If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCIJRS.gov. ‘ ’ T

S . ; &

,,,,, - - - Voo R & I
frrmim—onse - f B
£ o 23 b
o . v
T
- = & f ke O s TR Ciaals LT .
i 3 i( = A - ~mr-v.erwv<~r¢~%~\-ug.;';-:}«
y
y
- ff
3

5 )

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

5

e ' This microfiche was produced from documents received for ‘ .
! inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise ‘
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,

. the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on

o

th‘i; frame may be used to evaluate the documgnt quality.

SR o T T BT N o CQMMUNITY TREATMENT CENTERS
o ”" |/"‘ 0 s s 23 CORRECTIONS EVALUATION REPORT
L ° ) &s:g = = . ' : . .
| =l =
oL 2 -
T lee
ol s e i
{ , MICROCOPY REé,()LUTION TEST. CHART '
?. o o NATIONAL Bygéatfl OF sTA'g’DAR13§~1953-A o p
& Microfilming pfocedures used to creé_lte fhis, fiche CBfnply with : v
& the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504. S e
E Points of view or opinions stated in this documenf are
those of the author(s) and do riot represent the official
} position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice,”
i : National Institute of Justice SoE e : T L g
( United States Department of dustice .. ' B ‘ PRARSCRT o,
i Washington, D.C. 20531 : :
o : i " L - - ) o e : . .’ L S : *‘*‘""“""""“
g A i \l“j : i




i

|
: ‘/I i
: ¢ : “.l‘y
k i1
e , ;
iy .
2 :
2 H
;. L _ \ |
: ;L \ |
Jf) Lo ]
B3
oy o » i ;
g ]
§
SNk
o i
. |
| I
. CQM’MUNII Y TREATMENT CENTERS : {‘\
18] . . ‘ .'
CORRECTIONS EVALUATION REPORT
, : ; |
X ; ;
§
it
- :‘\ .
» [
;‘y‘
A4
4
(v
N , } \ -
u.s. Depﬂrlrnem 1
: ‘ L of Justice - b
This d National Institute of Juztiﬁz 82820 I
'S document hag been ; - : - i
person or o ion oo oProduced exaof - : I
‘ N this docyman; g, 29INaling 1. Poinis Of vigw op e from the |
w0 L - Tepresent the offic; rle those of the authors and do oy nors Stated [
) TETSEa LT 3 Justice, -+~ 7' Position or pelicies of thef\'latit;7 ol Cessaril

, ‘ : nal Institute of
:’k . o . e o PermiSSiO[] :

10 reprody i , ‘
" granted by produce this 9opyrighted materia hag been
. ) . e o :

5 o
a4l = .
. © : : et
B <
o -
o T o ey 0]
’ 3
1 .

bl

./)"

a

e e T - . ey

(405) 521-2821

CRIME

3083 North Walnut

West Plaza
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
73105 R

B

‘J. C. MILLER, Chairman
DONALD D. BOWN, Executive Director

iy
b
%

This puﬁlicétion was printed by the‘leahoma.‘Ci'ime Com mission, Administrative
- Division,and is issued by the Commission, as authorized by the Law Enforcement .
- Assistance Administration. 100 copies have been printed at a cost of S188.70. Y

R
-
&
Ein
o
. R
Y .
. e e
» o PR
: N .
: 5
o

&

A s

[T T—



SRR

L 1 LA

i S
SR S R e T T T T ]

e

D]

- AN EVALUATION REPORT PREPARED BY THE EVALUATION DIVISION OF
i " | THE OKLAHOMA CRIME COMMISSION
 Helen C, Gigger, Dn'ector
" Claude Roper, Police
S Ronald Karns, Courts .
* H, P. White, Corrections. =~ RN
Pamela McCoifi, Juvenile Delinqueney
. Karen,,Smith, Clerk Typist S e
, *Principal Author

e i

i il

0 e Baded a0 0

" This publi"'cationwas prihted
- Division, and is issued by th
R Assistance ,Adminis,tration.

e n : R

] e s e
o~ ' & i
e ;

G
Tyoe g

3033 North Walnut EEaa
West Plaza '

o oTa0s _
©(405) 5212821

. C. MILLER, Chairman

. DONALD D. Bown, Executive Director

2.

' by the Oklghdr‘na Crim'e Cojmmis‘sion, Adm'inistrative e
le Commission, as authorized by the Law Enforcement
100 copies have been printed at a cost of $188.70,

T

B Oklabginﬁ City," Ok}.&h()n‘l& i ,),- ERRTRR AN AN f’,u L T i R

T o - o b




oy

s A, Sy i 0

'_'H___‘____________.__—-—————“/— a
- N = .
i . i T
i
Co T
y ) "

INTENSIVE EVALUATIO%‘\I o

000
o

‘COMMUNITY ’I'REATMENT CENTERS

ad

e :

(

v

V’ a“““ k F.b

o

TABLE OF CONTENTS.

i

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS e e i e e e

7,

Evaluanon Fmdmgs eie e A e e a e v e
~ Screening and Resident Selection Procedures

Resident Activities . .

Resxden\i Outcomes

Escapes ¢« + « + &

Recidivism . « ¢« »

CoStS ¢ o s o o o

e o .8 e e ®

- Community Treatment Program and Insn utional Costs
Cost of Individual Centers . ... . . .
\\ Recommendanons. o e feei e e e e

t

o v & ®» a @
@l

Y R |
INTRODU\CTION .‘ . . » » . » o .» k. L . . . L] - - . . . L d . . L] L

H1stor§~and Phxlosophy of the C‘ommumty T rea‘cment Program o w e

Scope of Report

) o
a W s o : -
Bt e e e e e . 0 e s o o 8 8 e e Ei e e.-w

<

| Section

i PROGRAM ACTIVITIES AND RESIDENT OUTCOME"?
A. Introduction « v v ¢ v e e i e e e e e s e

B. - Screening and the Re51dent Selection Procedure

- C. Resident Activities . « v ¢ o o s v s o o v o

~ D. ResidentOutcomes . « « v v o v o o s 0 s o o

~ . l.. Resident Qutcomes, Fiscal Year of Admission.
2. “Resident Outcomes, Fiscal Year of Termination.
~Employme'\t. R I L N R SRR
Escapes ae e ase s e e e R e

2

&

; o
7 —
ol . iE

: 2 RECIDIVISM . o o & 0 ;u";. o - o‘ .' o‘l R T "0,7 . e e e

~Methodology for Determmmg Recidivism Rates . « « o 4
‘ ‘Cr1me Charactenstzcs of the CTC Populanon and the Sample

3 COSTS . .% . e e A S

A Commumty Treatment Program and Insﬂtutxonal Costs ‘
L B.  Costof Indwxdual Centers PRSP R

b)

' APPENDIC ES

."
“.;_\ :

1. 'Community Treatment Program Outcome Table., P

\ ,"
R N
; b
B

: Commumty Treatment Program Qutcomes (Flscal Year, of Termmatxon)

Interpretation of Tables . % v v v v 0w o v W s S R !

Tables I-1 - I-6a

e e e o e s e e eie e ek 031..0 e 8 ‘8 @

Tables I-7 I-12

~"..O°Q.l..'..n.|;0'-n

SN

, g
-, = 3,

e @ ® 9 & ®w e e e .8 @

e e & 8. o & & - e e ¢

GtoUp‘

e e

/
N fﬁ

i

"‘%

' Community Treatment Program DOutcomes (Fxscal Year of Adm1ssxon)

- LA

WA N
UL

&
[s\]
YOOI WiW = 10

et
U W

N

OV U W
U1 Y= 0

. ~1'OV OV
WO ~J

97
101
118

131
132

13 6;7.‘

148

Y

G ey s

T e i

e




B Stk oo ot

E Treatment PrOgram, FY1971 - FY 1975 o e ‘ * e e ‘0 v,o s s s e

7 Page
II. Examination of Community T reatmen/.’c Center Job Retention 160
DUring Parole « o« v v o o o 4 o v 0 e e e s e s e e e
TI, QUESHIONNAIIES « o o + & & o v wis s o o o o o o o n a0 e e e %;g
; Questions asked of CTC Superintendents « = « + + o« o o 0 v o o o« 178
Questions asked of Program Administrators. « « « « o« o o« o v ¢ o+
_ Figures |
1 “Percentage Outcomes of all Rgf/sldents of Community Treatment 42
CENLEIS o « o o « o s 5 o s o » o o s s o s s & o o o o o
2 Percentage of Unsuccessful Qutcomes of All Residents of Community
Treatment Centers, Fiscal Year of Admission. . « « « « « =« o 45
3 Percentage of Unsuccessful Outcomes of Trusties in Community
Treatment Centers, Figcal Year of Admission. « « « « o = « « 46
4 Percentage of Unsuccessful Outcomes for Persons Entering Program
as Trusties, but leaving as Participants, Fiscal Year of Admission . 47
5 Percentage of Unsuccessiil Outcomes for Participants in CTC's,
Fiscal Year of AdMIssioNe o « o o o o o o s o s s o o o o = o 48
6 Percent Successful Outcomes of Total Admissions . « « « ¢ « ¢ « & & 50
7 Percentage of Unsuccessful Outcomes of All Residents of CTC's, 52
Fiscal Year of TerminatioN. « « o o s o o o o o ¢ ¢ o s o o
8 Percent Unsuccessful Qutcomes for Trusties, Fiscal Year of 53
P Termination o e e o s e o s e e et WG e TS W e e 0T e e 2
''9 ' Percent Unsuccessful Outcornes for Participants, Fiscal Year of 51
Termination « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o s o o o s s s o o o ¢ o o6 o o o
10 Median Length of Participation on Work or Study Release and Rate _ 55
of Successful Outcomes for Participants « « « « o ¢ o o o o o
11 Unemployment Rates CTC's and Surrounding Areas 58
Fiscal Year 1975 « ¢ o o o o o o o o o s o o o o s o s o s o
12 Unemployment Rates CTC's and Surrounding Areas 59
Fiscal ¥2ar 1976 o « o s « s o o m o o s s o o o s s o ¢ o o
13 Aggregate Inmate Financial Statement, Community Treatment 63
-~ Program, FY 1971-FY 1976 & ¢ v o o ¢ o o ¢ o s s o 00 o ¢
14 Effect of Fiscal Years 1975 and 1976 on Aggregate Financial
StateMeENnt « o ¢ s o o o o + o o 8 s 8 s 8 o o a4 s s w = 64
" 15 / Frequency of Escapes and Escape Rate per 100 For the Community
Treatment Program FY/74, FY/75,FY]76 « ¢« « « o ¢« o « ¢+ & 66
16 Percent Distribution (Number Incarcerations) CTC's, Minimum,
Medium, and Maximum Security Institution Inmates . . . . . . . 74
17 Offense Categories for CTC Population and OSP Releases
CRY/7Lthrough FY/73 v o o v o s v o o v ne oo a0 o w oo 11
18 Oiffense Categories for CTC's, Minimum, Medium, and Maximum
' Security Institutions, FY/74 and FY/75. « « o ¢ v o e v o o o o 78
19 General Recidivism Rates, All Releasees Community Treatment 80
‘ Program, FY 1971 -FY 1975 ¢ v v v« o o o o s oo 0 s 0 s o 0
20 General Recidivism Rates, Releasees from Minimum, Medium, : :
; and Maximum Segurity Institutions, FY 1971 -FY 1975. = « » .+ . 81
21 - Comparison of Recidivism Rates, CTC's, Maximum, Medium, -~
and Minimum Security Institutions, FY 1971 - FY 1975 . « « » «
22 Recidivism Rates for Participants, Trusties, and Persons Entering o
and Leaving the Program in Fifteen Days or Less, Community V84

vm it vt < .
Qe » ALV S PR iy

R

[ ot

b i £

23
24
25

26
27

. .CTC Average Daily Populations, FY 1976 . + « « . « « &

« Community Treatment Centers, Average Daily Population . . . .

RN

‘Recidivism Rates by Type of Release, CTC's, Medium, Maximum,
and Minimum Security Institutions, FY 1971 -FY 1975. . . . . .
Length of Time After Release Before Reincarceration, Community
Treatment Program and OSP Sample, FY 1971 -FY 1975. . . . .
Lengtlkezof Time After Release Before Reincarceration, CTC's,
Minimum, Medium, and Maximum Security Institutions

FY 1971 el FY 1975 L) - . . . * o s .8 & e 8 & s . . [ [ . [
Length of Time After Release Before Reincarceration, CTC's
and Maximum Security Institutions, FY 1971 - FY 1975. . . . . .

Length of Time After Release Before Reincarceration, CTC's,
Minimum, Medium, and Maximum Security Institutions
Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975. ¢ « ¢ ¢ ¢« o ¢ ¢ o o s o o o s o o

Correlation Coefficients for Selected Variables, Oklahoma City
CTC Recidivist Releasedin FY 1973, . . . . . . . 5. ¢ o o &

Average Number of Employees and Average Daily Population
Oklahoma Correctional Facilities, FY 1975 . . ¢ + ¢ ¢ 6 o & 2 &

Average Number of Employees and Average Daily Population
Oklahoma Correctional Facilities, FY 1976 « « « v « & « «

Expenditures by Institutions FY 1975-FY 1976 . . « « . . « . &

Departmental Expenditures, Allocations of Pro-Rata Expenditures .

