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Executive summary 
 
1.1 Overview 
 
Substitute Senate Bill 6244 directed the Washington State Department of Corrections 
(Department) to conduct an analysis of the capacity needed to appropriately confine 
offenders who violate community custody.  The Department was also required to 
present recommendations to meet future capacity, and directed to evaluate the costs 
and benefits of developing a violator treatment center to provide inpatient treatment, 
therapies, and counseling. 
 
1.2 Report Approach 
 
State Law 72.09.270 requires release of offenders from prison to their county of first 
conviction.  This allows for a more equal distribution offenders to the Community.  This 
analysis estimates the need for violator capacity will exist throughout the state at a level 
proportional to the distribution of state population. 
 
This report evaluates the costs of current practices against the costs of establishing 
multiple violator centers around the state.  The advantage of multiple centers is to 
create the flexibility for the violator to retain employment and local connections in the 
community.  The report also assumes that the highest risk violators would continue to 
be sent to secure facilities such as state prisons or local jails. 
 
1.3 Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The 2008 data indicates that the state had an average daily population of 1,300 
violators housed in state, city, and county facilities.  Approximately 50 percent of 
violators will still need to go to a secure facility such as a jail or state prison facility due 
to their behavior or needs.  This estimate of 50 percent is provided by the Community 
Corrections Division.  The remaining 2008 state capacity need for violator beds is 
approximately 650.  These violators could be placed in violator centers instead of jails if 
such centers were available.   
 
Based on offender forecast data, the number of violators will increase to 1,526 by the 
year 2017.  This would create a need for 760 state violator beds assuming that 50 
percent of the violators (about 760) would continue to be placed in secure facilities.  The 
remaining 760 violators could be placed in state violator centers if beds were available.   
 
In order to consider constructing violator centers to deal with this population, the 
potential benefit of constructing violator beds must be greater than the capital and 
operating cost of the facility.  The operating cost of incarcerating violators in a violator 
center would remain approximately the same as placing them in minimum custody or 
work release facilities.  However, the violators would be provided access to reentry 
programs that are not available to 50 percent of current violators.  These programs 
would be similar to programs provided in some state work release facilities and have 
been reported to reduce recidivism.   
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The initial findings of this report conclude that constructing and operating violator 
centers could be a cost effective way for the state to house violators and relieve the 
burden on city and county jails.  The cost data indicates that a state violator center 
would have a net cost of $76.97 per day.  This is almost the same as the least 
expensive current option of renting local jail capacity at $77.08 per day.  Based on the 
results of this analysis, the Department recommends proceeding with siting and 
constructing a pilot facility to confirm the costs and benefits of a violator center. 
 
Although not specifically evaluated in this report, the state may also wish to consider the 
cost effectiveness of meeting violator capacity, work release and other community 
based needs in a combined community justice center facility in locations where the 
demand for services justifies more comprehensive facilities.  Such a combined facility 
could be piloted as a way to more precisely determine the cost effectiveness and 
benefits of this approach.  
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Introduction 
 
2.1 Background 
 
The Department has two different systems for the management of offenders convicted 
of committing felonies.   
 
The first is through the confinement of offenders in prisons.  Prison confinement at 
several different security levels is carried out at 12 facilities designated for male 
offenders and three facilities for female offenders.  For clarity in this report, offenders in 
prison will be referred to as inmates. 
 
The Department’s second role is to supervise offenders in the community.  This 
segment of the Department’s is called the Community Corrections Division (CCD).  
Offenders may transition in to CCD after completing their designated prison or jail term 
offenders may be sentenced directly to CCD oversight.  Management by CCD includes 
the imposition of conditions for behavior such as reporting and drug tests.  For clarity in 
this report, offenders under community supervision will be referred to as supervised 
offenders. 
 
Supervised offenders who violate the terms of these conditions may receive sanctions 
of confinement in a secure facility.  In 2008, the average length of violator sanction was 
38 days.  For clarity in this report, offenders who are sanctioned and subsequently 
confined through this system will be referred to as violators. 
 
The state does not currently have facilities dedicated to the confinement of violators.  
Although some prison beds are used for violators, most of the capacity for confining 
violators is provided by local jail beds rented by the Department.  Two concerns have 
been identified with this existing system.  First, local jail capacity is decreasing as local 
need for jail space increases.  Second, local jail confinement does not provide the 
programs and services to needed change the behavior that resulted in the violation.  
 
