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Two reports were completed during this quarter. The firs"t:report entitled the 
"Impact of Colorado's Revised DUI/DHAI Legislation on County Jailsl! was 
initiated at the request of the Colorado Commission of State and Local Governmen 
Finances. New legislation was passed in 1982 which requires mandatory jail 
time for persons convicted of two or more subsequent offenses within five years. 
Many of the jails in Colorado are already overcrowded and the Commission and 
several legislators were interested in the impact of this new law on the jails 
before considering still tougher legislation to meet federal guidelines. 

,Data was collected from the jail books of all the operational county jails 'for 
July through December, 1~81. The Sheriff's agreed to have their staffs collect 
and send in similar data for the last six months of 1982. The new law became 
effective July 1, 1982 and 1981 data was used for comparison purposes. 

An analysis of the data showed that pretrial bookings into county jails in
creased approximately 9 percent, but the'-caverage length of stay decreased 10 
percent. However, the number of people sentenced increased 73 percent with 
orily a 9 percent decrease in length of stay, resulting in an estimated 45 per
cent increase in jail days.~ 

The second report, "Colorado Jails, Population and Conditions" contains data 
and other informatfon on Colorado's jail population, conditions, litigation and 
other jail _related issues. The SAC unit, with the assistance of other Division 
of Criminal .Justice staff collected data in all of the fully operational county 
jails in the state durt-'l~ the summer and fall of 1982 for th,~ state fiscal year 
of July 1, 1981 through June 30, 1982. Data was collected on a sample of all 
the admissions during the period from the jail book and other jail records. A 
copy of the data collection form,is included in the report. Several of the 
data elements included on the form were available in only a few jails, such as 
employment, education and mental statu,$. However, if we are able to standardize 

I the jail books at some point, we "would ,like to include this information. 

NOTE: No fur.h"r man I". or o'her benet/ •• ",..y be ""Id out und"r thl. prollrem unl" .. • hi. reporl .Is comple'ed end tiled a. required by ""I.tlnll 
lew end tel/uletlone (FMC 14-7; Omnlbu. Crime Conttol Act 011976). . 

RECEIVED BY GRANTEE STATE f>LANNING AGENCY (Ollielel) DATE 

LEAA FOR~ 4587/1 (REV. 2-771 REPLACES EDITION OF10-75WHICH IS OBSOLETE. 

1 

; " 



2 
' ... 

An analysis of the data showed that 77 percent of the admissions are pre
trial, 13 percent sentenced and 10 percent are other holds. The most 
frequent changes for both pretrial and sentenced prisoners are traffic 
related, including DUI/DWAI. Jail overcrowding is a problem in about 40 
percent of the jails and this is further aggravated by the backup of state 
prisoners in the county jails because of the overcrowding in the state 
prisons. A compal"ison of overcrowded and non-overcrowded jails showed that 
overcrowded jails had a much larger proportion of prisoners charged with 
failure to appear and held offenders ronger for certain offenses. We also' 
found that overcrowded jails tend to release people on bond less frequently, 
63 percent compared to 90 percent in non-overcrowded jails. 

As we collected data in the jails we also interviewed the Sheriffs to get 
an update on jail conditions, litigation and other jail related issues. 
Twenty-one jails or 36 percent of the counties have been sued in the last 
two years because of poor conditions. Colorado is one of only a few states 
which does not have jail standards. A Commission was established in 1980 
to develop standards for the state. Draft, minimum standards have been 
developed. However, they have not as yet been approved by the legislature. 
The first year Colorado Counties, Inc., which is the association of County 
Comm.issioners, opposed the bill and had it defeated. This past legislative 
session we worked with Colorado Counties, the Municipal League and the 
Sheriffs as well as several legislators in drafting a bill. All of these 
organizations supported the bill but it was defeated because of the antici
pated fiscal impact. A copy of the bill is attached. We will attempt to 
have a bill introduced again this year out because of the large state deficit 
any legislation with a fiscal impact will be difficult to pass. 

The sheriffs were asked if they would be willing to standardize the jail 
book and to send data in to the Division of Criminal Justice on a regular 
basis. Most of the sheriffs indicated that they would be· willing and many 
felt that a statewide database fpr jails is important. We are currently 
operating a similar system for data on juveniles held in jails. However, 
we do not, at this time, have the resources to implement the system for 
adults. 

Initial work was done to develop a.jail population projection model. However, 
because of the limited staff resources in this grant and a reduction in 
Division of Criminal Justice staff the model is still being refined and 
tested. A copy of a draft jai 1 'pl anning guide is enclosed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Nationally, overcrowding, management problems and a lack of resources have 
plagued local detention facilities during the last several years. Demands 
caused by growth, more severe sentencing legislation and a "get tough" at
titude among the general population have, in numerous jurisdictions, far 
exceeded the criminal justice systems' ability to ad~quately house and care 
for persons admitted to local jails. These conditions have introduced, 
with increased frequency, a new ele.ment in~o jail management - that of the 
judiciary. The judiciary is now actively involved in what has been commonly 
held as a local government issue. 

Historically, the primary function of local detention facilities has been 
to isolate accused and convicted offenders from society. The purpose of 
detaining accused offengers has been to ensure.. their appearance at trial, 
while the convicted offender was sentenced to local detention facilities 
for generally short periods of time, usually for misdemeanors and ordi nance 
violations. Today, how~ver, administrators of local detention facilities 
are experiencing a rapi~ change, not only in the number and type of individ
uals they; are required to place in custody, but also'in the area of lIinmate 
rights." Local detention facilities are housing not only accused and sentenced 
individuals, b~t also the mentally ill, runaways, individuals 1n pr6tective . , 

custody, and those awaiting transfer to another local or state facil ity, as 
\1lell as people for whom law enforcemen't agencies cannot find other facilities 
for safe' confinement and/or treatment. 

At common law, an individual in custody of a detention facilitywas held 
to have lost all of his or her personal rights and became, in effect, a 
"slave" of the state. In times past, .the' judiciary maintained a policy 
commonly called the "hands off!! dott'rine~ which was based on the pre~ise' 
that the courts lacked the expertise in the area of corrections. Therefore, 
the administr~tion of detention facilities was left to correctional admi~

istrators. 

Inmate rights and the inv~lvement of the judiciary has changed rapidly 
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during the last decade. The courts have abandoned 
their previously held policies concerning the hands 
off doctrine and are now actively involved in the 
protection of inmates' rights. It is now commonly 
held that individuals ~n custody are no longer 
sl~ves of the sta1;e, but retain all of the rights 
of an ordinary citizen except those expressly, or 
by necessary implication, takena\</ay from him or her by law. 

Colorado's local detention facilities share many of the same problems and 
changes experienced in loca,l correctional facilities thr,oughout the nation. 
Hm</ever, Colorado's "jail picture" does have a number of positive .aspects. 
Several detention facilities have been constructed in recent years in coun
ties around the state. A number of the jails are not overcrowded and many 
are well operated facilities. In addition, there are several local juris
dictions which are currently involved in planning activities to address 
jail problems \<Iithin their communities. 

The purpose of this report is to provide decision makers and other interested 
persons with up to date informat10n concerning jails, It provides an analysis 

'of the type of individuals who m~ke up Colorado's jail population, facility 
conditions, jail litigation, and other related jail issues. This report does 
not attempt to address all of the issues and problems which currently exist 
in our state's jails; nor does it attempt to provide so.lutions to all of 
the issues presented. However', a concerted effort has been made to provi de 
recommendations in those areas where it was deemed appropriate based upon 
ana 1ys is of the data and informati on obtai ned in intervie\</s '\'/ith the sh eri ffs. 

Division of Criminal Justice staff visited each of Colorado's 54 fully opera
tional county jails during 'the summer and fall of 1982. Data were not col
lected in the municipal jails or the five county jails which operate as tem
porary holding facilities, since these facilities are us~d ~nly for short
term holding, usually less .than 72 hours, before the individual is bonded or 
transferred to another facility". Data were collected on a random sample of 
adults booked into· each jail except Denver and Boulder for the period of 
July'l, 1981 through June 30, 1982. Data were collected from the jail book 
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or other jail records (data collection form is found 
in Appendix A) and in-depth interviews were held with 
the sheriff or designee on conditions of the jail, 
litigation and other jail-related issues. 

Data for the blo jail facil ities in Denver were pro-
vi ded by the Denver Anti -Crime Counc il (DACC), wh i ch 
had collected data from the jails on all bookings for 
March,1982. Since the DACC determined that there is no 

seasonal variation in Denver's jail bookings, a ,one month sample was used. 
Because of slight variations in the data, Denver is shown separately on sever
al tables in the report. Data wer~not available from the Boulder County jail. 

Data on approximately 6,200 cases were collected on adults booked into the jails 
during the sample period. Data on all juveniles booked into county jails is 
collected on a regular basis by the Division of Criminal Justice. The data 
on juveniles are submitted monthly by the sheriffs. Therefore, the informa
tion on juveniles includes the total population, in excess of 4100 cases, and 
is not based on a sample, Where possible, this report presents information 

on both adults and juveniles. 

In order to provide state and local officials with a useful and up to date 
tool in the decision making process, this report addresses the wide spectrum 

,of issues and problems facing Colorado'~ ~heriffs and detention facility ad
ministrators. The report ;s organized into four chapters. Chapter I presents 
the demographi c and crimi na 1 jus ti ce information on the state' s jail popul~
tion in sections ,on Pretrial, Sentenced and Other Holds. Chapter,II descrlbes 
physical, life safety and operating conditions of Colorado's jails, and Chap
ter III contains detailed information on jail litigation which has occurred 
in ,Colorado during the last two years. Other jail related informat'ion is 
found in Chapter IV. Recommendations are found in each chapter. 
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"EXECUTIV,~ SUMMARY 
" " 

I! 

There were 120,468 people held in county jails in Colorado between July 1, 

1981 and June 30, 1982, a 24.2 percent increase over calendar year 1980. 

Those admitted to jail are primarily pretrial status (77%), 13 percent are 
sentenced and 10 percent are other holds such as mental health holds, holds 
for other jurisdictions, etc. The following table's'hbws a breakdown by sex 
of these adults and juveniles. 

Approximately 41 percent pf the jails 0ere overcrowded and conditions are 
if • \' 

poor in many of the county jails. Twenty-one county jails, or 38 percent, 
" have been sued for inadeq~ate or unconstitutional conditions in the last 

two years. 

These findings and the ones which follow were compiled fr-om data collected 
using three different methods. The Division of Criminal Justice collected 
data from 53 of the state's operational county jails for the perioq of July 1, 
1981 through June 30, 1982. Data were collected for the two jail facilities 
in the City and County of Denver by the Denver Anti-Crime Council. Jllvenile 
data is collected by the Division of Criminal Justice on a,regular basis; 
therefore, 'the total population was analyzed for this l"eport. In addition, 
an in-depth interview was conduct~d with the sheriffs or~esignees in each of 
the 54 jurisdictions. 

The purpose of thi~ repo~t is to provided~ciiion mak~i~ an~other i~ferested 
persons with up to date information concerning jails. It provides an ana
lysis of the individuals w~o make up Col?rado's jail population, facility 
conditions, jail litigation, and other related jail issues. This report 
does not attempt to address all of the issues and problems whi~h currently 
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exist in our state's ja:ils; nor ,does it attempt tQ provide soluti,ons to 

all of the issues presented. However, a concerted effort hc)'s Qeen, made to 

provide recommendations in those areas'whereit wa~'deemed appr.opriate based 

upon analysis of the data and information obtained in interviews with the 

sheriffs. 

PRETRIAL POPULATION, 
, 1,) 

" 

" 

Thirty-six percent of those admitt'ed to jail on pretrial status are charg~d 
wi th traffic offenses', incl uding ClUI. Twenty-one percent are admitted for 

property crimes, 11 percent for pf~rsonill crimes,. seVen perf~~nt for drug re

lated charges and 25 percent for other types of charges such as warrants for 

other jurisdictions. The single most freque~t charge for, adults was DUI/ 

DWAI, and the most frequent cha rgefor juveniles was runaway ,fo 11 owed by 

theft and burglary. The following table sh'ows the most frequent charges 

for both adults and juveniles. 

MOST FREQUENT CHARGES AT BOOKIN~ 

Offense Adult' Juvenile Total I, 
7.6% 24.1% ' DUI/DWAI "~~24. 7% . .~ 

Failure to Appear ~1.5 . 5.7 11. 3 
Disorderly Conduct 10.5 II 2.2 10.2 
Theft:-Larceny 9.2 , 16.1 9.4 . (:. 

Other Traffic 7.2 7.2 7.2 
5.9 3.2 ' 5.8 ',p /) Assault /1 

Drugs 4.6 3.8 4.6 ' 
Driving License ' , -

3.2 ,4.'1 ViQlations (DUS-DUR-DUD) 4,.1 

B'urgl a"ry 4.1 12.7 4.4 
Runaway 16.3 0.6 
All Other Cl:larges 18.2 22.0 18.3 

, -
Total 100.0% 100.0% 190. O~~ 0 

" 

Forty-three percent ot"the pretrial population is relea~ed"inless"thimsix Q 

hours and 72';percent'is released with'inthe:first 24 hours. Only seven per;.. 

cent of the pretrial population remains in¢~ail 30 days or mor~. " "", 
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Most of the adults, 69 percent, are released on bond. Juveniles are less 

1 ikely 'to' be released on bond, only 21 percent, with 31 'percent'released 

to family and 25 percent transferred to juvenile detention 'facilities. the 

following table shows the type of release for both adults and juveniles. 

PRETRIAL RELEASE 

Type of Pretrial Release 
,Bai 1 Bond 

Not Rel~ased - Adjudicated 
Charges Dismissed 

Transf~r to Another CountyJai 1 

Transfer to a Juvenile Facility 
Fami ly 

, Other* 

Total 

*Includes court ordered releases 

Adult 

68.6% 
15.6, 
4.2 

,4.0 

7.6 
100.0% 

SENTENCED POPULATION 
• _,.. ~l 

Juvenile 

21.1% 
0.7 
0.6 

0~3 

24.7 
,31.4 
21.2 

100.0% 

Approximately 13 percent of the admissions to county jails in Colorado are 
" 

sentenced offenders. The single most frequent crimeroradults is disorderly 

COndLl,ct (20.1%), followed by traffic effenses and DUI/DWAI charges. For ju

veniles
li

, the most fr~,quent cha'rge at conviction is traffic (21.3%), followed 

by DUli'DWAI and aS15aults. The mos t frequent charges for both adults ;'and j u-
venil es a re shown in the following tab 1 e. " . 

" (, 
MOST FREQUENT CHARGE AT CONVICTION 

Offense Ad\;tlt Juvenile Total 
DUI/DHAI 12.2% 19.0% 12.3% Fail uretoAppear (j. 

.,< "·1.4 0.4 1-.4·, Disorderly Conduc~. 20.1 1.2 19.8 Theft/Larceny 12.:,0 ,6.0 11.9 Other Traffi c 19.8 21.3 19.8 Assault 6.2 10.4 6.2 Drugs 3.3 4.3 3.3 DriVing License Violations 5.0 9.8" 5.2 Burgl ary 3.0 6.7 3.1 All Other Convictions 7.0 20.9 17.0 ta '.) 



Twelve percent of all persor:1s ~entenced to jail s~rveasentence of one 
day or less, 53. percent are released within seven days and 20 percent are 

sentenced for 30 days or more. 

OTHER HOLDS 

Approximately ten (lO)percent of the admissions to county jails are other 
holds. Other holds made up a larger percentage of the population in smaller 
more rural jails than in the larger urban jails. During the'interviews, 
sheriffs and other jail personnel suggested that rural cOl11l1unities have 
fewer alternatives to hold and treat these individuals; consequently, the 
rural jail often becomes the only available facility. 

As shown in the following table, the'iargest percentage of adult hold1 is 
for other counties, 42.6 percent, while the largest percentage 6f j~v.nile 
holds are for court, including contempt. 

TYPES OF HOLDS 

'!'y'pe \\ of Hold 
Hold for othe.rcounties 
Hol d for State. of Colorado agencies 
Hol d for Immigration 
Protect; ve Custody ,Oetox and "bther 
Hol d for other Federal agenci es 
Hold for Court, including Contempt· 
Ho 1 d for Mental ,Health . 
Hold for Shelter Care, Group Home. 
and.Division of Youth Servfcei 
All Others 
Total 

Adult , 
42,.6% 
18.0 

"lj 

7.6 
6.4 
5.4 
4.0 

.. 2.2 

13.8 
100.0% 

Juvenile Total 

3.9% 40.3% 

28.8 18.7 

11. 7 7.8 

5.9 6.3 

0.7 5.1 

34.2 5.9 

1.9 2.2 

10.9 ' " .. 0.6 

2.0 13.1 

100.0% 100.0% 
, . 

I " 

0' 

O! 
\ . j 
1 

COMPARISON OF JAILS 

Analysis of the data showed a differen'ce in the types of booking charges, 
bonding practices and pretrial length of stay between the 22 jails in the 
state that are overcrowded compared to non-overcrowded jails •. The pro
portion of individuals charged with failure to appear was three times 
higher in overcrowdedjails.,than.,innon-overcrowded jails •. Also, indivi
duals booked for failure to appear, drugs, and driving license violations 
were held longer in overcrowded jails. 

Cor~PARISON OF MOST FREQUENT CHARGES AND MEDIAN LENGTH OF STAY 
BETWEEN OVERCROWDED AND NON-OVERCROWDED JAILS FOR PRETRIAL ADULTS 

% of Pretrial Po~ulation Median Length of Sta.l 
Most Frequent Non- Non~ 
Charges Ove rc rowded Overcrowded Overcrowded Overcrowded 
DUI/DWAI,\ 23.9% 29.9% 4.3 hrs 4.6 hrs 
Failure to Appear 22.1 6.8 4.8 2.2 
Disorderly Conduct 2.6. 3.8 5.3 9.3 
Theft-Larceny 6.2 7.Q 8.3 17.3 
Other Traffic ' 9.1 11.0 4.3 4.4 
Assault "I 4.7 6.2 5.4 20.6 
Drugs ,-,. 3.5 3.2 46.6 24.9 
Dri ving L i'Ce~$e 
Violations s· '3.3 4.8 12.2 4.2 
(bUS-DUO-OUR) 
Burglary 4.4 4.0 . 23.2 30.2 
All Other Charges 20.2 23.2 20.7 12.8 
Total 100.0% 100.0% , 

Overcrowded jails .tend to release p~ople on bond l~ss frequently,p~ per
cent.,. compared to 90 percent. in non-overcrowded jails •.. Approximately 
21 percent of the individuals booked into overcrowded 'jails are.held 
awaiting,trial compared to three percent in non-overcrowded jails. 

<) 
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The following table compares the types of pretrial releases used in over

crm'loed a'nd non-overcrowded faci 1 it i es . 

COMPARISON OF ADULT PRETRIAL RELEASES BETWEEN 
OVERCROHDED JAILS AND NON-OVERCROWDED JAILS 

Release Types Overcrowded '. NOn-Overcrowded 

Bond 63.4% 89.5% 

Not Re1eased- 21.4 3.0 Sentenced 

Charges Dismissed 5.4 ' 1.8 

Transfer to Another 4.1 2.3 County Jail Facility 

Other 5.7 3.4 
Total 1,,00.0% 100; 0%, 

/) 

For those individuals released on bond, overcrowded jails tend to require. 

cash and property bonds more frequently than do non-overcrowded jai 1 s. \.1\;" 
, ' ,~ 

These types of bonds are 'often more difficult and take longer to arrange 

than do surety 9r personal recognizance bon'ds" which may explain, at 

least in part, why a larger proportion of the people held in overcrowded 

jails are held until they are se,ntenced. The fo11,Iowing table compare~ 

types of bonds between overcrowded and non-overcrowded jails. 
(j 

COMPARISON OF ADULT BOND RELEASES BETWEEN 
OVERCROHDED JA! LS 'AND NON-OVERCRo\~DED' J,AI LS 

Bond Release Ttpes Overcrowded Non-Overcrowded 

Surety Bond (Bail Bondsman) 32.2% 36.8% 

Cash (Individual) 39.1 29~6 

Personal Recognizance (PR) 22.4 32.2 

Property 5.5 1.1 

Other 0.8 0.3 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 
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RECOMMENDATION 
, , 
, '0-

1. Counti.es~ espeaiany thpse wit.h ,overarowded ja~Zs., shouZd anaZyze their 

pretrial, population and Zength of stay to determine if arrest standards or 

a simiZar program wouZd signifiaantZy reduae the number of those indivi-
, ' , 

duaZs who are booked into ;jaiZ., but are reZeased within a very short period 

of time. 