Average Daily Cost Per Inmate, FY 1975and FY 1976 . . . . . .

CTC Average Daily Populations, FY 1975

L T TR SO (RN D IO B B 3

e @ e & s =

Average Daily Costs Per Work or Study Releasee, FY 1975 - FY 1976
Average Daily Cost Per Successful Participant, Community Treatment
Program, Fiscal Years 1975and 1976 . . .« « . . .« . .
Residential Payments as a Percent of Total Expenditures
Fiscal Years 1975and 1976. « « « v v ¢ &« o « &
Average Daily Cost Per Status of Resident, Community Treatmer:t
Program (Net Taxpayer Burden) FY 1975~FY 1976 . . . . .

o ¢. e

Average Daily Cost Per Resident, Community Treatment Centers,
Fiscal Year 1975 . . c e e e s e s e

Average Daily Cost Per Resident, Community Treatment Centers,
Fiscal Year 1976 . L] L] o L] . . . L 2 L] L ] L] [ ] l "’\—1 L] - L] L) L] L] L)

Average Daily Cost Per Participant, Community Treatinent Centers,

Fiscal Years 1975and 1976+ + « o o o o o o o o o o s o s o ».

Average Daily Cost Per Successful Participant, Community Treatment

Centers, Fiscal Years 1975and 1976 . « « « « « o o o o o o =

" Residential Payment Expenditures as a Percent of Total Expenditures, |
Community Treatment Centers, FY 1975. « « ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o &

Residential Payment Expenditures as a Percent of Total Expenditures,
Community Treatment Centers, FY 1976. . « « ¢ ¢ ¢ « o ¢ &

Average Daily Cost Per Status of Resident, Community Treatment
Center (Net Taxpayer Burden) FY 1975and 1976 . .+ « « « + « .

Average Daily Costs, Community Treatment Centers, and Medium,
Minimum, and Maximum Security Institutions, FY 1975 and 1976 .

86
89

91

92
95
103
104
105

106
108

110

110
111
112
114

115
119

120
121
122
123
124

- 125

129
A

Ao A S A PSS N S A NS e A s




i
It

38 gt e o e

et

i
i
i
i
1
i

W
g
&
: w*
o
.
§ o ot
‘ B
W C
5:)
\
‘
i
&
¥
el 3]
=,
%]

N
o b g T Lo, v

s g .
g

1 o O PSR 10 -

c
S
1]
R
PEALS
. S
S el Fa
i
T
!
]
e
T
@ Y
@
0
5 N
¥
c
W
A
G Y
S ¥
O " 3
.6
ey
J(‘
& 5
e}
N
N .
N
RS
bil
I
Vi
P

Q

A

L

-

g gt

e e o ey

¢
f SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS |
i
z /;‘ The Community Tre;tment Program in Oklahoma had ’as its forerunnér a:Pre— {
z | release center which was established January 1, 1967 at the/‘-> Oklahoma State
Penitentiary. The pre-releése center attempted to develop aﬁ atmosphere whichj was ;
Py as near to society as possible. Personal counseling, guest speaké:‘r pf‘ograms, supervised ‘ﬂ
. ‘)Jshoppixi:g, trips’ into the ‘community, and driver training programs were the major
i E‘éctivities of the pre-release center. | ,
,} Based on the successes of the pre-releaée center, the first work release center or ?g
i g , community tféatmént center was established in October, 197Q at Oklahoma City. An ’
| iﬁitial grant of $404,000 was awarded by-‘the Oklahoma Crime Commission to the ’
Department of Corrections providing fhe funds for the Oklahoma City Center. Since i
‘its impleméntation, the Community Treatment Program has grown to the péint where ;
there currenﬂy‘are six centers in operation with ant)ther due to open‘shortlvy. Funding
» for the program has beén provided by LEAA monies awarded by the Oklahoma Crime f
Commission and ma‘tching funds from state appropriations. A total of $6,447,760 ’
(including state matching funds) has been awarﬂed to the Department of Corrections |
i for use in the Community Treatment Program. ’X
In November, 1976, the Corrections Committee of the Oklahoma Crime
' Commission asked Crime Commission evaluation staff to intensively evaluaté the |
Community Treatment 'Progra{m." The evaluation effort itself was begun in early
? December, 1976 with research and‘ data gathering efforts ¢ontinuing thx;ough the
B middle of March, 1977. | |
1 The ‘repkort focuses oh the philosgphy of the progra““rﬁ}&eléction of inmates for the |
# program, activities and services provided to program resident, success and non-success i
rates for each center and the program-as a whole, recidivism rates (both for indivi_cﬁxals |
57w %,E
1
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released from a community treatment center and for persons released.from other
Oklahoma penal institutions), and costs associated with operating and maintaining the
Commiunity Treatment Program and those associated with the housing of inmates at

traditional penal facilities.

—n i

Thé study encompasses approximately a seven-year period of time. Resident
outcomes were determined for the period December, 1970 through December, 1977.
Recidivism rates were determined for persons released from thé program during fiscal
years 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, and 19Z/4//;1nd compared with rates for persons released
f;"om other correctional in'stitutions' during the same time period. Costs were
&etermined for the Community Treatment Program and other institutions for fiscal
years 1975 and 1976. |

Although six community treatment centers are presently operating In Okléhbma,
one center has been in existénce only a few months and therefore has not been
included in this report. The community treatr;lent centers and their dates of inception
which this report addresses are:

'1. Oklahoma City CTC

2. Tulsa CTC

3. Lawton CTC

4. Enid CTC
5. Muskogee CTC '

October, 1970
January, 1973
April, 1973
January, 1974
February, 1974

The philosbphy,.of the Communit/y:, Treatment Program in Oklahoma is basically to
assist the offender in becoming reacquainted with society by helping him in re-
g;stablishing qelafi‘onships with the c;ommuriity an‘d his family. If:nvolrved in this pfocess
are assisting the man in gaining employmént, providing counseling for the offender,
and increés'ing the offender's awareness of what commu;iity resources are available to

him after his release. The ‘emplo_yment aspect of the program is by 'far' the most |

important.

By beingf employed the inmate‘\ is able to interact with the community on a
supervised basis, a portion of his inéome is alloted for his personal support (room,
board, and transportation). A portion may be sent to his?family, and a portion of his
earnings is retained in savings for his release. It is believed that the combined effect
of both the employment experience and the savings accrued while a resident at a CTC
greatly increases the offender's chance for success after his release.

A summary of the findings of the evaluation are presented below. These

summaries which follow the sequence of the main body of the report are brief. Thus,

for a complete understanding, the full report should be read.

Evaluation.Findings

Section 1 Program Activities and Resident Qutcomes

1. Screening and the resident selc;:ction proceaure;

- Individuals who reside at the in;iividual centers can be classified as either
trusties or participants. Both types of individuals must meet es;sentially the same
criteria before they will be admitted to a center. The only difference being that

0 - :
prospective trusties must be within one year of probable release by discharge or one-

third eligibility date while prospective work releasees (participants) must be within

eight months of probable release by discharge or one-third elegibility date. Persons

desiring admission as a study releasee may be one year away from probable release and

, must also provide proof of acceptance to a-college or vocational school and provide

proof of . ab111ty to pay for books, fees, and tuition.
Trustxes provxde supportive services to the centers. They are used for such
activities as mamtenance of the building and grounds, working in«the kn:chen, and

serving as dr1vers to-transport work releasees to and from their Dlaces of employment.

“ Trusties are not eligible for many of the privileges of which other residents can avail

IR S e S
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tnemselves. While they gre eligible for recreatlonal activities, counseling .and shopping
: A

i

excurszons, they do. nomrparnmpate in the employment program. Smce:> their main

purpose is the prov1sron of services' which otherwrse the Department would have to

purchase from the cwlllan’ labor pool, trusties are, in actuahty-, an additional overhead .

cost to the program. ,

Z

Based on responses to a series o:f questlons asked of community treatment center

*

‘superintendents and.program administrators, there are differences of opinion concern-
ing the. 'adequacy'of the current selection process. Only three of the eleven lpersonsk

1nterv1ewed were willing to’ ‘state without qualification that the re51dent selection

» i

process is currently adequate. Most persons felt the process is functlomng better than
X before, but four individuals stated that the process and procedures‘ used remain

inadequate. The most common explanation given concerning inadequacies in the

3

process was that too mgny individuals are stiil being admitted to the .::lprogram -who
elther are not physically, or emotlonally su1table for work release. Most supermten-,
dents and admrmstrators felt that although trusties are housed under better living

conditlons thar‘ they experlenced at 1nst1tutlons, the lack of fmanc1al resources and

pr1v1leges served to lower trusty morale as co.-xpared to program part1c1pants. -

9] 'y

. 2.‘ Resrdent Actlvmes. ot

© \\

< : rOther than employment, act1v1t1es and services. for resmlents mclude 1nd1v1dual

l

and group counselmg, fmanlcxal planmng and budgetmg assxstance, educatxonal

programs, shoppgmg excursmns, and recreatlonal actlvmes. In. addmon to supervxsed .2

visits into the commumty, certam resxdents (w1th the exceptlon of’ trustles) are also

allowed to interact with the commumty w1thout staf:f superwsmn., In these msta'\ces :,

an approved commuruty member or famlly assumes superv1sory responsxbxhty for the

i o

re51dent. These commumty v1sxts ‘may bg for a perlod of up to twelve hours. ‘Each -

o

center has greatly expanded its use- of exzstmg commumty resources 1n prov1d1ng

£ " Q

85 . e
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additional services, to residents. Alcoholics Anonymdus, Jaycees, drug recovery
centers, orgamzatlons prov1d1ng psychologlcal and psychlatrlc services and church
groups are representatlve of the community resources upon which reliance has been

placed.

3. Resident Outcomes.

Residents were classi:fied as having either‘a successful or unsuccessful outcome
from the center from which Qt'hey were terminated. Persons paroled or dischar)ge"dk from
a community treatment center were classified as having a successful outcome.
Persons who were admitted and releasedﬁfrom the program in fifteen days or less were
classified as having an unsuccessful outcome since they could not beneflt apprecxably

from the work release experlence and in all probability should not have been admltted

to the program in the flrst place.~ These persons and those persons who were returned

~to an institution of higher security (medium or maximum) because of rule infractions

or misconduct were classified as having an unsuccessful outcome. Outcome rates were

determined for the following groups kofindividuals:

1. All residents of. the pro‘gram. _

31.5 percent of all persons who have been admltted and
~ released from the program since its mc:eptlon have had an
unsuccessful outcome. :

2. All persons admltted and termmated as a work or study -
releasee. ' o ~ ok ‘

DECROR ’ . ) N . ' ¥

- 28.6 percent of 'thlS group have had an unsuccessful
. outcome.

3. "Persons who were admltted and who ternunated as a
‘trusty. o ~ R o

' 58.6 percent of thls group expenenced an unsuccessful
. ;outcome. .

4. Persons who were admitted to the program as a trusty but
, ‘Iwh‘o were terminated as a work or study releasee. v

B . . & : 2o L :
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13 percent of this group experienced an unsuccessful
-outcome.- ‘

OutCorne rates have notimproved for the program over the years. “In most

instances, they have worsened from year to year both for 1nd1v1dual centers and the

program as a whole. The data suggests that there has been no substantial 1mprovement

in the selection process, at least through fiscal year 1976.

4, Employment.y L R

aQ
B

The program' has done an excellent job in securing employment for individuals
and data suggests the employment aspect has grown substantially stronger over the

years. Monthly rates of unemployment for wokrk releasees were determined for all

CTC's for the period July, 1974 through November, 1977 Two centers (Lawton and

Muskogee) conSistently had lower rates of unemployment :for their residents than rates

N

for the general populace. Virtually everyone 1ncarcerated at a C‘I'C on work release

status and who was a re51dent there for some length of time gamed employment and

if
thus left the center with substantially more money than' he would otherw15e have

‘ rec"’eived had he dischargednor paroled from other penal.facmties. Gross earnings of

individuals haveincreased greatly since fiscal year 1974,

- 5.  Escapes. R

o 'relative reduction in escapes wxll have occurred o

perCent of all residents in 1975 ’escaped.