Eligible inmates may spend up to six months of their final prison confinement in the 
state work release program.  The time spent in a work release facility is considered part 
of the prison sentence.  While in work release, inmates participate in programs intended 
to help them integrate back into their communities.  Work release programs are proven 
to reduce recidivism and help ease the transition back into the community, therefore 
making it a preferred step down to release.  Because this is a community program of 
partial confinement, work release was used as a cost and performance model for cost 
estimates in this report.  The other comparator used in this report is a minimum custody 
prison facility.  Minimum custody facilities are lower custody facilities used for 
confinement of inmates in the last year of their sentence and provide services designed 
to assist in transitioning the inmates back into society. 
 
Other states are currently evaluating options for management of violators.  Most of the 
states surveyed house parole violators in prisons and probation violators in jail and have 
concerns about the cost effectiveness of that solution.  These states are also seeking 
mechanisms for more effective reentry and management of offenders at the community 
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level.   Michigan and Arkansas seem to have systems that are the most similar to the 
options currently being evaluated in Washington.  
 
Appendix 5.1 provides a summary of data collected about community based facilities in 
other states.  Some of these facilities are dual purpose, serving both as work release 
and violator facility.  Some are operated by the private company, Community Education 
Center, Inc. (CEC).  Although this was not a complete survey of every state, it does 
show that few states have dedicated violator facilities.  Most states are operating in the 
same way that Washington is; using jail and prison capacity for violator confinement. 
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Capacity Analysis 
 
3.1 Current Violator Data 
 
The number of Washington State community custody violators currently falls in a range 
from 1,141 to 1,470.  In September 2008 there were 1,212 violators: 1,103 male; 109 
female.  The average number of violators in state and local confinement between April 
2007 and July 2008 was 1,300 violators.   
 
Table 3.1.1 provides historic data on the number of days violators were sanctioned.  In 
2007, on average violators were sanctioned 38 days. 
 

Table 3.1.1 
Historic Sanction Data 

Fiscal Year Days Sanctioned 
1997 29.0 
1998 34.8 
1999 36.5 
2000 40.4 
2001 29.8 
2002 30.8 
2003 32.1 
2004 35.8 
2005 35.9 
2006 37.4 
2007 37.9 
2008 38.1 
2009  

(to date) 
36.6 

 
3.2 Current Capacity Needs 
 
Based on recent data, the state typically places approximately 35 percent of the total 
violator population in state facilities.  The remaining violators are placed in city and 
county facilities.  Appendix 5.2 provides the September 2008 snapshot of violator bed 
distribution. 
 
Community based programs, like work release placement, use a screening process to 
determine eligibility for inmate participation.  It is assumed that a similar screening 
process will be used to select violators for a local violator center.  Only non-violent 
violators would be eligible for placement at a violator center due to the construction 
standards (security) which are equivalent to a minimum custody facility.  Violators with 
behavior problems or history of violence would be placed in other state facilities that are 
designed to manage higher custody level needs.   
 
It is estimated that 50 percent of violators would be placed in a secure jail or prison 
facility and 50 percent would be eligible to serve their sanction at a local violator center.  
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Using the average number of violators calculated in section 3.2, approximately 650 
violator beds would be required to house eligible violators in 2008. 
 
3.3 Projected Violator Data 
 
Table 3.3.1 provides the forecast data for the period from 2008 to 2017.  The data 
presented also provides a value for the number of additional offenders that will be in the 
system based on current violation practices. 
 

Table 3.3.1 
Violator Forecast 

      
Fiscal Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
No. Violators 1,301 1,375 1,410 1,447 1,473 
Center 
Population 650 687 705 723 736 
      
Fiscal Year 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
No. Violators 1,498 1,509 1,516 1,523 1,526 
Center 
population 749 755 758 760 760 

 
3.4 Future Capacity Requirements 
 
The offender population forecast projects an increase in the violator population.  The 
total number of violators expected by the year 2017 is 1,526.  Based on the 50 percent 
value derived in section 3.3, the state could place approximately 760 violators in state 
violator centers by 2017.   This is an increase of 110 additional violators that could 
reside at a local violator center. 
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Violator Center Cost / Benefit Analysis 
 
4.1 Current Violator Bed Operating Costs in State Facilities 
 
Table 4.1.1 provides a snapshot of the September 2008 distribution of confined 
violators. 
 