2. Counties whiah are experienaing jai 1, overarowding or whiah are at opera

tional, aapaaity shouZd anaZyze, their pre.triaZ popuZation and bonding prac

tiaes to determine if ahanges in bonding praatiaes wouZd reduae the popuZa

.tion of the jail,. 

3. If a Jail, Task Forae has bee~ or win be estabUshedto study future 

detention faaiU£y needs in the aounty., they shouZd request and anaZyze 

data on the aurrent popuLation mix of the jail,., Zength of stay., and 

bonding praatiaes. Changes in arrest or reZease praatiaes and proae~u.res 

wiZZ require the invoZvement of the entire ariminaZ justiae system in the 

area., to inalude the judg~s~ Zaw enforcement~ distriat attorney.,'pubUc 

defender~ eta., 

COLORADO'S JAIL CONDITIONS 

During the Fall Of 1982 there were 54 ful1yoperationa1 j.~ils ;n Colorado, 

and five temporary holding facilities. The jails range in age from 90 years 

to bui 1 dings in progress. Thi rteen of the county jai 1s w~rebu'i 1 t prior to 

1939, while 17 have been built since 1970. 

Some' of the state's jails have physical conditions which create not only 

management prob'\ems, but also potentially dangerous situations which can 

threaten the 1 He and safety of sta'ff and':~ri,son'er~,. 'Inadequate jai 1 condi-
" 

tions in one area can, arid often do, lead to problems in other areas such as 

inadequa'testaff combined with ,the lack of automatic fi,realarms. The II, 
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table on the following pages sUl11Tlarizescondition~ in county jails in 

Colorado. 

Twenty-one counties have either fonnal plans' or have begun discussions for . 
upgrading their ja'i1. The reason most often cited for upgrading the jail 

was overcrowding (7L4%) followed by lawsuits (38.1%) • 

STAFFING 

U 
During the survey period there were 950 s\'/orn individuals performing jail 

detention duties within the state. Using an average daily'population of 

2,918, the statewide ratio of sworn pfficers to individuals in jail is one 

to' three. 

At the time of the survey 18, or 1/3 of the jails in Colorado, did not have 
j, 

staff coverage by a detention officer on all shif~s, usually nights, week-

ends and holidays. This figure is higher than the national average of 9.J,( 
percent. \!\ ' ;i: 

RECOMMENDATION 

Local decision makers involved in operating and appropriating funds for 

jails shoul'd become active ly engaged in reviewing and remedying deficiencies . 
in jaiZ conditions and staffing leveZs. 

o 
II 

STAFF TRAINING 

Six and one-half percent ofc·all de.tentionofficers within the state were " " 

in need of basic training during the'survey period. All of th'ese individuals 
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,PHYSICAL CO::~llTIO:!S 
'j, .. ·t' 

Overcrowded at least once 
.during the week of 6/20/82" 
to 6/28/82 

Air Flow Circulation 

Autor.atic Temperature Controls 

Sufficient lighting Levels 

\0 
Space to Seoregate Persons 
by Classification", 

- ~pace to i~eparate,. Juvenil es 
fror:1 Adults (Sight & Sound) 

:',, Space for Vis; tation 

S;lace for AttO~ney Interviews 

Space for ~etoxification 

" Space for' Hedical Examination ,. 
and TreatlTlent 

q " 0 

':i.IFE SAFETY, CO!l!l1Tl OtiS 
/"1.\ 

r Automatic FI,re Alarms ',," \ 

S~,kelFulTle ,.Al arms 

P th,er Fire!!!. Smoke Alarms 

Reqularly Scheduled Staft 
Fire Drills 

• • • • 

COUNTY JAIL AND DETENT IbN FAtILITY CONDITIONS 

, ADEQUATE 

!!. ! 

32 (59) 

39 rlZi "f 

42 (78) 

~i~ (78) 
It 

2)~ \t, , (50) 

,i' 

25 (46) 

48 (89) 

4,3 (80) 

25 (46) 

24 (44) 

22 (41 ) 

28 ' (52) 

32 (59) 

22 (41) 

c 

INADEOUATE 

!!. 

22 

15o!: 

12* 

12* 

27* 

29 

6* 

11* 

29 

30 

32 

26 

22* 

32· 

(r 

! 

(41 ) 

(28} 

(22) 

(22:;\ 
;) . 

(50) 

(54 ) 

(11 ) 

(20) 

(54) 

(56) 

(59) 

(48) 

(41) 

(59) 

. 
u 

• • • 

COMPOUNDING CONDITIONS 

~f these, 9 (m;) have netther 

·O( these, 4 (33~) were overcro~~ed'ln 6/82 

~Of these, 5 (19%)~onot have sU,fficlent' 
airflow, temperature control or lighting 

'·Cf these. 13 (48i) were overcrowded in 6/82 

*,O( these, 2 (3~~) were overcro",-ded fn 6/82 

*Of thes!, 3 (27%) were overcrowded in ,6/82 

'. 

" \\'~-----
.O( these, 8 (36S) were over,cr~wded tn 6/82 

·Of ~he$e, 18(561) do not ,liaveftre or smoke 
alarms' , 

, *O( these, 7 (22S) "were overcrowded fn 6182 
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ADEQUATE INADEQUATE 
COMPOUNDING cormlTlOl/S '1; 

N % II % 

·Of these, 22 (g'l) do not have alarms 
FI re PI ~,ns 31 (57) 23* (43) ·Of these, 15 (65%) do not have alarms or drills 

·Of these, 9 (39~) were overcrowded In 6/82 
"" 

Er:ergency Plans 29 (54) 25· (46) ·Of these, 8 (32%) were overcrowded In 6/82 

PegularYy Scheduled Staff 
First Aid Training 47 (87) 7· (13) ·Of these, (14%) was overcrowded In 6/82 

Er.erge"~y Connunicatlons ·Of these, 17 (50%) do not have fire or smoke 
Systen for In~ates to 20 (37) 34· (63) alarms 
Surron Help ·Of these, 15 (44%) were over'crowded 1 n 6/82 

. Detention Officers on All ·Of these, 12 (67X) have no emergency com-
Shifts 36 (67) 18· (33) munfcatlon system for Inmates 

·Of these, 8 (44%) do not hive fire or smoke 
alarms . 

·Of these, 7 (39~) were overcrowded In 6/82 
E~ergency Lighting or 
PO'ller Source 21 (39) 33 (61 ) 

i OPEP.ATH:G CO~IDITlO'IS 
1 

i I-' Proqra",s/~ctlvltles ',\ 
0 (Except TV) 19 (35) 35· (65) ·Of these, 15 (43X) wert overcrowded In 6/82 

rj 
Indoor Recreation Area 

:~ 
16 (30) 38 (70) ~or these, 17 (45~) were overcrowded In 6/82 

'. Outdoor Re~reatlon Area 19 (35) 35 (65) ·Or'these, 11 (37%) were overcro~ded In 6(82, 

Elt~er Indoor or Outdoor 
Recreation Area- 26 (48) 28 (52) ·Of these, 11 (39%) were ove~crowded In 6/82 

Jail Health Care Equal to 
, 

That of ~ther Citizens 46 . (85) S· 
, 

(15) ·Of these, (13") was overcrowded In 6/82 
~ Within the County, 

I Medical Services Plan 37 (69) 17· (31) ·Of these, 5 (29%) were overcrOWded In 6/82 
t 

Classification Plan 23 (43) 31· (57) ·Of these, 13 (42%) were overcrowded In 6/82 

Sanitation Plan 24 (44) 30" (56) ·Of these, 11 (37%) were overcrowded In 6/82 

libr~ry Pl,an 22 (41) 3,· (59) ,I ·Of these, 14 (44S) were overcrowded In 6/82 t 
Disclpl ine Plan 32 (59) 22· (41 ) ·Of these, 8 (36%) were overcrowded In 6/82 11 

'\ 
I Prilll1edge Plan 33 (61) 21 * (39) ·Of these, 6 (29%) were overcrowded,·ln 6/82 d 

i 
i 

(57) 23* (43), 8 (35%) were overcrowded In 6/82 ~\ 
M Female Plan 31 , 

1,. "or these, :\ 
~ ~<~ 
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were from 22 rural departments where training is hampered by a lack of 
funds and insufficient staff resources toassum~·the additional workload 
\'/hen an officer goes to' training. ' 

Approximately 72 percent of the sheriffs interviewed expressed an urgent 
need for in-service or advanced training. The topics for advanced training 
most often cited are as follows, not in prioritized order: 

• custody and care ot' the mentally ill • hostage negotiatio~ 
" • fire prevention and evacuation planning • crisis intervention 

• custody and care of violent individuals • medical program planning 

• supervision • suicide prevention 

RECOMMENDATION 

The General Asse;ribZy of the State of CoZorado shouZd reaognize and deaZare 

the need for a ZoaaZ detention offiaers' training program. At a minimum~ 

this deaZaration shouZd inaZude~ but not be limited to~ standardizati'\:rYJ.( of 

aurriauZwn~ aertifiaation of appropriate existing inhouse training prdi:J.~ams~ 
and aertifiaation of graduates. The proa~dures for these aativities aouZd 

be patterned after the ones aurrentZy in use at the CoZor~do Law Enforaement 

Training Aaademy (CLETA); however~ the aatuaZ training wouZd not neaessariZy 

need to take pZaae at a aentraZ aaademy Zoaation. 

COLORADO JAIL LITIGATION 

Twenty-one counties (36%) have been sued in the last two years because of 
inadequate' conditions in their detention facilities. As shown 1n the'fol
lowing table" inadequate exerGise facilities was the most frequently cited 
problem in suits against county jails. 
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JAIL CONDITIONS CITED IN LITIGATION SINCE 1980, 

Jail Condition 

Exercise 
r·1edi cal 
Overcrowding 
Vehtilation 
Classification 
Law L ibrary '\, 
r·1ail \,\ 
Snace ~ 

Lighting 1\ . 
Food, \\ 
Telephone \ 
St9ffing . tl 
Education/Rehabil itation 
r·1enta 1 ~ea ltll 
All Other Areas 

Counties Sued 
Number Percent· , 

12 
10 

9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
8 
8 
7 
5 
4 
1 

17 

52.4 
,38.1 

33.3 
33.3 
33.3 . 
33.3 
33.3 
33.3 
28.6 
28.6 
23.8 
19.0 
14.2 
9.5 

61.9 

As a result of litigation, the courts will occasionally set a limit on the 

number of persons a jail may hold at anyone time. Also, the Colorado 

Health Department has the authority to conde;~n and(or set limits on jail 

capacities. During the survey, seven county jails were under a court or

dered 'capacity limit and an additional five county jafls had a Colorado 
~ ~~. . 

Department of Health imposed 1 imit. This represents ',21 percent of the coun-

ties ~hich have operational jails or holding facilities. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. Local officials involved in operating or. appropriating fUr/,ds for county 

jails should review and evaluate the conditions of their jail facility 

against the areas cited in the"past .and presentla.wsuiti/found in th~ 

above table and develop a strategy or plan for making any necessary im

provements. This strategy may ;include short, terqimpropements4s, 1#eU as, 

implementa~ion of a long termplq;nning .p:roce~s for a new facility if. neede4. 

i. 

2. This assessmen7; should be undertaken as. soon 4R possibZe" prior to ;. 
.' d . t'..· .., 

lawsuit being filed. Although ~ed6gnition of problems and a plan for 

resolution cannot be used as' the so~e defense in a lawsuit" it can~help 

to show that a good faith effort is being mad8 to' rectify the current 

inadequate conditions. 
12 
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The outcome o'f' lawsuits ~gainst ja.ilsis affected in Colorado by the ab

sence of state jail stan'dards~BecaiJse Colorado is one of only' a few 

states which does not have"j'ail'standards'~, standards for local jails are 

being set by the courts through litigation. " In add,ition, counti,es q're 

often forced into building a mor~l~qostlY facility to comply with all exist

ing federal and court established standards rather than building to one 

set of standards developed to meet the needs in Colorado. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The General, Assembly should create a (,!ommission on jail standards to promul

gate rules and regulations for the constructio,!-,. renovatf;on" equipmery,t., 

maintenance and operation of county and municipal jails and set minimum 

standar.ds for the custody~ care and treatment of inm:xtes. 

Because of the" .~i'gh cost.' involved in litigation,. many counties have esta-. " . , , 

blished the policy of settling many suits out of court. t1any criminal jus-\,... , 

tice practitioners feel that such policies have led to an unprecedented 

number of frivolous or nuisance lawsuits. Such sutts have limited or no 
, « 
legal grounds; however, the individual filing the suit hopes to obtain a 

modest financial setflement before the case ,pro,ceeds through the court pro

cess where ,it may be di smi'ssed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. The sheriffs 1;)c~~th their>' county attorney should f'eview aU present and 
. " 

'J • recentojail litigation to determine the merits of aU such Zawsuits. In 

theewmt this review determines that some of these may be frivolous in 

nature" or are quest--Jonable in merit" they should explore with the proper 

I) members ~f the judiciary any available legal method(s) to reduce or re
strict such fttture filings. 
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2. Each unit of 7,0aa7, goverrllT/ent shou~d eva7,uate existf,ng poZicies anQ. 
, .,,' ,,' 1 ,'. • ,. • .: ',I. ',' ..:' ,. 

practices ,which inv07,v~ monetari7,y settZing fl'ivo}ous or nui.sanc(f,jq.it 
. ~J. '. ,,' . ; :r:.,,' d. '~ J. ) '_ . 

7,awsuits out of court to insure that their poUai.es and practf,aes. al;'e ',' " .. , . '.. . ,'~ ~ '. , . ': .. 

not encouraging the fiUng of such l3uits• 

OTHER JAIL RELATED ISSUES 

REGIONAL JAILS 

Ap'proximately 1/3 of the 54 sheriffs that were interviewed felt that a re

gional jail concept was either a good idea or should be explored further. 

A regional jail was defined as a jail shared between counties, not between 

the state and a county or counties. Thirty-five percent of these sheriffs 

felt that such a facility wOOld be cheaper to run, and 35 percent also felt 

that it would be better for sentenced individuals. 

Those sheriffs that felt a regional jail was a bad idea or not worth ex

plori"ng felt that distance, terrain and transpnrtation costs were the major 

disadvantages. Approximately 69 'percent of these same sheriffs felt that' 

"turf" problems are also an important issue; 

RECOMMENDATION 
,) 

The feasibiZity of estabUshing regional. jail.s shou7,d be exp7,0red. The,' 
(\ 

initial. effort should be concentrated in l'Ul'a7,~ rath~r than urban ~reas 

of the state~ where the diS)t~nces and tel'1'q,in ar~ suchCthat transportation 

probl,ems woul,d be minimal, and where l,ocal officia7,s are wi,l~'ing to explol';e 
,i .~\ \.'" . . 

the feasibiUty of such a venture (e.g.~ the northeastern section oj' -t~~ 

state) • 

o 
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STANDARD I ZED RECORriKE:'EPI NG 

Eighty-one percent of the sheriffs, interviewed felt that standardized jail 

records should be established. Likewise, 94.~ercent of the sheriffs felt· 

that if suchstandardizeftion was I~ccomplished, t~ey would be Willing to 

p:ursue the idea of forwarding this infornation to a centralized'location 

for the purpose of es~ablishing a statewide demographir: and criminal jus

tice booking information data base. 

( , 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. The Division of Criminal Justice and the County Sheriffs of 

Col,orado~ Inc. shoutd work together;; in developing jail. records with 

standardized data elements.' /.1 

\\ 

2. The Division of Crimi,nal' Justice and the County Sheriffs of Colo

rado~ Inc. should forrnall(l. expl,ore ways and means of devel,oping a 

centra Uzedi 'stat"ewide data base for- jaU infol'fTlation. 

,RELATIONSHIPS ~~ITHOTHER AGENCIES 

Some sheriffs mentioned that ,because of the,ar uni,que location, having a 

state institution within . their county, they we.re. often, called upon to house 

state inmates. Thes,e sheriffs raised concerns over who ~hould pay for the'se 

individuals"who gets priori,tY"when the>,jail is full, and the cos~ of liti

gationfrom' jail suit~ f;-~~p by the indi»idua.1s against. the jail.:! 

•. I:" " . 

• 'j' 
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. RfCOMMEN~A~I~N 
,<'!.' , . "/ ~ .... ,,)': 

The Division of Criminal Justice and the CountiJ Sheriffs of Colorado~ Inc. 
1\ 

should conduct a meeting' wi th: the, sheriffs ~ coun:~y· commiss.ioners j.' legis- •. ~. 

lators cmd jud{Je~from these affected fJoy.nties ~4 ,the Df:#l?aPtment; of .Cor ... ·.·, 

rections for> the pU!'p~se of r~so7,ving t.heseand other .poZi,cY.questiqns 

concePn'ing confinement of state inmates in ~p"ca7, jai7,s~ 
o 

The ,lack of sensitivity about jail problems by certain groups of indivi

duals was mentioned by a number of sheriffs. The groups most ofteni,men

tioned were the Colorado State Patrol, publ"ic defenders, county commis~ 
sioners, legislators, medical and mental health, and the general public. 

RECOMMEND.4TION 

\ 1. The County Sheriffs of c..o7,o!'G.do~ Inc. should continue tq aS13ume the 

lead role in estabUshi1'}g and maintain~ng a statewide~ ongo~ng~ gositive 

rapport withaZZ groups of individuals who ,aPe in any way eonneeted ltJith 

or to any degree responsible for jails. 

2. The County Sheriffl?ef Colorado~Inc. andCC!Zor~d,?, .Cow:ties~ Inc. 

should estabUsh and mainta,in' tln ongoing subcorrinittee made'up ot.;,?,7;e1!t/ifti:=-'~~\ 
;TCJ .... ~ 

officials,. from both assoqiations for the purpose of wor:,kinf!-:;i!;6gether on .. . ~ 

jail. issues and to make recommendaticn1s' to theZegisJ;r;:~on jdi'lfufiding: '. 

meahanis;,;s and other jaiiretated issues.;' 
. .' ' 

3.' Sheriffs in aPeas wher:ethe working 'ri3Zationshipwithothe~ . groups' 

needs improvement should takethe,'iZeadds 'elected' officicds· to'iinct'ease 

the" awareness and sensitivity of these individuals and' groups • . Ifneces

sary~ the County Sheriffs of Colo'1'ado~ Inc. should assist in these aetiv

it'l~es~ which might include meetings with . other groups~ jail tour8~ use ~f 

the media and the help of other professional organizations or associations. 
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JUVENILES CHARGED AS ADULTS 

Two shi:!riffs mentioned the probleinsand potential liability associated 
,I .\ 

with housing pretrial juvenile offenders who have been charged with .adult 

crimes. These juveniles could not be housed with other juveniles beca~se 

of their charges, nor could they be housed with adults because of their 

age. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. The Division of Criminal Justice and County Sheriffs of Colorado" Inc. 

should host a meeting of interested parties including the judiciary and 

members of the legisZqture to detemine what legal or statutory remedies 

might exist for both the segregation issue ahd the ,potential Uability 

to sheriffs. 

2. When necessary~ the County Sheriffs of Colorado~ Inc. should stand 

pr;,'~pa'1'ed to assist sheriffs from smaUe'1' aommunities with inadequate jail 

conditions 'locatesuitable space in,. other jails for pretrial. juveniles who 

have been charged as adults. 