D

Escapes :Erom the community treatment centers have mcreased during each full

tiscal year since FY 1974, 2.7 percent. of all res1dents in FY 1974 esg aped 4.5

During 1976 5 2 percent of the program’s

T

_‘ re51dents escaped. For the period FY 1974 through FY 1976, 127 indivmfials escaped

from commumty treatment centers. Data from the period July l 1976 through March,

¥

) 1977 shows that escape rates have declined to 3.2 percento If this trend continues, a

w"

Section 2 Rectdstm Gl

A rec1d1v1st is defined ‘as any person released from a. mimmum security

&

institution, medium security mstitutlon, or maximum security 1nst1tution who, at some

o)
4
i

@

o

o

future point in time, was reincarcerated in a penal facility operated and maintained by :

the Department of Corrections. Institutions represented in the recidivism -study were:

Community Treatment Program

Okla. City CTC-
Tulsa CTC
4 Lawton CTC
' Enid CTC - o
Muskogee CTC

(Minimum Security)

Institutions

‘Ouachita
McLeod Honor Farm

Minimum Security:

Stringtown

Medium Security: | [
y ~ Lexington

‘Okla. State Penitentiary

Maximum Security:
: Okla. State Reformatory

Recidivism rates were determined for all persons reteased from the CTC's during

fiscal years 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975. Recidivism rates were determined for

. other 1nst1tutions by drawing a ten percent sample of persons released from the

Oklahoma, State Penitentiary during fiscal years 1971 1972, 1973, 197#, and 1975. A
ten percent sample was drawn from 1nd1v1duals released from all other institutions

during fiscal years 1974 ‘and 197J. The CTC population and the sample group matched

up extremely closely concernmg the" number ‘of times 1nd1v1duals from each type of

institution (max1mum, medium, or minimum) had been 1ncarcerated.

~Offense categories d1d not match up closely There were/ greater proportion of

v1olent and sexual offenders released from maximum and medium security institutions

~than from the Commumty Treatment Program, However, attempting to “match

- md1v1duals according to the offense under which they were incarcerated completely

2}

ignores the role plea bargaming plays in the conv1ction process. -

’l‘he median ages of the CTC population ‘and. the 1nst1tutional samples were
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1975 o 21.3%

&)

&

virtually the; same. Inmates at maxrmum securlty institutions were on the whole

‘sllghtly younger than the CTC group, while 1nmates released from minimum and

K1

medium security institutions were allttle older.

General rec1d1v1sm rates determmed according to the fiscal year of release

showed that for rost years rates were hlgher for releasees from the Commumty

Treatment Program than for either medium or max1mum securlty 1nst1tut10ns.‘ Rates

for the Community Treatment Program as a whole were substantially vhighe’r for

persons released during fiscal years 1974 and 1975 than rates for other institutions.
Recidivism rates for persons released during specific fiscal years wergﬁ?:

R
Q N P i

CTCls -Medium Security

Minimum Securi.ty. | Maxim‘um;Security :
1971 27.8% S - mam '
1972 30.6% S e T e ” e .2'5,.]5,0 |
1973 27.7% e o e 7%
7 27a1% o Clou%  16.8% 22.2%
4 12.8% 12.6%

>

Other data presented in the main body of the report lead to the conclusmn that

o

: /the Commumty Treatment Program has had no<posn:1ve effect on rec1d1v15m reductlon. .
. Of the sample a llstmg of all persons released from the 1nst1tutlons durmg flscal years
>l974 and 1975 was not avallable. A sample Wthh numerlcally represented ten percent v
of all persons released from these 1nst1tut10ns was drawn. ThlS sample was drawn from :

a group of names representmg approxxmately 50 to 60 percent of the total number of

[N

persons released Therefore, the 1nst1tut10nal sample may or may not be representa— ‘
“tive'of the total populatlon released. Rec1d1vxsm rates in the mam body of the report"
| should be v1ewed in thls manner, | | | o
Two other aspects of the rec1d1v1sm study mvestlgated whether the work release :

:e'xperlence had a_n’, effect on the length of time a rectdwxst was free before he was‘

8,

8

, eastitutions.

b ’Sectlon 3

reincarcerated. In the first instance, length of time after release before reincarcera-
tion was compared between CTC Program recidivists and recidivists from other

Whlle firm conclusmns cannot be’ drawn, the data suggests that the

_em ployment experience has had llttle, lf any, effect in ‘lengthening the amount of time
: : e : ¢,
a person is free before he i ls remcarcerated. . :

The final measure of recidivistic behavior investigated whether there were any
‘differences between recidivists and non-recidivists concerning the financial benefits

attributed to the work release aspect of the program. Only persons released from the

]

largest center (Oklahoma thy) during fiscal year 1973 were compared Flfty-two

- recidivists were identified as hav1ng been released from the Oklahoma Clty Center

durmg 1973. Excludmg trusties, 135 non-rec1d1';usts were identified. The medlan

_amount of savings accumulated at the t1me of release for the rec1d1v1st1c: group was

$422- whlle rnedian savmgs for non—rec1d1vrsts was $406.

determine if there was any statistically slgmflcant difference between 1) savings, and
-2) the combined total of savings plus financial assistance sent to families between the

two groups. The t values were not large enough to denote a significant diffdrence

between recidivists and non-recidivists.- Additional statlstical analysis showed that

there was no relatlonshlp between savmgs ‘or the combined’ total of savmgs plus
payments sent to families and the length of time a rec1d1v1st was free before

rexncarceratron. Concluswe statements concermng flnanc1al resources and the length

- of tlme after release untll remcarceratlon for the program asa whole cannot be made .
since the statlstlcal tests were not apphed to all centers. However, the data suggests ‘

‘that fmancxal beneflts accrumg to work releasees and thelr famllles has no effect on

‘rec1d1V1st1c behavror. )

Costs '

3

1. Commumty Treatment Program and Instltutlonal Costs.

A t—test ‘was used to
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CostS” to operate and maintain the Community Treatment‘Program during 1975
and l976 were higher than costs associated with most other penal institutions. The
average daily cost for all residents of the comjnunity treatment centers during fiscal
year 1975 was $l5 22. Of all other Department of Correction's penal institutions, the
Women's Treatment Facility, the Oklahoma State Re.formatory, and the Ouachita
facility operated at a higher average daily cost per resident. During fiscal year 1976,
‘the avéragerdaily cost per Commumty Treatment Program resxdent was $15.16. The
same 1nst1tutions denoted above operated at a higher average daily cost per resxdent.

When the Community Treatment Program is compared to all other institutions in

terms of costs, the comparisons- are:

~Average Daily Cost All Other -

o ” ~ Per Inmate - CTC's - Institu‘ci.ons
1976 13.23

(=> .l5.l6g)

The average daily costs ($l5.22 and $l5.16) represent the average daily costs for

-all re51dents of the communlty treatment centers, regardless of the status (trus/t or\“f

partxcxpant) of the resrdents. ‘However, since trusties do not recexve the benefits of

work or study release and because their primary purpose while at a commumty_} i

treatment center is the provision of supportiv‘e serv1ces, these mdwrduals may be e

looked upon as an additlonal overhead cost to the program.

".;

subtractedrfrom the total re51dent population, costs increase s:gnificantly. Expendi- ;

tures assoc1ated w1th average daily part1c1pant population were $22 09 during fiscal‘

year 1975 and $20 28 during fiscal year 1976.

A final measure of costs relating to the program were those costs assocxated

w1th successful partiCipants, or costs assoc.ated '1th the successful remtegration into:

10

When trusties are

o . . g
society of individuals who were released from incarceration while residing at a

I

community treatment center. When costs are derived for this group (participants who

s ‘i;paroled or discharged from a CTC) they ings{aﬁs&e substantially. The average daily cost

associated with successful participants was $27.64 in fiscal year 1975 and $31.49 in

fiscaj year 1976.

.costs.

Payments to the program by work releasees comprised a portion of total program

percent of total program expenditures during fiscal year.l975 and fourteen percent‘of

Payments to the program‘by work releasees represented approximately nine

total program expenditures in fiscal year 1976. When these payments are subtracted -

~ from the total program expenditures, the average daily costs are still higher.

- other mstitutions are owned,

Aggregate program costs less residential payments represent the net taxpayer
burden of the program. ‘ The average daily cost (net taxpayer burden) for all residents

'durlng fiscal year 1975 was $13.89 and during fiscal year 1976 it was $12.99. Excluding

trusties, the average daily cost per participant (net taxpayer burden) associated with .

the program durmg fiscal yeat 1975 was $20 163 during fiscal year 1976 average daily

o
costs were $17.37.

taxpayer« burden) was $25.22\ Sluring fiscal 1975 and $26.98 during fiscal year 1976.

Based on the above 'information; it can be concluded that the Cé"'mmu;nity

Treatment Program is more eXpensive to operate"and maintain than most traditional
forms of mcarceration. Part of the reason average daily re51dent costs were higher for

)y R

CTC's than for the institutions is the fact that centers are leased or rented while all
approx1mately 12 percent of total program expenditures in l975 and 10. percent of
program expenditures in 1976. Approx1mately 5165,000 is expended yearly for the

rental or leasmg of the centers...

: 1mprovements are,prowded in exchange for the space used. - ¢

A o

Average daily costs associated with successful part1c1pants {(net.

Rental payments for the centers represented

The ’l'ulsa center has no: yearly rental costs, but
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Z. Costs of Individual Centers.

Costs associated with individual comn;nunity treatment centers were computed
following the same methodology to derive program costs. The&average daily costs for
all residents for fiscal year 1975 ranged from $12.78 for the Oklahoma City Center to
$19.95 for the Enid Center. ‘During ﬁscal year 1976 average daily costs ranged from
$12.56 for the Oklahoma City Center to $19.56 for the Muskogee Center.

Average daily costs per participant (excluding trusties) ranged from $17.63 per

day at Tulsa during fiscal year 1975 to $28.33 per day at Muskogee. During fiscal year

1976, average daily costs per participant ranged from $17.93 at the Tulsa Center to

~ $26.23 per day at the Enid Center.

totai ‘costs to arrive at t}‘e

‘Average daily costs associated with successful participants ranged from 521_24,],)5"“
(Tulsa) to $36.33 (Enid) in fiscal year 1975, while in 1976 the range was $27.47 (Tulsa)’

to $35.33 (Enid).

Fp

t" Qost to”the taxpayer, average da11y costs were reduced

vt b e

an average of 8.8 percent durmg fiscal year 1975 and 14 3 percent during fiscal year

1976. | e

Based on the cost mformation in the main body of the report, it can be seen that
operatmg costs associated with the Community Treatment Program are substantially
hlgher than those associated with other penal 1nst1tut10ns. Furtherrnore,a even 1f all
persons had achieved a successful outcome, i. e., were successfully relntegrated tnto
society, average daily costs for the program and most centers stxll would have been

o

greater than the average daily costs per inmate assoc1ated with a ma]onty of other g
penal institutions. These costs represent operatlng and mamtenance costs only and are -
-not reﬂective of either capital expenmtures or externai costs. Vgewed in this hght,
the costs denved for both types of correctional facxhties (C‘I'C's and mstitutions)'

/1

represent an understatement of the actuai costs mvolved to operate and maintam

these facmties.

12
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When residential payments to the program were subtracted from =
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RECOMMENDATIONS

It is difficult, if not impossible, to make specific recommendations which

A

necessarily will lead to increased program effectiveness. First of all, the Program has

‘not been cost effective when compared to other correctional institutions. Itemized

costs were substantially greater per inmate housed at a community treatment center,

than those associated with inmates housed at other facilites.
Secondly, the Program was not as effective (measured in terms of recidivism) as

other penal institutions, Pursuing this line of thought further, the work release

~ experience per se appears to have had no effect on either recidivism in general or on

the length of time a future rec1d1v1st was free after release from a CTC until he was
reincarcerated.

Con51der1ng the outcomes of individuals admitted to the Community Treatment

' Program, it appears that the screening and selection process has not improved, at least

not through fiscal year 1976. Even had a better group of individuals (those with
greater chances to succeed or not to recidivate) been selected for program admission,
the data suggests thatvC‘TC recidivism rates m’ay have been:lowered, but only at the
sake of raising overali recidivism rates for other institutions. This - is because
recidiVism rates for other institutions (from which CTC participants are selected)
were, in a majority of instances, substantially lower than tho_se for CTC's. In reality

‘there would have been no net change, only a shifting of higher and lower recidivism

rates from one type of penal facility to another. Furthermore, if selection is oriented

towards the "best chance for success" group,‘ the group most likely to recidiv”a‘i;e has
been ignored. |
Unfortunately this evaluation raises as many questions as it attempted to answer.

The fundamental question is simply: Are offenders, as a group, responsive to programs

13
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such as those represented by the Community Treatment Program?
For the Community Treatment Program to be truly effective, at least two

conditions must exist: .

1. Absolute knowledge by the Department of Corrections that the services
and offerings of the Community Treatment Program result in lower
recidivism rates for at least some offenders who otherwise do not respond
(in terms of recidivistic behavior) to eifher traditional methods of
incarceration or to the other rehabilitative programs offered by the
Department's penal facilities; ,

2.  The Department must be able to precisely identify those persons amenable

to the Program's services, but who are not responsive to the other.

)

correctional methods being provided.

The above are preconditions which must be met before any real effectiveness can
be attributed to. the program on any other than a random basis. Evidence supplied for

this report indicates that these preconditions do not exist.

