greater than or equal to 0%. It also
provides confidence intervals for facilities in which the
survey estimates are zero (but other similarly conducted
surveys could yield non-zero estimates). When applied to
large samples, the traditional and the Wilson confidence
intervals are virtually identical.

To identify high- and low-rate facilities, the 237 facilities
with facility-level estimates were compared to the
estimated national victimization rate for each type of
incident. Facilities were placed in the high-rate group
when the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval
was at least 55% higher than the national victimization
rate for a type of incident. Facilities were placed in

the low-rate group when the upper bound of the 95%
confidence interval was 35% lower than the national
victimization rate.

Testing statistical significance

When estimates are derived from a sample, caution
must be used when comparing one estimate to another
or when comparing estimates over time. Although one
estimate may be larger than another, estimates based

on a sample have some degree of sampling error. The
sampling error of an estimate depends on several factors,
including response rates, the amount of variation in

the responses, and the size of the sample. Other, non-
measured factors may introduce errors unrelated to
sampling and not be accounted for in the estimates, for
example: changes in the sampling frame, changes in the
composition of jail populations, restrictions on inmate
movement within a facility, and the effects of the Prison
Rape Elimination Act Standards on facilities.

One measure of the sampling error associated with

an estimate is the standard error. Standard errors for
selected measures of sexual victimization are presented
in appendix tables 4 and 5. Generally, an estimate

with a smaller standard error provides a more reliable
approximation of the true value than an estimate with
a larger standard error. Standard errors can be used

to construct confidence intervals around the survey

9Brown, L.D., Cai, T., & DasGupta, A. (2001). Interval Estimation for
a Binomial Proportion. Statistical Science, 16(2), pp. 101-117. https://
doi.org/10.1214/ss/1009213286

10Wilson, E.B. (1927). Probable Inference, the Law of Succession, and
Statistical Inference. Journal of the American Statistical Association,
22(158), pp. 209-212. https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1927.10502
953
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estimates (e.g., numbers, percentages, and rates) and to
test for significant differences between estimates.

For example, the 95% confidence interval around the
percentage of inmates who reported sexual victimization
by another inmate was approximately 2.2% + 1.96 x
0.10% (or 2.0% to 2.4%). In other words, if BJS used the
same sampling method to select different samples and
computed an interval estimate for each sample, it would
expect the true (but unknown) percentage to fall within
the interval estimates 95% of the time.

BJS conducted tests to determine whether differences

in estimated percentages in this report were statistically
significant once sampling error was considered. The
primary test procedure was the Student’s t-statistic,
which tests the difference between two sample estimates.
All differences discussed in this report are statistically
significant at the 95% confidence level, unless noted
otherwise. Caution is required when comparing
estimates not explicitly discussed in this report.

Exposure period

To calculate comparative rates of sexual victimization,
respondents were asked to provide their most recent
date of admission to the current facility. If the date of
admission was at least 12 months prior to the date of the
interview, inmates were asked questions related to their
experiences during the past 12 months. If the admission
date was less than 12 months prior to the interview,
inmates were asked about their experiences since they
arrived at the facility.

The average period of time measured by the sexual
victimization survey was 4.6 months.

Measuring sexual victimization

The NIS-4 sexual victimization survey relied on inmates
reporting their own experiences rather than third-party
reporting. Questions related to inmate-on-inmate sexual

activity were asked separately from questions related to
staff-on-inmate sexual activity.

The ACASI survey began with a series of questions
that screened for specific sexual activities without
restriction, including both wanted and unwanted sex
and sexual contacts with other inmates. To fully measure
all sexual activities, questions related to the touching of
body parts in a sexual way were followed by questions
related to manual stimulation and questions related to
acts involving oral, anal, and vaginal sex. The nature of
coercion (including use of physical force, pressure, and
other forms of coercion) was measured for each type of
reported sexual activity.

ACASI survey items related to staff-on-inmate sexual
victimization were asked in a different order. Inmates
were first asked about being pressured or being made
to feel they had to have sex or sexual contact with the
staff and then asked about being physically forced. In
addition, inmates were asked if any facility staff had
offered favors or special privileges in exchange for sex.
Finally, inmates were asked if they willingly had sex or
sexual contact with staff. All reports of sex or sexual
contact between an inmate and facility staff, regardless
of the level of coercion, were classified as staff-on-inmate
sexual victimization.

The ACASI survey included additional questions

related to both inmate-on-inmate and staff-on-inmate
sexual victimization. These questions, known as latent
class measures, were included to assess the reliability

of the survey questionnaire. After being asked detailed
questions, all inmates were asked a series of general
questions to determine if they had experienced any type
of unwanted sex or sexual contact with another inmate or
had any sex or sexual contact with staff.

The entire ACASI questionnaire and the shorter PAPI
form are available under Questionnaires on the NIS data
collection page of the BJS website.
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APPENDIXTABLE 1
National Inmate Survey sample and response information for jail facilities that participated in the survey, by facility,
2023-24

Numberof Number Numberof  Number of Number of
inmatesin  ofinmates ineligible interviews completed sexual
Facility name custody?  sampled inmates conducted victimization surveys' Response rate®
All facilities 187,023 60,606 5,620 24,499 22,565 44.6%
Alabama
Bayou La Batre City Jailf 3 2 0 2 2 100%
Cleburne Co. Jail 68 54 1 22 18 51.2
Madison Co. Det. Fac. 1,094 299 15 151 137 532
Marshall Co. Jail 342 273 1 163 150 62.2
Talladega Co. Jail 343 220 22 11 103 56.1
Arkansas
Johnson Co. Det. Ctr. 35 28 5 n 1 47.8%
Pulaski Co. Regional Det. Fac. 1,357 302 24 188 17 67.6
Union Co. Criminal Justice Fac. 192 153 7 62 58 42.5
Washington Co. Det. Ctr. 730 296 44 139 127 552
California
Alameda Co. Santa Rita Jail
Rehabilitation Fac. 1,581 3N 22 74 68 25.6%
Fresno Co. Jail 2,774 326 9 91 77 287
Kern Co. Lerdo Justice Fac. 534 415 27 156 139 40.2
Lassen Co. Jail 112 86 3 41 40 494
Los Angeles Co. Century Regional
Det. Fac9 1,613 416 40 49 48 130
Los Angeles Co. Men’s Central Jail 4,170 713 8 73 67 104
Los Angeles Co. North Co. Corr. Fac. 3,369 354 5 130 123 372
Los Angeles Co. Twin Towers Corr. Fac. 2,237 313 32 62 56 221
Marin Co. Jail 280 224 16 79 74 38.0
Monterey Co. Jail 965 388 7 59 55 155
Orange Co. Men’s Fac. 946 363 55 163 139 529
Orange Co. Theo Lacy Fac. 2,192 307 19 172 149 59.7
Riverside Co. Larry D. Smith Corr. Fac. 1,340 435 15 145 126 345
Sacramento Co. Rio Cosumnes
Corr. Ctr. 1,400 299 15 107 97 37.7
San Bernardino Co. Glen Helen
Rehab Ctr. 259 207 15 62 55 323
San Bernardino Co. W. Valley Det. Ctr. 2,39 303 1 73 70 25.0
San Diego Co. Las Colinas Det. and
Reentry Fac.9 295 239 16 88 82 39.5
San Diego Co. South Bay Det. Fac. 372 271 10 9 88 36.0
Santa Barbara Co. Jail 403 265 4 49 40 18.8
Santa Clara Co. Jail 720 331 5 70 62 215
Santa Cruz Co. - Rountree Lane
Med. Sec. Fac. 67 54 5 17 16 347
Shasta Co. Jail 295 236 19 91 82 419
Solano Co. Claybank Det. Fac. 119 95 0 28 25 29.5
Stanislaus Co. Public Safety Ctr. 1,491 554 17 132 115 246
Ventura Co. Pretrial Det. Fac. 879 375 29 103 85 29.8
Colorado
Denver Co. Jail 587 390 4 102 95 26.4%
Denver Downtown Det. Ctr. 1,238 318 54 60 52 22.7
Jefferson Co. Jail 1,076 344 30 177 166 56.4
Mesa Co. Det. Fac. 482 293 28 154 137 58.1
District of Columbia
D.C. Dept. of Corr. Central Det. Fac. 1,498 296 1 82 66 28.8%