(i 
I} 

MEDICAL TREATMENT 

Several sheriffs expres.sed concern,s over medical treatment, esp~c;al1y the 

cost of such treatment for indiViduals held in jail •. This inclUded responsi

bility .. and liability for elective surgery for sentenced individuals, responsi-

, bilityfor payment between ·contr.acting counties, medical insurance payments 

and ways to insure or hedge against catastrophic medical bills. 
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ReCOMMENDATION 
'.;.. ~ ~ , ' f' , 

1. The Division of Criminal Justide~ County Sheioif'fs' of Colorado~ Inc. 

and the Colorado Medid;l~l Socie,ty~t!ail1fealth Care Prpject should host a 

meeting of interested individuals ~o e:r;plore legal or statutory r?medies 

to these and related issues. 

2. The Cplorado Medical So~iety~ Jail H~alth Care Project sho~,ld continue 

its review of the procedures used by federal and'state medical programs to 

terminate coverage for pretriaZ detainees and make appropriate recommenda

tions to affected parties including the Colorado Gene;al AsserribZy. 
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CHAPTER 1: 
POPULATION 

This chapter p~ovides an analysis of Colorado's jail'pbpulatioft ~ith Pre~< 
trial, Sentenced and Other Holds discussed separately. During the sample 
period of July 1~1981 to June 30,1982, there were approximately 120,500 

\\ 
admissions to 'county jails in Colorado: This figure represents a 24.2 

" percent statewide increase over the bookings during calendar year 1980 of 

approximately 97,000. 

The average daily population (ADP) in county jails is estimated 
, u 

approximately 2,918. This 'figure repr~s~nts a 46 percent 
increase over the ADP of 2,000 in 1980. This increase in 
ADP is attributable to two factors: the increase in 
the number of bookings and an increase)n the average 
length of stay from 7.5 days to 9.2 days between 1980 
and 1982 .. It is ,estimated that another 300 to 400 

i\ 

persons are held in municipal jails each 'day prior 

to be 

to be,ing transferred to county jails' or re1e~sed CirCl5cfnd'::;-::=--"": -"";:..--,,, -'",~,,-

Juveniles represent a very small por'tion of ~he total jail population - less 
than four perc~nt. Adult females also represeht a relatively.smallpropor-

, . ,) , ,- , 

tior; of th~ jail population. ,Table.,l-l pres,ent.sfl bY'e~~qo\'lr ~J,jex,of t.he 
adults: and juveniles booked into, count,Y jail~during the sample period. 
A list of adults and juveniles booked into jail by county i's found in Appen-

dix B. 

TABLE,l-l 
""~' 

, ADMISSIONS TO JAIL BY SEX"" 

"'~":'~?i , ,I" " 

~~-=O~~ i~~~rI ~:~1 e 1~1:~~~ 8~:~ 
r=d7 Juvenile~Ma'e ,,3,344 2.8 

." ',"j 

'Percent 

" 120,4:6B 100.0 
\

1(\', " 0 ~t .. _~_uv_e_n_i.' e., _.F_em .. a_l_e ___ 8_1_0 ___ 0_._7~ 
__________________________________ ~ ____ ~18~ ________________________________ ~ ______ _J~~ ______ ~~: ... __________ ~\~, ______________ ___ 
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Table 1-2 shows thes:~x a'ng-:·a'ge .. d.istdQut.1Qn\o.f'the j!lil ,populat-ion'. ,i.Adults, 
~ ~~~, :p.,! -.,\ !'f,,' "t.~, ~ ·',.t .-. • _, !' .. .• -. ; ~ -, ~~ ~. 

and juveniles are shOwn. sl"eparatelY. ".'" '~'.,:','.:' ,"'. ,,' ,,"" . 
~ ~. t, '. 

.. ~. '.', 
<-., • .......;: ~ 

";'; 

TABtE'1:'2" 
.:': 

AGE AND SEX DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL JAIL ADMISSIONS 

Adu'lts Juven;] es . 

Age r,1a 1 e Female Total . Age, Male -'- Female Total --
18-19 6.8% 9.0% ' 7.0% 10-11 0.9% 0.6% 0.8% 
20-24 30.6 35.2 31.0 12-13 4.9 7.4 5.4 
25-29 22.2 18~9 21.9 14 .. 15 25.9 42.5 ' 29.1 
30-34 15.6 16.2 15.7 16-17 68.3 49.5 64.7 
35-39 10.2 8.1 10.0 Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 40 + 14.6 12.6 14.4 

Total 100.01; 100.0% 100.0% 
/ 

During the survey period, the majority of 'all individuals booked in·to county' 

jails, aPBu,toO percent, were Anglo.. Blacks are underrepresented in the,ju

veni1e,p'opl.il~tion, at least'in part because most of the b1ac.k population:;n 

the sta~e. JJves in Denver 'a'ndCol orado Springs metro'areas 'where juveniles 

are more likely to be- placed in a detention center'than in a "county jail.' 

, The~ follow{ri'gtable presents the ethnic d;stribl/tionoJ the tota,l jail· 

popu I a l:i on. Tor Dotnadu i:t:s'aliq 'joyeniles.,': 

TABLE,I-3" ", \ • .t 

ETHNIG·;AND'SEX DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL JAIL ADHISSIONS 

Ethnicit~ t1'ai e' 

Anglo 58.7% 
Black 17.0 
Hispanic 22.5 
American Indian 1.3 
Asian 0.2 
Other o.~ 

lota1 100.0% 

. Adul ts' 

'Fema 1 e 

71.1 % 
12.5 
11.6 
.3.0 
0.9 

.. O.Q " 

,)oo.m~ " 

'Total " . 

59.9%' ' 
16.5 

. 21.4 
,. 1 .. 5 
0'.3 

"Juvehiles 
~1a'1'e' ; .. Fe'mal c 

67.7% 42.7% 
1.5 1.0 

29.4 44.8 
0.3 

.0,4 " ..... 1 .. 1 ,,"'~ n .. 5 

1 00 . 0% 1 00. 0% 100 .. 0% 
, '.' 

Total 

62.5% 
1.4 

32.7 
0.2 

3.2. 

100.0% 
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In Colorado, as well as nationally, males tend to be overrepresented 

in t~e jail popula~ion when compared to their, proportion of the total 

adult population. Black and Hispanic males also-tend to be over

represented in the jail population. The age group of 20 to 24 is the 

most overrepresented in jail for both sexes when compared to this group's 

proportion of the total adult population in the state. This age group 

comprises approximately 31 percent of Colorado's adult jail population 

while making up only 10.4 percent of the state's adult popu~ation. Chart 

1-1 reflects the relationship between census age groups of individuals who 

were booked into 'ail during the survey period compared to the general 

popul at ion. 

• CHART 1-1 

COMPARISON OF AGE GROUPS OF ADULTS BOOKED INTO 
COUNTY JAILS TO STATE POPULATION 

S of 
Population 

Age 
Groups 18-19 

,. ... m··· :.:. 

II 
Source: 

31.0 

15.7 

20-24 25-29 

Proportion of age group in total population 

Proportion of age group in jail population 

31.1 

35-39 40+ 

State population figures are 1980 Census provided by Y. Richard lin, 
Planning, Assistance. Division of Local Government. Department of 
Loea 1 Affa i rs 
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Analysis of the residency of those individuals who were booked into 
county jails during the sample period shows that the majori'ty resided 
within municipalities in Colorado, as seen in Table 1-4. This table is 
presented in two'sections': the first shows adults in the state, exclud
i ng the Cit-y and County of Denver; the second section shows adul ts for 
the total state, including Denver. Comparable data were not available 
for juveni 1 es. 

TABLE 1-4 

RESIDENCY OF INDIVIDUALS BOOKED INTO COUNTY JAILS 

Adults Adults 
Residenc,Y Excluding Denver Statewide 

Municipality 77.7% 77 .6% 
County (Un- 5.8 7~3 incorporated) 
Indian Reservations .7 .5 
Out of State 14.2 12.7 
Other* 1.6 ,:1 1.9 

1. Total 100.0% 100.0% c 

*Includes state institutions and militar.v 
:''-

When the above data ~re compared to inform~tion on arresting agency, we 
see that a much higher proport1,onof people arrested reside \'lithJn,city . ,~ . ' - - .--

.limits than are arrested by municipal law enforcement. Table 1-5 pre-
sents a breakdown by arrestin~,agenc'y. Totals are shown for the state, both 
excludingD~nver and including D~nver, because of differe~ces resulting from 

the City/County combination in Denver. Juveniles are also shO\'!n separately. 
The arresting agency for juveniles is fairly evenl} split between city 
and county 1 a\" enforcement with approximately 11 percent arrested by 
state or federal agencies. 

• f)" 
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TABLE 1-5 , 

ARRESTING AGENCY OF INDIVIDUALS BOOKED INTO COUNTY JAILS 

Further analysis of residency and arresting agency of adults shows that 46 
percent of those booked into jail resided i.n the same county in which they 

l\ 

were arrested. Table 1-6 compares the percentage of individuals who were 
arrested in the same county in which they lived with those who]ived in 
other counties or out of state. This type of information is important when 
reviewing pretrial bondillg procedure's discus?ed later in this chapter. 

,ABLE 1-6 

COUNTY OF RESIDENCr COMPARED TO ARRESTING AGENCY 

County of Residence 
Same as County ·of 
Arrest 
Out of County 
Out of State 
Other* 
Total 

Adults Booked 
Into Jail 

45.8% 

26.8 
8.7 

18.7, 

100.0% 
*Includes individuals who resided in 
state institutions and state and 
federa 1 arrests' 
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Information was also collected concerning education, marital and employment 
status for the total jail population. However, since many of the jail records 
do not include this type of information, the results are ihcork1usive and" 
therefore, not contained within this report. 

Table 1-7 shows the legal status of individuals booked into county jails. The 
status of approxim~te1y 3/4 of the people in jail is pretrial. These are indi
viduals who have been arrested and charged with committing an offense, but have 
not yet been adjudicated through the courts. Sentenced individuals'are those 
persons who have been convi cted by the courts and h.ave been commi tted to the 
county jail to serve a sentence. The status entitled "holds" refers to those 
individuals booked into jail and who are being held for other counties, held 
for st'ate agencies, protective custody, etc. 

TABLE 1-7 

STATUS OF INDIVIDUALS BOOKED INTO JAIL 

I 1 II 

Status Adult Juvenile . Total 

Pretrial 77 .0% 76 . .5% 77.0% 
Sentenced 1 S. 3 6.2 13.0 \. . 

.. ~ " 

Holds 9.7 17.3 10.0 4 ,~. 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

In summary, the most typical person in the county jail population bet\'/een July, 
19m and June, 1982 was an Anglo, adul t rna 1 e between the ages of 20 and 29. He re-

sided within a municipality in Colorado, was arrested by a municipal police 
department within the same county in which he lived, and was booked into jail . 
on pretrial status. 

PRETRIAL POPULATION 

This section of the report will address the demographic and 
criminal justiceinformati()n onintJiViduiils in county j~ils on 
pretrial status. As shown in Table 1-7, individuals with this 
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statl:lS mak~ up the majority (77%) of the' state's total county jail popula-
tion. 

\ 

Interviews with sheriffs and jail administrators reveal. that the pretrial 
population of a jail is often a very difficult group to manage because of 
the difficulty in predicting their behavior and attitude. Within this 'mix-, , 

ture of indivlduals are persons \,/ho may hav~ been arrested for crimes rang
ing from the most vicilent felony do~n to the ~esser offense~such as being 

,( 

drunk in a public place or not paying a traffic fine. 

(. 

wfien handling the pretrial individu~l, it is often said that jail detention 
officers are dealing with an unknown quantity. In other words, the individ
ual and his or her actions are unpredictable. National jail studies have 
found that the booking process in any local jail is often the first contact 
many individuals have ever had with the criminal justice system, ~ther than 
perhaps receiving and paying for a traffic ~itation. The risk of suicide is 
at the highest during the first few hours of pretrial incarceration. This 
is especially true of first time offenders who are intoxicated at the time 

• of arrest and booking. Regardless of the variation in charge at arrest, the 
unique ch~racteristic co~mon to these individuals is that during this period 
of their incarceration within the jail, they have not been convicted of any 
wrongdoing. 

(, 

Another factor'that mUkes managing the pretrial populat1on particularly dif~ 
ficult for the jail staff is that the quantity of pretrial individuals coming 
into the jail during anyone period of time is unknoym. Although there are 
sophisticated projection models that assist in projecting weekly, monthly or 
annual trends, these models cannot.accurately project workloads during any 
24 hour period. An i nci dent such as a barroom fi ght or, impromptu demonstra
tion could triple the normal volume of pretrial individuals being booked into 
a county jail on any given day or night. This is often a more critical prob-

. lem to smaller rural jails than it is to the larger urban facilities. 

, \,\ , 

Thus, in dealing with pretrial individuals, jail ~ersonnel ~ave in their con-

trol for custody and safekeeping apoPl.!,liition of persons who have often been 
a rrested and charged wi th "cammi tti.ng a variety of off,enses; who may bi vi 01 ent, 

. u; 
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uncooperative, scared or suicidal; who may be in n~ed of medical, mental 
or detoxification help, all of whom have' not been conv'icted "of~ommitting 
an offense against society. Equally as significant is the fact that th~ 

number of these individuals enterin~ the jail at any on~ time cannot 

a h/ays be accurat~ly projected. These ; factors, , coupl ed "with thenece~-: 
sity of keeping pretrial individuals segregated from sentenced individuals 

" and from each other in some instances, plus the judiciary's trend toward 

expanding the rights for pretrial prisoners, can and often do create severe 

management problems for sheriffs and detention personnel. 

Table 1-8 shows the sex, age and ethnicity of adult and juvenile individuals 
(: 

in pretrial status. 'A higher percentage of~he juveniles booked into jail 

are female, 19.7 percent compared to 11.9 percent for adults. Theethnic 

background of the adults and juveniles also differs, primarily because fewer 

juveniles are boo,~ed into front range jails, but are instead placed into de
tention centers. 

TABLE 1-8 o 

PRETRIAL POPULATION BY SEX, AGE GROUP AND, ETHNICITY 

i;Sex Adult Juven.; 1 e 

r~al e 88.1% 80.3% 
Female 11.9 19·.7 ;1 

\~ 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 
Age 

10-11 1.0% " 
12-13 5.4 
14-15 29.9 
16-17 63.7 
18-19 7.1% 
20-24 29.7 
25-29 20.7 
30-34 15.2' 
35-29 3.4 
40 + 23.9 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 
Ethnicit~ 

Anglo 61.8% 73.8% 
Black i5.9 "s 1.2 
Hispanic " 20.3 ,22.1 
Am. Indian ' 1.6 0.2 

I~: " Asian 0.2 
Other 0.2 2.7 
Total C") ,..) 

?6 

<::::: 

0', , 

, 

0] 

0 

1 , 

°1 , ~ 
I 

t ,; 

d\ 
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Data from the sample indicate that the highest percen

tage' of' bookings involves 'fraffi c erel ated charges and 

.not crimes of violence, as is often perceived by people 

not familiar with local corrections. For the purposes 
of this report, traffic related offenses include all 

drivers license offenses and driving offenses, including 

driving under the influence. (DUl) ,and driving while ~mpaired (DWA!). Table 

1-9 shows the types ot.charges for which adults and juve,n,Jl~s, are, booked 
into county jails. 

TABLE 1':9' 

CRIME TYPE OF PRETRIAL OFFENDERS 

Crime T e Adu,l t Juvenile Total 
Traffi c 36.1% " 21.2% 35. 6~~ 
Property 20.4' 39.8 21.1 
Personal 11.1 7.1 11.0 
Drugs/Vice 7.4 3.9 7.3 
All OtheY.', Char~es* 25.0 28.0 25.0 
Total 100.0% 100.0% .100.0% 
*Includes,hold~ for, other jurisd;,ctions,and for 
juveniles includes Status, CHINS, Dependent/ 
Neglected, et~. 

~--~'I----~------------------------------~ 
By looking at the felony and misdemeanor classificati'on of the offense' 

charged we g~t some indication of seriousness of the'offense. as reflected 
\.::.~ 1\ c" 

in Table 1-10. Over 1/3 of ·trhe adults booked into jail are"there for traf-
" fic offenses, 26 percent for felony charges and 24 percent for ordinance 

violations. A larger proportion of juveniles are held in jail on'felon~ 

charges than ar~ adults. The difference in the percentage of traffic of

fenses in Tables 1-9 and 1-10 lies in missing cases within,t~e sample and 
rounding errors. 

" 

The data were further analyzed i~) such a 'manner as to proviqe informati~n 

on the most frequent re~sons, or chargesyfor individuals who were booked 

into jail during the samp1eperiod.Alcohol related driving offenses were 

the most. frequ~nt charges at.,booking",withalmost 25 percent,of the<.adults.' 
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being booked for DUI/DWAI offenses. Th.emos,tfreqijent .,cnarges for juveniles 
are runaway, fall o\'1ed by theft and burg1 a,ry. T.he most frequent bookin~ 

•. . l '.',' /> ~ ;.... .. .. ':,-
<;,harges are follnd in Table 1-11. . 

I' ' ',,; 

;'1' l~ 

'. \', 

TABLE 1-10 

CRIME CLASSIFICATION FOR'PRETR'lAL OFFENDERS 

Grime 
Classification Adult Juvenile 

.; 

Traffi c '\ 35.7% \:~, 21.6 
Felony 25.7 36.1 
Ordinance 23.5 1.7 
Misdemeanor 12.6 16.6 
All Other Chargei*' . 

r:\ 

2 .• 5 23.4 
Total I, 

100.0% 100.0% , 
*Incl udes hold for other jurisdictions 

TABLE 1-11 

MOST FREQUENT CHARGES AT BOOKING 

Offense Adult Juvenile 
DUI/DWAI 24.7% '. 7.6%· 
Fa; 1 ure to Appear, 11.,5 5 •. 7 

" 

Disord~r1y Conduct 10.5 2.2 
Theft-Larceny 9.2 16.1 
Other Traffi c 7.2' 7.2 

',Assaul t 5.9 3'.2 

Drugs 4,,6 3.8 
Driving License 4.1 3.2 Viol ation ( DUS-DUR-OUD) 
Burglary 4.1 12.7 ' 
Runaway 16.3 

All Other Charges '18.2 22~0 
.. 

Tota 1 " 100.0% ·100·,0% 

Total 

'35.2% 

26.1 
'22.8 

12.7' 

' 3.2 

100.0% 

.Tota1 

24.1% 

11.3 

10.2 

, '.~ 

9.4 

7.2 

5.8 
, 4~6 

4,.1 

4.4 
0.6 

·18~3 

100.0% 

Approximately 1/3 (32%) of'an adUlts ,in the 'sample admitted . into ,'county" 

jails are booked with a second charge. Eleven percent of all "individua'1s"were 
o 
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b~oked with three or more charges. 'Table' I;'l~ shows the: type' of offense 

for second,and third charges when multiple charges were involved. Over 50 

percent of the second and third charges a~e traffic related • 

TABLE I-12 

SECOND AND THl,RD BOOKING CHARGES 

Crime Type 2nd Charge 3r'dCharge 

Traffic ,54.3% ' 5,0.9% 

Property 16.2 " 15.1 

Personal 11.9 ' 13.2 

Dtugsl:Vi~e 4.5· 7.9 

All Other Charges* 13.1 12.9 
Total 100.0% 100 .0% 

*Includes holds for other jurisdictions 

As stated earlier, individuals who are booked into county jafls on a pre

trial status have not been convicted of committing a crime; therefore, 
• I: ';, • 

there are several methods for re1 easi n9 such a person 

from jail. This section of Chapter I will address th~~e 
,I,. '\ 

releases and the amount of time.,an individual will sp~nd 
~ 

in jail prior to being released or adjudicated. 

A person who is"on pretrial status may be"released through 
'" 

the use of bonds, court orders, or dismissed charges. Only 

1.6 perceh\~ of those booked into county jails ,on pretrial 

charges remain in jail uhtil their case is adjudicated. 

Most of these are adults, and many·are ineligible for bond"or cannot effor~-

to pay the bond. Table 1-13 p~csents pretrial releases. Of the adults, . 