14
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INTRODUCTION

HISTORY AND PHILOSOPHY OF THE COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM

On March 18, 1970, the Oklahoma Crime' Commission awarded the Department of

Corrections a grant of $404,000 ($242,400 in LEAA funds) to establish two community
treatment centers. After some initial difficulty in este;gj,ishing appropriate sites for
the centers, the Oklahoma City Center was opened. Due to legal issues and
community resistance, the opening of the Tuisa Center was delayed until early 1973,
Since the initial grant, eightee:n” additional awards have been made to the Department

of Corrections. These grants were awarded specifically for the implementation and

malintenance of the Community Treatment Program. A review of Crime Commission

files shows that a total of $6,447,759.74, which includes federal monies and state
matching funds has been awarded. A listing of all awards for ‘community treatment

centers is presented on the next page.
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‘Grant Number:

e AN R R R e s v

- GRANTS AWARDED TO THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM

Date of ; , +
Award TFederal Share  State Share41?0tal‘Awarded : Total Expended *

70£1-1 3-18-70  $242,400 $161,600 ‘$4o4;opo $404,003
71£1-2 - 7-9-71 124,900 o aL,63 " 166,534 194,749
72£12/00-001 5;1ie7z 200,006 . 91,001 291,001 291,001
72£03/00-001 5-12-72 160;000; 57,910 157,910 157,910
72£02/00-001 5-12-72 150,000 54,400 204,400 204,400
71£1-7 10-6-72 49,045 4, “'16,349 65,394 »59;475
71£1-8 1-2-73 160,000’ ” 53;333 213,333 213,333
73108/00-003 9-20-73. 119,000 12,000 131,000 135,098
73108/00~002 '9~zo-73‘ , 119,006 12,000 131,000 131,463
73108/00-001 9;20-73 119,666 12,000 131;000 105,315
74108/00-001 2-14~74 140,000 15,55 = 155,556 | 208,760
74108/00-002 2-14~74 104,000 11,555 - 115,555 120,696
74108/00-003 - 4-14~74 85,000 19,445 94,445 100,978
75106/0@;001 11-14-74 ' -159,999 17,778 177,777 %77,777
észos/oouoqz 11-14=74 840,000 3 180,435 1,020,435 1,020,435
76c5/50-302»,_7e24-75 354,860 77,481 432,340 432,340
76C5/00-EQ3 - 7-24~75 729,175 346,883 . 1,076,058 1,076,058
77C1/00-E02  10-14=76 450,000 329,446 779,446 217,253
 77€1/00~003 10-14-76 342,678 357,897 700,575 ' = _ “Q§—o-
TOTALS | | '$4,589,057 $i;858,703 ‘35;447,759 °~_$5,251j§&5
», * Téqal;Egpéﬁdifures as of Deéem%gxlsl;ﬁf§76;3 ' R L .

, Fig&fés~were rqun&ed off to -the néaresF dlear.
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It is important to note that the grant awards represent only a portion of the total
costs for operating and mainfaining the Community Treatment Program. .Indirect
costs are not included in the grant awards. For example, pro-rata costs of divisions
such as the"“‘ Department's Central Records Unit, Accounting and Finance Division,
Plann';ng and Research Unit, and the Office of the Separtment Director, all of which
provide administrative and supportive services to all divisions and activities of the
Department of Corrections, are funded from a myriad of other sources ahd are not
reﬂﬁected in the grant awards. Therefore, the total grant awards represent an
understatement of the true costs of operating and maintaining the community
treatment centers. Costs will be discussed in greater depth later in this report.

The first community treatment center in Oklahoma was opened in October, 1970.

Funds from th(e Oklahoma Crime Commission were used to establish and maintain this

~center. The briginal center was established in Oklahoma City at the Thunderbird

Motel and ‘ini‘i’tially shared space with some of "Eg‘the Dep;%rtment of Correction's
admihistrativé\.“c>ffi¢es. Roughly . four years latér all administrative offices and
probation and parole offices had béen relocated al:ld the facility's residential space was
expanded. Thi:; center currently has 135 beds for trusties and work or study releasees.
Since the Oklahoma City Center is the disbursing point for all new residents, ten beds
are maintained for transits b'éfore they are moved to their permaneht center.,

The second center was opened in January, 1973 in Tulsa and began receiving
residents during February, 1973. .The center is located in the John 3:16 Mission.

Extensive remodeling was necessary to provide adequate kitchen and toilet facilities

with inmates providing the labor for these renovations. Sixty-nine beds are currently

maintained at the Tulsa CTC. Fifteen trusties and fifty-four work or study releasees

‘comprise the normal resident population. : - e

17
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,other 1nst1tut10ns have created a greater em phasxs on the. work release concept.

o

A

The Lawton Center was opened, ln April, l973.~_ This facility is perhaps the most

remote in terms of its location to the main business district of the commumty The

center is located just outside the Lawton Clty limits in a warehouse Wthh was

[

'refurnlshed by the lessor for re51dent1al and dining use. Forty-three mdwxduals can be

R

housed at this center.

The ‘Enid- facility ‘was the fourth community treatment center established. -

Residents were first accepted in January, 1974. |
converted into a community treatment center and is located in a residential area of
the communlty. Forty beds are mamtaxned here with: the resident. population belng
roughly three work or study releasees to every (trusty | ; o o

The fifth center opened its doors for inmate admission in February, 1974. This

center is located in Muskogee in what formerly' was a motel_. It is located at the north

edge of town and is in close proximity to a number of business establishments which _

have and continue to, employ residents. The Muskogee Center has a bed capac1ty of 34,

although occasionally as many as 39 have been housed at 'thlS center.

Each center has been expanded’ since its date of opemng. Crowded condltlons in
I

(
Two new centers are currenuy in the process. of bemg opened, one belng located‘

Py

in Tulsa in the Horace Mann School and the other in Oklahoma Cxty in the Suntide Inn

Motel Addmonally an orlentatlon and processing ‘center has been 1nstalled at the

ex15t1ng Oklahoma Clty communlty treatment center. Work is currently underway to

o]

establish addmonal bed . space to temporarxly house all new part1c1pants in the

Community Treatment Program._ New resrdents w1ll be temporanly housed at the ,

H

Oklahoma Clty Center where they w1ll be brlefed and orlented to work release,

o1nformed of general rules and procedures of the program, and glven the opportumty to
, o

An old apartment house was

ask any questlons prlor to be1ng dlsbursed to one of”the Department's treatment

18- :
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"'Pollc1es and Procedures for Operatlng Commumty “Treatment Centers"

Q

[C

centers. The orlentatlon and processing center w1ll prov1de the added benef1t of

allowmg Department personnel to Iurther screen and 1ntervrew individuals prlor to

SN

, thelr be,lng sent to one of the centers. ; N

The philos;()phy of the Communlty Treatment Program Was set forth in the
dated

November, 1974. The phllosophy stated in thls manual is as follows' .

©

"Release from mcarceratlon ‘can create nearly as great an

. emotional stress on theé criminal offender as incarceration
itself. For some inmates, feellngs of bitterness and hostility
toward society abound. For others; particularly those who have
served lengthy. sentences, the society beyond prison walls, with
its rapid techniological and social changes, can be‘a strange
- place indeed. The stress of release can be accentuated if an
inmate is ill-equippped to obtain employment in a competitive
job market. Some inmates become 'institutionalized' eventual-
ly, dependent upon institutional officials to direct their most
simple activities and to make their every decision.

"Rehabilitation of the convicted felon appears to be an
. incorrect premise on which to begin the discussion of our
treatment centers. By definition, rehabilitation is a process of
restoring to a former state of well being, however, in
corrections work we find we are dealing with a group of
individuals, who, generally speaking, did not enjoy a former
state of well being. Dealing with this situation, therefore,
requ1red an approach slanted toward helping people grow in
areas in which there has been very little stablllty or maturlty
for them in the past. , “
~"In thls process, we attempt to de-mstltutlonallze, resocialize,
re-establish family ties, and establish job security w1th a smaJ
fmanc1al stake for the day of release. :
"A Community Treatment Center -offers several advantages
‘over more -traditional forms of correctional incarceration.
First, the small number of men in each center decreases ~
o . problems of control and administration while it increases the
personal attention which can be given to each lnmate-resxdent.
The privacy afforded each resident of a center also helps
~minimize social-control problems which can develop when large
numbers of mmates are confined in close quarters. ‘ .

co19
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"The second major advantage is the utilization of the work
release concept which allows each inmate to become involved
> with the community either as an employee or a student.
Maintaining gainful employment in the community or increasing
employment skills thereby improving working habits, greatly
reduces the practical problems each inmate ordmanly encoun-
ters upon his release from prison. Each inmate is also assisted
in establishing new recreational habits and in reuniting him with

his family on a partial basis.

"Additionally, financial benefits can accrue from a work release
program, for the resident and the correctional system. A
portion of the money each man earns is alloted for his personal
support (room, board, and transportation). A portion is used for
' payment of his personal debts and financial assistance to his
family, ‘and a portion is retained in savings for his future
release. The remainder of resident's salary prov1des for his

personal needs and expenses.

"The process of incarcerated people returning to the free world
creates a hazard to society because of built-up hostility,
bitterness, and deprivation. It creates further trauma, fear,-and
insecurity to the inmate. These conditions need not exist if the
community and the Department of Corrections provide treat-
ment programs to protect society from further crime by helping
* the incarcerated to adjust. To further this vein of thought, the
- question has been raised, why put people in prison, a situation
which only tends to harden their criminal tendencies and
weaken their ability to be self-sustammg ‘moral and law abiding
citizens? Unfortunately, it appears there will always be those
who must be controlled in places of maximum security for the
protection of society.. There are, however, many of those now
being incarcerated who probably could make a turn for the
‘better earlier in life if treated in a different manner than the

exrstmg pemtennary provides.

"This brmgs up a second aspect to commumty ireatment, that
of direct commitment to community treatment centers. This

would eliminate the need for de-institutionalization and provide.

‘control and treatment in the most optimum fianner, without the
eroding effects of prison life. In such a program, individuals
would be placed in a situation under close supervision in their
own - community where they would support their family,

maintain a degree of contact with family while receiving

~treatment to overcome personality problems which may have
~caused their dehnquency. The alternative to acceptmg this
‘treatment would “ he servmg their sentence in the state

pemtentlary oo R o
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Responses to a ‘questionnaire (Appendlx 1 admlmstered to administrative
personnel of the Commumty Treatment Program and to superintendents of each CTC
1nd1cate the above philosophy is descrlptlve of current administrative and manager1a1
pracuces. In response to the questlons, "What is the present philosophy of this
community. treatment center'?" all superintendents mentloned the assistance a
commumty treatmeént center provrdes in helping individuals to gradually readjust to

societ
y by securing employment for the man, reacquainting the 1nd1v1dual w1th his

family, a
¥s and making the man aware of various services provided by community agencies

which will be of benefit to him after his release. The question, "What is the present

phuosophy of the Community Treatment Program'?" elicited similar responses from

- progra
program adm1mstrators, although some members of the admmlstratwe staff stated

t
hat there was no off1c1a1 phllosophy of the program. It appears that the basic
philosophy stated in the policies manual has remained unchanged.
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: Treatment Program‘ ‘
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' SCOPE OF REPORT R B

Thls evaluatlon report is orgamzed mto four major com ponents. The tlrst section
of the report deals with the internal outcomes of commumty treatment partlapants,
that is, how eff1c1ent and successful has the program and the individual centers been in
admlttlng andﬁreleasmg 1nd1V1duals to and from the program? Included in thls section
will be a brief dlscussmn of the re51dent selectlon process and the various act1v1t1es

and services offered to residents.

’l'he second aspect of the report prowdes a look at rec1d1v1,sm. Every person who

has been admltted tto a commumty treatment center has been tracked through the |

Department’s central ﬁles in order to determlne if the individual has rec1d1vated and if

5

'S0 when he rec1d1vated and what offense was commltted. Overall rec1d1v15m rates for
each CTC were determmed accordmg to flscal years of release of 1nd1v1duals and 'thlSv

1nformatlon was com pared w1th rec1d1v1sm rates for asa Ele of 1nd1v1duals who were

o
released from other Oklahoma penal mstltutlons durmg ‘the same time perlod.
B g\/
authors of thls report beheve that thls effort has two unlque features'
S [N

1. It is believed that thls study 1s€- he flrst rec1d1v1sm study
“<which has considered all participants of the program and
"not just a sample of individuals. " Furthermore, the study

3 encompasses approx1mately six years.

k 2. The study prov1des a direct comparlson of recidivism rates
R for maximum and minimum  security institutions for
L roughly a five-year period (Fiscal year 1971 through fiscal

year 1975). Recidivism rates for‘perscns leaving medium
o security msnt\{ttlonS during the period fiscal years 1974
LT through 1975 have also been mcorporated 1nto the report. ;

“The thlrd sectlon of the report 1nvest1gates the costs of the Commumty, ,

Measures of cost effectlveness w111 be developed An attempt

w1ll lrf, 3nade to categorlze all costs relevant to the operatlons and mamtenance of the

a

Commumty Treatment Program.‘ Included in thls sectlon w1ll be a brlef dlscussmn of

'-I'hef
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external and "hidden" costs of the program.