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 (continued)
National Inmate Survey adult sample and response information for jail facilities that participated in the survey, by

facility, 2023-24

Number of Number Numberof ~ Number of Number of
inmatesin  ofinmates ineligible interviews completed sexual
Facility name custody?  sampled inmatesP conducted victimization surveysd Response rate®
Florida
Baker Co. Det. Ctr. 223 179 1 70 65 39.3%
Brevard Co. Jail 1,734 353 33 143 136 447
Broward Co. Joseph V. Conte Fac. 1,064 301 26 81 76 295
Duval Co. John E. Goode Pretrial

Det. Fac. 2,869 336 28 195 180 633
Hardee Co. Jail 134 107 5 70 64 68.6
Highlands Co. Sheriff's Office

Det. Fac. 466 375 24 131 123 373
Hillsborough Co. Orient Road Jail 35 28 " 3 2 176
Lee Co. Core Fac. 1,171 502 51 104 89 231
Manatee Co. Jail 1,089 297 22 112 98 40.7
Marion Co. Jail" 1,726 384 35 182 174 52.1
Miami-Dade Co. Metro West Det. Ctr. 2,625 331 16 182 170 57.8
Miami-Dade Co. Turner Guilford

Knight Corr. Ctr. 1,566 434 90 128 115 37.2
Orange Co. Female Det. Ctr.9 338 267 68 110 104 553
Osceola Co. Corr. Dept. 752 347 31 109 99 345
Pasco Co. Land O’ Lakes Det. Fac. 1,497 318 17 165 152 548
Pinellas Co. Jail 3,065 338 21 120 112 379
Sarasota Co. Jail 1,064 297 14 153 145 54.1
Seminole Co. John E. Polk Corr. Fac. 979 296 41 134 123 525
St. Lucie Co. Jail 819 278 17 138 123 529
Sumter Co. Det. Ctr. 544 281 16 148 137 55.8

Georgia
Chatham Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 1,247 228 14 110 101 51.4%
Cobb Co. Sheriff’s Office Jail &

Prison Unit/ 2,168 318 23 171 160 58.0
Coffee Co. Jail 365 270 15 112 107 439
Dodge Co. Law Enforcement Ctr. 104 83 5 29 26 372
Dougherty Co. Jail 685 380 1 174 156 472
Floyd Co. Jail 596 306 42 153 138 58.0
Fulton Co. Jail 1,740 294 5 109 102 37.7
Gwinnett Co. Jail 1,983 320 57 148 139 56.3
Henry Co. Jail 882 297 34 88 84 335
Irwin Co. Det. Ctr. 33 30 3 3 3 1.1
Jasper Co. Jail 44 36 11 23 22 920
Polk Co. Jail 256 206 17 85 77 45,0
Rabun Co. Jail 85 68 8 32 31 533
Rich Co. Charles B. Webster Det. Ctr. 1,101 308 4 114 107 375
Smyrna City Jail 27 2 15 3 3 429
Spalding Co. Corr. Inst. 21 177 3 97 9% 55.7
Ware Co. Jail 417 278 7 81 77 299

Idaho
Ada Co. Jail 862 308 22 153 141 53.5%
Benewah Co. Jail 19 15 0 8 8 533
Jefferson Co. Jail 102 82 8 55 51 743

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 (continued)
National Inmate Survey adult sample and response information for jail facilities that participated in the survey, by
facility, 2023-24

Number of Number Numberof ~ Number of Number of
inmatesin  ofinmates ineligible interviews completed sexual
Facility name custody?  sampled inmatesP conducted victimization surveysd Response rate®
lllinois
Cook Co. - Division IX 877 287 9 127 121 45.7%
Cook Co. - RTU Annex 623 294 43 107 100 426
Kane Co. Adult Justice Ctr. 364 286 19 120 110 449
Marion Co. Jail 46 37 7 22 21 733
Vermilion Co. Jail 234 188 7 76 69 42,0
Indiana
Allen Co. Jail 475 297 14 164 153 58.0%
Elkhart Co. Corr. Complex 776 369 16 172 157 48.7
Floyd Co. Jail 306 246 26 63 58 286
La Porte Co. Jail 348 266 14 156 143 61.9
Marion Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 2,677 325 28 115 m 387
Pike Co. Jail 64 51 7 32 30 72.7
Washington Co. Jail 143 114 10 51 47 49.0
lowa
Polk Co. Jail 1,168 340 63 132 126 47.7%
Kansas
Cherokee Co. Jail 50 40 5 15 15 42.9%
Shawnee Co. Adult Det. Ctr. & Annex 546 301 42 177 168 68.3
Kentucky
Christian Co. Jail 680 291 34 137 126 53.3%
Grant Co. Det. Ctr. 192 154 7 70 67 47.6
Louisville Metro Dept. of Corr. Jail
Complex, Community Corr., & Hall
of Justice 1,332 314 13 119 109 39.5
Marion Co. Det. Ctr. 271 217 17 84 77 420
Rowan Co. Det. Ctr. 337 262 59 125 121 61.6
Todd Co. Det. Ctr. 114 91 6 4 37 48.2
Warren Co. Regional Jail 688 409 48 148 132 41.0
Louisiana
Caddo Parish Corr. Ctr. 1,446 298 31 168 157 62.9%
Caldwell Corr. Ctr. 612 285 37 208 200 83.9
De Soto Parish Det. Ctr. 106 86 3 53 52 63.9
East Carroll Parish Riverbend Det. Ctr. 1,652 316 14 155 150 513
Lafayette Parish Corr. Ctr. 674 267 30 183 170 772
LaSalle Corr. Ctrk 864 438 82 184 172 517
Ouachita Parish Corr. Ctr. 1,082 292 16 212 199 76.8
Rapides Parish Det. Ctr. 324 260 40 136 123 61.8
Rapides Parish Det. Ctr. #2 179 143 1 72 65 50.7
Webster Parish - Bayou Dorcheat
Corr. Ctr. 652 278 62 181 169 838
Maine
Penobscot Co. Jail 179 144 21 62 61 50.4%
Maryland
Baltimore Central Booking and
Intake Ctr. 947 310 6 90 83 29.6%
Metropolitan Transition Ctr. 612 277 24 93 80 36.8
Talbot Co. Det. Ctr. 48 39 0 19 18 48.7
Massachusetts
Bristol Co. House of Corr., Jail, &
Female Fac. 633 318 28 47 43 16.2%
Suffolk Co. Jail 403 286 11 73 66 26.5