6'8.6 percent are released on b~nd, compared to 21~1 percent of the juveniles. 
" , 

Approximately 1/4 of the juveniles are transferred to detention centers and 

at:e held in jail.:"only a short ~ime,\\and almost 1/3 are released to their family. 

Analysls:of'the le'ngth of stay of the p.~etri·al i'nd'ividu~ls rel~ased through 

one of'! the methods shown 'in Tabl~ 1-13. shows that 43 percent of the adults 

are released within t'he fir~t six hours of custody and 72 percent' are rel~ased 
within 24 hours~ Char~ I-~shows·the length,of stay distribution of pretrial 

" , 

t\ 
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detainees and compares those released'onbpnd tQot~er: typ~s of. releases • 
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PRETRIAL RELEASE 

Type of Pretrial Release 
Bail Bond 
Not Released-Adjudicated 
Charg~s Dismissed 
Transfer to Another County Jail 
Transfer to a -uuveni le Fad 1 ity 
Family 
Other* 
Total 

. *Includes court ordered releases 

CHART 1-2 

.Adult ' Juvenile 
68.,M;' , 21.1% 

15.6 0.7 
4.2 0.'6 

4.0 0.3" 

7.6 
100:.0% 

24.7 
31.4 
21.2 

100.0% 

ADULT PRETRIAL RELEASE TYPES BY LENGTH OF STAY 
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Table 1-14 shows the' W(:i'e~of bondsusedby·those released on bond. Surety 
bonds (bonds posted by a bail bondsman) were the most common method of bond
ing releases,used in 35 percent of th~ cases.' Cash bonds ~ere used in 
33 percent of the cases and per~cinal recognizance (PR) bonds were used 29 

percent of the time. 

" TABLE 1-14 

ADULT BOND RELEASE TYPES 

Type of Bond 
, Surety Bond (Bail Bondsman) 
Cash {Individual) 
Personal Recognizance 
Property 
Other 
Total 

( PR) 

% of Total 
Bond Releases 

35.2% 
32.9 
28.7 

,2.7 

0.5 
100.0% 

In addition to the type of bond that individuals may use, the amount of the 
bond and the length bf time an individual spends irt jail compared to the 

, , 

"crime the individ!lal is accused of comlilitting are also important e1ements in 
" analyzing pretrial releases. Bond amounts range from a few dollars to tens 

of thousands of dollars and pretrial length of stay ranges from a few hours 

to months. As a means of providing information in the 

are lower. 

most meaningful manner, a-statistical measur~ of central, 
tendency called the "median ll is used in the following 
table to represent ~bndamount and length of stay., A 

, ,.. .~ , 

medi an is the central value among ij'n of the poss ib 1 e, 
values within the range. It i~ the, value where 50 per

cent of the values in the range are ,higher and 50 'percent 
Si~ce bond amounts were grouped during data collection, the 

median bond amount is within the range shown'Qn the table. Because ofth~ 
difFe:~ence between Demv,er and the balance of the state, and because of varia
tio'n [i~ data collection 'between 'the two, Table 1-15 is b'roken down ,by the 
Ba1~nce of ' State (excludinb Denver); ,and Deh~er. Comparable data was not 

J,\ - " \ 

avajlable for juveni1es released on- b,ond .. " 

1 ' ; l. 
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TABLE I-IS 

BOOKING CLASS I FICATION BY LENGTH OF STAY AND BOND At,1QUNT FOR PRETRIAL ADULTS THAT WERE BONDED 

Balance. of State {Excluding Denver} Denver . 
" 

The Median Pretrial The Median Pretrial 
Time in Jail "Prior The Median Pretrial Time in Jail Prior The Median Pretrial 

Crime Type to Bonding Bond Amount to Bonding Bond Amount 

Traffic 4.3 hours $ ~01-$ 400 7.2 hours $ 201-$300 
Property 18.1 . 1001- 2500 19.5 " 1001- 2500 
Persona 1 15.6 501- 1000 24.8 1001- 2500 
Drug & Vice 21.0 1001- 2500 15.8 501- 1000, 
Other 6.2 201- 300. 1O~ 7 ·100 

" J 

" 

Crime Classification .. , 

Traffi c 4.3 hours $ 301~$ 400. 7 •. 2 ,hours ., . ' 
$ 201-$ 300 

Felony, 22.6 1001-,2500 31.8 1001-2500 
Ordi nance' 13..5 , 201- 300 11.8 .. 100 "." 

Mi,sdemeanor 9.0 , 201- 300 17.0 201- 300 ". 

Other 14.1 100, 5.3 .' 101- 200 .. 
" 

~!I "I 
! }. 

'q 
.,):,1. 

Most Freguent .,,' i .. .. .. ,=/--
. ' .:) I 

DUI/DWAI 43.0 hours $ 401-$" 500' 7.1 hours $ 201-$300 " 

Failure to Appear 4.0 101- 200 Not Available. Not Ava 11 able 
Disorderly Conduct 9.2 101- 200 11.1 100 
Theft-Larceny 10.1 501- 1000 14.9 , 100 " 

Other Traffi c 4.4 101- 200 7.3 101- 200 
Assault 14.0 501- 1000 9.7 ., 101- '200 
Drugs " 24.7 1001- 2500 19 •. 3 1001- 2500 
Dri vi ng Li cense 

4~v4 Not Ava i1 ab'l ~ , Violations .(DUS- 301- .400 Not Available 
OUR-DUD) 

2501- .5000 Bur:-g1 ary 30.3 1001- 2500 48.1 ,. 
All Other Charges 13.4 501- 1000 

'J 
,. 11. 3 (" 101- ,200 

o o 
,. \-
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Appendix C shows the mean, median and modal length of stay for pr~trial 
adult individuals who were released:on bond .. · Appendix C":'1' shows the mean, 
median and nl()dal length of stay ·for all pretrial individualS, regardless. 
of whether'"'or not they were bonded, for'the balance of thestate's juris
dictions, excluding Denver~ Appendix C ... 2shows the pretrial length of stay 
for JUVeniles. 

.' SENTENCEDPOPULAT ION: 

.Approximately 13 percent of the admissions to county jails 
in Colorado are sentenced offenders. Individuals in this 
g~oup have been convicted of io~mitting a violation of the 
la\'{ and are sentenced to serve a period of time in a county 
detention facility. 0 Prior to adjudication~ these" individuals 
may have been released on l>dnd or, having ei ther not'made bond 
or not been eligible for bond, were in jail awaiting' trial and sent.encing. 

For individuals who were t)eld ,in j~fl awaiting trial, the sentenci\h court 
may elect to return the p~r~on' back to the jail to serve his or he~;senteDce, 
or-the' cou'rt may elec,t to count some oCr' a 11 of the time the i ndi vJ dua 1 spent 
in jail against his o~ her sentence. In the latter cas~, a~ individual is . 

actual sentence length will be reduced,by the amount of' pretrial time author-. . , -
ized by the court. Approximately. 10.4 percent of the sentenced individuals 

p • 

in the sample were given credit for all or part of th~ time they had served 
in jail prior to) sentencing,~ . " f;r 

Upon conviction, the court wilJ issue a mittimus (mitt) for' individuals who 
have been on bond d~ring their pretrial time, remanding the:· person to the cus
tody of the sheri ff for the purpose of servi ng a sentence. : The mi tt wi 11 
specify the length of sentence, and in some cases, may state when the sentence , 

.. is to begin and what type of.,sentence it shall be. Example~ of type's of sen-
tences include work release or weekend programs. 

}he sentenced population isin some instances an easier group of individuals 
_', " ~." • ,It 'iI'" " - ... 

to manage;,than the pretrial population discussed earlier. The individu.als 
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making up the sentenced population of the jail'are of a known quantity com
pared to the unknown quantity of pretrial individuals." From a management' 
standpoint, in general, these individuals do not require the same'degree of 
segregation except by sex ,and adult/juvenile. Also, they have a lower suicide 
rate and often are tn a, .better' state of mi'nd and phys';cal condi,tion (e.g., needs 
for detoxification or medical assistance) than the:general pretrial popula-

tion. Some of these individuals may obtain trustee 
status during their sentence and thereby assist in perform
ing limite9 duties in and around the detention facility. 

However, it is important to keep in mind that these indi
viduals have been Convicted of committing a crime against 
society and are serving a sentence in jail for that crime 
and can be dangerbus, violent or disruptive. 

The sentenced population of county jails in Colorado contains a higher pro
portion of males than the pretrial population. Sentenced adults includ,e a 
higher proportion of Anglos than the pretrial population. The proportion 
of Anglo juveniles is lower in the sentenced population than the pretrial 
population, while Hispanics are higher. 
be older than those admitted to jails on 
ethniCit,Y of the sentenced population is 

Sentenced juveniles also tend to 
pretrial status. The sex, age and 
found in Tables I-l~ and 1-17. 

TABLE 1-16 

SENTENCED POPULATIbN BY SEX AND AGE GROUP 

Sex 

Male 
Female " 
Total 
Age 
10-11 
12-13 
14-15 
16-17 
18-19 
20-24 

, 25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40 + 
Total 

Adult 

95.2% 
4.8 

100.0% 

5.8% 
36.4 
20.8 
14.2 
9.6 

13.2 
100.0% 

34 

Juvenile 

92.7% 
7.3 

100.0% 

. -
18.5% 
81.5' 

100.0% 
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TABLE 1-17 '" . 

SENTENCED POPULATION BY,ETHNICITY 

Ethnicitx 
Anglo 
Black 
Hispanic 
Am. Indian 
Asian 
Other 
Total 

Adult 
77 .3% 
5.2 

14.7 
2.8 

100.0% 

Juvenile 
50.4% 
1.6 

'46.0 

2.0 

100.0% 

Analysis of the crimes for which individuals are s~ntenced to county, jails 
shows that, similar to the pretrial population, the highest percentage of 
sentences is for traffic related offenses. Thirty-seven percent of the adults 
are sentenced to jail for traffic offenses, while slightly over 55 percent of 
the juveniles are sentenced for traffic related offenses.' Table 1-18 reflects 
the charge at conviction for persons who were sentenced to county jails during 

the sample period. 

TABLE 1-18 

CRIME TYPE OF SENTENCED OFFENDERS., 
I 

Crime TXEe Adult Juvenile 

Traffic 37.2% 55.2% 

Property 14.6 17.2 

Personal 7.6 9.8 
" 6.3 1.2 Drugs & Vice 

Other* 34.3 16.6 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

*Includes ordinance violations 

Total 
37.5% 
14.7 
7.6 

6.2 
34.0 

100.0% 

" Table 1-19 presents the most frequent charges for which individuals are sen
tenced to county jails. For adults, the highest percentage is for disorderly 
c;,onduct, followed by traffic offenses. For juvenil es, the highest percentage
is for traffic offenses, followed by DUI/DWAI offenses. 
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TABLE 1-19 
-

MOST FREQUENT CHARGE AT CONVICTION 

Offense Adult Juvenile Total 
, ~' '1 

DUI/DWAI 
~ 

12.2% 19.0% 12.3% 
Failure to Appear 1.4 " 0.4 1.4 
Disorderly Conduct 20.1 1.2" 19.8 
Theft/Larceny 12.0 6~0 11.9 
Other Traffi c 19.8 2jl.3 19.8 
Assault 6.2 10.4 6.2 
Drugs 3.3 4.3 3.3 
Driving License Violations 
( DUS-DUR-DUD) 5.0 9.8 5.2 

Burglary , , 3.0 6.7 3.1 
All Other Convictions 17.0 20.9 17 .0 
Total .- 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Table 1-20 shows the median length of stay for those sentenced to jail. The 
median length of stay is used because the mean or 'average is distorted by a few 
very long sentences. However, the mean, median and mode for sentenced adults 
are presented in Appendix D and for juveniles in Appendix D-l. In order to show 
the data in the most representative manner, the information in Table 1-20 is pre
sented separately for the balance of state, Denver, and juveniles. 

TABLE 1-20 

OFFENSE AT CONVICTION BY LENGTH OF STAY IN DAYS 

Cl ass i fi, cati on 
Traffic 
Property 
Persona 1 
Drug/Vice 
Other 
Most Frequent Convictions 
OUI/DWAI . 
Failure to Appear 
Disorderly Conduct 
Theft/Larceny 
Other Traffic 

".Assaul t 
Drugs 
Driving License ~ 
. Violations (DUS.lOUR-DUD) 
Burgl ary 
All Other Charges 

Adult 
I Ba 1 ance of State 
(Ex'cl uding Denver) Denver 

5 d~ys 1 day 
10 2 
50 ' 2 
13 1 
5 1 

5 2 
1 Not Available* 

"I" 

5 ' i 
10 1 
5 1 

50 1 
10 1 
5 Not Available* 

34 19 
13 1 

,~ 

Juvenile 

Sta:tewide 
2 days 
2 
1 
** 
2 

,2 
** 
** 
2 
2 
1 

7' ~! 
2 
3 

*Infonnation not identified separately due to different collection method 
**Too few cases for valid com utation ' 
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OTHER HOLDS 

The third and last subpopulatibn makin[ up the jail ,population will be. 
~al1ed IIholds ll for purposes of this report. Holds comprise approximately 
10 percent of the state's total jail population. Examples of individuals 
within this population include those wh,O are being held for other agencies 
such as other, counties, state agencies or irnrni gration, 

or are in ja 11 for protect;: ve custody either because 
of intoxication, mental problems~ etc. This group 
often makes up a higher percentage of the total 

J' 

jail population in rural jails because, as su1~! 
gested in interviews with sheriffs and other 
jail personnel, rural communities have fewer 
alternatives to hold and/or treat these indi-
vidua1s than the larger urban areas. Consequently, 
the rural jail often becomes the only facility availab':~{g for these types 

'--<, 

of people. 

Table 1-21 shows the relationship between the operating capacity of the jails 
and the proportion of pretrial, sentenced and other holds. Operating capac
ity was defined by the sheriffs as the maximum capacity at wh;'ch the jail 
can be effectively managed, allowing for proper segregation of prisoners. 

TABLE 1-21 
,j 

STATUS OF PRISONERS COMPARED TO JAIL SIZE 

Operating # of 
Capacity Jails Pretria 1 Sentenced Holds --- --

1- 6 13 79.3% 9.6% 11.1% 
7- 12 15 68.3 ·15.4 16~3 

13- 30 12 71.5 14.5 14.0 
31-100 8 76.5 15.7 7.8 

101-200 5 80.1 c,1l.7 8.2 
201 + 1 63.5" 30.,0 6.5 

Individuals within t"he IIholds ll subpopulation can be the most d·iffitult to manage. 
These individuals can ~nd 9ften'~0 require a disproportionate share of de
tention personnel time and facility space due to their unique proble'ms and 
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conditions. Examples range from intoxicated individu~)s who are' a ,threat 
to themselves, to mentally ill persons \'Ih~ can become a violent thre,at 
to other~persons confined in the jail and to jail staff. Table 1-22 shows 
the types of holds for which people are in county jails and the proportlon 
of each for both adults and juveniles. For juvenile,s~ 'the type of hold 
entitled i'hold for shelter care, group home and Division of Youth Services" 
consisted of individua~s who have run from orie cif the facilities 'and are in 
jai,l awaiting transport back to the facility. When these juVenile? who 
have run from placement are added to those, who have runfroin home; ',referred 
to on page 28, runaways make up, approxima'tely 13 percent of the sfate's {otal''! 
juvenile jail population. 

TABLE 1-22 

TYPES OF HOLDS 

T~~e of Hold 
Hold for other counties 
Hold for State of Colorado agencies 
Hold for Immigration 
Protective Custody, Detox and other 
Hold for other Federal agencies 
Holcffor Court, including Contempt 
Ho 1 d for Mental Health 
Hold for Shelter Care, Group Home 
and Division of Youth Services 
All Others 
Total 

\' 

Adult 
42.6% 
18.0 
7.6 

.6.4 

5.4 
4.0 
2.2 

13.8 
100.0% 

/1) 
u 

~," Juvenile Total 
3.9% 40.3%, 

28.8 18.7 
11. 7 7.8 
5.9 6.3 
0.7 ' 5.1 

34.2 5.9 ',' 

1.9 2.2 

10.9 0.6 

2.0 13.1 
100;0% 100.0% 

Individuals in jail on a "hold" can be released in a variety of ways, from 
simply being turned l~ose for individuals held in protective custody, to 

(, c-

the transfer to another jurisdiction, agency or facility. The individuals 
may be transferred to the custody of federal, state or other local jurisdic-' 

D 
tions, or to a treatment center for mental, alcohol or drug problems. Indi-
viduals in this population may have charge~ filed aga,inst them,while still 
in jail. Whe'n this occurs, the individual's status ehanges frol]1 that of a 
"hold" to pretrial, and the individual may be ,affordea one of the pretrial 
release methods described earlier. 
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,As, a means, of summary, Chart 1-3 graphically shows the 

relationsh~p between the length of stay of individuals 
in the three subpopulations of pretrial, sentenced and 
holds that make up the total population of a jail. In 

comparing these three status groups, it ,is se,en that 50 

percent of the ptetrial individuals are released within 
the fi rst 12 hours of thei r custody. On 'the other hand, 
50 percent of those individuals who are serving a sentence are released 
within seven days and 50 percent of the holds are rel~ased within the fi~st 

48 hours. 

TIME 

CHART 1-3 -
CUMULATIVE TIME OF RELEASE BY STATUS OF PRISONER 

6 Hours 6-12 
or less .' Hours 

13-18 
Hours 

19-24 
H~urs 

-- Pret'rial • 77':. of Total Population 
•••••••••••• Sent'imced K 131'. of Total Population 

25-48 
Hours 

49-72 
Hours 

3-7 
Days 

7-30 
Days 

30 Days 
or I10re 

..... ~ ........ Holds K lOt of Total Population 

.......... ,Average of ~h~ Total Population 

Note: Perceht i.ndicates proportion of total' population released by the 
ti me speci fi ed. 

.. 
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CONTRACT SPACE· 

For those cou~ties not havingajail facility,or whe~e there'is~, jail 

but it is overcrowded, a contr~ct wi thanother county i soften arranged 

to house those persons who need, to be held i.n jail. Th'is arrangement can 

include individuals from any or all of the thr,ee. 

subpopulations of the jail (pretri~l, sentenced, 

and holds). The daily cost associated with 

these contracts is set by the county commis·· 

sioners of the receiving or "host" county and 

vary from a low of apPToximately $25 ,per day up 

to over $40 per day. 

During the sample period there were 18 county jailS hold:n: persons in con-

fo r 15 counties wh i ch either di d not have a J all or had over
tract space 
crowded condi tioQs, \,/ith an a~erage length .of stay of 11 days per i ndi vi dua L 

However, this does not mean that this was the total leng~h of cLl~t~~Y,:orlth~ 
individual, it only means that 11 days was the average time the 1n,lvl ua 

spent in' the host county jai 1 ohcontract space. If the person was not re

leased from custody, he or she may have been transferred to another county, 

perhaps committed to a state institution, or may have bee~ returned to the 

originating county jail for court or other reasons. 

. 
The numb'er of counties involved in contracting for space does not incl.u~~ 
those county jail facilities which have reciprocal arrangements ~or ~Oldlng 
individuals from other jailS such as individualS w~o need hi9h"S~CUr1ty,', {:? 

protecti ve custody, and females and juvenil es ... t~ost of the shen ~fS have, rJ/" 
c;procal agreements\'lith other counties and, because they are reclprocal ln 

nature, transfers are accepted without -charge. 

Another group \'lhich needs 'to be discuss~p .in the mix of jail populations " 

is that of individuals who are sentenced to the, Colorado Department of Cor

rections (DOC), but housed in local county jails. Ther~ a~e basicall~ ~wo. 
reasons why sentenced DOC .individua.ls would be in' custody in a local Jall. 