- The final aspect of the report integrates thethree sections into an overall

[&]

statement summarlzlng the flndmgs of the evaluatmr\. Conclusions are drawn and

recommendatlons are made. This summary has Been placed at the front of the report, :

however, for a full understandmg of both the scope of the. evaluatton and the

methodologles mvolved the reader is urged to read the full report. c

For the sake of brevxty and clarlty, a large portlon of the data and tables used in
thls report haye been placed in appendlces. However, summary tables and descrlptlons
of the methodologlcal approaches used are contamed in the mam body of the report.

A3

Thls report would not have been p0551ble -w1thout - the a5515tance "of and

cooperation from the Department of Correctlons. The Department went so far as to ’

Mr.v' Henry P. Clark of the Department prov1ded a great deal of assistance in the

effort and his excellent skills. in research and statlstlcal methods were mvaluable. ‘Mr.

Dale Gossett, superv1sor of the Central Records Umt of the Department, and his staff

assisted the researchers durmg the flle search phase of the effort. Wlthout thexr

| cooperatlon the rec1d1v1sm portlon of this report could not have been accomplished.

W

prov1de a person to 3551st the Crime Commlssmn in researchlng and analyzmg the data. ¢

&

e

end
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SECTION1 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES AND RESIDENT OUTCOMES

A. INTRODUC TION

‘In addxtlon to work and study release there are a number of other activities

2

prov1ded by the program and the 1nd1v1dual centers of which residents avail

themselves. These activities. include counselmg, recreatlonal act1v1t1es, part1c1patxon

in act1v1t1es sponsored by commumty agencies such as Alcohollcs Anonymous, Jaycees,

drug treatment organizations, veteran's groups, libraries, etc. The purpose of these
1nteractlons is not only to m.eet/remdents' 1mmed1ate needs but also to make residents
aware of these services and thelr avallablllty after release.

‘The above programs and serV1ces are ~avaxlable only to persons who are on work
or study release. :

Trusties are used primarily for supportive services such as

maintenance of the building and grounds, working in the kitchen, and serving as drivers

to transport residents to and from their places of "employment. In some instances, N

trusties are placed on work release prior to thelr release from mcarceratxon, but in

i

most 1nstances, trustles are elther returned to institutions of higher securlty or are

released from the center whlle a trusty.

There are flve p0551ble outcomes for persons who enter a commumty treatment '
. center. ‘These outcomes are: a) escape and return toa hlgher securlty mstltutlon, b)

admlnlstratlve rea551gnment where an 1nd1v1dual is not benefltmg from the program

and is returned to an 1nst1tutlon, c) removal from the center and return to an

institution (mlsconduct), d) parole, and e) dlscharge (completxon of sentence) The -~

.latter two categorles are 1nclus1ve of those persons who are counted as successful

com pletlons. -

Th1s sectton descrlbes the actlvmes and outcomes of 1nd1v1duals housed at a

commumty treatment center. Included m thls sectxon isa brlef descrlptlon of the

24
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selection process for admission into the community treatment program.

B. SCREENING AND THE RESIDENT SELECTION PROCEDURE

e, A

Guidelines for admission to a community treatment center have been altered

shghtly over the years. For example, 1n1t1a11y a potential work releasee had to have

o

been a re51dent of the’ state, ne needed a job skill, and had to project a "need as it

- relates to the purpose of the total rehablhtanon program." Addmonally, it was felt

that the part1c1pant be within 90 days of hr probable release date at the time of his
admlssron. Also, in the early years of the /){'ogram, persons who had committed certam

crimes (violent crlmes and sex offenses) were excluded from admission to'a treatment

* center. Currently, admlssmn guxdehnes gre less restnctxve pertaining to the type of

crime which has been committed and generally persons are considered on an 1nd1v1dua1
basis. Current guidelines for admission to a Community treatment center are virtually
the same for the three types of individuals desirlpg admission (work releasees, trusties,

and study releasees). For persons desmng admission as a work releasee the followmg

: cr1ter1a are currently in use by the CTC program and selection personnel

1. Voluntary request to participate.-

Murderers are generally excluded by this

~assaultive personality.
B e P " Other violent offenses may be

guideline unless recommended for- parole.
acceptable on a selective bas1s.

4

3. No more than three prior commxtments, unless apphcant has completed

_vocational-technical training or made some other substantial effort at self-
improvement durmg the current commxtment.

4. No history of escape or Jallbreak.

5. Good health. ’ o
"‘6. k Not a sex offender. Rape Ist degree is generally excluded from this
; ~guideline, unless recommended for parole.
“accepted on a selective ba515. :

Other sex offenses may be

i g o~ e

RE.

e st

A
7. Gdod institutional record.

‘8. Be within eight months of probable release by discharge or one-third

eligibility date. Anyone who has a favorable recommendation by the

- Pardon and Parole Board. may be considered eligible.

Items one through seven apply for work release participants, study release
participants, and trusties. Persons desiring admlssmn as a study releasee may be one
year away from their probable release date and must also provide proof of acceptance
to a college or vocational school and provide proof of ability to pay for books, fees,
and tuition. ~Criteria one through seven also applies to persons applymg to the

community treatment program for trusty status. They also should be no more than one
year from one third parole eligibility date, or nx\more than two years flat time from
discharge. The criteria for trusties apply not only to CTC Gt)rusties, but also for g
trusties who are housed at the Oklahoma City Center and who are asszgned to the‘
Department of Correctlons of the State Capn:ol Beautification Program. ..

Application and selection procedures vary somewhat among institutions with two

sigmﬂcant differences between procedures at OSP and those at other institutions.

Inmates at the Oklahoma State Penitentiary who desire to serve out their sentences at

a community treatment center must first write to the classxflcatmn ofﬂcer requesting ;
an apphcatlon for adm1ssmn to the commumty treatment program. The letter is
rev1ewed by the classification officer and then forwarded to the inmate's case

manager. The case manager reviews the man's record and decides whether the request

ffor an application will be granted

, If the case manager decllnes to accept an apphcatmn, he writes the inmate and

informs h1m of hig dec151on.‘ In most cases the apphcatlon is denied at thls level for

one or more of the following reasons.

1. The .inmate is currently 1ncarcerated m a wrong custody level or he has not
- been in the same level of custody for.120 days. Persons in maximum or
protectlve custody are not ehglble for work release. ~

.26 }
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2.  The individual has too much time remaining on his sentencé. -
3. The individual has a history of escapes or attem pted escapes.

4. . The individual has previously been returrned fo an institution from a
? commumty treatment center. -

. I g

If the case manager determines the inmate is e11g1ble for work release, an

apphcatlon is sent to the inmate. The apphcauon is completed by the individual and

* returned to the case manager. It is the case manager's responsibility to verify each

application. After his review and verification, the case manager puts down any

“

comments he _might have and forwards the apphcatlon to the penitentiary's medical

offlcer. ’I'he medlca!. otficer reviews the 1nmate's health records and makes a med1cal

1

evalgatlon (generally lxmlted to deterrmmng whether the applicant is physically able to

o

work) After ‘the medical review the apphcatmn is ‘sent to the warden of the

1nst1tut10n and he assesses the inmate 1n terms of the inmate's attltude and whether he

" is considered & good security risk. These comments by the warden are attached to the

apphcatlo‘n ‘and 1t is then sent to the Department's Community Treatment Program's

{w]

"Records Unit in Oklahoma City.

The application is reviewed and.werified according to the inmate's central

[ -

records file which is located at the Department's administrative offices. The

.program's selection céminitiee meets each Wednesday and reviews all applications

received during the previous week.‘ » The selection committee consist“s of the Deputy

Dlrector *‘or Institutions, the Director of Classification, an 1nd1v1dual representlng the

Women's Treatment Famhty, the supervisor of the Department's Central Records Unit,

and two cl3551f1cat10n ofﬁcers who are assigned to the program's administrative

&
section. After the apphcatlon is revxewed and verlfled, a decxsxon is made by the

comm1ttee to accept or reject the 1nd1v1dual into the program. If the applicant is
accepted, a recommendatlon is made concerning the status of the inmate (work

CE‘J

release, study release, or trusty)

&Y

o

it 2 i
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only institution that summarily denies an applicatidn.

Committee decisions are forvrarded to the applicants' case managers. The
inrnate contacts his case manager concerning the committee's decision. If the
applicant is accepted into'the program he is placed on a waiting list and enters a
center as bed spa\w’:\ecomes available. The particular center the applicant will be

placed in is unknown as he lists three choices on his application and generally he is

placed in the first center that has space available. For persons from OSP applying to

the community treatment progiam the process normally takes one month from the

time the application is filled out (after the inmate receives an application from his
case manager) until a decision is made by the selection committee.
The same procedure is followed for persons incarcerated in other institutions

with two notable exceptions. First, inmates.do not request an application by writing to

their case manager, rather applications are personally requested by the inmate.

Secondly, according to a member of the selection committee, the penitentiary is the
Applications from other
institutions are routinely sent to the program's records unit.

=

process takes approximately two weeks from the date the application is completed by

The application review

- the inmate until a decision is made by the selection commiitee.

There have been some problems in the past concerning the selection process
according to some- CTC superintendents and some of the program administrative
personnel. Three open-ended questions relating to the selection process were asked of

each CTC superintendent and of a majority of administrative decision makers. The

- questions were:

1. . What is the rationale for the criteria for selection into the community
treatment program and what does the use of the criteria insure?
"'\
- 2. Is the pgrnmpant selectmn process as it currently operates adequate for its
' purpose? e

*
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3. What, if any, are the major shortcomings in the screening process, and how discharged or paroled through a work release program. Others (superintendents and

could the process be improved? L

S

administrators) resgonded that more personal screening was needed, that occasionally

In response to the first question, superintendents from most centers stated that . e e . A
P : stq » SUp R Inmates In institutions who met the eligibility criteria were not allowed to submit an

_the exelusion of certain individuals from the program because of ‘crimes they had T _ o
\ prog ’ application, and that still too many individuals whose applications were unverified

cowmltted sgwed pnm‘ar%y a public relations function and served to increase public . were being admitted to the program.

’acéé 'tainceio;?f their centers and the program in general. . These superintendents felt N )
pranee. ' , Prog & : o In response to the question concerning the major shortcomings and how they

that some individuals who had committed violent offenses had been in the past and 1d b . .. .
| —— , could be remedied, a majority of superintendents and administrators responded that

would continue™to be good risks for community treatment center participation. Each .
. o g ‘ T prospective work or study releasees should be personally interviewed ‘prior to their

of the five persons questioned who serve in program decision-making roles responded

. acceptance into the ‘program. Other suggestions were:

similarly. A majorit}‘;“ of superintendents and administrative personnel felt the other | "The i ' . . o ‘
, e | | " ’ > come {Qina:ces n:nastﬁr jacket should go with the application for the screening
criteria {(good health, length of time to be served until probable release date, number : mittee's review;

"No one should be allowed into the program without going through proper -

channels; occasionally persons have been admitted t i
s e - o the program
application in their jacket;" \p] g without an

[EN {

of prior commitments, etc.) served to minimize the ‘overall possibility of unfavorable

outcomes for program participants. ; . '
"The screening committee should be redefined;"

Responses to question-two were yaried. Two superintendents stated that the

G

o

"A person should be limﬁed as to the number of times he can go th ha
) ! ted : rough a CTC
if a person can't go_straight after release from a center, a long hard logok shoulé

current selection process ‘was not adequate, while two adm;’nistkr‘ative persons felt the
: be given at the man before he is readmitted." i

process was still inadequate. One ,adminis%:rative person categorically stated the

©

selection process was functioning adequately while two superintendents percelved the o One individual felt that there were no major shortcomi«?gs in the process and one

selection and screening process as being adéquate. The remaining individuals person responded that he was not that knowledgeable abo/t the mechanism of the

. . . @ ; I screeni SS.
responding to this question felt the process was presently functioning better than Ser e“‘“g process

before, but were reluctant to give an uﬁqu alified affirmative answer- : o Li Based on the responses to the above questions, it appears that there are some o

' ‘ . . . . . S signifi ifference ini :
The most common explanation given concerning the perceived inadequacies of gnificant differences of opinion among staff concerning both the adequacy of the

selection process and possible remedies to the perceived problems. The fact that only

°]

the selection process was that too many individuals are still being admitted to the

program who are either not Shysic ally or emotionally suit ébles for work release or who | three of the eleven persons interviewed were willing to state without qualification that

. o Lo the pros irre . . s
are unwilling to accept responsibility once they arrive at the center. One | : | o process was curtfently adequ%te denotes the existence of problems in this area.

administrative person felt. the Department was not selective enough, while another LT

_member of the administrative staff felt that é\iéryone incarcerated should be

2 ' 4 hi

NS ) U P
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. C.  RESIDENT ACTIVITIES

As mentioned in the introduction to this section, e‘mployment and educational

&

.opportuniti\es cemprise only a portionf of the total services-and activitles available to

These activities ‘include  in-house group and individual

®

program,{ﬂparticipants.

counsehng, a551stance from:. commumty agenc1es, varxo“‘as edicational programs, ‘and

= =

supervrsed and unsupervised activities within the commumty. Data was not available

'

for these activities prior to fiscal year 1976. For 1976 the Department compiled a

summary of these activities. ‘The following information has been gleaned from the

Department's summarization.