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 (continued)
National Inmate Survey adult sample and response information for jail facilities that participated in the survey, by

facility, 2023-24

Number of Number Numberof ~ Number of Number of
inmatesin  ofinmates ineligible interviews completed sexual
Facility name custody?  sampled inmates? conducted victimization surveysd Response rate®
Michigan
Alger Co. Jail 23 18 3 2 2 13.3%
Delta Co. Jail 100 80 8 44 43 61.1
Kalamazoo Co. Jail 394 301 45 132 116 516
Midland Co. Jail 170 136 1 57 52 456
Muskegon Co. Jail 379 300 36 130 122 492
Oakland Co. Law Enforcement
Complex 1,374 314 31 87 81 30.7
Oceana Co. Jail 45 36 3 26 25 78.8
Minnesota
Hennepin Co. Adult Corr. Fac. 151 121 27 57 54 60.6%
Hennepin Co. Jail 763 315 19 166 147 56.1
Hubbard Co. Jail 65 53 16 27 26 73.0
Olmsted Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 109 87 13 53 51 71.6
Mississippi
Holmes-Humphreys Co. Regional
Corr. Fac. 288 230 0 178 168 774%
Lee Co. Jail 223 126 6 39 35 325
Marion Co. Regional Corr. Fac. 485 287 1 189 179 66.1
Washington Co. Regional Corr. Fac. 324 262 1 95 90 364
Missouri
Dunklin Co. Jail 270 217 36 65 60 35.9%
Pulaski Co. Jail 93 75 1 62 59 83.8
St. Louis Co. - Dept. of Justice
Services 985 327 19 182 167 59.1
Stoddard Co. Jail 84 67 2 30 30 46.2
Montana
Butte-Silver Bow Co. Det. Ctr. 129 103 8 63 55 66.3%
Missoula Co. Det. Fac. 371 271 23 142 133 573
Nebraska
Sarpy Co. Jail 175 144 37 34 28 31.8%
Nevada
Churchill Co. Jail 42 34 9 17 15 68.0%
City of Las Vegas Det. Ctr. 422 314 88 125 107 553
Clark Co. Det. Ctr. 3,100 508 18 126 110 25.7
New Hampshire
Rockingham Co. Dept. of Corr. 41 32 3 4 4 13.8%
New Jersey
Bergen Co. Jail 989 299 29 107 98 39.6%
Hudson Co. Corr. Fac. 1,305 297 14 m 100 392
Mercer Co. Corr. Ctr. 416 285 7 127 115 457
Somerset Co. Jail 129 104 8 24 22 250
New Mexico
San Juan Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 623 302 43 88 82 34.0%
New York
Broome Co. Sheriff’s Corr. Fac. 345 275 25 64 55 25.6%
Livingston Co. Jail 124 99 4 24 23 253
Monroe Co. Jail 816 307 40 % 91 36.0
Rensselaer Co. Jail 176 141 12 31 30 240
Suffolk Co. Corr. Fac. 356 236 4 27 25 116
Sullivan Co. Jail 9 77 4 24 19 329
Tompkins Co. Jail 73 58 8 36 33 72.0

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 (continued)
National Inmate Survey adult sample and response information for jail facilities that participated in the survey, by

facility, 2023-24

Number of Number Numberof ~ Number of Number of
inmatesin  ofinmates ineligible interviews completed sexual
Facility name custody?  sampled inmatesP conducted victimization surveysd Response rate®
North Carolina
Ashe Co. Jail 82 67 9 37 36 63.8%
Columbus Co. Det. Ctr. 189 151 14 68 61 496
Dare Co. Det. Ctr. 66 53 5 25 23 52.1
Forsyth Co. Jail 881 374 27 131 125 378
Nash Co. Jail 144 116 3 51 45 451
Wake Co. Det. Ctr. 1,113 426 86 166 155 488
North Dakota
Burleigh Co. Burleigh/Morton
Det. Ctr. 326 261 13 112 104 45.2%
Ohio
Auglaize Co. Jail 54 44 7 10 10 27.0%
Butler Co. Corr. Ctr. 868 314 33 142 126 50.5
Clermont Co. Jail 370 289 25 119 114 45.1
Corr. Ctr. of Northwest Ohio 237 191 7 71 61 386
Cuyahoga Co. Corr. Ctr. 1,731 321 21 124 115 413
Franklin Co. Corr. Ctr. Il 1,655 331 33 164 156 55.0
Richland Co. Jail 225 181 33 57 55 385
Seneca Co. Jail 113 91 13 37 34 474
Tri-County Regional Jail 165 132 28 52 47 50.0
Oklahoma
Delaware Co. Jail 86 69 7 35 32 56.5%
Oklahoma Co. Det. Ctr. 1,603 302 67 118 110 50.2
Rogers Co. Jail 209 168 17 45 41 298
Tulsa Co. David L. Moss Criminal
Justice Ctr. 1,341 303 62 158 142 65.6
Oregon
Jackson Co. Jail 342 274 40 100 89 42.7%
Josephine Co. Adult Jail 159 129 17 46 39 41.1
Pennsylvania
Allegheny Co. Jaill 1,789 391 51 17 153 50.3%
Centre Co. Corr. Fac. 214 171 6 96 91 58.2
Dauphin Co. Prison 1,327 368 48 142 129 444
Delaware (i(o. George W. Hill
Corr. Fac. 1,266 286 19 159 144 59.6
Erie Co. Prison 783 349 15 142 136 425
Lebanon Co. Corr. Fac. 301 243 32 147 138 69.7
Schuylkill Co. Prison 252 202 18 88 78 478
York Co. Prison 966 410 34 175 163 46.5
South Carolina
Anderson Co. Det. Ctr. 473 319 27 114 110 39.0%
Fairfield Co. Det. Ctr. 56 45 11 20 18 58.8
Richland Co. Alvin S. Glenn Det. Ctr. 990 403 10 112 104 285
York Co. Det. CtrJ 542 250 30 122 115 55.5
South Dakota
Beadle Co. Regional Corr. Ctr. 30 24 10 13 12 92.9%

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 (continued)
National Inmate Survey adult sample and response information for jail facilities that participated in the survey, by
facility, 2023-24

Numberof Number Numberof ~ Number of Number of
inmatesin  ofinmates ineligible interviews completed sexual
Facility name custody?  sampled inmatesP conducted victimization surveysd Response rate®
Tennessee
Grainger Co. Jail 73 58 2 27 25 48.2%
Greene Co. Det. Ctr. 348 276 21 128 114 50.2
Grundy Co. Jail 84 67 4 25 24 39.7
Knox Co. Roger D. Wilson Det. Fac. 1,015 364 14 110 97 314
Maury Co. Jail 304 198 25 109 100 63.0
Nashville-Davidson Corr.