The first is that the individual sentenced to DOC has been returned to the 
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local jurisdiction for court. This cou,ld be for a writ of Habeas Corpus, 

appeal, or sente.nce evaluation. Approximately 12.2 percent of the holds 

in the county jails fall into this category. The second reason for which 
• " n • • '.' , • 

local jails hold .sentericed DOC individuals is because of the recent over-

crowding in Colorado's prison facilities. DOC has implemented a reserva: 
. , 

tion system for intake, resulting in a backup of sentenced DOC offenders 

in local jails. Once sentenced to DOC, the average stay in a local jail 

is three to four week~ prior to being 'transported to a state correctional 

facility. The data presented in this report is for the year ended June 30, . . 
1982. DOC did not begin to back up i-nmates in the county ja;l~ until the 

spring of 1982. .As a result, only a few of th~se individ,uals were incl uded . . ~. . ~ , .. ~ '., , . 
in the sample. ~owever, based upon more r~cent figures published by the 

Department of Corrections, the average number of individuals sentenced to 

DOC but held in local jails) as a result of overcrowding was 250 per day 

during the month of March 1983, or approximately 9.7 percent of the local 

county jails' operating capacity of 2,574 beds. 

COMPARISON OF JAlLS 

Having analyzed Colorado's jail population or a statewide basis, further 

analysis was done to determine whether or not there is a relationship be

tween jail size, charges for which people are held in jail, pretrial bond

ing, and pretrial length of stay. This analysis showed that there were no 

significant relationstl'i ps between jails;-ze and type of'charges, pretrial 

bondihg practices and length of stay. However, there is a significant re

lationship between these factors and overcrowding. This section will discuss 

the differences found in overcrowded ana non-crowded jails. 

The DivisioncondU'cted a phone survey of county jails in June of 1982 to 

detennine the extent of overcrO\~ding in jails. Twenty-two (41 percent) of 

the state's" county jails were !ilt or over capacity on at 1.east one occasion 

during the sample ~eek of June 20, 1982 through June 26, 1982 (see Appendix E 

for complete report). The results of this survey were used to classify 

jails as overcrowded or not overcrowded. 
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Table 1-23 compares the most frequent charges and the cOt"responding pretrial .. 
length of stay between those Jails which are overcrowded 'and the non-over
crowded faci llties. The proportion' of peopl e charged with "Fai 1 ure to Appearll 
was over three times higher i~ overcrowded jails than.non-overcrowded jails 
and they were held twice as long. The overcrowded jails also noldindivlduals 
charged with "Drugs" and IIDriving License Violafions" almost twice as lo~g or 
longer than do non-overcrowded. jails. 

TABLE 1-23 

COMPARISON OF ~10ST FREQUENT CHARGES .AND r.1EDIAN LENGTH OF STAY 
BETWEEN OVERCROWDED AND NON-OVERCROWDED JAILS FOR PRETRIAL ADULTS 

% of Pretrial Poeulation Median Length of Sta~ 
r~os t Frequent Non- Non-
Charges Overcrowded Overcrowded Overcrowded Ove rc rowded 
DUI/DWAI 23.9% 29.9% 4.3 hrs 4.6 hrs 
Fail.iJre to Appear 22.1 6.8 4.8 2.2 
Di~orderly Conduct 2.6 3.8 5.3 9.3 
Theft/Larceny 6.2 7.0 8.3 17.3 
Other Traffi c 9.1 11.0 4.3 4.4 
Assault 4.7 6.2 5.4 20.6 

" Drugs 3.5 3.2 46.6 24.9 
Driving License 
Violations 3.3 4.8 12.2 4.2 
( DUS-OUR-DUD) 
Burglary 4.4 4.0 23.2 30.2 
All Other Charges 20.2 23.2 20,,7 12.8 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 

i; 

(, 

Table 1:"24 shows the typecof pretrial release categories discussed ,earlier 
in this chapter'. Overcro\'!ded jails tend to release people on bond less 
frequently (63%) than' jai 1s whi ch are not ove.rcrowded (90%).. Apgroximately 

. ;J, 

21 percent of the people booked into overcrowded jails are,held"untiJ 
trial compar,ed to three percent in non-ov~rcrowded jails. 

.< 
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,TABLE 1-24, 
o 

COMPARISON OF ADULT PRETRIAL RELEASES BETWEEN 
OVERCROWDED JAILS AND NON-OVERCROWDED JAILS 

Re 1 ease T~l:!es Overcrowded Non-Overcrowded 
Bond 63.4% 89.5% 
Not Re 1 eased-

21.4 Sentenced 3.0 

Charges Dismissed· 5.4 1.8 
Transfer to Another 

4.1 County Jail Facility 2.3 
Other 5.7 , 3.4 

'100.0% 100.0% 

As shown in Table 1-25, Personal Recognizance (PR) and 
surety bonds are less likely to be used in jurisdictions 

with overcrowded jails th~n in other jurisdictions. 
Cash and property bonds: which are more 

difficult for many people to raise, are required 
~ore often in jurisdictions with overcrowded facili

ties which may explain, at least in part, why a larger 
pro~ortion of the people held in overcrowded jails are 

held until they are sentenced. Table 1-25 compares the bonding releases be-
tween these two groups of jails. 

TABLE 1-25 

COMPARISON OF ADULT BOND RELEASES BETWEEN 
OVERCROWDED JAILS AND NON-OVERCROWDED JAILS 

Bond Release T~l:!es Overcrowded Non-Overcrowded 
Surety Bond (Bail Bondsman) 32~2% 36.8% 
Cash (Individual) 39.1 29.6 
Persona 1 Recognizance ( PR) 22.4 32.2 
Property 5.5 1.1 , 

Other 0.8 0.3 
lOO .O'~ 100.0% 
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As stated earlier in this section, d~fferences did not show up when the data 
was analyzed by jail size. Since overcrowded detention facilities exist in 
both urban and rural counties as well as throughout the state, neither the 
population of the county nor the geographical location of the county can be 
used to explain "overcrowding. 

'~:'I 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. Counties, especially those U)ith overcrowded jaiZs, should analyze their 

pretrial population and Zength of stay to dete~ine if arrest standards or 

a simiZar program wouZd sif1Y1:ificantly :peduce the nwnber of those indivi

duals who are booked into jail, but are released U)ithin a very short period 

of time. 

2. Counties which are experierw'ing jaiZ overcroUJding or U)hich are at 9pera-
': 

tional capacity should analyze their pretrial population and bonding prac-

ticesto determine if changes in bonding practices wouLd reduce the popuZa

tion of the jaiL 

3. If a Jail Task Force has been or will be established to study future 
, ' 

detention facility needs in the county, they should 'request and analyze 

data on the current population mix of the jail, length of stay~ and 

bonding practices. Changes in arrest or release 'practices and procedures 
. .. 

will require the involvement of the entire criminaZ justice system in the 

area, to include the judges;, Z(J)J) enforcement, district attorney, public 

defender, etc. 

o 
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CHAPTER II: COLORADO'S JAIL 
" . 

CONDITIONS 
" '\:c, " oct _.~ 

During the Fall of 1982 there were 54 'fully operational county jails in 
Colorado. In addition~ there were 5 county jails and 44 municip~l jails 
whic,h hold individuals fora short time, generally less than '72 hours 
prior to these persons either 'being transferred to a county facil'ity or 
being released on bond. This chapter will address conditions within the 
54 operational county Jails. 

The sheriffs and jail p'ersonnelare respons'ible for the' safekeeping~' 
and confinement of persons and prisoners lawfully committed to the 
jail. A major problem for many sheriffs and j'l,il staff in meeting 

this responsibility is that of the physical environment or conditions of 
c' 

the jail facilitv. 

Interviews w.ith sheriffs and jail administrators 
. -~-':-,;-~-'=:.' .. ':':'~::-;,,!::- ._.- - -~~~-_--.:' ::\:'i.~:,_=-:~~, ~~",;,'·"''',."'.", .. O~''. _'""> ....,,-: 

suggest that such conditions as an ex~rcise area, 
adequate and wholesome food, frequent visitation. 
and telephone access, and a generally clean and 
well maintained cell area can and do greatly 
assist detention officers in maintaini~g a sife 

1\" • 

and manageable,population. The judiciary has 
also taken ,a very.active role in this area and 
are now cQ,nsiderin9 most of the above as ,individual rights, not privileges, 

, . 
as has been held in the pa~t. Even diicounting the court "involvement,"the 

, " 

issue of easier management of the jail population makes these conditiqns 
good business and not luxuries as is often thought by decision makers and 
members'oi the general public. 

, 'J, 
" 

" 
Colorado's jails range in age from 90 years to,bu{ld~ng)s in .progress. The 

. oldest jail was built i.n 1894, and the newest was completed in 1981. 
Table 11-1 shows the year (gro~~ed into ~O year intervals) in w~ich the 

45 



\.. .. 

o 

jails were ~onstructed. Thirteen (22%) Qf all the state's county jails 
were built before 1930, whHe 17 (31%) have 'been built in the last 13 years. 

,." , 

TABLE II-l 

AGES OF COLORADO'S OPERATIONAL ,JAILS' A~m HOLDING FACILITIES 

Year Constructed Number Percent 
1909 or Older 6 11 
1910-1929 7 12 
1930-1949 7 ~, " 12 
195P-1969 2,2 ~,4 
1970-Present, 11 3'1 

59* 100 
Closed, 5 

64*' 

, *The City and County of Denver has one ;tail 
and one holding faci 1 ity. 

- --~- ---'-.:.--:::-:....;-.;: --- - . ---~ -

The age,of the physical plant of a jail alone does not necessarily d'ictate 
the condi.:tions of the facility~ " Colorado does have some very clean and 1\ ' 

well maintained jails which were built several d,cades ago; unfortunately, ~' 
howev~r,t,his "is not true in a]l ca,ses. The major problem with older jail'~;o 
even those in good condit jon, is that the physical plant' itself does not 
readily l~tid ,itself to updatin'g and/or expansion \'1hen ' 

.needed. Th~se jails are ofteri in a. structure;th~t 
Ih~uses o,ther county offi ces or age~'ci es. Numerous 
older rural detention facilities in Colorado 

I, 

share t~e same" structure as the courts, cou~ty . 
offices,a,ng/or sheriff's office and l,iving 
quarters, and are often on the listings of the' 

: State Historical Society. "Thus, any i'mprovement to the 

physical ,plant of the jailor any expansion of· the. facility 'g·'often' limited 

in scope due to a~ailable space with~n the structure or li~ited by the his
torical designation of the building., Even in cases where thes,e limitations 

, c~n. b~ overcome, the cost of such cha~"ges in~lde~ structures can become pro
h 1 bl t lVe. Thus, even the ~,imp 1 es t of improvements, "such a's add; rig a fi re 
escape, can be almost ,impossible in some of these facilities. 
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The des~ription of conditions presented int~Js ch~pter ~as ~ompiled from 
interviews \'lith the sheriffs or designees to update an in depth review of 
conditions completed by the Jail Standards Commission staff in 1979-80, and 
from tours of the jails in each of the 54 counties that were surveyed. 

Table 11-2 cont~ins summarized information on both jail conditions and over

crowding, presented in the following three cat~gories. 
'I 

1. Physical conditions, su~h as space, lighting and temperature; 
2. Life/safety consisting of fire safety, emergency communications, and 

staffing levels; and 
3. Operating conditions such as recreation, health care and operational 

. plans. 
It is very difficult to identify which categm'y of conditions is the most 
important or the most likely to lead to lawsuits because inadequacies in 
~one, area can, and often do, lead to problems in other ateas. Such compound
ing of inadequate conditions can often create not only management problems 
but a1so potentially dangerous situations which can threaten the life and 
safety of prisoners and staff. Two examples of such situations are lack of 
adequate spacet,o house, prisoners and a lack of activit'ies such "as exercise, or 
an inadequate number of 4ail personnel, combined with the lack of automatic 
fire alarms or an inmateemerg,ency communications system available to summon 
help. These areas in which 'inadequate jail conditions impact other conditions 
are shown in the column entitled 'i'Compounding Conditions" on Table II-2.on the 

following pages. I 

During th(.e interviews, sheriffs or jail administrators were 
asked abot:t future plans for construction or remodeling. 
Twenty-one, or 39 percen~, of the 54 counties which have an 
operationa.1 jail are at least discussing the need to upgrade. 

"their jail. The reason most often cited f0r upgr~ding the j~il 
was overcrowding in the current facility. Table II-3 shows 

these responses. In, some cases, morQ than one reason was given. 

I:; 

For the group of respondents who were planning or had at least begun dis-
cussi'ons for upgrading their jail, and for the 'group that felt it was neces
sary but had not discussed it as yet, the most frequently m~ntioned limi

tation was insufficient, or the total .lack of, ava,ilab1e county ,funds. 
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TABLE II-2 

'COUNTY JAIL AND DETENT IbN FACILITY CONDITIONS 

ADEQUATE INADEQUATE 

PHYSICAL C0~:~1IT1O:1S !! ! !! ! CQMPOUNOHIG CONDITIONS 
Overcrowded at least once 
during the week of 6/20/82 
to 6/28/8? 32 (59) 22 (41 ) 

Air Flow Circulation 39 (72) 15* (28) 
-ot' these. 9 (33';) have neither 

Autor.atic Temperature Controls 42 (78) 12* (22) ... 
Sufficient Lighting Levels 42 (78) 12* (22) ·Of these. 4 (33%) were overcro~lded in 6/82 

~ Space to Seoregate Persons " " *Of these. 5 (19%) do not have sufficient CO 
by Classification 27 (50) 27* (50)" airflow. t~perature control or 1lghtln9 

~pace to Separate Juveniles 
*Of these. 13 (48~1 were overcrowded in 6{82 . 

fro. Adults (Sight & Sound) 25 (46) , 29 (54) 

'<if Space for Visitation 48 ' (89) 6* (11 ) *Of these. 2.(331:) were overcrowded in 6/82 

Space 'for Attorney Interviews 43 '(SO) 11* (20) *Of these. 3 (27~) were overcrowded in 6{82 

Space for Jetoxification 25 (46) 29 (54) 
" Soace for Medical E)Camination 

(56) and Treatment 24 ~(44) 30 

LIFE SAFET'I CO'I!)JTlQ!IS 

... .Autonatic Fire Alarms 22 (41) 32 (59) 

Sr.oke/Fume Alarms 28 (52) 26 (48) 

" Eith,er Fire or Smoke Alarms 32 (59) '22* (41) \ *Of these. 8 (36%) were overcr~wded In 6/82 

Reqularly Scheduled Staff 
*Of these. 18 (56%) do not have fire or smoke Fire Drills 22 (41) 32* (59) 
alarms 

*Qf these. 7 (221) were overcrowded In 6/82 
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Fire Plans 

EMergency Plans 

Regularly Scheduled Staif 
First Aid Trainln9 

Erergen~y Co~un;cations 
Syst~M for InMates to 
SUl7()n Help 

Detention Officers on All 
Shi ft< 

---------------------------

N 

31 

29 

47 

20 

36 

21 

"ti' " 

ADEgUATE 

J 

COMPOUNDING CONDITIONS 
! !! ! 

*Of these. 22 (96%) do not have alarms 
(57) 23* (43) *Of these. 15 (65%) do not have alarms or drills 

___________________ *_0_f_t_h_es_e_._9_(3_9~'%):\lere ov~rcrowded, in 6/82 

*Of these. 8 (32hj were ovt\rcrowded "in 6/82 (54) 25* (46) 

(87) 7* (D) 

(37) 34* (63) 

(67) 18* (33) 

*Of these. (141), was overcrowded In 6/82 

*Of these. 17 (50%) do not have fire or slIIi>ke 
alarms 

*Of these. 15 (441) were overcrowded in 6/82 

*Of these. 12 (67%} have no ,emergency com-
munication system for inmates " 