Table 4.1.1 
September 2008 

Confined Violators by Location 
Total Confined Violators (1) 1,212 

Confined in Major Facilities 175 

Confined at Minimum Facilities 220 

Confined in Work Release 33 

Confined in City and County Jails 784 
        (1) Appendix 5.1 provides specific location data for September 2008 

The monthly operating cost per violator occupying a state bed varies depending on 
where they are housed.  Table 4.1.2 shows the operating cost to house violators in 
various state prison facilities. 
 

Table 4.1.2 
Department of Corrections 

Operating Cost per violator 
Fiscal Year 2008 

Facility Expenditures Ave. Daily 
Population

Offender/Year Offender/Day

Major Institutions $493,807,705.00 13,297 $37,137.00 $101.75

Minimum Institutions $62,794,184.00 2,269 $27,677.00 $75.83

Work Release $16,965,956.00 622 $27,288.00 $74.76

 
 
4.2 Capital Cost of Violator Beds in State Facilities 
 
When violators are placed in existing state prison facilities, they are using capacity 
designated for inmates sentenced to that custody level.  The capital cost of state beds 
occupied by violators varies depending on the custody level or “security” of the facility. 
 
A medium custody bed is estimated to cost $171,000 to construct while a minimum 
custody or work release bed would cost about $123,000.  Based on the September 
2008 bond rate, the daily cost of the bond for these projects would be $34.42 for a 
medium custody bed and $24.76 for a minimum custody or work release bed.   
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Although housing violators in an existing state prison facility seems to be cost effective 
based solely on operating costs, there are problems with continuing the practice.   
 

• The violator is taking up bed space that should be available for inmate capacity.  
• The violator is totally removed from their home locale.  This approach may result 

in the loss of their jobs and support system. 
• The practice potentially intermingles short term stay violators with long term stay 

inmates.   This creates both a security and contraband risk. 
• Violators confined in prison do not have access to programming. 
 

 
4.3 Rented Violator Bed Cost in City and County Facilities 
 
The current average cost to the state to have a violator placed in city or county facilities 
is $77.08 per bed per day.  
 
4.4 Capital Cost for new Violator Center 
 
In order to provide a comparison to current practice, some assumptions need to be 
developed for cost estimating purposes.  The most important of these assumptions are 
location (community or remote), number (distribution throughout the state), size 
(number of beds) and custody level (security).  Then a comparison will be made on a 
per bed basis of proposed and current practices and costs. 
 
The cost estimates in this report are based on the assumption that a violator center 
would be constructed using materials and standards similar to a minimum custody 
facility. The facility would include one story, wood framed buildings with moderately 
inexpensive, commercial-grade finishes to protect the buildings during sustained 
residential type use.  The number of beds and size of support space would vary 
depending on the location of the facility.     
 
One reentry concept facilitated through violator center programs is to help the violator 
rebuild relationships and connections in their own community while confined.  
Therefore, this report assumes that the preferred approach is to locate several small 
violator centers throughout the state to minimize the violator displacement from their 
community.  This will help the violator maintain family relationships and job 
commitments. 
 
The release to county of first conviction law is intended to avoid disproportionately 
impacting any community in the state with an excessive number of released felons from 
prison.  It is assumed that the distribution of violator center beds should follow the 
distribution method as described in the January 2008 Work Release Siting Advisory 
Committee Report.  That distribution is based on county population.  Some counties 
would not have a large enough population to warrant a violator center, so a collection of 
adjacent counties would be grouped together and a violator center would be placed 
within the “catchment” area. 
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For operational cost effectiveness, the minimum size for a violator center would be in 
the range of 40 beds and the maximum size would be 200 beds.  The average size 
facility this report uses for estimating purposes is a 120-bed violator center. 
The capital cost for a new stand alone 120 bed state violator center would be 
approximately $15,360,000 in 2008 (see Appendix 5.3), or $128,000 per bed.  In 
comparison, a medium custody bed at a major facility typically costs about $171,000 
and a minimum custody bed typically costs about $123,000.  The alternative of 
purchasing existing buildings is also an option, but the variability of costs for such a 
purchase makes it impossible to determine a cost estimate for comparison purposes. 
 