Development Ctr. 720 459 39 61 53 14.5
Putnam Co. Jail 386 278 16 179 165 68.3
Rhea Co. Jail 240 192 6 48 43 258
Sevier Co. Jail & Min. Sec. Fac. 376 284 28 104 94 40.6
Shelby Co. Division of Corr. 774 274 5 173 161 64.3
Shelby Co. Jail 2,418 358 44 180 173 573
Washington Co. Det. Ctr. 687 285 37 143 132 57.7

Texas

Bexar Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 4,549 479 31 242 229 54.0%
Brazoria Co. Det. Ctr. 915 297 5 62 57 21.2
Brooks Co. Sheriff's Officek 17 14 3 9 9 818
Collin Co. Det. FacJ 1,047 301 20 173 161 61.6
Dallas Co. Lew Sterrett North Tower 3,303 366 29 204 180 60.5
El Paso Co. Det. Fac. - Annex 1,681 293 2 172 154 59.1
Fannin Co. Det. CtrX 95 76 1 36 32 480
Fort Bend Co. Jaill 857 207 42 89 85 539
Guadalupe Co. Det. Ctr. 471 291 17 157 144 573
Harris Co. - 1200 Baker Street

Jail Fac. 4,461 427 2 143 125 353
Harris Co.- 701 N. San Jacinto

Jail Fac. 4,253 447 40 177 159 435
Jefferson Co. Det. Ctr. 835 277 8 167 154 62.1
Jim Wells Co. Jail 71 57 9 27 23 56.3
Kleberg Co. Jail 144 17 17 45 43 45.0
Lavaca Co. Jail 31 25 2 8 8 34.8
Montgomery Co. Jaill 1,064 305 19 165 160 577
Nueces Co. Jail 1,005 300 29 14 134 52.0
San Patricio Co. Jail 243 195 24 105 9% 614
Smith Co. Central Jail 562 282 25 130 120 50.6
Tarrant Co. - Green Bay Max. Sec. Fac. 3,122 523 291 95 91 40.9
Val Verde Corr. Fack 1,737 312 26 188 177 65.7
Wichita Co. Jail 480 280 34 143 134 58.1

Utah
Iron Co. Jail 156 126 9 64 60 54.7%
Salt Lake Co. Jail 1,852 326 31 177 163 60.0
Utah Co. Jail 590 323 79 168 159 68.9

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 (continued)
National Inmate Survey adult sample and response information for jail facilities that participated in the survey, by
facility, 2023-24

Numberof  Number Numberof  Number of Number of
inmatesin  ofinmates ineligible interviews completed sexual

Facility name custody?  sampled inmatesP conducted victimization surveysd Response rate®
Virginia

Fauquier Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 35 28 13 6 5 40.0%

Hampton City Jail 93 74 18 25 24 44.6

Henrico Co. Jail West 565 328 41 58 56 20.2

New River Valley Regional Jail 671 299 26 91 85 333

Norfolk City Jail 646 290 65 110 100 489

Rappahannock Regional Jail 1,082 313 36 23 83 33.6

Roanoke City Jail 325 244 9 94 85 40.0

Southwest Virginia Regional Jail

Authority - Abingdon 729 295 17 137 125 493

Virginia Beach Municipal Corr. Ctr. 1,015 302 37 132 126 498

Virginia Peninsula Regional Jail 351 278 27 112 103 446
Washington

Cowlitz Co. Jail Annex 263 212 45 88 82 52.7%

King Co. Corr. Fac. 728 447 10 104 95 23.8

Skamania Co. Jail 15 12 4 7 6 87.5

South Corr. Entity 105 84 26 40 37 69.0

Thurston Co. Sheriff's Office

Corr. Fac. 277 250 37 55 50 25.8

Yakima Co. DOC - Main Jail 744 296 49 143 129 579
West Virginia

Eastern Regional Jail 595 390 14 129 121 34.3%

South Central Regional Jail 480 321 21 135 120 450
Wisconsin

Dane Co. Jail System 572 283 22 115 106 44.1%

Forest Co. Jail 44 36 15 14 12 66.7

Marathon Co. Jail - Adult Det)J 194 157 28 63 60 488

Walworth Co. Jail 187 150 10 34 33 243
Wyoming

Sheridan Co. Det. Ctr. 65 53 13 33 30 82.5%

aNumber of inmates in the facility on the day of the roster plus any new inmates admitted prior to supplemental roster collected on the first day of the visit.

binmates were considered ineligible if they were mentally or physically unable to be interviewed, released or transferred to another facility before
interviewing began, on unsupervised work release or only served time on weekends, age 15 or younger or their age could not be obtained, or sampled in
error. See Methodology.

Number of inmates consenting to participate in the National Inmate Survey. See Methodology.

dBased on responses to the sexual victimization survey, except where interviews from the survey were excluded because of extreme or inconsistent
response patterns. See Methodology.

€Response rate is equal to the number of interviews conducted divided by the number of eligible inmates sampled times 100.
fFacility held six or more inmates during enrollment but fewer than six when the data collection visit occurred.

9Female facility.

hincludes three 16- to 17-year-olds who completed the sexual victimization survey but are excluded from all analyses in this report.
iIncludes two 16- to 17-year-olds who completed the sexual victimization survey but are excluded from all analyses in this report.
JIncludes one 16- to 17-year-old who completed the sexual victimization survey but is excluded from all analyses in this report.
kPrivately operated facility.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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APPENDIX TABLE 2
Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization Inmate-on-inmate Staff-on-inmate?
95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval
Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
All facilities 4.0% 3.7% 43% 2.2% 2.0% 2.4% 2.3% 2.1% 2.5%
Alabama
Bayou La Batre City Jail : : : : : : : : :
Cleburne Co. Jail 10.3% 3.3% 28.0% 10.3% 3.3% 28.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.5%
Madison Co. Det. Fac. 58 28 1.4 46 19 10.6 18 0.7 48
Marshall Co. Jail 6.4 32 124 3.8 17 84 43 20 9.0
Talladega Co. Jail 49 23 10.0 3.0 1.2 75 19 0.6 59
Arkansas
Johnson Co. Det. Ctr. 0.0% 0.0% 20.6% 0.0% 0.0% 20.6% 0.0% 0.0% 20.6%
Pulaski Co. Regional Det. Fac. 5.1 2.8 9.3 3.0 13 6.8 2.7 12 5.9
Union Co. Criminal Justice Fac. 16 0.3 7.5 0.0 0.0 5.8 16 0.3 7.5
Washington Co. Det. Ctr. 3.1 13 7.2 3.1 13 7.2 0.8 0.2 4.
California
Alameda Co. Santa Rita Jail Rehabilitation Fac. 6.3% 2.4% 15.7% 5.4% 1.8% 15.2% 3.3% 1.0% 10.2%
Fresno Co. Jail 6.1 26 13.6 3.1 1.0 95 3.0 1.0 9.0
Kern Co. Lerdo Justice Fac. 4.2 19 9.1 05 0.1 24 4.2 19 9.1
Lassen Co. Jail 6.7 26 16.0 48 1.5 14.1 19 04 89
Los Angeles Co. Century Regional Det. Fac.? 16.5 74 328 13.0 5.1 293 7.1 2.1 216
Los Angeles Co. Men’s Central Jail 16.5 89 287 153 79 274 49 15 15.2
Los Angeles Co. North Co. Corr. Fac. 28 1.0 76 24 0.8 7.2 22 0.7 6.9
Los Angeles Co. Twin Towers Corr. Fac. 15.1 7.0 296 39 1.2 11.9 11.2 43 26.0
Marin Co. Jail 7.0 29 16.3 14 04 4.1 7.0 29 16.3
Monterey Co. Jail 24 0.4 141 24 04 14.1 24 0.4 141
Orange Co. Men’s Fac. 27 1.0 7.1 1.2 0.2 6.1 27 1.0 7.1
Orange Co. Theo Lacy Fac. 48 23 9.5 4.1 19 8.7 12 0.3 45
Riverside Co. Larry D. Smith Corr. Fac. 40 17 9.1 25 0.9 7.2 15 0.4 5.1
Sacramento Co. Rio Cosumnes Corr. Ctr. 24 0.6 9.3 1.6 03 9.0 0.8 0.1 45
San Bernardino Co. Glen Helen Rehab Ctr. 15 05 5.1 15 0.5 5.1 0.0 0.0 7.0
San Bernardino Co. W. Valley Det. Ctr. 13 53 225 9.5 40 208 35 1.1 109
San Diego Co. Las Colinas Det. and Reentry Fac. 75 40 137 75 4.0 137 33 13 85
San Diego Co. South Bay Det. Fac. 22 0.6 73 0.0 0.0 34 22 0.6 73
Santa Barbara Co. Jail 89 29 242 35 0.8 135 7.6 22 232
Santa Clara Co. Jail 6.0 22 15.2 3.2 0.8 114 45 15 13.0
Santa Cruz Co. - Rountree Lane Med. Sec. Fac. A A A A A A A A A
Shasta Co. Jail 6.7 32 135 3.9 14 10.0 5.0 21 13
Solano Co. Claybank Det. Fac. 0.0 0.0 11.5 0.0 0.0 115 0.0 0.0 11.5
Stanislaus Co. Public Safety Ctr. 16 0.4 5.8 0.7 0.1 3.8 09 0.1 5.1
Ventura Co. Pretrial Det. Fac. 25 0.7 8.7 0.0 0.0 4.1 25 0.7 8.7
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)

Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization

Inmate-on-inmate

Staff-on-inmate?