*Of these. 8 (441) do not have fire or smoke' 
alarms 

~~~ __ --<'>' ~,.:-.-~ _________ ~~ __ *...!:0~f=t~h!!:.e~se:.:.c..",:7:..,.l.(3;,:9~%:L) ..::w:.::e.:.;re=-..=0.,:;ve::,;r.",c.:.;ro::..:wd=ed=--:l.:,;.n..;:6:.t,./",,82::..,., 

(39) 33 (61) 

1[," 
19 '~,; (35) 35* ~65l ·Of these. 15 (431) were overcrowded In 6/82 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------16 (30) 38 (70) • ·O( these. 11' (45%) were overcrowded In 6/82 

19 (35) 35 (65) *Of these. 13 (371) were overcrowded in 6/82 

26 (48) 28 (52) ·O( these. 11 (39%)'were overcrowded in 6/82 

46 (85) B* (15) *Of these. 1 (13%) was ~vercrowded in 6/82 
~".,.." 

37 (69) 17* (31) *Of these. 5 (29%) were overcrowded in 6/82 

23 (43) 31* (57) ·Of these. 13 (42%) were overcrowded in 6/B2 

24 .( 44) 30* (56) *Of these. 11 (3H) were overcrowded In 6/8t 

22 (41) 32* (59) *Of these. 14 (441.) were overcrowded in 6/82 

32 (59) 22* (41) ·Of these. 8 (36%) were overcrowded in 6/82 

33 (61) 21* (39) *Of these. 6 (291) were overcrowded in 6/82 

31 (57) 23* (43) \ ·Of these. 8 (35%) were overcrOwded tn 6/82 
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TABLE II-3 
REASONS FOR UPGRADING JAILS 

,;. . ;. • •. >' ';'." ~' 1 • t.,,,. 

Reason 
Overcrowding 
Lawsuit 
Conditions ~ including 

administrative area 
Life Safety 
Exercise 

Countles' ue . , 
Number Per.cent 

15 
8 

7 

3 
3 

71.4 
38:,1 

3:3..3 

14.3 
14 .. ,3 

Several of the respondent~ felt that there sho~ld be funds made avaiJab1e 
from the state level to pay for jail renovation and cons~ruction.,Other 
respondents felt that it is a county responsibility to raise sufficient 
local revenues, hqvJevt:!'r, the state would first have to relax the current 

limits on local government revenues. 

seventeen or 35% of the counties surveyed had commissioner and/or voter ap
proved plans for jail remode1in~ or construction. Table II-4 ·shows how 
these capital projects are cbet()financed. In some instances, more than 

one 

mechanism was being used. 
TABLE Il-4 

FINANCING,MECHANISMS FOR UPGRADING COUNTY JAILS 

Financing Used Number Percent 

County General Funds 5 62.5 

Sales Tax 4 50 .. 0 

Property Tax 3 37.5 

Improvement/Con~truction 2 25.0 
Fund 25.0 

Bonds 
2 

Pub 1 i c Works Fund 1 ., 12.5 

Energy Impact Fund 1 12.5 

Contract Space Revenue 1 12.5 
., 'J 
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STAFFING 

The quality of staff and staffing levels are as important in the 
operation of a safe, efficient· and constitutional facility as 
conditions. Duri'ng the survey period there were approxi
mately 950 sworn individuals performing detention duties 
within Co10rado's operational county jails. Approximately 
74 percent were male and 26 percent were female. In addi
tion, there are ap~roximately 60 full time civilian 
in9ividuals who perform jail duties such as cooking, 
counseling, and medical services. Using an average 
daily population of approximately 2918, the statewide 

e 

ratio of sworn detention officers to individuals in jail 'is approximately 

1 to 3.1. , 

During the survey period there were 18, or 1/3 of the jails, which did not 
have staff coverage by a detention officer on all shifts. For these 
jails there was a certain time of day (usua11y evenings, weekends and holi
days) when the individual resp6nsible for detention duties was aisoper
formi ng other ass i gned tas ks . ,These tas ks were most often the duties of 
dispatcher and~, in some cases, night watchman for the courthouse. In some 
instances, deputies on 'road patrol were assigned to drop by the jail period
ically to check on the individuals being held there: In other cases. jail 

duti es duri ng. the eveni ngs, weekends, etc. were ass i gned by the sheriff or 
or undersheriff who have quarters at or near the detention facility. Accord
~nq to the National S~eriffs! Association. the nation~laveraqe for jails in 
this cateqory is 9.3 percent Which is considerably lower than Colnri1.rl 0 . . ' " 

Also shown in)able Il-2, "Compounding Conditions," 67 pekent of the jails 
which do not have full time detention officers on all shifts also do ~ot 
have a Communications systemc?which wpuld allow. individuals in custody to , . 
summon he l,p i I\~the cas~. of an emergency. Li kewi se, 44 percent of these j ail s 
did not have any sort of automa~ic emergency ~l~rm system which would be ac
tivat~d in the case at fire or if toxic fumes were present in the cell area 
and 39 percent \'Iere overcrowded. 

I.': 
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As discussed in Chapter I, the "unknown" nature of the typical jail popula
tion, coupled with an inadequate staffing level and life safety conditions, 
creates a very serious and potentially dangerous situation. In addition, . " 

these conditions can result_in legal interventio~ into jail operations 
whether or not an emergency ever occurs. Fortunately, Colorado has never 
had a tragedy such as the recent jail fire in Biloxi~ Mississ~ppi where 27 
inmates died, or the 17 year old male beaten to death ,by other inmates in 
the Boise, Idaho county jail in May 1982 (see"Appendices F and G for sum
mary). These two incidents are mentioned in this report ,not in an attempt 
to sensationalize the issue, but as a reminder that such incidents could 
happen in Col0r:-ado. The potential for disaster in any detention facility 
increases geometrically as the staffing levels and life safety conditions 
decrease. 

RECOMMENDATION 

LocaZ decision makers invoZi'ed -In. operating and appropriating funds for 

jails should becomeactively.erigagedin reviewing.and remedying deficiencie~ 
in :.jail conditions and staffing levels. 

STAFF TRAINING 

During theinterviewsw1th s~eriffs and .jail admini,strators questions \'1ere 
asked' about th~ 'need for detention officers' training.S;xty-one detention. 

officers wer~ in need~f basic training. : Th'i s repre
sents 'approximately 6.S percent of all the detent; on 
:ofti cerswithi n th~' 's tate.:· Ail 616f 'theseoffife;s 
, were: from 22 ~f the rural 'counties withfnthe state 

'wh~ich do not have'internal training tapabii'ities ,and' 
,in so~e' cases ,do not have sUfficient fundst~'Serid of~::' 

, fi ce~$ to :an~ther lbcat,j(Hl to be, tra ;ned. ' r~ ao"cli tion 
to insuffi cient,tr~lni n9 'f,unds, manY:smi)11departJii~ntsqono(h~w(~uffi.Ci ent 

, staff resource~to assume the addftiona fwork lo~d' nece'$,sary,to aJlciw"on~, ' 

(, 

(! • , , , 
'j 

.;,,: 
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of their officers'toattend'off site training 'progr~ms. ' ' II 
'-----------------~----~------~--~ __ ~ __ ~5~2L_ ________________________ ~ __________________ ~t~7!1' I~ 

'. ·0 

As a result, the sheriffs are forced to assign detention responsibilities 
to officers who have little or no training., All 22 sheriffs representing 
these counties stated that this presented a very serious problem for 
them in performing the statutory duties of 'maintaining a 'safe and secure 
dete~tion facility. Additionally, the sheriffs stated that they were con
cerned about the legal liability they and the county could face in the 
event of a serious incident within the jail. 

County Sheriffs' of Colorado, Inc. has been instrumental in attempting to 
address these problems of meeting the training needs for small, rural agen
cies. The Association has imple~ented the National Sheriffs' Assqciation 
Basic Detention Officers' Training Program which offers a reasonably priced 
program which can be used as a home study course. The'funds for this training 
program were received from ,the National Institute of Corrections through the 
Division of Criminal Justice. However, this prog~,am \,1.i11 be available only 

through June 30, 1983. 

Eleven sheriffs' departments have the capabil ity, to offer in-house, deten
ti,on officers' training il.rograms.''\ As would be expected, this capability 
exists only in the state's larger, more ~rban detention facilities.~ Through 
cooperative efforts among the Shf!riffs throughout the state, these sessions 
are usually op,en to officers from other jurisdictions and usually at no 

I" 

cost. Even so, as discussed earlier, smaller departmeht~ often canhot take 
advantage of this opportunity because of the lack of funds to pay travel 

" and per diem and/or insufficient staff resources to cover the vacancy. 

Thirty..;njne (72%) Of ~)he sheriffs also
c 

expressed an urge~'t need for inser-
vice or advanced training~ This level of trairiing is for officers who have 
alread.y received the mor.e broad, basic training' program and are in need of 
more specialized and intensive training tn certain specific areas. The topics 
for this level of training th~t wet::e most often mentioned include the follow
ing, riot in prioritized order: 

..custodyandcare of the mentally ill 
'." . 

• ,fire prevention and evacuation p'lanning 
i custody and care of violent individuals 
• supervision" 

53 

• hostage negotiation 
• crisis intervention 
• medical program planning 
.' suicide prevention 
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With the limited funds available, the County Sheriffs' of Colorado. Inc. ;s 
also attempting to meet some of these advanced,training needs through their 
statewide training program. For example, the Sheriffs' Association and the 
Colorado Medical Society Jail Health Care Project are,currently conducting 

, , 
training sessions in medical program planning, suicide prevention, and other 
related mental and health issues. These sessions are being conducted fn 
various locations around the state, in an attempt ~o not only'localize 
training; but also to minimize cost and the impact on staff in the more 

rural departments. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The General Assembly of the State of Colorado should recognize and declare 

the need (,Jar a local detention officers" training program. At a minimum, 

this declaration should include; but not be limited to, standardization of 

ourriculum, certification of app~priate existing inhouse training progrmns, 

qnd certification of graduates. The procedures for these activities could 

be patterned after the ones currently in use at the Colorado Law Enforcement 

Training Academy (CLETAJ; however, the actual training would not necessarit1\ ,,( ;. 

neelt~ to take place at a central academy location.' . 
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CHAPTER nl:CO;t~ORADO'SJAIL 
------------------------------~ 

LITIGATION 

This chapter will address the issue of law suits and the type of jail condi
tions for which leg'al actions have been filed." Twenty-one counties have 
had suits filed against their detention facilities during the last two years 
and many of these counties have been sued several times. These counties 
represent 36 percent of the 58 counties in Colorado which have an operational 
jail or ho.1ding facility. Table III-l shows jail conditions which were cited 
in these suits as being inadequate or unconstitutional. Multiple deficiencies 

were cited in most suits. 

TABLE III-l 

JAIL CONDITIONS CITED IN LITIGATION SINCE 1980 

Jail Condition 
Exercise 
Medical 
Overcrowding 
Ventilation 
Cl ass i fi cat"j on 
Law Library 
Mail 
Spac~ 
Li ghti ng 
Food 
Telephone ~ 
Staffing \1 

Educati on/Rehabi 1,5 tati on 
Mental Health ' )) 
All Other Areas 

Counties Sued 
Number Percent 

12 52.4 
10 38.1 

9 33,.3 
9 33.3 
9 33.3 
9 33.3 
9 33.3 
9 33.3 
8 28.6 
8 28.6 
7 23.8 
5 19.0 

" 4 . 14.2 
i 9.5 

17 61 .9 

Jail litigation can be very expensive for counties in both the short and 
" long term. These expenses include the time and cost af defending the charges 

as well as the cost of making extensive chang~s within the detention facil ity 
and/or adding staff if the case is settled in the plaintiff's favor. In ad
dition, counties may be forced to make improvements in an existing facility 
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while planning for a new jail. ID Colorado, several counties have been 
ordered by the court to make such jail improvements as adding exercise 
space, improving medical services, reducing overcrowding~' 
i~proving food served to prisoners, etc. 

The courts have rarely gone so far as to actually 
close down a facility because of inadequate con
ditions. More often, the court will elect to set 
a limit on the maximum number of individuals who may 
be held there at anyone time, as is currently the case with several of 
Colorado's local detention facilities. In addition to court imposed limits, 
the 'Colorado Health Department also has the authority to condemn and/or set 
limits on jail capacities and has taken this action in several counties. 
During the survey period there were seven county jails which we~e operatin,g 
under a court ordered capacity limit and an additional five jails which had 
a Colorado Department of Health imposed limit. This represents 21 percent 

ibf the counties which have operational jails or holding facilities. In ad
dition, there were at least twojai1s for which the court was considering 
imposing a maximum capacity limit. 

Such cases of court or Health Department ordered capacity limits often im
pose a financial hardship upon the counties which still have the expense of 
maintaining the e;isting jail while also contracting with other counties 
for space. ' These contract costs plus the costs cif litigation and damages 
can financially bankrupt smaller counties. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. LocaZ official.s invoZved in op:erating or appropriating funds for county 

jaiZs should review and evalu~te the conditions of their jail facility 

against, the areas cited in the past and present law suits found in Table III-l 

crad deveZop a strategy or plan for making any neces~ary improvementc;. This 

strategy may include short term improvements as'well as implementation of a 

long teT'ITI pZanning process for a new facility if needed. 

n 
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2. This assessment should be undertaken as s~on as.possible.; prior to a 

law suit being file4~i Although. recognition of problems and a plan for 
~~. " 

resolution cannot be used as the sole defense in a Zaw suit" it can help 

to show that a good faith effort is being m~de to rectify the current 

inadequate conditions. 

The outcome of law suits against jails is affected in Colorado by the ab
sence of state jail standards. Because Colorado is one of only a few states 
which does not have jail standards, standards for local jails are being set, 
by the courts through litigation. In the absence of state standards the 
£ourts often use broad federal ,standards as guidelines for their decisions. 

State jail standards would not eliminate suits against the 
jails, but should reduce the number of inmate complaints 

and increase the chances of"successfully defending against 
cases that may be filed. 

Standards would also provide written policies and proce-
• -, J + "'-.·;i'''Iru- n\I.-,."'-. ~~hca\.'"':. iD'F"t\:.JodeYo, dures for jal is anu a cos" ~c.y iii!:j.:) VVCi Ut.fI'-l, I VU 

standards. For example, one sheriff who is currently plan
ning a new facility said that because the state has not adopted a set of 
standards, his county is taking all existing federal standards and attempting 
to meet the requirements in all of them. Standards have been developed by 
the American Correctional Association, the U.S. AttOl~ney Genet'al, the Ameri
can'Bar Association, the American Medical Association, and others. Thus, 
the ~tate's failure to adopt',minimal standards which are reasonable for Colo

rado is resulting in new facilities which are more costly and which still may 
not meet changing federal standards. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Legislature should create a commission on jail standards to promulgate 

rules and regulations for the construction" renovation" equipment" mainte

nance and operation of county and municipal. jails and establish minimwn 

standards for the custod~j" care' and treatment of i?unates. 
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Jail litigation is costly, not only because of damqges which may:be awarded, 
but also in terms of time an-d attorney fees. A recent study of tort 1 iti
gation conducted by the Rand Corporation 'found that the cost of such actions 
can easily exceed the amount of the damages at stake. As a result, many 
jurisdictions are attempting to save these costs by settling law suits be
fore they proceed very far into ,the judicial process. 

Unfortunately, this trend of settling out of court seems to have encouraged 
what some think is an unprecedented number of frivolous or nuisance law 
suits. These are suits which are filed when there are no, or limited, 

\ 

legal grounds for the action; however, the in~ividua1 filing the suit hopes 
to be awarded a modest fin.ancia1 settlement before the case proceeds through 
the court and may be dismissed. Also, certain individuals file such suits 
merely to aggravate the jail officiaJs. When an incarcerated individual 
elects, for whatever reason, to file a frivolous law suit, unfortunately 
the local jurisdiction can expect to expe~d time and money in litigation if 

they do not settle out of court. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. The sheriffs with 'their county attorney shouZd review aZZ present and 
recent jaiZ Zitigation to determine the merits of alZ such law suits. In 

the event this revlew determines that some of these may be frivolous in 
~ -

nature .. or are quesUonabZe in merit .. they shouZd explore with the pl'oper 

members of the judiciary any available legaZ methodes) to reduce or re

strict such future filings. 

2. 'Each unit of ZocaZ government should evaluate existing poUcies and prac

tices which involve monetarily settling frivolous or nuisance jail law suits 

out of court to insure that their policies and practices are not encouraging 

the filing of such suits. 
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CHAPTER IV: OTHER JAIL RELATED 

ISSUES 

. 
During the interviews with sheriffs and their detention personnel, other 
information, options and ideas were solicited on a variety of jail related 
issues which do not fit into the first three chapters, of this report. The 
issues 9iscussed in this chapter include regional jails, standardized record 
keeping and centralized reporting and relationships with other agencies, etc. 

REG I ONAl ~IAI lS 

. Approximately 1/3 (17) o~ the sheriffs interviewed 
felt that regional jails are a good idea or wo~ld 
be willing to explore the feasibility of regional 
jails. The term "regional jail II was defined as a 

detention facility shared among counties and not 
between the state and a coul1ty or counties. It 
should be noted that many counties currently contract 

............. 
••••••• U ••• 

•••••••• ········11 
with other counties to hold their prisoners. However, these facilities are 
operated by the host county and res pons i bi 1 ity for the ~erati on of the facil-" 
ity is not sha'red. Table IV-l provides the responses to the question con
cerning regional ja~ls. 

TABLE IV-l 

FEASIBILITY OF REGIONAL JAILS A~10NGSOUNTIES 

Response , Number 
Good idea or would be willin~ to explore f~asibility 
§ad idea or was not willing to explore feasibility 
Had no opinion 
Elected not to respond 
Total Responses 

17 
13 
15 
8 -

53 

Percent 
32 
25 
28 
15 

100 
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The reasons for supporting th~ concept of regional jails as provided by the 
17 'sheriffs who feel that the idea is worth exploring are presented in 
Table IV-2. 

TABLE IV-2 

RATIONAL FOR SUPPORT OF THE REGIONAL JAIL CONCEPT 

Rationale 
Eas i er and cheape'r to run, 
economy of scale 
Good for sentenced individuals 
because of economy of scale, 
not good for pretrial because 
of transportation costs 
Already have one because of 
other jails being closed 
Just like the idea 
Total Responses 

Number 

6 

6 

3 

,~ 
17 

Percent 

35 

35 

18 

12 
100 

The sheriffs who were opposed .to the regional jail concept or did not wish 
to explore the f~asibility of such a concept stated a number of reasons foj~;', 

their opinions, which are presented in Table IV~3. More than one reason 
was provided by several sheriffs. 

TABLE IV-3 

RATIONALE AGAINST THE REGIONAL JAIL CONCEPT 

Rationale Number 
Too much distance, transportation costs and time, 13 
terrain and bad weather 
ITLI,rf" problems 9 
,Problems \,/ith administration and accountability 5 

Too expenshe 3 
Li abi 1 ity prOD lems 3 
Legislative problems (illegal) 3 