The counseling program consisted of both inrdiyi‘dual ‘and group - se/‘ssion:sr
Individual counseling addresses personal and-family. problems, and also involves aspect{s“‘
of employment,‘ such as financial planning and bl;d’geting assistance. Group counseling

presented a second approach to helpi‘ng individuals cope with their emotional and

behavioral difficulties,

"

” . A second and 1mportant aspect of the counsehng program was the use of

&7

Organizations such as Alcohohcs Anonymous, drug recovery

4 )

centers, -church groups, and others have attempted‘ to help individUals overcome

psychologmal and physical dependenc1es which have hmit\ed the individual's potennal.
p

Some CTC's have also initiated a guest speaker pohcy whereby scheduled speakers -

i

discuss toplcs of interest to res1dents. In fact, there has been"a concerted effort “y

‘the program in general to make greater use of '.commumty resou,;yces in all,evxatmg the. \\ '
R " g i

i

needs of program part1<:1pants. ~In response to a questxon concermng sxgruﬁcant

changes in the operatlons and actlvxtles of the commumty treatment centers, each

supermtendent stressed the mcreased emphasxs, on and greater use of ‘commumty'

S

‘resources representing a gamut of services.
. T “;:,' :

i T

© o e gt et 1 e

N

" increase public awareness of the C’I'C's, and their participants.

i
|
i
f

In addition to providing residents of the centers with access to serv1c_es wh1ch
otherwise they would be unable to make use of, the use of these resources serves to
A summary ‘of

counseling activities for fiscal year 1976 is presented below. R

<
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' : R TR : T : o e : L o Education is an‘ additional component of 'the center(?sf‘sc‘:ope of services. This
T R 'SUMMARY OF COUNSELING PROGRAM . . . . P program affords the opportumty for re51dents to complete a hlgh school educatlon, to
%f o 5 L rok FIsoALfY'EAR 1976 = - S T o i ' 3 '

‘ contmue beyond a hlgh school dlploma, or to receive vocat1onal and technical tralmng.
A summary of persons enrolled in various ed,ucatlonal programs and*‘courses for fiscal

: year 1197,.6‘15 presented below.
CENTER = | | |

| C 0 oxumoms. o =k B SUMMARYOFEDUCATIONALPROGRAMf e Q
- A e ‘CITY  TULSA o ENID MUSKOGEE LAWION _ TOTAL SR | | e , |

& | { ST _‘ FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976

- IN-~HOUSE PROGRAMS

NUMBER OF IDUAL ~ ° | B T | Py ESRTEa - P : DR e |
sESs?gNgF e 12,847 1,229 592 1,677 2,640 18,9857 - b oo S G S S (CENTER) »

N ; ,2 . . : . ' i ~' ) W ,v S . . | ) : Sl : e ?) . : o - ’ | . | 'r v . . | R :
AVERAGE NUMBER OF - g S g g L - 59 A R . S .., . OKC  Tusa . Enid - Muskogee Lawton = Total
’ SESSIONS PER RESIDENT ~ P Sy , o _ : |

. B o |}l vocaTiona EDUCA.'I"I;ON‘ 35 S St AR B (4

o o St e T W Mt S i e
RPN . - o

e 00
v AVERAGE : \ ER OF ‘ . ] . | : | . P L . : ‘ ‘ i }’ | L 8 | . ) : § : . g o CORRESPONDENCE y | ‘ .‘ | 19 .
PARTICIPANTS PER - e ©Lw ‘ B ST b

| sEsstoN = 6 5 P RN e - TALK-BACK v, L 0. 5

| r | | | | 4+ 4. It cm> PROGRAM. 6 om0 0 28

2 8 3 o
o 6 . 0 25

R A A ~ el EREOIE R R OTHER e T _[35,‘ 8 0 2 53
WOMBER IN ALCOHOL - ot REEEEE SIS S AT RS /S SRR R s ‘ e - ‘ o
PROGRAMS™ E 503 .49 A7 4 L AP U T SRR ORI T ; Source. Depa"tment of Correctlons, D1v151on of Commumty Serv1ces Tin

i g%%giﬁgmm“ 10 17 o 1~ 1 184 R R e e |
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, ‘ LA e ; N k I “ Of the total number ‘of res1dents partlcxpatmg 1n educatzonal programs, 23
N ~‘ S " L R ,' B X ; : o . o - : “ . i i » ‘ ; o . » B} N X
Source. Department of Corroct:.ons Division of Commum.ty Services. . Ty o
. 0‘" " 0 . e i ) : h § . ' ‘13 P . o ‘!
i el * Numbers in’ tHese columns represent aggregate caunsellng : R e i
S - gessions ‘and not indiv* dual residents.‘ : L o o

X 30 . W o the General Educauon Degree (GED) Program, and one percent 'took advantage of |

R

w

_ percem: parucxpated in vocatlonal educatlon, 25 percent were study releasees, 7 |

, percent were enrolled in varxous correspondence programs, 27 percent part1c1pated in

S R R .’I'alk-Back Telev1s1on Programs.
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_ activities and’ shopplng excursions. '

. interact with the community on a limited basis.

()

Persons on work or study release also have the opportunlty to'interact'With the
¢ . .

community. Weekly s.,taff-supervised trip,s into the ‘community include recreational

Recreation‘al activities include movies, athletic

events, concerts, flshlng, ete., and superv1sed shopplng trlps allow the re51dent the

opportunity to purchase any clothlng or personal‘ items he may need. In addltxon to

supervised visits into the community, residents are also allowed to interact with the

community without staff supervision. This‘: is accomplished by the issuance of twelve-

hour passes and church passes. To be eligible for a twelVe'-hour or church pass an

approved lamlly member or local church member checks the work or studyoreleasee

~out for part1c1patlon in various actlvmes, thus a commumty member rather than a

-~

correctlonal offlcer prov1des supervision. It is important to note that only work and

study releaSees are eligible for passes, residents on trusty status are only allowed to

They genjerally -are allowed to

participate in recreational activities and shopping excursions, but ‘are not allowed

twelve-hour passes.

(23

‘Perhaps- the most ' important experience provided for community treatment .

center residents is the opportunity to be galnfully ‘em'ployed prlor to their releasefrom

incarceration, The employment of resxdents has the added beneflt of prov1dmg a

sub51dy to the program through room, board, and transportatxon payments pa1d by

£

’ re51dents. 'I'he Employment Program will be dlscussed in greater depth later in thls V

B . . E : ‘
. . : . ; ) : . g
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D. RESId‘ENTOUTcoMEs e SO e

o
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ThlS aspect of the report consxders the outcomes of 1nd1v1duals who partlcxpated k

A<}

Jin the commumty treatment program as work releasees, study releasees, and trustles.

i3 _was mentlonedearherln thls: sectlon that there are five poss;ble OutcomeS«= fonr_al.l

B p
G : . [
PR .
G oy

B LI

)

o 3 Status when released; ST S i

- institution of hlgher securlty for bas1cally/‘non-dlsc1plinary reasons.

another 51mply could not or would not fit into the. program.

- attitudes,

receptlon and contmue to the ‘present tlme.

_the running rosters:

A\

N
=

persons who part1c1pate in the program. These "outcomes are escape, return to an
K|

1nst1tut10n for reason of misconduct or rule infractions, admlmstratlve reassignment to

v

- ‘
an institution of higher securlty, parole, ano&lscharge. These outcome categories are

: self-explanatory w1th the possible exceptmﬁ)of admlmstratlve rea551gnment. An

administrative reassignment ‘is defined as . -the placmg of an' individual into an

response g1ven by administrators and CTC supermtendents when asked why an

1nd1v1dual was admlmstratlvely reassigned was that these persons for one reason or

This includes persons

returned to an lnstltutlon because of med
ot 1cal problems (both physical and mental), poor
an unwxllmgness to work or hold employment, those whose conduct is

con51dered on the margin between acceptable and unacceptable, or those who request

reassxgnment to an institution. When inmates were reassigned for medical reasons,

they were not ‘counted as an unsuccessful 0utcome.

-] Procedures Used in Determmmg Re51dent Outcomes

Detenmnmg resldent ".l.n—house" outcomes proved to be a relatwely simple
3

although lengthy task. Each CTC keeps a running roster of all persons who have been

admitted and released from the center. These rosters begin with each center's first

“The following information is included on

W ) . 7

L "N‘ame of individualy . .

2. Status when received (work release, study release, trusty), .

&

A ,Date received;

5. DOC identification number; e

[\
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they were removed from the cenler.
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A

6. - DatevreleaSed from center;  * . =

7 Type of release (Parole, discharge, escape, etc.). L e s
If persons were sent back to an “institution, the reason for this transfer was generally
denoted on the roster. For eXample, if an individual was returned to McAlester for

reasons of misconduct, it was generally stated as such on the roSter by that person's

name a.long with the date he was sent back. In some cases, however, the reason for an

individual's return to an institution was not denoted - Therefore, it was not p0551ble to

categorize individuals who returned to institutions of higher security by the reason

il

;":If an inﬁdividual_'Was admitted to the center as a trusty and later placed on work

or study release, this information is also denoted on the roster along side that person's |

n@e. :

v\(;c;mnity treatment center residents who were categorized as having either

7

- successful termination or outcome were defined as any person who was a résident of a

center as either a work releasee, study releasee, or trusty,*.who Spent more»thayn
fifteen consecutive days at the center and ‘who was either paroled, discharged,

received a conditional release or received a Christmas commutation. .For analysis

purposes, persons receiving Christmas commutations or conditional releases were

counted as. being discharged

An' unsuccessful termmation or outcome is defined as any person, regardless of

status, who returned to an. mstitution of higher security for any reason, or a person, :

regardless of status, who was admitted and released (paroled or discharged) from a

center in fifteen days or less. ’I'he latter category, persons admitted and released in

fifteen days or less, is consxdered ar unsuccessful outcome prlmarily because 1t is felt l

3

, the mdxwdual cannot benefit apprec1ably from any of the programs, such as counseling,

_ work release, _study release, or community interaction which are available to residents

<«
B
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of the centers. An additional reason persons in_this category were counted as having
unsuccessful outcomes is the fact that the Department has,con'sideQred ninety to one
hundred eighty days as being an optimal period of time for persons to behefit from
| work release prior to their parole or discharge. Placing persons in centers only to be
‘released in fifteen days or less represents a highly ineffiCient use of resources. It must
be noted that the unsuccessful outcomes associated with those persons who were

admitted to the program and who were paroled within fifteen days after their

admission cannot be entirely attributed tc the Community Treatment Programc. More
, appropriately, the unsuccessful outcomes for these persons are a reflection of a
~ breakdown in communications | between persons associated with the Probation and

Parole Board, institutions, and the Program's screening co'mmittee.

There was one other category Wthh should be mentioned in analyzmg the running

rosters, the evaluators would occasionally come across an 1ndw1dual who had been

l\
placed in a county or mun1c1pal jail for a period of time and then later was paroled or

discharged.' Imtlally it was felt that these 1nd1v1duals should also be counted as

unsuccessful outcomes, but since the persons were not returned to an institution and
0

they were released from the center they are denoted as havmg a successful outcome.
Persons fallmg in thxs category were broken out separately, however.
"were not. 1ncluded in the success rates for the centers in which they were origmally

placed. However, these persons were mcluded in the success rates for the centers

from Wthh they were removed or released as they were picked up in the analy51s as

being new receptions at the center to Wthh they transferred

Rates of unsuccessful outcomes were determmed for each commumty treatment

" center from the center's date of inception until approximately December 20, 1976,,,

‘which was roughly the time when copies of all running rosters were recei\(ed. ‘The data

38
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were first categorlzed according to the fiscal year in which the individual was received

by the center. Rates of unsuccessful outcomes were determined for theg_followmg

groups of individuals.
Persons entering and leaving the centers as trusties;

2. Persons entering the centers as trusties but who left the centers as work or
study rele.asees (denoted as part1c1pants in the tables),

3. Persons entermg and leavmg the centers as work or study releasees
(participants); and,’ :

4. Total adm1551ons or all persons regardless of status entermg and leavmg the
centers. . .

Tables depicting outcomes of indi_,viduals by‘ fiscal year' of admission are
presented in the appendix to this section. Tables 1-1 through I-5 in the appendii;depict
outcomes of individuals for each community treatment center‘according to the ‘fiscal
‘year of admiSsion, to the center. Tables I-la through I-5a represent aggregate
information for each center since its 1mp1ementatlon date.’ Table I-6 presents

1nformatron concerning all centers for each' fiscal year and Table I-6a depicts

aggregate mformatlon for all persons who have part1c1pated in the program since the

commumty treatment program's date of 1nceptlon, a perlod :from October, 1970 to

roughly mid-December, 1976.