95% confidence interval

95% confidence interval

95% confidence interval

Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Colorado
Denver Co. Jail 1.8% 0.6% 5.3% 1.8% 0.6% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2%
Denver Downtown Det. Ctr. 85 3.0 217 1.8 03 10.1 85 3.0 217
Jefferson Co. Jail 32 13 75 22 0.8 6.0 1.0 0.2 55
Mesa Co. Det. Fac. 95 6.4 140 6.6 40 10.7 6.2 35 10.7
District of Columbia
D.C. Dept. of Corr. Central Det. Fac. 6.4% 2.5% 15.6% 0.0% 0.0% 5.6% 6.4% 2.5% 15.6%
Florida
Baker Co. Det. Ctr. 4.4% 1.6% 11.5% 3.2% 1.0% 10.1% 2.8% 0.9% 8.8%
Brevard Co. Jail 13 04 47 13 04 47 0.0 0.0 2.8
Broward Co. Joseph V. Conte Fac. 25 0.7 9.2 2.5 0.7 9.2 0.9 0.2 52
Duval Co. John E. Goode Pretrial Det. Fac. 8.6 52 13.8 6.5 3.6 14 2.8 12 6.5
Hardee Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 32 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 32
Highlands Co. Sheriff’s Office Det. Fac. 25 09 6.5 0.8 0.2 3.6 17 0.5 5.7
Hillsborough Co. Orient Road Jail : : : : : : : : :
Lee Co. Core Fac. 47 1.7 12.5 27 0.6 1.1 4.0 13 11.8
Manatee Co. Jail 19 0.5 7.1 1.2 0.2 6.7 0.7 0.1 39
Marion Co. Jail 6.5 38 11.0 46 25 85 2.1 0.8 55
Miami-Dade Co. Metro West Det. Ctr. 32 14 73 18 0.6 53 14 04 5.0
Miami-Dade Co. Turner Guilford Knight Corr. Ctr. 6.8 24 18.0 6.0 19 17.7 25 0.8 7.2
Orange Co. Female Det. Ctr 83 45 147 83 45 14.7 0.7 0.1 3.1
Osceola Co. Corr. Dept. 2.5 0.7 8.8 13 0.2 6.7 13 0.2 6.8
Pasco Co. Land O’ Lakes Det. Fac. 39 16 8.8 27 1.0 6.7 12 0.2 6.3
Pinellas Co. Jail 6.6 3.1 136 3.1 1.1 84 49 20 115
Sarasota Co. Jail 1.7 0.6 5.1 1.1 03 40 0.7 0.1 3.6
Seminole Co. John E. Polk Corr. Fac. 15 04 54 0.7 0.1 3.5 0.9 0.2 48
St. Lucie Co. Jail 3.0 1.1 7.7 0.6 0.1 3.0 24 0.8 7.2
Sumter Co. Det. Ctr. 33 14 7.6 1.5 04 438 18 0.6 58
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)

Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization

Inmate-on-inmate

Staff-on-inmate?

95% confidence interval

95% confidence interval

95% confidence interval

Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Georgia
Chatham Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 1.9% 0.5% 6.9% 0.6% 0.1% 3.1% 1.3% 0.2% 7.1%
Cobb Co. Sheriff’s Office Jail & Prison Unit 44 20 93 22 0.8 6.1 3.0 1.1 7.8
Coffee Co. Jail 39 16 9.3 1.6 0.5 49 24 0.7 7.8
Dodge Co. Law Enforcement Ctr. 0.0 0.0 11.5 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 11.5
Dougherty Co. Jail 76 45 125 14 0.5 4.1 6.2 35 108
Floyd Co. Jail 31 14 6.8 1.1 03 3.5 21 0.7 56
Fulton Co. Jail 10.7 6.2 18.1 53 24 114 6.4 3.0 13.1
Gwinnett Co. Jail 31 13 74 12 03 43 19 0.6 5.7
Henry Co. Jail 28 0.8 9.0 14 04 54 22 0.6 84
Irwin Co. Det. Ctr. : : : : : : : : :
Jasper Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 45 0.0 0.0 45 0.0 0.0 45
Polk Co. Jail 3.8 14 9.8 1.2 0.2 54 26 0.8 8.1
Rabun Co. Jail A A A A A A A A A
Rich Co. Charles B. Webster Det. Ctr. 9.9 5.1 183 6.2 2.6 137 43 16 1.1
Smyrna City Jail : : : : : : : : :
Spalding Co. Corr. Inst. 1.0 0.2 44 0.0 0.0 2.5 1.0 0.2 44
Ware Co. Jail 6.0 24 142 49 17 13.0 12 0.2 6.9
Idaho
Ada Co. Jail 3.2% 1.1% 8.4% 0.6% 0.1% 3.0% 2.6% 0.8% 7.9%
Benewah Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 245 0.0 0.0 245 0.0 0.0 245
Jefferson Co. Jail 22 0.6 7.7 22 0.6 7.7 0.0 0.0 35
lllinois
Cook Co. - Division IX 8.9% 5.1% 15.0% 3.9% 1.7% 8.6% 7.5% 41% 13.4%
Cook Co. - RTU Annex 6.2 26 143 47 19 11.2 15 0.4 6.0
Kane Co. Adult Justice Ctr. 34 15 7.8 34 15 78 0.0 0.0 25
Marion Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 8.4 0.0 0.0 84 0.0 0.0 84
Vermilion Co. Jail 75 3.1 17.1 46 19 104 38 1.1 1.8
Indiana
Allen Co. Jail 2.6% 1.2% 5.3% 2.0% 0.9% 4.4% 1.1% 0.3% 3.3%
Elkhart Co. Corr. Complex 32 14 7.5 18 0.6 53 15 04 5.1
Floyd Co. Jail 20 04 9.9 20 04 9.9 0.0 0.0 53
La Porte Co. Jail 37 18 73 1.2 04 33 25 1.1 5.8
Marion Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 24 0.8 73 14 04 5.1 17 0.4 6.6
Pike Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 6.6 0.0 0.0 6.6 0.0 0.0 6.6
Washington Co. Jail 21 0.5 96 2. 0.5 9.6 0.0 0.0 53
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)
Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization Inmate-on-inmate Staff-on-inmate?
95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval

Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
lowa

Polk Co. Jail 2.1% 0.6% 7.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 2.1% 0.6% 7.4%
Kansas