No sheriff \,lOu1id:';/ant it 2 
Would be too l~rge to operate 2 
Too much of a travel burden on attorneys and families 2 

(\ 

*Tot~l'responding negatively was 13. Sever~l provided 
more than one r~ason. 

Percent* 

100.0 

69'.2 
38.5 

23.1 
23.1 
'23.1 q , 

15.4 

15.4 

15.4 " 

. " 
~--------~----------------------~\(--------------------~ 
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Because of today's high c;ost of constructing constitutionally legal deten
,tion facilities and the long term costs associated with operating' such 
facilities, 5m~11er cou~ties with low tax bases will find it more and more 
difficult to operate a jail. There is an ever increasing demand and com
pet it i on for 1 i mited funds at a 11 1 eve 1 s of governmen t. Therefore, the 
conoept of sharing the costs for the construction and operation of a deten
tion facility may become the only reasonable method of maintaining deten
tion services in some counties of the state. There are numerous problems 
that wi 11 need to be resolved before such a faci 1 ity cou1 d become areal ity, 
but the feasibility of such facilities should be explored for at least some 

areas of the state. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The feasibility of establishing regional jails should be explored. The 

initial effort should be concentrated in rural, rather than urban areas 

of the state, where the distances and terrain are such that transportation 

'problems would be minimaZ and where local officials are willing to explo~e 

the feasibiZ,~;ty of such q venture (e.g. the northeastern section of the 

state) . 

STANDARDIZED RECORDKEEPING 

Information on individuals held in county jails is kept by each jail. 
However, there is no central data collection system and the data kept by 

the jails vary from one jail to another. In a- few 
cases the information collected and recorded It{as not 
sufficient to meet the statutory requirements of 
§J7-26-118~ C.R.S~ 1973~,ai1 Records, Contents and 

~-.- -=---' 

Inspection. For th~s~ c6unties a severe legal lia-
bility exists should a ~uestion ever arise as ~o who 

was booked, for what charge, when and how released. 

~ ___ ______________________ ---&.r;;.co _______________________ .....::;.._.....;:.;.... _____________ _ 
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Information on the population, emerging trends, new practices, etc. is im
portant both at the local and state levels for planning new facilities, as
sessing the impact of changes in legislation or practices, and to address 
issues such as overcrowding and the feasibility of regional, facilities. The 
sheriffs were asked during th~ interviews if they would be willing to ex
plore the possibility of developing standardized jail reco~ds. Because jail. 
records vary from handwritten jail books to highly sophisticated automa~ed 
systems, standardization of records would involve the standardization. of 
minimum data elements and definitions, which could be expanded by each jail 
to meet their own needs. Table IV-4 shows the strong support for this idea. 

TABLE IV-4 

EXPLORE THE POSSIBILITY OF DEVELOPING A STANDARD JAIL BOOK 

Res~onse Number Percent 
Good idea or of sufficient merit 43 81 to discuss further~ 

Neutral 3 6 

Bad idea 1 2 

No response 6 11 \I , . 
Total Responses 53 100 

A followup question was then asked to determine if such standardiz'ation was 
to be implemented, would the sheriff(s) be willing to send this booking in
formation to a central state agency (e.g., the Division of Criminal Justice) 
for analysis. Most of the sheriffs felt there was a need for a centralized 
statewide data base on the jail population which could be updated monthly or 
quarterly. If such a system is to be implemented, it is not the intent to 
establish a criminal history type data base, only a demographic and criminal 
justice booking infot'mation base.' The following table, Table IV-5, shows the 
results of this question. 

Response 
Agreed and/or willing to pursue 
Bad idea 
Total Responses 

62 

Number 
50 

3 
53 

Percent 
94 

6 
100 
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The majorit~ felt that, since jail condi'tions an::! overcrm'lclinq are of great 
concern th~oughout the state; a statewide jail data base was a good idea. 
I~ addition~ several sheriffs roted tha't oth~r' agencies and organizations 
that have a centralized statewide data base are in a better position to artic-, 
u1ate their needs and problems. However, some sheriffs did express certain 
reservations about creating a statewide data base as listed below: 

• Nine sheriffs were concerned abou~ the additional time ~nd cost of 
filling out the information and senqing it to a central location. 

• Four sheriffs had just purchased new jail books at the cost of approx
imately $400 and did not want to implement a new system until they had 
II gotten thei r money I s worth II out of these new books. 

• Four sheriffs mentioned that it may take a long time to agree on the 
data elements to be collected. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. The Division of Criminal Justiae (DCJ) and the County Sheriffs of Colo

rado, Ina. should work together in developing jail reaord(s) with standard
ized data elements. 

2. The Division of Criminal Justiae and the County Sheriffs of Colorado, 

Ina. should jormallY'explore ways and means of developing aaentralized, 
statewide database for jail information. 

REU\TIO~ISHIPS HITH OTHER AGEnCIES 
'--------~------------~~~--,--

Ouri n~' the course or the intervi ews " several 
sheriffs mentioned a problem which is unique 
to their' counties because a state institution 
is located within their jurisdiction. These 
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counties, the majority of'whi~h have overcrowded ~ails) are frequently 

called. upon to hold individuals from state instHutl0ns who are awaiting 

extradition, charged with' escape or w,ith cOl1l11itt)ng a crime within, the 

state facility. These sheriffs raised the fo1lowing po'licy and legal is

sueS related to this situation: 

• Who shquld pay for the custody of these individuals - state or local 

government? 

• If a county is sued by a state inmate becallse conditions or services 

in the jail are inferior to a state institution, who should pay for 
(-~, 

the litigation - state .or lacal government?' ,'-0) 

• Who has priority far being admitted to an overcro\'lded jail - county 

jndividuals or state irimates? 

• Other counties shou"ld also""assist in hausing the state inmates and the 

Department .of Correctians should transport these individuals to thoi'e, 

n+h n "" ... """+;,,,s ", v,"" I\"..' .... vu .. ""Il;;. '\) 

o 

RECOMMENDATION 

,t 
The/Division of Criminal, ,JU{3tice and the County 'S'ael>iffs of Colorado" Inc. 

"should con,duct a meetihg UJii/fjjl.the sherij;tsj county commissioners" "legis

lators and judges from these affected counties and the Departme:fl.t oL Cor-
, ,0 

rections for the purpose of resolving these and other ,;pol~py, questicms con-" 

cerning confinement of f3 tate inmates in local, jaiZs. 

., 

The lack of sensitivity about jail problems ,by certain groups of individuals 

\'las menti oned by a number of"sheri"ffs. The groups most often menti oned were 

the Colorado state Patt'ol, public defen,ders~; caunty commi,ssioners, legislators, 
!/ 

medical Q£..,mental health,and 't;he general public. The areas in ,Which thes,e sher-

iffs felt understanding and sensitlvity cpuld be improved ~l'e summarized b,e]ovJ: 
(') ,)~ 

() 

• Colsrado State Patrol - the time that is requir'~d to bo()k an indi'vidual 
CI 

- jail overcrowding 
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• Public Defenders 
"c;.-': 

• County Cammissioners 

1 

• Legi sl ators' 

• Menta] Health and. 

Medical Personnel 

• Public 

limited jail persQnnel resaurce~, especially 

in the small rural jails 

haurs or timing of attorney/client meetings, 

especiall,y in small rural jails with only orIe 

officer an duty 
_ continuation of court hearings or trials, thus 

adding to .overcrowding 

_ funding issues as they relate to staffing 

levels, conditions ar;ld/or potential personal 
. \\ 

liability for themselves and sheriffs 

need for jail sta,ndards 

_ effetts on overcrowding and~cost of new legis-

lation requiring mandatory jail sentences 

need for jail standards 

need for state funding or a local funding mech

anism that wo~ld allow co~nties to raise suffi

cientr funds for jail improvements or construction 

_ need for timely assistance from these groups 

in emergency or "after hours" s1tuations 

_ attitude of "lock,them Upll vs. voting ,agai nst 

jail improvements or construction 

It is imp'ortant to point out that although some ~heri.ffs mentioned individ-, 

uals from" the above-groups as,being ynsensitive, the majority of the sher~ 
.iffs and the; r personnel '''eporte? that they had a good or exce 11 ent worki ng 

relationsh~~ with these individuals. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. The (Vo~nty Sheriffs of Colorado; Inc . .should continue to assume the 

leadr;le in establishing and maintain~ng a statewide~ ongoing~ 'positive 

rapport with al~ groups of individuals who are i~ any way connected'with 

or to enydegree responsible for jails. 

1 
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2. The County Sheriffs of Colarado, Inc. and Colopado Counties, Inc. 

should establish and maintain an ongoing subcommittee made up of elected 

offiaials from both assoaiations for the purpose o.f working together on 
jail issues and to make reaommendations to the leg~slat~re on jail funding 

meahan'isms and other jaa related issues. 

3. Sheriffs in areas where the working relationship with other groups 

needs improvement should take the lead as elected offiaials to increase 

the awareness and sen.sitivity of these individuals and groups. If neces

sary, the County Sheriffs of Coloraao,·Ina. should assist .in these activ

ities, which might inalude meetings with other groups, jail tours, use of 

the media and the help of other professional organizations or associa,tions. 
( .. 

JUVENILES CHARGED AS ADULTS 

Two sheriffs from large urban areas m~rttioned the problem of housing pre
trial juvenile offenders who have been charged as adults. In such cases 
the classification and segregation of the juveniles created a problem for 

" the jail, in that the juvenile could not be housed in an area with other 

juveniles because of his or her charge(s). On the other hand, the juvenile 

could not be housed with adults, ,~ecause of age. As a result, the juveniles 
were housed separately from all other prisbners, both adults and juveniles. 
In each case the sheriff was concerned aboutpotentia1 litigation caused by 
this le~el of segregation. Although these situations happened in large com
munities with large jail facilities, it still created a space arid segregation' 
problem for the administrators of the facilities. In smaller communHies, 
this situation would be even more difficult for jall administrators. ~) 

RECOMMENDATION 
--< 

~/ 

1. The Division of ,Criminal Justiae a;r;.d County Sheriffs o}' Co1-orado", Ina. 

should host a meeting of interested paroties inaZ.uding thejudiaiary and , , 

" 

" .~ 

{; 

(I: 
• 1 

t i , 

, 1 

members of the legislature to dete~ine what legal or statutory remedies 

might exist for both the segregation issue and the potential liability to 

, sheriffs. 

2. When necessary, the County Sheriffs of Colorado, Inc. should stand 

prepared to assist sheriffs f.rom smaller communities with inadequate jail aon

ditions to locate suitable space in, other jails for pretrial juveniles who 

have been charged as adults. 

MEDICAL TREATMENT 

Another area of concern expressed by several sheriffs was that of medical 
treatment of persons held in their jails, especially the cost of such treat

ment. The issues that were raised included the follow

ing: 

3. 

4. 

1. What is the countY's'legal responsibility and lia
bility for sentenced individuals· requests for 

non-emergency, el~ctive surgery? 

2. Which county is responsible for the medical bills 

of an individual 'who ;s in contract space in another county's jail? 

Why do veterans insurance', medidlid and medicare programs not cover 

medical costs after a person is booked into jail? 

Is there a way for sman countiJ~s with low tax bases to ins'ure or hedge 
against catastrophic med; ca 1 bill s of individual s held in jcli'lwhi ch 

could bankrupt such a jurisdiction? 
":.'\ 
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67 

'.~ . ,", 

," ,', 
! ..... , 

i 

. , 

·,,·,Ir 

"\. 



r 

f 

\~ 

, RECOMMENDATION 

1. The Division of CriminaZ J'ustice~ County Sheriffs of Colorado~ Inc. 

and the Colorado Medical Society~' Jail Health Care Project should host a 

meeting of intel'este.d individuals to e::cpZo:re legal or statutory remedies 

to these and related issues. 

\ 
2. The Colorado Medical Socihty~ Jail Health Care Pr,oject should continue 

its review of the procedures ~~d by federal and state medical programs to 

terminate coverage for pretrial ~etainees and makeapproppiate recommenda

tions to affected parties including the Colorado General Assembly. . . 

CONCLUSION 

() 

This report on the status of Colorado jails and holding facilities has at-
tempted to provide decision makers with up to date information concerning 
conditions and populations in local detention facilities. The report has 
also attempted to articulate other issues and problems facing sheriffs and 
detention personnel in the perfoJ'l1]ance of their jaiJ related .duties, and 
to provide recommendations where appropl"iat~, in these areas. 

It is hoped that locally elected officials -will take the opportunity to 
compare their facility, or the facility for which they have funding respons
ibility, against th~. statewide information contained in this report. Through 
this process, problem areas may be identifiedcand solutions for their improve
ment may be prioritized. Likewise, it ;s hoped that decision makers at the 
state level, including th!i! General Assembly, will use the informatio!:l an'Ci ap
pr,opriate recom~en~ations contained in this report to place ColQrado in a 

(' 'I~~I 

leadership position in the area of local corrections. 

i.J, 

(, 

( 

\ 

(l 

,.0 

() 

lID 
i 
! 

"t 

. , 
) 

it;; 
1 , 

,~ 

ill 
1 

APPENDICES 

69 



( 

(: 

( 

~--~ -~-- ... 

o • Not Applicable to Cne 
t • M:\ssing DIU In Jail Book 

A~,PENDIX A 

DIVISION OF CRIMINAl. JUSTICE 
JAIL DATA COLLECTIO~FORM 

August 1982 

\. County: __ '~_~·_· _____ _ 

Judicill Olstrlc:t: I County: If_:.~~ ___ ~= __ -..:-::-.:T::--r8' . 9'm "Cut rl~t Mldale 
(Co1!:oleted bv OCJ) I(Coft!llleted by OC I) 

Booking In 
ITn-!!N1!1& 

Sex: I Ethnic:i ty: MiIr\ul SUtus: 

4. AllleriCln Ind. IS" 

Birth Olte: 

1! I N 
1. Hale I 1. Anglo/White 5. "si.n 1. Single ~. Widowed 

S."Othe!"-,-__ 
9. !4isslng TI'1!iJZlfH~ 

Mo Oa Yr 
Z. Female 1 Z. Bl.c:k 
9. Hissing 3.HIspanfc: 

6. Other 
9. It1 ss 1ng 

2. Hurled 
J. Sen/Olv 

illsldenc:e: I HcnI Long at !le5iden~e: 
g TI' Z! 11. 90 days or less I9 I. 

------ Z. 91 days· 1 year I 

3. 1 year • 5 years 
&. Longe .. thin 5 years 
9. "Isslng 

Employment at Time of C~stody: 

1. Full TIn.! 
Z. Part Tk.e 
3. UnllllPloyed 
9. tllsslng 

)if 
Education: 

jT 
1. Less than HS Grad 
Z. HS G,.aa/GC:O 
3. SOllIe Co 11 ege 
4. Co 11 ege Grad 
5. Pos t Grad Degree 
9. /1lss11)9 

======~~=. ==~~========~====~======~============= 
Booking Ch'rge 

!'los t Serious: 

i!n~ .~st Sirious: 

31'11 Most S!rlous: 

iaktn In ::us tody ~y 

Jurlsdlc:tlon: 
l"i u" l§". ~ !f 

Chlrge Classification 

1. Felony :IT 
Z. Miscen.!anor 
3. County Ordinance 
4. Municioal Ordinance I 
5. Tr3ff·!c 
6. Hold Tor Other Juris. 

(Includes feeeral) I 
7.0ther ____ _ 

9. :415sing 

Innate Stuus: 
lH! 

1. Pretrial 
Z. Stra 19M Sentenc:e 
3. _ark Release I 
.1. \/eekender 
5. Hold for '!ef1tal He!l t.~ 
6. ~rotec:ive C:J5t~c! ide~ox) 
7. ?r:l :ecti ve CUHO~Y (otner 1 
8. 1'0ld fer Correc:ions 

10. Other _____ _ 

59. Missln9 

ReI ease Date: Sooking··Oate: 
~ ;1 ;-r ;;- :0 !'1 
lIcD. Yr 

For Those Sentenced 

Ch.rge of Conviction: 

&!6!~bHo61 
110 Da Yr 

Time: (HIHury) 
5cBHa6i 

TIM: (!4111tary) 
~6iiOlT 

I 
I 

---Of-f-en-d-.r-~-ed-s-:-r.r--'-p-re-t-r~i.-l-:-iJ-""-----'II-If-~-n-dl-d~:-r.r---O---~-s-B-on-d-R-ed-U-C~-d-:-~-------

1. Hent.l Heal th O. Not Applicable I O. 1I0t Appllca!lle O. Not Applicable 
Z. Alcohol 1. Charges dismissed 1. Pe~o"ll Reccq. 1. Yes 

Z. Bond 
3. Dru9 I 3". Transferred' ~o another fie:. Z. Surety (bondsNn) 2. :lo 
&. Other~_ .... _ 4. Still In jal1 3. Property 
9. Unknown 5. Hot released-sentenced &. Cuh 

6. Other releases ______ S. Other ___ _ Bond Pes ted: 
rr'11 i[ 

Slntl!f1e:'!d: 
~ 

O. Not. Appl ic:!ble 
1. Completed Sentence 
Z. Flnl!d 
3. Sentenced to Ano~~er Factll ty 
&. Completed Sentence!. Fined 
5. Still ··In Jail .. 
6. Other Reluses ___ _ 

9. rt1ss1ng 

Length ef Sentence: 
(Days) -r-r"'!7 
Inc I udes tim serv!!d 

(If nothlnq fs Indlc:ated"· T T 
asslJl:le flo) Yes ~e 

Contracts oet~njil it s: 

Transferred to anothel" ja 11 

1. Ye~" T 
z. No 

Wltlc:h county:. __ .... __ 
TT 

Being held f~" Inoth!!r jan 
-1[' 

c. 1. Va 
Z. I'ci 

Whlc:h c:ounty: .... ----TT 

Remarks: (US~ back of paper) 

$ ______ _ 

a Hot Aoolic3ble 9 i'!1s~lng 

Dlte transported 
rrf.r1!rrrrrr 

Mo. DIy Yr. 

lJE"n-rr1!~ 
Q Not· Agpl1Clble • 

SI:e of Fle:lllty: (Cot:lllleted by 
. 3n-~ pcJ) 

C) 

I • 

County 
Kit Carson 
Lake 
La Plata 

Larimer lJ 
// 

Las Animas 
Lincoln 
Logan 
Mesa 
Mineral 
Moffat 
Montezuma 
Montrose 
Morgan 
Otero 
Ouray 
Park 
Phi" ips 
Pi tkj n 
Prowers 
Pueblo 
Rio Blanco 
Rio Grande 
Routt 
Saguache 
San Juan 
San Miguel 
Sedgwick 
Summit 
Teller 
Washington 
Weld 
Yuma 
Total 

* Estimate 

*'*Two facilities 

Adults Booked 
237 
764 

2,035 
6,284 

906 
324 
623 

5,283 

Juveniles Booked 

30 

34 
112 

265 

60 
40 

"33 

433 
- - - - HOLDING FACILITY ONLY 

898 56 
1,474 112 
1 ,036 67 

890 69 
1,168 105 

- - - - CLOSED 

,.27 

251 

425 

2,635 
400 

337 

1 ,159 

367 

33 

804 
283 
45 

A ,733 

38 

116,314 

CLOSED 
,) 0 

o 
19 

177 

29 

47 
68 

29 
CLOSED 
CLOSED 

5 

34 
6 

o 
643 

1 

4,154 

Total 

267 

798 
2,147 

6,549 

966 

364 

656 

5,716 

954 
1,586 
1 ,103 

/ 959 
":1,273 

27 
251 

444 

2,812 

429 

384 

1 ,227 

396 

38 

838 

289 
45 

5,376 

39 
120,468 



-

, 

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

Crime I (;lass iflcation 

Traffic 

Property 

Personal 

Dru9/Vice 

Other 

Tr!ffic 

Felony 

Ordinance 

Hisdemeanor " 

Other 

M0ST FP.EQUEIIT 

OtH/t""':AI 

APPENDIX C 

ADULT BOOKING CLASSIFICATION BV LENGTH OF STAV IN HOURS 
':'ORPRETRIIiL ItlDlvrouliLS WUO wlRERtlThfb ON bON~ ,--

Ralancf! of State !Ewcludln!l. Denverl 
I"ean l Median2 110de3 I I Mean' 

22.7/; hrs. 4.3 hrs. 4 I)r 43.7 hrs. 

206.9 10.1 1 236.2 

103.2 15.6 5 263.3 

61.0 21.0 2 92.8 . 
" 

'l1\.O 6.2 1 71.2 

23.74 hrs. 4.3 hrs. 4 hr. 43.7 hI'S. 

177 .2 22.6 5 ,.330.4 

89.2 13.5 24 78.8 

85.3 9.0 5 61.9 

236.3 14.1· 24 11.1 

i!i.O iifS. ~.3 iirs, ~ nr. 42.0 t.~. 

Denver 
Medhn2 ModeJ • --.. ' .... 
7.2 hrs. 3 I)r!. 

19.5 48 

24.8 48 

15.8 49 

10.7 4 

7.2 hrs. 3 hrs. 

31.8 48 

11.8 4 

17.0 48 

S.3 l 

7.1 h ... ~ ~~~ 

I .' , 
Failure to Appear 79.1 4.0 1 --------------Not Avallabl.

S
-----------------

Disorderly Conduct 23.1 9.2 5 76.3 11.1 4 

Theft-Larceny m.~:~" 10· 1 1 102.3 H.9 l 
" '. 

Other-TraffIc 31.'0 4·4 4 48.2 7.3 3 
() 

Assault 94.5 14.0 5 8!Ui !!.7 5 

Orl/gs 74.8 24.7 2 43.5 19.3 6 • 

Driving license 
. 'Ii ()1a t Ions (OUS- :·-----------.Not Ava 1 "~b le5 

-------------OUR-DUD) 34.0 4.4 4 

Buq1ary 311.5 30.3 30 631.3 4B.l 48 

All Other Charges 149.9 13.4 5 69.6 11.3 4 

l~rithmetic mean: Sum of all lengths of stay divided by the to)al number of boo~ings 

2Medlan: The exact middle of length of stay (I.e., SOX of the releases occurred before and SOi occurred after) 

3Mode : The most frequent release time 

40lfferenccls caused by rounding and missing data 

51nfonnation nt'.t identified' separately due to different data collection method 
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APPENDIX C-l 

ADULT BOOKING CLASSIFICATION BY LENGTH OF STAY r.. . . . .. -
IN HOURS FOR ALL PRETRIAL INDIVIDUALS 

I 
Balance of State (Excluding Denver) 

Mode3 I Cr1me Classification Meanl " 2 
'.' ., , Median 

-4-
4.54 --

Traffic 30.9 hrs. hrs. 4 hrs. 
Property 272 .. 9 23.0 5 
Persona 1 154.5 20.9 5 

Drug/Vice 68.2 22.7 5 