Tables I-7 through “1-11 depict information in the same manner'as the above
tables only these tables are orgamzed by the flscal year of termrnanon from the
program. Rates of unsuccessful outcomes for all centers for each ﬁscal year. and

approprlate aggregate 1nformatlon is presented Since these tables are concerned only

w1th the status of 1nd1v1duals at the time of their termlnatlon from a commumty

- treatment center, the data reflects mformatlon pertammg to persons leavmg the

centers as trustxes, leavmg as work or study releasees (denoted as part1c1pants), and

total termmatxons (trustles plus participants). »

N

R

‘the reader is referred to the appendix’to Sectlon 1.

Compiling the information presented in the tables was simply a matter of
counting individuals for each center and grouping them by status at Lthe time of

their admission and termination, type of release, and by the particular outcome,

| either suceessful or unsucecessful, they achieved. To insure accuracy, all data
- were counted and categorized a total of four times, twice by a representative of

the Oklahoma Crime Commission and twice by a representative of the

Department of Corrections. Only when the independent counts were reconciled
with each other were the tables developed. It must be said that because of poor
copying, a very small percentage (less than one percent) of the data was illegible.
H’owever, when it was indeterminable what?‘ particular outeome an individual
achieved, that person(was excluded from the totals.

The following figures summarize the information contained in the

referenced tables. For a more detailed look and further explanatory comments,

40 L
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D. 1 OUTCOMES OF INDIVIDUALS DETERMINED ACCORDING TO THE

FISCAL YEAR IN WHICH THEY WERE ADMITTED

[

Approxxmately *hlrty-one percent of all persons admltted to the commumty

treatment program smce the date 6i inception have had unsuccessful outcomes. Of
the 2,917 enumerated persons who have been admitted and released from the period
October, 1970 through mid-December, 1976, 799 have been returned to an institution
of higher eecurity and 121 persons were admitted and released in less than fifteen

days. Fifty-nine percent of the persons admitted and who left the program as trusties

- experienced unsuccessful outcomes. Roughly twenty-eight percent of the persons who

entered and left the program as participants experienced unsuccessful outcomes while
only thirteen percent of those who entered the program as trusties but left while on
participant status experienced unsuccessful outcomes.  Figure 1 presents: the
percentage of unsuccessful outcomes by status of individual at the time of his

termination from the program. The percentages reflect outcomes of all persons who

have entered and left the community treatment program since its beginning.

.

[t

41

tl

COI'MINI'IY TREATMENT CENTERS

" PERCENTAGE OUTCOMES OF ALT RESIDENTS OF

(October, 1970 = Mid-December, 1976)

| braz » T USTS TICIPANT TOTAL ADMITTED
ITATUS WHEN ADMITTED WFSTY TRUSTY __PAR 7 A
§:'.I'A"."US WHEN TEKMINATED STY PARTICIPANT PARTICIPANT TERM.INATED
T |
| JOTAL ADMITTED AND A '& | Percent| Percent| Ferceat Percent | Percent \\Percent Percent
:rE'RnINATED‘ Succawm Unsuc~ | Sugcess+ Unsuc~ | Success- Unsuc=~ %uccess- Unsu;—l :
ful | cessfull ful | cessfull ful cessfull ful cessful |
2.917 4.1 ¢ sso | g0 | 130 | 714 ! 286 | 68.5 1 31.3
Figure 1

. . . . o . . 2 a B
The group with the lowest overall success. has been trusties; this group

experienced only a forty-one percent rate of success. On the other hand, persons who
entered the program as trusties but later became work or stddy releasees, as a group,

experienced the highest rate of ‘success. Elghty-seven perc:ent of thls group

Persons en‘cermg and leavmg the program as

@t i

experienced successful outcomes.
,

partxmpants expenenced roughly a seventy—one percent rate of’ success. .;

o

The hxgher rates of success for, per\sons who entered as- trustles and left as

»parncxpants may be parnally explamed 1f one assumes tha‘c trustxes undergo a taé:nt

0 5%

process of bemg screened prior to theu- bemg placed on wark or study release. ance

P i

they are m daily | /contact with CTC staff members whlle they are trusties, in all

likelihood, staff members and the program uself are able to deterrmne those trusties

o

A
Wi

who will have a greater chance for success.

In light of the past problems and current differences of opinion concerning the

“

42

Sy




i o e B T e L e

5B

o over controlled, That is, work and study releasees enjoy minimum security ‘while:ﬂ

| T R e i . e

screening and selection process, the opinion of some staff members that personal(s

screening of applicants to the program is needed more extensively appears to have
‘merit. There may be other explanationS for the higher rates of success experienced by
" the group who originally were trusties; however, the argument is further supported by

° the fact that the group who entered and left as participants achieved“;’muc'h lower rates

of success. Since applicants for trusty or participant status must i'neet essentially the
same criteria, the data depicted in Figure 1 infers that lower rates of succé’é\\s for
trustie§ and participants are related to the scr’een’ingm ;md selection process.

Trusties as a group experienced vefy low rates of success. Approximately fifty-

nine percent of the persons who were on trusty status atvthe time of their termination

: . ; \ § ‘
from the program were categorized as having unsuccessful outcomes. Put another

way, the rate of unsuccessful outcomes for trusties was approximately twice that for

but terminated as participants. .
Truéties and pa’rticipants comprise two distinct groups of individuals. Trusties
primarily provide supportive 'serviceé to the centers while participanté can be viewed
as the recipients of program services. Whil'e trusties may avail themselves of the
counseling servicesf\};\‘and recreational and shopping éctivities, they do not benefit from
b
the financial and sc;‘:.cial advantages of work release. Accofding to CTC superinten-
déqts and program administrators, the major role of trusties is in the provision of
maintenance services arid’ other aspécts of _da.il‘yk CTC operatioh‘s'.‘ |
The use of trusties to provide janitorial, kitchen,?and othen,,sc‘e'rvices has ,éaused
some problems. First, mbst CTC sUberinteddents_ vand .a Jxﬁajority of program
administrators feel that trusty morale suffers because of the lac’kl of priviléges for

trusties. One CTC superintendent stated that it relation to participants, trusties are

D)

©
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participants and roughly four and a half times that for persons who entered as trusties .
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- trusties are housed under medium to maximum security conditions. Furthermore,

while incarcerated at medium or maximum security institutions, a person on trusty
status at these institutions has the most prestige among inmates. He is given more
freedom and allowed to assume greater responsibility than other inmates. However,

admission to the CTC program can prove traumatic for a trusty. He suddenly finds

- . L ( 2
himself with less freedom than other inmates, he has less money (trusties receive $10 .

per month while at a CTC), and his incarceration status, previously envied by other
inmates, has now lifnited or curtailed what prestige he formerly enjoyed.

‘This should not be interpreted to mean that trusties wouid rather be housed at an
institution than a CTC. Even though he may feel deprived 1n relation to work

releasees, his living conditions are significantly better, he does enjoy more freedom

than he would at an institution, and, at"some future point, he may have an opportunity |

to become a work-releasee. These factors alone categorically denote a better state of
existence for trusties residing at J/C%'{'C'ﬁ than those for trusties incarcerated at other
institutions.

The single most. important reason that’trusties are utilized at the centers is

economical. 'Obviouslfy the &ﬁi%wiCes pro\/idgd by trusties cost much less than if the
~ i -
Department or the individual ‘centers were forced to purchase these services from

either the civilian labor pioi or from additional correctional’ employees. However,
A 3}

when ;ﬁftya-nme percent of all persons who entered and left the centers as trusties have

- been returned to institutions of higher security, and the remaining forty-one percent

have not had the benefit of receiving employment or work experience, the averaée
cost per successful work or study releasee must increase markedly.

While opinions again were varied, most superintendents and administrators feit

that significant improvements could be made in the utilization of trufsties at

community treatment centers.

o
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! The rates of success have not improved over the years. Flgure 2 presents overall } y ; - ... PERCENTAGE OF UNSUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES OF TRUSTYS IN

: - o COMMUN MENT G YEAR ' '
rates of non-success for all persons by the fiscal year thev were admltted to each o . = ZL% TREATMENT CENTERS, Z15CAL OF ADMISSION

(October, 1970 ~ mid-December, 1976) : i,

[

center since the program's date of inception. S o ' : | - B o

i
£
‘
{

k=

PERCENTAGE OF UNSUCCESSFUL | om'cbvz:s _OF ALL RESIDENTS S E ‘ g

e | ’ OF COMMUNITY "'REA'P{""XT CENTERS . ‘ ’ : S ) ’ . S,

»

X T

; . ‘ FISCAL M_A_D_bi}éﬂgﬁ o . .- ' ; Qkla. City . Tulsa _ - Lawton . Muskogee Enigd - Agoregate
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: ’ oy .- Unsuc= ’ Unsug- - Unsue- Unsuc= ik
‘ ' ’ ; . Unsuc- - i
\ . , ) . ‘ . : Fiscal Year| Number* cessfull Numberpw cagsful| Number % _cessfull Number* cessfull Number* cessful{ Number* g::zx;ul : : i

SV
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It can be seen that rates of success for categories of resklv}ents have not lmproved
SN , :

srgmflcantly over the years. For example, rates of success for all persons admltted to

&

| the program have fallen from 76 5 percent in flscal 1971 to 66. l percent in 1976 (the

last full flscal year) Already 34.9 percent of all persons admitted in fiscal 1977 and

"~ who have terminated from the program have had an unsuccessful outcome. Rates of

unsuccessful outcomes for persons enterlng and termlnatlng the program as trusties
& oo °

have been above fifty percent each full year the program has been 1n exxstence. -

Unsuccessful outcomes for persons enterlng and termmatlng as part1c1pants (work and
study release) have mcreased from 15. 8 percent ‘in 1971 to 33.1 percent in flscal 1976.

Rates of success for persons entermg the program as trustles but leavmg as

‘ partlcrpants have vaned from 100 percent success, in 1971 to 77 6 percent in flscal

1975. In 19_'/’6, 6.9 percent of the twenty—nlne persons who changed status from trusty

to participant during that fiscal year and who have since achieved an outcome have
had an unsuccessful one. . - L ey )
’l'he above figures show little change m success rates over the years. They are

partlcularly disheartening when it is reallzed that the Department of Correctlons is

able to exercise control over the 1nd1v1duals who are admltted and released from the
o communlty treatment centers. The rates of success are even lower when trusties are -

removed from the total number of persons admitted and released. Trustles actually o

2

represent an expense or dxrect cost to the program. Flrst, a trusty cannot beneflt
from work or study release and therefore when paroled or dlscharged from the program

is 1n no- better f1nanc1al posmon than anyone released from one of the medlum or

”

maximum securlty mstltutlons. Secondly, and more: 1mportant, resldentlal space tak(=n; ‘

‘ by trustles represents space that work and- study releasees could otherw15e utllJ/ze. "

; - * /
Flgure 6 presents the rate of successful outcome for work and study relea,sees

determined as a percent o,f total admxssrons,x e

R

1L b g e S et e

B i

»

Percent Suc-—

Admitted & Admitted and Nmnher Un- Number cessful of
Total Admitted Released as Released as a successful Successful Total
and Released - a Trusty Participant® Pa:'t:‘.c::'.panf:4s'c ]E*ar;t‘icioants;t Admitted
2,917 382 2,535 695 1,840 63.1
B W o
Figure 6

%* Includes ‘persons who entered as trusty but left Cem
as a participant in addition to persomns entering Yok
o ‘and leaving as participants. »

"

Figure 6 presents a more accurate picture because it explicitly excludes ‘that
group (trusties) who cannot beneflt from work or study release but who provxde

supportlve services to the program and thus help to defray costs.

&
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OUTCOMES OF INDIVIDUALS DETERMINED ACCORDING

I

TO THE FISCAL YEAR IN WHICH THEY TERMINATED
: )

| | L
By lookmg at outcomes of 1nd1v1duals according to the year 1n Wthh they w,}ere

‘I

admitted into the program , it is p0351ble to get an idea how well the program has. done '
- in selecting program part1c1pants over a perlod of time. Another way of v1ewmg'
'outcomes is by the fiscal year wh1ch individuals left the program. In th.lS instance,

rates of success and non-success have been determmed for groups of persons Ieavmg ,

o

durmg partlcular hscal years regardless of the year Wthh 'they were admltted to the

program.
Figure 7 presents rates of non-success for persons computed, according to the

fiscal year they terminated the program;'

i
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PERCENTAGE OF UNSUCCESSF‘UL OUTCOMES OF ALL RESIDENTS

N ‘iaw S s T 0

of the fiscal year they were adaitted.