Cherokee Co. Jail 0.0% 0.0% 15.8% 0.0% 0.0% 15.8% 0.0% 0.0% 15.8%

Shawnee Co. Adult Det. Ctr. & Annex 25 1.1 5.8 1.2 04 3.7 13 04 40
Kentucky

Christian Co. Jail 7.2% 3.6% 14.0% 4.1% 1.7% 9.6% 5.1% 2.3% 11.3%

Grant Co. Det. Ctr. 38 1.0 133 26 0.6 1.3 1.2 0.1 14.7

Louisville Metro Dept. of Corr. Jail Complex,

Community Corr., & Hall of Justice 10.2 6.0 16.7 3.5 13 9.2 76 4.1 136
Marion Co. Det. Ctr. 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 38 0.0 0.0 38
Rowan Co. Det. Ctr. 3.2 15 7.0 14 0.5 4. 2.7 1.1 6.4
Todd Co. Det. Ctr. 0.0 0.0 73 0.0 0.0 73 0.0 0.0 73
Warren Co. Regional Jail 14 0.5 42 0.9 0.2 3.6 0.7 0.2 28

Louisiana
Caddo Parish Corr. Ctr. 1.3% 0.4% 4.6% 0.6% 0.1% 3.2% 0.8% 0.1% 4.3%
Caldwell Corr. Ctr. 5.1 3.1 8.2 3.1 16 59 2.9 15 54
De Soto Parish Det. Ctr. 0.0 0.0 40 0.0 0.0 40 0.0 0.0 40
East Carroll Parish Riverbend Det. Ctr. 4.1 18 8.9 26 1.0 6.9 14 04 49
Lafayette Parish Corr. Ctr. 3.0 14 6.1 24 1.1 5.5 0.5 0.1 2.6
LaSalle Corr. Ctr. 1.0 03 34 1.0 0.3 34 0.6 0.1 2.9
Ouachita Parish Corr. Ctr. 50 28 8.7 33 17 6.4 17 0.6 46
Rapides Parish Det. Ctr. 11.0 73 16.1 7.7 47 12,6 40 22 73
Rapides Parish Det. Ctr. #2 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 38 0.0 0.0 3.8
Webster Parish - Bayou Dorcheat Corr. Ctr. 0.4 0.1 21 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.4 0.1 21
Maine
Penobscot Co. Jail 11.1% 5.7% 20.4% 3.3% 1.0% 10.6% 7.7% 3.5% 16.1%
Maryland
Baltimore Central Booking and Intake Ctr. 11.1% 5.6% 20.8% 10.1% 4.8% 19.8% 2.6% 0.8% 7.7%
Metropolitan Transition Ctr. 5.2 20 131 3.1 038 104 5.2 20 131
Talbot Co. Det. Ctr. 0.0 0.0 123 0.0 0.0 123 0.0 0.0 123
Massachusetts
Bristol Co. House of Corr., Jail, & Female Fac. 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% 0.0% 0.0% 9.4%
Suffolk Co. Jail 9.2 42 19.1 0.0 0.0 5.1 9.2 42 19.1
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)
Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization Inmate-on-inmate Staff-on-inmate?
95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval

Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Michigan

Alger Co. Jail : : : : : : : : :

Delta Co. Jail 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8%

Kalamazoo Co. Jail 53 2.8 10.1 2.1 0.8 5.6 438 24 94

Midland Co. Jail 2.1 04 9.3 0.0 0.0 50 21 04 9.3

Muskegon Co. Jail 23 1.1 5.1 23 1.1 5.1 0.5 0.1 23

Oakland Co. Law Enforcement Complex 125 59 245 5.9 2.1 157 9.5 40 20.8

Oceana Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 6.7
Minnesota

Hennepin Co. Adult Corr. Fac. 3.7% 1.3% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 3.7% 1.3% 10.4%

Hennepin Co. Jail 15 04 52 0.9 0.2 45 0.6 0.1 33

Hubbard Co. Jail A A A A A A A A A

Olmsted Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 0.0 0.0 40 0.0 0.0 40 0.0 0.0 40
Mississippi

Holmes-Humphreys Co. Regional Corr. Fac. 1.1% 0.5% 2.8% 1.1% 0.5% 2.8% 0.6% 0.2% 2.0%

Lee Co. Jail 32 0.6 16.1 3.2 0.6 16.1 0.0 0.0 93

Marion Co. Regional Corr. Fac. 1.2 0.4 3.5 0.0 0.0 14 1.2 0.4 3.5

Washington Co. Regional Corr. Fac. 36 1.1 115 0.0 0.0 34 36 1.1 115
Missouri

Dunklin Co. Jail 4.5% 13% 14.1% 3.2% 0.8% 12.3% 1.4% 0.3% 6.8%

Pulaski Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 24 0.0 0.0 24 0.0 0.0 24

St. Louis Co. - Dept. of Justice Services 2.7 1.2 5.8 0.6 0.1 33 20 0.8 49

Stoddard Co. Jail A A A A A A A A A
Montana

Butte-Silver Bow Co. Det. Ctr. 1.8% 0.4% 7.1% 1.8% 0.4% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0%

Missoula Co. Det. Fac. 42 2.0 8.8 3.5 14 8.1 0.7 0.2 3.2
Nebraska

Sarpy Co. Jail 8.1% 2.5% 23.7% 4.1% 0.8% 18.3% 8.1% 2.5% 23.7%
Nevada

Churchill Co. Jail 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3%

City of Las Vegas Det. Ctr. 2.7 1.0 7.0 18 0.6 5.6 2.7 1.0 7.0

Clark Co. Det. Ctr. 33 1.0 108 33 1.0 108 18 03 103

New Hampshire
Rockingham Co. Dept. of Corr.

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)
Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization

Inmate-on-inmate

Staff-on-inmate?