Other \~, 181.3 10.1 . 1 

/I : 
i( ,II 
\1 -::: 4 4.44 hrs Traffic .\ 32.9 hrs. 4 hrs. 

" 

Felony 268.3 29.1 5 

Ordinance 91.1 20.5 24 
Misdemeanor 126.9 "·4 5 

Other 200.5 23. 1 24 

t,lOST FREQUENT 

DUljDHAI' 26.8 hrs. 4.5 4 hrs. 
Fai1ure to Appear 103.6 5.0 1 
Di sorderly conduct' 39.7 12.6 5 

, Theft-Larceny 101.4 
(I 

17 .0 1 
Other-Traffic 34.7 4.5 4 
Assault 138.4 20.5 5 

Drugs 87.7 29.9 5 

Driving License Violations 53.4 8.2 /,1 4 
(DUS-DUR-DUD) 

Burglary 538·6 59.4 23 
All Other Cha,rges 220.8 21. a 5 , 

lArithmetic Mean: Sum of all lengths of stay divided bY,the total number of bookings 

,2Median; The exact middle of length of stay (i.e., 50% of the releases occurred 
before and 50% occiJrred after) 

3Mode : The most frequent release time 

~Difference is caused by rounding and miss"ing data 

75 
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APPENDIX C-2 

JUVENILE BOOKING CLASSIFICATION BY LENGTH. OE STAY 
IN HOURS FOR ALL PRETRIAL INDIVIDUALS 

STATEWIDE JUVENILE LENGTH OF STAY 
Crime Classification I Mean'l Median2 Mode3 

Traffic 24.54 5.94 1 
Property 65.7 20.6 1 

Personal , 24.1 23.3 1 ' 

Drug/Vice 25.3 15.5 1 
Other 45.4 17.9 1 

Traffic 23.24 4.94 1 

Felony 106.4 25.0 2 
Ordinance ------Combined with Misdemeanors----

. t~i sdemeanor 40.2 14.7 1 
Other 34.7 14.7 1 

. 
MOST FREQUENT 
DUI/DVIAI 22.8 6.7 1 

Failure to Appear 63.5 9.a 2 

Disorderly Conduct 26.0 12.0 2 

Theft/Larceny 46.8 18.2 1 

Other Traffic 23.2 5.1 1 
Assault 40.2 19: 7 1 

Drugs 24.9 12.7 1 
" 

Driving License Violations -----Combined with Other Traffic---(DUS-DUR-DUD) , , 

Burglary 71.2 21.4 1 
All Other Charges 67.0 20.1 1 

I 

lArithmetic mean: Sum of all lengths of stay divlded by the' total number of bookings 
2Median: The exac~.: middle of length of stay (i .e., 50% of the releases occurr.ed before 

and 50% occurred after) 
3Mode : The most frequent release time 
4Difference is caused by rounding and mis~ing data 
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APPENDIX D 

ADULT CONVICTION CLASSIFICATlOtI BY LENGTH OF STAY IN DAYS 

Balance, of State (Excluding Denver)' Denver 
Conviction I Mean1 Median2 Mode3 I 

., 
Mean'l Medhn2 Made3 i Classification -- --

Traffic 15 days 5 days 2 days 5.days 1 day 2 days 

Property 65 10 6 16 2 2 

Persona 1 50 50 1 27 2 3 

Drug/Vice 39 13 9 7 1 2,' 

Other 18 5 1 10. 1 2 - ,. 
" '. 

HOST FREQUENT c' 

" 
" 

DUI/DWAI 16 days 5 days 2 days 22. days 2 days 1 <Jay" 

Failure to Appear 2 1 1 --~----------Not Avai1~b1e4----~----:-----
" 

Oisorder',y Conduct 1.4 5 1 4 1 1 

Theft-Larceny 22 , 10 ·1 6 1 1 . 

Other-Traffic 20 5 5 3, 1, 1~ 
" " 

Assault 51 50 5 5 1 f~ 
" 

Drugs , 
10 10 1 

, 
2, . 1 1 

Dri vi ngLi cense . ': 

5, ' ,4' 
Vio1ations(OUS- 10 5 -----------Not Ava 11 ab 1 e -----•• ,------
OUR-DUD),,, " 

. 
Burglary 47 34 20 70 19 2, 

.. 
All Other Convi.ctions 63 13 1 5 1 1 

I " 
., 

/ -
1 . 
Arithmetic Mean: Sum of all lengths ,of stay divided by.. the total number of bookings 

\ 2Median: The exact miildle of length of stay (j.e",50%' of the 'releases occurred before and 50'; occurredafterl 
" ", .\ 

3 , ' 
Mode: The most frequest release time 

" 

(f' 

4 ,: 
Information not identified separately due to different data collection method 

~,' 
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APPENDIX D .. }· 

JUVENILE CONVICTION CLASSIFICATION BY LENGTH OF STAY IN DAYS 

STATEWIDE JUVENILE LENGTH OF STAY 
Crime I r~ean 1 Median2 31 Classification Mode -- --

Traffic 5 2 2 
Property 8 2 2 
Personal 3 1 1 
Drug/Vice 28 * * - -
Other 5 2 2 

Traffic 5 '2 2 
Felony 7 2 1 

Ordinance (Combined with Misdemea~or~) . ; 
.., -",.-

Misdemeanor 5 2 2 
.' 

Other 2 1 <1 

t10ST FREQUENT 
DUI/DWAI 5 2 

, 2 
* * * Failure to Appear - - -
* * * Disorderly Conduct - - -

Theft/Larceny 1.5 2 2 
Other-Traffic 9 2 2 
Assault 18 1 1 

" 

* * * Drugs - - -
Driving License 
Violations (DUS- (Combined with Other Traffic) 
OUR-DUO) 

Buglary 9 2 1 
All other Charges 6 3 2 

1 f\rithmeti ct~ean: Sum of a 111 engths of 'stay divided by the total . 
number of bookings. 

2Median: The exact middle of length of stay (i.e., 50% of the: 
releases bccurred before and 50% occurred after) 

3t10de~ The most frequent release time 

*Too few cases for valid computation 
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APPENDIX·E 

,OVERVIEW OF COLORADO JAIL POPULATION 

Prepared by the 
Division of' Criminal Justice 

July 19, 1982\ 

In response to a request by the Prison Overcrowding Project, the Division, 
of Criminal Justice conducted a telephone survey of all county jails in 
the state to determine the extent of the jail overcrowding problem and the 
impact of the newly instituted reservation system to get sentenced offend
ers into the state prisons. The attached chart, Overview of Colorado Jail 
Population for 6-20-82 Through 6-26-82 shows the results of this survey. 

County Sheriffs or thei r ja i 1 commanders were as ked to provi de the i nfor
mation contained in the chart for the week of June 20, 1982 through June 26, 
1982. The reason that this particular week was chosen was because it was 
the last full week prior.to the project's first meeting on June 29-30, 1982 . 

The following definitions were used by the Division for Design Capacity and 
Operating Capacity of the Jail: 

Design Capacity: The capacity of the building for which it was 
initially designed plus any building additions or alterations 
which involved plumbing, electrical or security changes. This 
does not include alterations such as addition~l bunks, mattresses 
in the day room, or putting inmates in office space. 

Operating Capacity: The capacity that the jail can operate at 
before other alternatives are needed such as sleeping on the 
floor, contract space with other counties, or reservation systems. 

The chart shows for each of Colorado's operating jails the year it was built, 
its capacities, and the maximum and minimum population for the su,rvey week. 
The maximum jail population figure includes the inmates from that county 
held in the, county jail plus the number of inmates held for- them by another 
county. Likewise, the"Division requested information found in the last col
umn of the chart which reflects the total numberbf inmates held for other 
counties on the day of the highest. population. ~; 

These two data elements are important and must be considered when t~ing 
to analyze the exter'it of the overcrowding problem in local jails. For 
example, by analyzing the jail population of Clear Creek County it is noted 
that although Cl ear Creek was operati ng at 100 perc-ent of its capaci ty of .) 
28, only 19 .of the persons were from Clear Creek County and nine were' he.ld 
under contract for Jefferson County. Thus, although Clear Creek was at 100 
percent of; ts capacity," it would not be fair to suggest that the ja.ilwas 
overcrowded because they could, at any time, limit the out· of county inmates. 
Similarly, when analyzirigJefferson ,County, although overcrowded when com
pared to the court .order, the fu] 1 extent of their overcrowding 'problem is 
not seen until both the· number.s of the inmates within their facil ityand 

;\ . 
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those housed in space in other jails are analyzed. Using this analysis 
process, on at least one day during the survey period of 6-20-82 through 
6-26-82, eighteen. or one-third, of the state's 55 county jails exceeded 
100 percent of their operating capacity and an additional five were at 
100 percent of thei r operati ng capacity. 

Since the beginning of 1981, fourteen jails have been sued, seven of which 
have resulted in a court impos~d limit on jail capacity. Two examples of 
jails which have had capacity limited are Jefferson and Garfield Counties. 

Because of Jefferson County's overcrowding problems during the month of 
r~ay, a daily average of 68 persons were held in other county jail facil
ities throughout the state. With the average daily cost of $32.00 per~day 
per person, the cost to the residents of Jefferson County was over $68,000 
for the month. This figure does not include the cost,of the Seven vehicles 
and sheriff's deputies assigned to transport these inmates nor does the 
cost include the cost of administering such' arrangements and contracts. 

Similar to Jefferson County, Garfield County has been affected 'by a court 
ordered capacity limit. During the week of 6-20-82 through 6-26-82, the 
county, in addition to the number of inmates within the jail, had nine 
persons being held in other jails and had 75 sentenced persons on a reser
vation system waiting to enter the jail to serve their time.' ' 

It shOUld be kept in mind that jail conditions and overcrowding often go 
hand-in-hand in the eyes of the court. For example, the court may find 
that conditions in a particular jail might be constitutional for four to 
five inmates; however, the same conditions are not constitutional for 20 
to 25 inmates. Hhen thi sis t~e case, the court wi 11 often set a capac ity 
limit which then can only be violated with the court's concurrence. 

The following jail conditions nave been cited in the cases in Colorado: 

Space 
Staffing 
Food (there is a limit on food service capacity) 
Ventilation 
Lighting 
Sanitat ion 
Exerci se 
Visitation (if visitation is limited because space has been converted 

to housing) 
Programs 

For example, in Garfield County, the suit was brought by a female inmate 
vJho charged that she had been held in what amounted to isolation for over 
30 days. She charged that because the jail did not have any female deten-
ti on offi cers, di d not have any exerci se program or other pro'grams for women, 
and that because of overcrowding within the jail, she was held in a cell 
with insufficient ventilation, that her constitutional ~ights had been vio
lated. The court agreed with her arguments imd instructed the county to ' 
develop methods to cure t~e overcrowding problem and that in the interim 
period to hold no more than 25 persons within the facility. It is interest
ing to note that the female inmate in this case was being held by Garfield 
County for Pitkin County, because Pitkin did not have sufficient space to 
hold female inmates. 
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Another case in point is the Morgan County jail suit in which the court 
en~ed double bunking,within the facility and set a capacity limit of 18. 
Br1efly, the county Jail was found by the courts to be overcrowded when 
the jail's ventilation system, lighting system,exercis~ program and 
~taffing pattern were considered. The courts have also limited capacity 
1n Jefferson, El Paso, Kit Carson, Larimer and Arapahoe Counties and'suits 
are pending in Logan and Mesa Counties. In additi on to court ordered 

, capacit~, ,it should also be ,noted that the Colorado HealthOepa,rtment in
sp~ct~ Jal1s and can and does issue orders which limit jail capacity. 
Th1S 1S currently the case in four county jails. 

Many of the conditions which existed in the counties which were sued also 
exist in other county jails throughout the state and may result in addi
tional suits in the future. 

8 



.~-------------------

r 

j 
j 
1 
5 

n 
f~ 

U 

, I 
1] 

lJ \ 
i,l 
tl 
n 
~ (ii 

<J 

July 19. lYIl2 
ovrnVInJ or COLonllDO .JIIIL POPULIlTiON fOR 6-20-U2 Tl/ROUGIt 6-26-02 Division of Criminal Justice 

:OlJn~y Yr.Jr Design Opera tfng Court !lnlcrl'd :·ldx. 'lumber' HI n. Number" 
::: of Operating or I Holds' 
Court Ordered . for Carr's 

(\ 

\,1~ ; 1 Ruilt Cao"c i tv Capac ltv Canac ltv of Inmates of Inma tes ;Capaclty'" on 6-29-82 

Adam 1964 125 105 137 109 130S .6 

Ala"lOsd 1934 14 9 27 19 300 0 

Arap~hoe 1980 113 13~ 134 171 165 128 8 
Las t Add I t Ion (State Court) 

Archuletta 1920 9 5 11 0 220 0 
Baed 1973 36 30 7 2 23. 3 
Bent .1900 8 7 3 1 43 0 
Boulder 1975 103 85 87+1 63 104 o· 
ChaffM 1970 23 12 10 9 83 0 
Cheyenne 1962 28 12 2 0 17 0 
Clear Creek 1977 28 28 19 18 58 0 
Conejos 1960 1 7 I, 5 2 . 71 0 
Costilla 1964 6 3 10 3 333 0, 

Crowley .19~5 H 0 l D I If G F II C I l I T Y 
Cus ter .19S? H 0 l D I If G F II C I l I T Y 
Delta 1956 20 12 9 6 75 0 
Denver City 1978 158 158 210 140 . 133 I 

63+26 

Denvel' County 1956 750 750' with double 800 760 100 
for ptroll1 
,.noc.tfti!' 

bunk I ng-8oo hearIng . 
with extra 
bunks In dorms 

Delores 1949 4 2 2 0 100 0 
Douglas 1980 30 20 19 11 95 0 
Eagle 1932 16 6 8+4 6 200 0 

(Health Dept.) 

Represents the number of the county's Inmates held in the facnlty plus those held for them. by other counties • 

•• Represent~ actual number of Inmates held In jail regardless of county of origin (Inmates l1eld by .nd for other co~ntfes w.~ ~ery . 

difficult to obtaln and therefore. not available for low population days). ' 
••• Percentage figure represents the total Inmate population on the day with the ma~lmlMll population for the week • 

•••• F.lgures In this column are not Included In the county total for determining percent of capacity • 

• means approximately 
11 
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Holds for Other 
~~unttes on Da:. 1'.xolI"·· .. 
t Boulder 
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4 Rio ,Grande 
S,.gu.che 

1 Denver 
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1 J!fferson 
5 Park 
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, , July I~, 1902 "a~e 2 OVEnVIW OF COLORf:OO JAIL rOrUUIT IOU fon 6-20-82 THROUGH 6-26-62 
Oivlslon of Criminal Justice 

~ of Operatlngor Holds C~:.":y Yc~r Dc~Ign Gper,l tina COUl't Ordcl"(~d :1d~. IIwllber· ',II n. lIumber·· Court Ordered for Corr's J'!P R'dl t Ca~~citv Canac ltv CJllacitv or IflM.l!cs of Inmates ,.Capacl ty· ... on 6-29-82 EI Pa$o 1973 314 ZOO 200 189 168 95% 11 Elbert 1912 9 4 4 0 100 0 Frel:'ont 1907 42 30 23 19 77 2 Garfield 1966 35 25 25 27+9 ZO 144 1 Gilpin .1900 10 10 9 6 90 0 Grand 1930 11 6 11+1 4 200 1 Gunnison 1976 18 16 13 7 111 0 Hinsdale 1950 3 1 1 1 100 0 tluerfano 1896 10 5 8 5 160 1 (Health Dept.) 
Jackson 1913 7 5 3 0 60 0 Jefferson o 1958 112 Not Available '75 101+110 Hot Avatlabl, 281 10 Kiowa 1965 .' C L 0 S E 0 
KI t Carson . 1946 

0- 12 "7 7 4 2 57 0 
, 

(Federal Court) 
La Plata 1961 35 3D 39 23 130 3 Lake 195s.' ,18 16 12 7 75 0 Larimer 1956 81 73 73 70 55 96 3 (federal Court) 
Las Animas "1918 56 50 11 6 22 0 Uncoln 1975 22 11 12 10 109 1 logan 1962 59 59 None 

" 21 12 36 3 (One Pendln9) 
Hesa 1974 96 80 Hone 76 63 95 5 (One Pending) 

" Hlneral 1955 H a L 0 I N G F A C I l I T Y 
Moffat, 1961 20 11 19 9 173 0 (Health Dept.) 
Montezuma 1975 48 35 38 28 109 0 

• RC~"e~~nts the number of tfle county's Inmates helrl in th, facility (llus those held for them by other counties; 

.. Represents actual number 0'( Inmates held In jail rega'rdless of county of origin (Inmates held by and for other counties WlS VII')' 

difficult to obtain and therefore, not available for low population days). . 
.u 

..... Percentage figure represents the total Inmate Population on the day wfth the mUlmllll population for the weelt. 

Figures .In thh column are not fncluded In the county total fOl- determining percent of capacity, 
• means appro~ Irna te I y 
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Holds for Other 
;fr~! es on Oay I" I x No ..... 

4 Archuletta 

5 'J,ffenOll 

I Pitkin 

... 
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:; of Operatingol 
Holds 

Holds for Other 

:o'.If"1 ~y YCJr Oesiqn OPCI'd l ina Court a .. dcr~rl 
:r~~. I!umb~r" rHn. flumber" Court Urdered 

for Carr's 
Countfes on Da~ 

" if 
p·ri It C.l0M i ty C.lnacl tv CtHl.,r j tv n[,'ln",Hcs of Inndles :Caoac i ty •• ", 

on 6-29-82 Itlf flax 110 .... 

fiontrose 1968 38 35 
29 17 831 0 

Horgan 1921 19 18 18-(Fed'l. CouI't 
l? 12 94 0 

Ended Dbl.Bunklng) 
Otero 1970 34 26 

24 15 92 1 1 CrOWley 

Ouray 
C lOS E 0 , 

·Park 
CLOSED Phillips 

f" 
5 

0 0 . ' 
0 0 

Pitkin 
~IA94 5 5 

9+3 5 240 1 
30 Day Hold limit 
p'r H.~It~ Dept. Prowers 1956 ZJ It 

12 6 100 0 

Pueblo 1980 UII US 
loa 83 80 I 15 Jefferson 

RID Dlanco 1955 Ii • I) 2 75 0 

Rio Grande 1975 17 17 

" " 65 0 

Routt 1922 17. 17 
12 9 71 2 

. Saguache 1959 13 10 
8 2 80 0 

San Juan 
C lOS E 0 

, 

SIn Hlguel 
C lOS E 0 Sedgwick 1938 10 5 

. 3 
1 60 0 

SUllll1ft 1973 12 12 
f/ 18+~ 9. 192 I 

(Health Dept. 
suggested 7) 

" 

Teller '1901 14 12 
13 8 108 0 I £1 Puo 

Washington 1936 6 6 
'3 1 50 , 0 

0, 

lield 1981 139 139 
91 91 65 4 10 Je'ferson 

Yuma 1963 12 3 
1 0 33 0 

TOTAL 
30ll 2574 

2593+133 2031 
III 112 

OVERVIEH Of' COLORI\OO JAIL rOPULATlON ro~ 6C20-()2 TIIROUGII 6-26-82 July I~. 19a2 
Division of Criminal Justice 

• Represents the number of the county's inmates held In thl! facility "Ius those held for th~,rl. by otller t,ountfes. 

" R'"~,,,,,,, "., _b" of ,-.,' h." " j." ~,."'", of ""oJ, of "" I, (1_." h." b, ... f" oth" "'oI' .. ~. "'7 
difficult to obtain and therefore, not avalltble for low population days). 

••• Percentage figure represents the t~tal inmate population on the day with the ~xlmum P9pulatfon for t~~ week. ... -
i 

Figures In this column are not included In the county total for determining percent of. capacity • • means apProximately , 
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APPENDIX F 

Biloxi, Mississippi November 8, 1982 

Twenty-seven (27) individuals died and 61 were injured when a fire was 
set in one of the ce 11 s. . Summary of the inc i dent: 

I The fire started in a padded cell. The only occupant of the 
cell, a former mental patient booked for public drunkenness 
has been charged with 27 counts of murder. 

I The cell was padd~~ with material ,made of polyurethane, a 
syntheti c materi a 1 that gives ,off a deadly gas when burned-./ 

I Inmates who were awakened'at approximately 1:30 a.m. were 
overcome by smoke because the fumes spread quickly through 
the facility's ventilation syf,~em. 

I The state fire marshal has cited the jail for lack of emergency 
plans, accumulation of' combustible debris and lack of smoke 
detectors. Although smoke ~etectors had been recently installed 
in the facility, there is some question as to whether they were 
operationa 1. 

I The detention officer with the only set of keys was overcome 
by smoke while trying to unlock the cells. As a result, tow 
trucks had tD be used to pull the bars oUt of the wtndows for 
evacuation of some cell areas. 

I None of the inmates whowere.released during the intident 
escaped, and some assisted in rescue efforts. 

I The jaill:1was housing 44 stat,e inmates at the time of the inci
dent because the state.pena1 institutions were overcrowded." 

I The incident is under investigation by numerous st.ate and federal 
agencies. 

• Litigation in excess of $450 million has already been filed re-
sulting from this incident. 

Facility - Age: 18 years old 
Structure: One Stbry 
Capacity: Maximum: .102 persons 
At Time of Incident: 97 persons 
Number of detention, officers on duty at time of incident: 3 Officers 

r 
Source: National Institute of Correcttons: Jail Center, Boulder, Colorado 
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APPENDIX G 

Boise, Idaho May 31, 1982 

A 17 year old juvenile male was beaten to death by other inmates. Summary 
of the i nci den't: 

• The individual.\'/as' jailed for contempt of court in not paying 
$73.00 in fines and court costs for traffic tickets. , ' 

• The young man died after being beaten ~nd tortured. over a, 12-14 
hour period of time. 

• Five individuals are acc;used in the ·incident, all are 17 years old. 

• An emergency communication system for inmates to summon' help and 
TV monitoring camera were inoperable at the time of the incident. 

/' 
/ 

• The facility did/not have a jail operating manual or plans which 
established procedures for segregation of inmates by classification 
or for regular security checks of inmates by jail staff. 

• The department had no regularly scheduled detention officer train
ing for staff. 

• To date, one individual has been convicted of first degree murder 
in the incident. 

• The incident is being investigated by numerous state and p}'ivate , 
agencies. 

• One lawsuit has been filed iO' an earlier related incident and others 
are expected pertaining to this incident. 

F ac 11 ity : 'Age : 6 years old 
Structure: One story 
Capacity: 209 persons 
At time of incident: Approximately 150 persons 
Number of detention offi cers on duty at time of incident: . 4 Officers 

Source: National Institute of Corrections: Jail Center, Bould~r, Colorad~ 
,and The Youth Law Center, San Franciscp, California" 
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