As required by most State Capital Improvement Projects, bonds would be sold to 
generate the project funds.  The cost of the bond sale is repaid over 25 years at the 
current bond rate.  At the time of this report, the rate is at 5.47 percent.  This amount 
has been indicated as a daily cost in Table 4.7.1.  For a stand-alone, 120-bed violator 
center constructed to minimum custody standards in an urban setting, the annualized 
equivalent daily capital cost is $25.77 per day per bed. 
 
A capital benefit of constructing a state violator center is facility asset value for the state.  
The assumption was made that the facilities would be constructed for a 50 year active 
life.  Therefore, the facility has a salvage value that can be distributed over the expected 
life of the facility use. Assuming the salvage value is the same as the original 
construction cost, and applying an interest value of 5.47 percent as the investment 
value of the funds; the calculated daily equivalent benefit is $1.44 per bed per day. 
 
4.5 Operating Cost for new Violator Center 
 
For the purposes of this report, it is assumed that the operating costs at a new violator 
center would be similar to costs at existing work release facilities that have similar 
programs.  This assumption is based on the idea that both are community based 
facilities that would have similar locations, staffing levels and maintenance 
requirements.  As noted in Table 4.1.2, the current operating cost of state work release 
is $74.76 per day.  This cost will be used for developing a cost comparison against 
current practices. 
 
4.6 Violator Center Benefit Analysis 
 
There are many social benefits of providing reentry programs to offenders through a 
violator center.  To evaluate some of these benefits, additional parallels can be drawn 
between violator centers and work releases.    
 
In November 2007, the Washington State Institute for Public Policy completed an 
analysis focusing on the benefits of work release.   The 2007 report indicated that the 
work release program effectively reduces total recidivism by 2.8 percent.  The report 
includes an economic model that estimates that the state cost benefit per work release 
participant is $2,300.  Since an inmate stays an average of 104 days at a work release 
facility, this is equivalent to state cost benefit of $22.12 per day for each inmate. 
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The assumption that the benefits of work release would apply to a violator center has 
some issues that require further evaluation.  Inmates who are serving their last months 
in work release are coming from major prison facilities and have significant incentives 
for better behavior.  The opportunity to participate in work release is an incentive in itself 
when compared to confinement at a major facility.  In contrast, a violator sanctioned 
under CCD is being punished by return to confinement and may or may not see the 
opportunity of a violator center as positively as a work release inmate.  The duration of 
confinement will also differ between these two types of facilities.  However there are 
enough similarities between work release and the proposed violator centers that 
extrapolating results and costs seems valid.  These similarities include the programs to 
be offered, the opportunity to sustain family and community connections, the ability to 
retain financial support eligibility, and the opportunity to retain or obtain employment.  
 
The states of Arkansas and Michigan have concluded that violator centers are cost 
effective.  The basis for their conclusions differ somewhat.  The state of Arkansas bases 
their conclusion on the comparison between a 9.5 month prison confinement versus a 
60 day violator confinement.  Michigan bases their conclusion on a reduced level of 
recidivism with violators serving time in centers in comparison to general rates of 
recidivism.  Both states see value in providing programming to violators. 
 
4.7 Cost Comparison 
 
In order to provide a straight forward comparison, the costs of a conceptual violator 
center can be made against current practices.  The optimum benchmark is the per bed, 
per day cost.  This benchmark can then be compared against the per bed, per day cost 
of the lowest cost alternative currently available for violator confinement. 

The state currently used three different options for work release facilities.  These are: 

• Contracting out for work release services – the contractor provides both the 
building and the operational services. 

• Contracting for work release services – the state owns the buildings and the 
contractor provides operational services. 

• Direct operation by the state – the state owns the building and operates the work 
release with state staff. 

These three options represent a range of different costs to the state.  For comparison 
purposes, the average operating cost of work release facilities will be used.  The 
analysis also assumes that the state will construct and own the facility. 