95% confidence interval

95% confidence interval

95% confidence interval

Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
New Jersey
Bergen Co. Jail 2.7% 0.8% 8.3% 2.2% 0.6% 8.1% 1.3% 0.4% 4.9%
Hudson Co. Corr. Fac. 8.9 46 16.8 32 1.2 84 6.8 3.0 14.6
Mercer Co. Corr. Ctr. 49 24 9.8 24 0.9 6.3 25 0.9 6.7
Somerset Co. Jail 13.9 49 334 49 0.9 22.2 9.0 2.5 274
New Mexico
San Juan Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 3.7% 1.3% 10.3% 1.5% 0.3% 8.3% 2.2% 0.6% 7.7%
New York
Broome Co. Sheriff’s Corr. Fac. 7.0% 2.7% 16.7% 3.8% 1.1% 12.4% 3.2% 0.9% 11.0%
Livingston Co. Jail A A A A A A A A A
Monroe Co. Jail 2.1 0.6 7.2 0.0 0.0 38 2.1 0.6 7.2
Rensselaer Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 114 0.0 0.0 114 0.0 0.0 114
Suffolk Co. Corr. Fac. 6.5 14 25.1 1.2 0.2 6.8 53 0.9 253
Sullivan Co. Jail 9.6 29 275 42 0.8 186 54 1.1 23.1
Tompkins Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.0 0.0 6.5
North Carolina
Ashe Co. Jail 0.0% 0.0% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 5.4%
Columbus Co. Det. Ctr. 43 1.5 1.7 1.0 0.2 46 33 1.0 10.8
Dare Co. Det. Ctr. 6.3 14 242 0.0 0.0 11.7 6.3 14 242
Forsyth Co. Jail 6.4 33 12.0 32 13 8.0 3.9 17 8.8
Nash Co. Jail 1.7 0.3 83 0.0 0.0 6.8 1.7 0.3 83
Wake Co. Det. Ctr. 29 13 6.3 1.9 0.7 5.1 1.0 0.3 33
North Dakota
Burleigh Co. Burleigh/Morton Det. Ctr. 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9%
Ohio
Auglaize Co. Jail 0.0% 0.0% 24.8% 0.0% 0.0% 24.8% 0.0% 0.0% 24.8%
Butler Co. Corr. Ctr. 1.0 0.3 3.5 1.0 03 35 0.5 0.1 28
Clermont Co. Jail 3.8 1.5 9.7 38 1.5 9.7 0.0 0.0 26
Corr. Ctr. of Northwest Ohio 5.0 1.8 13.0 33 1.0 10.7 5.0 1.8 13.0
Cuyahoga Co. Corr. Ctr. 6.1 27 13.0 0.8 0.2 3.0 53 2.1 124
Franklin Co. Corr. Ctr. Il 22 0.8 55 0.9 0.2 33 19 0.7 52
Richland Co. Jail 8.0 3.1 18.7 1.5 0.3 7.8 6.4 23 164
Seneca Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 72 0.0 0.0 7.2 0.0 0.0 72
Tri-County Regional Jail 2.7 0.6 115 0.0 0.0 75 2.7 0.6 115
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)
Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization Inmate-on-inmate Staff-on-inmate?
95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval
Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Oklahoma
Delaware Co. Jail 3.4% 0.8% 13.3% 3.4% 0.8% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0%
Oklahoma Co. Det. Ctr. 35 13 8.7 3.5 13 8.7 0.8 0.1 43
Rogers Co. Jail 53 19 137 53 19 137 0.0 0.0 8.5
Tulsa Co. David L. Moss Criminal Justice Ctr. 6.8 33 13.7 28 1.0 74 48 2.1 10.7
Oregon
Jackson Co. Jail 15.9% 10.0% 24.3% 8.4% 4.3% 15.6% 8.3% 4.2% 15.7%
Josephine Co. Adult Jail 5.0 14 17.0 2.5 04 13.0 25 04 13.0
Pennsylvania
Allegheny Co. Jail 6.0% 3.0% 11.6% 1.5% 0.4% 5.3% 4.5% 2.0% 9.7%
Centre Co. Corr. Fac. 14 03 7.5 14 03 7.5 0.0 0.0 25
Dauphin Co. Prison 83 44 149 48 20 109 6.4 3.1 12.7
Delaware Co. George W. Hill Corr. Fac.¢ 5.5 3.0 9.9 3.0 13 6.6 3.1 13 7.1
Erie Co. Prison 20 0.6 6.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 20 0.6 6.0
Lebanon Co. Corr. Fac. 22 09 53 1.6 0.5 45 0.6 0.2 24
Schuylkill Co. Prison 0.0 0.0 37 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 37
York Co. Prison 35 16 73 14 0.5 3.9 21 0.7 6.0
South Carolina
Anderson Co. Det. Ctr. 2.7% 1.0% 7.0% 1.0% 0.2% 5.0% 2.7% 1.0% 7.0%
Fairfield Co. Det. Ctr. 47 1.0 186 0.0 0.0 129 47 1.0 186
Richland Co. Alvin S. Glenn Det. Ctr. 8.8 48 15.7 3.5 13 89 6.4 3.1 12.8
York Co. Det. Ctr. 3.1 13 7.6 0.5 0.1 2.5 2.7 0.9 73
South Dakota
Beadle Co. Regional Corr. Ctr. 0.0% 0.0% 121% 0.0% 0.0% 12.1% 0.0% 0.0% 121%
Tennessee
Grainger Co. Jail 0.0% 0.0% 9.6% 0.0% 0.0% 9.6% 0.0% 0.0% 9.6%
Greene Co. Det. Ctr. 38 16 83 2.6 1.0 6.5 20 0.7 6.0
Grundy Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 11.2 0.0 0.0 1.2
Knox Co. Roger D. Wilson Det. Fac. 0.4 0.1 23 0.4 0.1 23 0.0 0.0 5.2
Maury Co. Jail 5.0 25 9.8 0.0 0.0 2.8 5.0 25 9.8
Nashville-Davidson Corr. Development Ctr. 27 0.5 144 0.0 0.0 7.0 27 0.5 144
Putnam Co. Jail 2.1 09 46 0.7 0.2 2.7 14 0.5 37
Rhea Co. Jail 104 34 27.7 9.2 2.7 27.0 12 0.2 6.4
Sevier Co. Jail & Min. Sec. Fac. 14 0.4 49 1.4 0.4 49 0.0 0.0 3.6
Shelby Co. Division of Corr. 50 2.7 9.1 1.0 03 34 40 20 79
Shelby Co. Jail 3.1 14 6.6 1.1 03 42 2.7 1.1 6.1
Washington Co. Det. Ctr. 59 2.5 133 45 1.6 11.9 14 04 49

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)
Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization Inmate-on-inmate Staff-on-inmate?
95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval
Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Texas
Bexar Co. Adult Det. Ctr. 5.6% 3.2% 9.8% 3.1% 1.4% 6.7% 3.4% 1.7% 6.8%
Brazoria Co. Det. Ctr. 48 1.1 18.5 40 0.7 186 0.8 0.1 47
Brooks Co. Sheriff’s Office¢ 0.0 0.0 15.7 0.0 0.0 15.7 0.0 0.0 15.7
Collin Co. Det. Fac. 6.8 38 120 37 1.6 8.1 47 22 9.6
Dallas Co. Lew Sterrett North Tower 39 1.9 79 33 1.5 7.2 0.6 0.1 32
El Paso Co. Det. Fac. - Annex 40 1.7 9.0 23 0.7 74 1.7 0.6 48
Fannin Co. Det. Ctr.€ 13 03 5.7 13 0.3 57 0.0 0.0 9.2
Fort Bend Co. Jail 16 0.4 5.6 0.9 0.1 48 0.7 0.1 40
Guadalupe Co. Det. Ctr. 3.0 14 6.5 3.0 14 6.5 0.0 0.0 2.0
Harris Co. - 1200 Baker Street Jail Fac. 9.0 49 15.9 8.0 42 14.8 3.0 1.1 83
Harris Co. - 701 N. San Jacinto Jail Fac. 43 2.1 8.6 23 09 5.8 33 14 75
Jefferson Co. Det. Ctr. 29 1.1 6.9 1.2 0.3 4. 1.7 0.5 5.8
Jim Wells Co. Jail 40 0.9 16.5 0.0 0.0 10.1 40 0.9 16.5
Kleberg Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.0 6.3
Lavaca Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 27.8 0.0 0.0 278 0.0 0.0 27.8
Montgomery Co. Jail 5.7 3.0 10.6 3.6 16 7.9 3.6 16 8.2
Nueces Co. Jail 3.5 14 8.4 35 14 84 0.7 0.1 43
San Patricio Co. Jail 6.4 33 11.8 29 1.1 74 53 2.6 104
Smith Co. Central Jail 48 2.0 10.7 48 20 10.7 1.1 0.2 5.6
Tarrant Co. - Green Bay Max. Sec. Fac. 3.0 1.0 8.9 3.0 1.0 89 0.0 0.0 4.1
Val Verde Corr. Fac. 14 0.4 40 0.7 0.2 24 0.6 0.1 3.5
Wichita Co. Jail 46 19 11.0 2.5 1.1 5.6 2.8 0.8 9.7
Utah
Iron Co. Jail 1.1% 0.3% 4.6% 1.1% 0.3% 4.6% 1.1% 0.3% 4.6%
Salt Lake Co. Jail 10.1 6.5 154 36 1.6 76 7.5 4.5 124
Utah Co. Jail 42 2.1 8.0 3.6 1.7 73 1.1 03 3.8

(Continued on next page)
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)
Percent of jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and facility, 2023-24

Any sexual victimization Inmate-on-inmate Staff-on-inmate?
95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval 95% confidence interval
Facility name Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound Percent LowerBound  Upper Bound Percent Lower Bound  Upper Bound
Virginia
Fauquier Co. Adult Det. Ctr. : : : : : : : : :
Hampton City Jail 0.0% 0.0% 10.3% 0.0% 0.0% 10.3% 0.0% 0.0% 10.3%
Henrico Co. Jail West 32 0.6 16.6 0.0 0.0 73 3.2 0.6 16.6
New River Valley Regional Jail 34 1.1 104 16 0.5 5.1 18 03 99
Norfolk City Jail 21 0.5 8.2 0.5 0.1 25 16 03 83
Rappahannock Regional Jail 52 16 15.6 3.1 0.7 125 2.1 0.4 11.5
Roanoke City Jail 24 0.7 8.2 24 0.7 82 14 0.3 7.1
Southwest Virginia Regional Jail
Authority - Abingdon 34 15 74 2.5 1.0 6.0 27 1.0 6.7
Virginia Beach Municipal Corr. Ctr. 4.1 18 8.9 14 04 5.1 35 14 8.5
Virginia Peninsula Regional Jail 4.1 15 10.7 2.5 0.7 8.2 2.6 0.8 8.2
Washington
Cowlitz Co. Jail Annex 5.1% 2.3% 11.1% 3.9% 1.5% 9.4% 13% 0.3% 5.5%
King Co. Corr. Fac. 138 7.8 235 29 0.8 10.1 109 55 20.5
Skamania Co. Jail 0.0 0.0 273 0.0 0.0 273 0.0 0.0 273
South Corr. Entity 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 6.7
Thurston Co. Sheriff’s Office Corr. Fac. 22 04 12.2 22 04 12.2 0.0 0.0 7.0
Yakima Co. DOC - Main Jail 42 20 8.8 34 14 7.7 21 0.7 58
West Virginia
Eastern Regional Jail 3.9% 1.5% 10.0% 2.5% 0.8% 7.1% 2.6% 0.7% 8.9%
South Central Regional Jail 15 0.5 40 1.1 03 3.8 0.4 0.1 18
Wisconsin
Dane Co. Jail System 3.3% 1.3% 8.1% 2.3% 0.8% 6.6% 0.9% 0.2% 5.0%
Forest Co. Jail 10.8 21 40.0 0.0 0.0 19.6 10.8 21 40.0
Marathon Co. Jail - Adult Det. 43 19 9.7 14 03 6.2 29 1.0 8.0
Walworth Co. Jail A A A A A A A A A
Wyoming
Sheridan Co. Det. Ctr. 0.0% 0.0% 5.5% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5% 0.0% 0.0% 5.5%

Note: See Terms and definitions for information about the type of incident. For more information on confidence intervals, see Facility-level estimates in the Methodology. Details may not sum to totals due to
rounding and because inmates could report multiple types of victimization.

:Not calculated. Insufficient number of completed interviews to provide a facility rate.

AOne or more inmates reporting victimization but fewer than two inmates completed alternative questionnaire at facility. Value suppressed to protect confidentiality. Data are included in national-level estimates.
Called “staff sexual misconduct” in prior reports.

bFemale facility.

CPrivately operated facility.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.

SEXUAL VICTIMIZATION IN LOCAL JAILS REPORTED BY INMATES, 2023-24 | DECEMBER 2025 33



APPENDIXTABLE 3
List of jail facilities that refused to participate in the National Inmate Survey, 2023-24

Facility Name Facility Name
Alabama Missouri
Calhoun Co. Jail Andrew Co. Jail
Chilton Co. Jail Clark Co. Jail
Jefferson Co. Jail Laclede Co. Jail
Arkansas Mississippi
Jefferson Co. W.C. Brassell Adult Det. Ctr. Newton Co. Jail
Arizona North Carolina
Maricopa Co. Estrella Jail Craven Co. Det. Ctr.
Maricopa Co. 4th Ave. Jail Iredell Co. Det. Ctr.
Maricopa Co. Lower Buckeye Jail Polk Co. Det. Ctr.
Mohave Co. Jail Randolph Co. Det. Ctr.
Yuma Co. Det. Ctr. Nevada
Florida Washoe Co. Det. Fac.
Naples Jail Ctr. New York

Georgia
Bartow Co. Det. Ctr.
Colquitt Co. Prison
Gordon Co. Jail
Stephens Co. Jail
lowa
Black Hawk Co. Jail
Dallas Co. Corr. Fac.

New York City Dept. of Corr. Eric M. Taylor Ctr.

New York City Dept. of Corr. OBCC-NIC

New York City Dept. of Corr. Rose M. Singer Ctr.
Ohio

Strongsville City Jail

Lawrence Co. Jail
Oklahoma

Carter Co. Det. Ctr.

lllinois Marshall Co. Jail
Bond Co. Jail Pennsylvania
Lake Co. Jail Bucks Co. Men’s/Women’s Comm, Corr. Ctrs.

Madison Co. Jail

Will Co. Adult Det. Fac.
Indiana

Huntington Co. Jail

South Carolina
Charleston Co. Sheriff Al Cannon Det. Ctr.
Pickens Co. Det. Ctr.
Saluda Co. Det. Ctr.

LaGrange Co. Jail Tennessee

Posey Co. Jail Bedford Co. Jail

St. Joseph Co. Jail Smith Co. Jail
Kansas Texas

Douglas Co. Corr. Fac. Angelina Co. Jail
Kentucky Bell Co. Loop Jail

Hardin Co. Det. Ctr. Dimmit Co. Jail

Hart Co. Jail Nacogdoches Co. Jail
Louisiana Scurry Co. Jail

Franklin Parish Det. Ctr. Williamson Co. Jail
Massachusetts Utah

Plymouth Co. Corr. Fac. Uintah Co. Jail
Maryland Wisconsin

Anne Arundel Co. Jennifer Rd. Det. Ctr.

Michigan

Isabella Co. Corr. Fac.
Minnesota

Douglas Co. Jail

La Crosse Co. Jail
Milwaukee Co. Jail
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APPENDIX TABLE 4

Standard errors for table 1: Jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident, 2007, 2008-09, 2011-12,

2023-24
Percent of jail inmates Number of
NIS-1 NIS-2 NIS-3 NIS-4 victims in NIS-4
Type of incident 2007 2008-09 2011-12 2023-24 2023-24
Total 0.11% 0.12% 0.16% 0.14% 1,100
Inmate-on-inmate 0.09% 0.08% 0.13% 0.10% 700
Forced or coerced sexual acts 0.06 0.05 0.07 0.07 400
Other forced or coerced sexual activity 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.07 500
Staff-on-inmate 0.09% 0.10% 0.09% 0.10% 700
Sexual acts 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.09 500
Other sexual activity 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.06 400

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2007, 2008-09, 2011-12, and 2023-24.

APPENDIXTABLE 5

Standard errors for table 2: Jail inmates reporting sexual victimization, by type of incident and sex of inmate, 2023-24

Percent of jail inmates

Type of incident Total Male inmates Female inmates
Total 0.14% 0.16% 0.33%
Inmate-on-inmate 0.10% 0.11% 0.27%
Forced or coerced sexual acts 0.07 0.07 0.17
Other forced or coerced sexual activity 0.07 0.08 0.21
Staff-on-inmate 0.11% 0.11% 0.22%
Sexual acts 0.09 0.09 0.17
Other sexual activity 0.06 0.06 0.12

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Inmate Survey, 2023-24.
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