Using the assumptions previously identified, Table 4.7.2 summarizes the estimated 
costs for a state owned and operated 120-bed stand-alone violator center on a per bed 
basis.  This table includes an estimate of the economic benefit of the programs that can 
be offered at a state facility. 
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Table 4.7.2 
Estimated Daily Cost Per New Violator Center Bed 

  

2008 
Operating 
Cost (1) 

2008 Daily 
Capital Cost 
Amortization (2) 

Daily Benefit 
in reduced 
recidivism (3) 

2008 daily 
salvage value 
(over 50 year 
building life) 

Total 2008 
Daily Cost 
per bed 

Stand-
Alone 
Violator 
Center 

                 
$74.76   $25.77  ($22.12) 

                    
($1.44)   $76.97 

(1) Based on work release operating costs 
(2) Based on $128,000 per bed paid for a 120 bed facility with a 25 year bond at 5.46% 
(3) Daily Benefit per WR participant = $2,300 per participant over 104 days 
 
The lowest cost violator housing alternative previously identified in this report is to rent 
space from cities and counties. The rental costs are currently averaging $77.08 per bed. 
The data in Table 4.7.2 indicates that the costs of a state-owned violator center are 
competitive with the current practice of renting beds from local government.  

It should be noted that these estimates are subject to scale.  A smaller facility will have 
a higher per bed cost; conversely a larger facility will have a lower per bed cost.  
Likewise, the state may choose to acquire an existing building, partner with local 
governments, contract operations or (with or without providing the building) pursue other 
cost saving opportunities.  This analysis does indicate that additional assessment is 
appropriate.  Specific details can be developed through a pre-design report.  
 
4.8 Other Factors 
 
In considering the development of violator centers, there are several factors that are 
less tangible than the cost figures presented above.  These include: 

• The increasing difficulty of obtaining city and county jail capacity coupled with the 
increasing need for violator capacity identified in this report. 

• The loss of capacity at higher custody prisons that increases the need for higher 
cost capacity in those locations. 

• The opportunity to provide programming that has been demonstrated to be 
effective in helping violators refrain from committing additional violations and 
crimes, thereby decreasing both the costs and risks to society. 

• Increasing the number of locations where violation time can be served, thereby 
allowing the violator to retain employment and family connections and reduce the 
likelihood of recidivism. 

These are some of the same issues that are moving other states towards consideration 
and implementation of violator centers.  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The cost analysis developed in this report indicates that establishing state violator 
centers could be a cost effective system for the management of violators.  There are a 
number of assumptions inherent in this conclusion that should be tested before starting 
a large scale program to add violator facilities statewide.  The primary assumption that 
needs to be tested is that violator facilities would perform comparably to work releases 
in reducing recidivism by violators.  A pilot facility would be an appropriate way to 
evaluate a full scale system for violator centers throughout the state. 
 
Undertaking a pilot facility would have other advantages as well.  The state practice of 
renting capacity from local jails provides a revenue stream to local governments who 
are still growing in to the full use of their facilities.  If the state proceeds with opening 
violator centers, the capacity would need to be balanced against the availability of local 
jail beds.  A shift to state facilities should be timed to minimize the economic disruption 
to local governments that have historically worked with the state to provide violator 
beds. 
 
Siting a violator center will be locally controversial.  A pilot facility would enable both the 
state and local governments to develop a fair and open siting process.  Establishing a 
violator center in an urban area would accommodate the projected demand for an 
additional 110 violator beds by 2017.  A pilot facility would also provide the opportunity 
to consider gender management issues. 
 
Finally, the state is planning to expand local work release capacity.  The cost 
effectiveness of collocating work release and violator housing can be explored in a pre-
design for a pilot violator center. 
 
The Department is currently renting beds for confining violators at local jails.  One 
financing option for acquiring a state owned local facility for this purpose is to redirect 
the bed rental funds for Certificate of Participation (COPs) bonds that could finance the 
acquisition of a state facility.  The 2009-2011 capital budget request presented to OFM 
by the Department requests COPs authority for $20 million.  The budget also includes a 
request for funds through the capital budget to perform the necessary siting and design 
work prior to using the COPs funds. 
 
Although redirecting rental funds to COPs financing can assist with meeting the capital 
costs of establishing a state violator facility, the benefits identified in this report will not 
be accrued until the facility has been operating and programs that modify behavior of 
violators become effective.  There will be an overlap period when the state is incurring 
both the cost of renting jail capacity and the costs of opening a new violator facility.  The 
costs of operations (through either state staff or with contractors) will be an additional 
budget request for the operations budget.  Given the time to site and acquire a state 
facility, the earliest these additional funds would be required would be in the 2011/2013 
biennium. 

  
 









































































































































































































5.2 Violator Data for September 2008 
 

  
  

INSTITUTION 

Ave. 
Daily  
Pop.  INSTITUTION 

Ave.
Daily 
Pop.  INSTITUTION 

Ave.
Daily 
Pop. 

AHTANUM VIEW WRC 2   GEIGER COR CNTR 22  REYNOLDS WR 8 
FEMALE 0   FEMALE 0  FEMALE 0 
FACILITY TOTAL 2   FACILITY TOTAL 21  FACILITY TOTAL 7 
AIRWAY HEIGHTS-MED. 7   GRANT CNTY VIOL FAC 15  SCCC IMU 5 
FEMALE 0   FEMALE 3  FEMALE 1 

FACILITY TOTAL 7   FACILITY TOTAL 16  FACILITY TOTAL 5 

ASOTIN COUNTY VIOL FAC 1   KING CNTY VIOL FAC 126  SNOHOMISH CNTY VIOL FAC 56 
FEMALE 1   FEMALE 34  FEMALE 5 
FACILITY TOTAL 1   FACILITY TOTAL 149  FACILITY TOTAL 57 
BENTON COUNTY VIOL FAC 115   KITSAP CNTY VIOL FAC 44  SPOKANE COUNTY VIOL FAC 8 
FEMALE 5   FEMALE 4  FEMALE 1 
FACILITY TOTAL 112   FACILITY TOTAL 45  FACILITY TOTAL 9 
BISHOP LEWIS WR 6   LEWIS CNTY VIOL FAC 61  WCCW 0 
FEMALE 0   FEMALE 6  FEMALE 10 
FACILITY TOTAL 6   FACILITY TOTAL 63  FACILITY TOTAL 10 
BROWNSTONE WR 5   MCC-WSR & IMU 10  WCC RC & HOSP 122 
FEMALE 0   FEMALE 0  FEMALE 0 
FACILITY TOTAL 5   FACILITY TOTAL 9  FACILITY TOTAL 114 
CHELAN COUNTY VIOL FAC 15   MCC SOU 13  WCC-IMU 5 
FEMALE 4   FEMALE 0  FEMALE 0 
FACILITY TOTAL 18   FACILITY TOTAL 12  FACILITY TOTAL 5 
CLALLAM BAY COR CNTR 3   MCC WSR MINIMUM 158  WALLA WALLA CNTY VIOL FAC 7 
FEMALE 0   FEMALE 0  FEMALE 0 
FACILITY TOTAL 3   FACILITY TOTAL 148  FACILITY TOTAL 7 
CLALLAM BAY MSC 1   MCNEL ISLAND COR CNTR 1  WSP 27 
FEMALE 0   FEMALE 0  FEMALE 0 
FACILITY TOTAL 1   FACILITY TOTAL 1  FACILITY TOTAL 25 
CLARK COUNTY VIOL FAC 68   NISQUALLY VIOL FACILITY 26  WCCW MINIMUM 0 
FEMALE 9   FEMALE 3  FEMALE 42 
FACILITY TOTAL 72   FACILITY TOTAL 27  FACILITY TOTAL 39 
COWLITZ COUNTY VIOL 
FAC 37   OKANGAN CNTY VIOL FAC 3  WCCW-REC  0 
FEMALE 8   FEMALE 0  FEMALE 3 
FACILITY TOTAL 42   FACILITY TOTAL 3  FACILITY TOTAL 3 
ELEANOR CHASE HSE 0   PIERCE CNTY VIOL FAC 13  WSP-IMU 7 

FEMALE 2   FEMALE 2  FEMALE 0 

FACILITY TOTAL 2   FACILITY TOTAL 13  FACILITY TOTAL 7 
ENUMCLAW CITY JAIL 4   PINE LODGE CC WOMEN 0  YAKIMA CNTY VIOL FAC 103 
FEMALE 0   FEMALE 18  FEMALE 9 
FACILITY TOTAL 4   FACILITY TOTAL 17  FACILITY TOTAL 104 

FERRY COUNTY VIOL FAC 3   RATCLIFF HOUSE WR 1      

FEMALE 0   FEMALE 19    TOTAL  1212 
FACILITY TOTAL 3   FACILITY TOTAL 19    

      Percent Male 91% 
      Percent Female 9% 
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