’From ,Figure 7 n: can be seen‘ that Muskogee was the onIy cent‘er’whiCh decreased
| its rates of- non;SUCeess (or ih'créased its rate of success) on a year-hy-.-year 'basis. The
remammg centers and the program as a whole expenenced ﬂuctuatmg rates of .non-
success on a year—by—year basxs. {

The percentage of unsuccessiul outcomes for persons leavmg the program ‘as

.

trusties are presented in Frgure &

OF COMMUNITY TREATMENT CENTERS. FISCAL YEAR OF TERMINATION | . 1

" (October, 1970 = mid-December, 1976} ¢
3 .
Qfg_.‘a.‘ City Tulsa I.aw:oa Huskoeee " Entd Aggregate ;
: ‘Percen: Percent | Perceat Percent Percent Percent j
; Unsuc= Unsuc= Unsue= Uasuc- Unsuc= Unue~ &
i Fiseal Year Number:-"f cessful Humber* cessfull Number* ces-ful ‘Tu.mber* _cessful Nmzbe‘:* cessfull Number® cessful ’:
1191 25 | 2000 | owa | wa | owa | owa | wa | wa | wa | wa | 2 20.0 ”
1972 215 3.6 | wa N/A N/A -1 N/A N/A N/A .| N/A N/A 215 1 31.6 ;
":"1973 _’2490 \ 209 | 4 | 537} 8 | 62.5 /A ¥/A N/A | N/A 298 ,26.5 1{
1078 207 | m.6 138 :13.2’ 131 .35.9 | '10; . 3b.‘of?. 15 | o267 601 [28.1 1
i?'is'?sp , 208 6.1 | 166 | 378 | 12 | 225 | 7 _25.6 80 3.8 | 750 :l32.1‘ ;
| 2076 25 | 338 | 160 | s0.2 | 126 | s13 | s 25.3 81 s0.7 | 90 | e |
1977 108 “ 36.1 1 - 82 | _26.8 sf _ 266 | 33 | 23.1 1 48 1 _33.1 338 30.5 i
= Torals 1,431 | . 30.9 | ‘sea _32.8 | 4t6 | 32,5 | 222 | 26.1 ’z'bzi."»_ 1 35.7 2,017 315 1
;
G ?
: oo | : Figure 7 ;
* Numher rafers to the mmber of persons :ernina:ing :he progran during a specific fiscal year regardless ‘ N
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PERCEKT UNSUCCESSFUL_OUTCOMES FOR TRUSTYS,

FISCAL 7EAR C 2TERMINATION

(October, 1970 = mid-December, 1976)

* Number raefers to individuzls terainating the program tzustys during a spec‘ £ic fiscal year regardless of the

Okla, City Tulsa Lawton Muskogea Enid Ageregatea
Pe;cent Peércent Percent Percent Parcent | Pesce‘j
: . Unsue~ Unsuc~ - Unsuc~= Unsuc= Unsuc= Unsuc

Fiscal Year! Number* cessfull Number® cessfull Number® cessful| Number* cessful Number* cessful Number* cessf
1971 6 33.3 N/A | N/A /A N/& N/ N/A N/A | N/& 33.¢
1972 16 §2.5 waA | wa | wa wa | wa wa | wa N/a 16 50,
1973 'J_._S \ §0.0 __ 6_ 100.6 1 100.01  N/A - N/A N/A N/A 22 72.}
1974 86 58.1 » _ 8 25.0 14 42.9) 1 100.0 g 0 109 5[;.
1975 75 : 65.8 I 18’ 50.0 | 11 36.4 11 36.4 >5 80.0 i 118 8.
1976 29 72,4 1 19 84.2 7 Ji.40 6 s0.0] s : 83.3 67 74,
1977 26 662 . 8 |- 50 ) 2 ] N - 60.0{ - 3 86.7 L4 47,
Totals 251 §0.2 __59 627 | 35 42.9] 23 _47.8 145 - » 78.6 382 ' 58.)
" Faure 8

figcal year chey were adolttad to the program.

A trend is present in the aggregate columns. A steady increase, excluding fiscal -

year 1977, in unsuccessful outcomes has occurred ,in thelast three fiscal years. For
the most part, rates of success for this group have been less than fxfty percent per

year. Roughly fxfty—mne percent of all persons leavmg the program as trustles have

had an unsuccessful outcome.

Figure 9 depicts outcomes for persons terminating the”pro_gram'r as participants.

" This includes md1v1duals who were admltted to: the program as work or. study releasees

'and also those persons who were admrtted to the centers. as trustxes but who

(r“

experienced an outcome whzle a partlcxpant :

ma

i

U

s

Ao

PERCENT UNSUCCESSFUL OL"I‘C(SHES FOR_PARTICIPANTS, |

FISCAL YEAR OF TERMINATION

(October. 1970 = mid=-December, 1576)

TR AT

» mmbe- refers to inditiduals terminaging the progran while a participant during a apeci
the year they wers admitred to the programs

X
e 5 q

As in Figure 8, a constant increase, excluding fiscal year 1977, in unsuccessful :

outcomes for persons leaving as participants has occurred.

8]

The Muskogee CTC,
however, has stabilized rates of non-success. |
' Another aspect of the 0utcome study dealt with investigating whether or not the

length of time 1nd1v1duals are on work or study parncxpatlon is related to in-house

outcomes for thls group Flgure 10 presents data depxctmg the median number of |

months parncxpants stayed on work or study release prlor to their release from

e

mcarceratxon and the rates of successful outcomes for this group of 1nd1v1duals.

&

@‘
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Sic figedl yeaz regardless of

Okla. Cirv - Tulsa Lawton Huskogee Enid _ Ageoregate
~ Percent Percent Percen Pescent Per‘:ent! Percent §
] Unsuc= Unsuc~ Unsuc- Unsuc~ Unsue-;]j Unsuc= {
stseal Year| Number* cessful| Number* cessfull Number* cessfu _Nr.:.-_ber* gessfull Numberk 'eessf Numbez* cessful
te71 19 | 1s.al wm wa | owa | owa A\ owa )owa ) owa | wa |19 LN N
[rorz 199 20.1 | D w/a wa | wa | owm | owa L wa | owa b owa | 19 ) o293 I
.‘.§1973 235 18.4 a5 45.71° 7 57.1 N/A /A N/A N/A 276 22.8
"fwn 221 22.5 | 130 14.6 | 117 35.0 9 22.2 | 15 25.7 492 23.6 {
4 i e . . - .
’?1975 | 235 26.3 ) 146 1 36.3) 109 21.1 67 23.9 75 30.7 632 27.2 d
f1976 190 I 27.9 1350, _34.71 119 38.5 89 23..6 : 75 ‘ 37.3. 623 32.3 §
“31977 82. Q\; 32,9 ] 74 25.31 59 25.4. 34 23.5 1 45- d 31.1 294 27.9 4
:'?Totals | 1,180 | 24,7 335 29.5 | 411 31.6 199 23.6 210 , 32.9 k2,535 27.4 “1‘
o ) Figure 9 . e
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‘MEDTAN LENGTH OF PARTICIDATION O WORK OR STU'D‘;

RELEAST AND RATES OF SUCCESSEUL OUTCOMES FOR PARTICIPANTS

+

(FY 1971 throuch FY 1976)

gats

J Okla, Cisy Tulsa Lawton Yuskozee Enid 7 Aggre
i N
tnitan Soccess| sesten Succeos| fedtan ucoesee| Seitas o] tadtan’ Socosser| Yeitzs  sopeeser
: Fiscal Year! Lamgth ful Leageh ful Lengch  ful | Lengch ful Lagzsh  ful Langth  ful
1971 4.1 86.2_ N/A - _M/A N/A N/A - .7/ S . 77 SO S 7/ N // 4.1 | 84.2
1972 3.5 | 7.9 /A | wa ¥/A | N/A YA | N/a el wa L 3.3 i 70,9
1973 - 3.2 81.6" 3.1 fsasns 3.3 1 42,8 ) WA | N WAl o wa | 3.2 77.2
1974 14 | 776 | 61 | s | 23 | es0 | s 7.8 | &1l 733 1 371 76
1975 3.8 | 7 Aa.a 53.f A t;.o 78.9 3.9 | 78.1 3.9 69:3 | 3.9 72.3
1976 4.0 72.1 4.2 65.3 | 3.8 §0.5 3.7 76.4 3.9 2.7 | 39 | s7.7 ’
»
Figure 10 i

individuals.

~ significant in a statistical sense.

Regression analysis was used to determine ’if there was a significant gelationship
between length of stay on work or study release and rates of succes,,;x‘for these
.Using the paired data for each center, a coefticient of correlation of
3911 was computed. The correlation coefficient was not of a magnl_tude to be deemed
. Simply put, there 1s no _statistical reletionshlp
between the,median length of stay on work or study release and the rate of successful

outcomes.
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E. EMPLOYMENT

Pos%ibly the most important aspect of thewCommunity Treatment Program is the
employment program, | The whole concept and philosophy of the program centers
around reintegrating the individual into society through work release. The program has
done an excellent job in securing employment for work releasees. Virtually everyone
incarceratecl at a CTC under this status and who was a resident there for some length
of time gained employment and thus left the center with substantially more money
than he would otherwise have received had he discharged or paroled from other
correctional institutions. He also'left the center gainfully employed.

A portion of each participant's net earnings is placed into a mandatory savings
account (a minimum of twenty percent of net éarnings) and a portion of his earnings is

used to subsidize all phases of CTC operations. ;

The employment program appears to have grown stronger over the years. This 1s
o ;

particularly true of fiscal years 1975 and 1976, and for the first five months of fiscal N

year 1977. A relatively simple method which was uséd to garner some measure of

aggregate effectiveness of the employment program was to determine rates of

unemployment for CTC residents and compare this datd with unemployment rates for

the general populace as determined by the Oklahoma Employment Security Commis-

sion. !

o

Procedure \for Determining C’l’C Unemployment Rates

Data was obtained froms 1) Monthly earnings records kept by each CcTC whlch .

depict work releasee earnings and dlsbursements durmg the month- 2) Monthly
summaries from each CTC Wthh deplct the number of partlmpants and trustles

accepted and released durmg the month 3) Daily count sheets which were used to

determine the number of individuals at the center durmg the first and last day of each

~month; and 4) Unemployment rates as determined by the Oklahoma Employment

Security Commxssxon.

7]
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With this data, it was possible to determine the number of participants employed

‘each month, the number of participants who were eligible for emplbyment during the

1

month and the rate of CTC unemployment for the month. The formula for determining

Et - Ew
T

releasees eligible for employmeﬁ)t during the month and Ew represents the total

the CTC unemployment rate is v

, where Et represents the total number of work
number of participants who eamed income as work releasees during the month.

In addition to determining the unemployment rates for eath CTC, the data was
summed for each momfh beginning with fiscal year 1975 anfi unemploymen‘c rates for
the total prograin were determined. Persons entering a CTC as work releasée in less L : | | o ' o
than eight days prior to the end of the month were no%: counted as being eligible for !

employment during that month they entered the CTC. These persons were, however,

5 f

counted as being eligible for employment during succeeding months until the‘y wére

released. Persons who entered as work releasees: gnd left as work releasee;s cfuring the

same month were similarly excluded fror“r\i the tofal kelig_ible“f\\or‘emplovyment figure.
Figures 11 and 12 present a comparison of CTC unemployment rates, as e ‘ _

determined by the above methodology, with general work force uriemployment rates.
. : . . ) ‘(.'
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0 'FISCAL YEAR 1975
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FY 1975

o
[

Area

O Enld.

Area

Muskogee

Area

All Gic's

- -Month
July
August
Scptember
° . October
) November
December
s January
Febrvary

Okla. City

6.9
16.9
10.0
7.6
15,3
4.5

o - T NP S
. X
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e e e o @

0. 5.1

&
.
[+ ]

NNSMANNIIAWMG

X

£ w3 Sl OVOVEN v e

A

Oy S S0 LI LR N NS W

. g . .

. s

4.3
4.5
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4.1
March 14.3 . 6.7 3.3 { 4 . 3.6 . .
April & 17.9 “ 7.1 | 11.8 2% 7, 23. . 0 ; 12.
May 25.0 . 11.9 0 ) . 16. . 8.3 . 215
June 39.2 . 15.4 1 12.8 s 0 . 0 10, 19,
A : G . et . 4 %
R ~“Avetage for Year 2147 . 13,9 ° 3.8 - 12.6 3.3 N 1.1
o e - : i : : DN W,
1 e areas of comparison are as follows:. - Okla. City CIC - Okla, City SMSA
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FY 1976

" Month

i
"
o
R

Lawton

Area -

1
=1

—
f-

o
<)
[+
£

All ClC's

duly-
=0 August
September
October
November
December
“Januacy
.- February
- Maxreh -
April
May -
June:

Okla. Clty

12.9
13.4
21.6
3 3.8
2007

49.0 -}
< 10.7 at

1.3
14.3
5.6
0
6.1

00 =i €0 09 Wilni'wi O e

o

I :
13 1
-

o

e % & 8 e »

Tulsa :

vN/AS .

2.4 |

0

“16.3
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8.0 |  10.7
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Average for Year

TFY 1977

13.7

&

.

~N
7

0.5

0.4

9.9

9.1 ‘9,7

2.9 9.2

15.67 9.8
132

et
(=}
h

=5

I

Lawton

Aren -

< Month -

July,

<0klan. ‘C:lty' i

23.5

5.0

Huékogee " _Area

4.3 | 9.6

A11 CIC's

©ouE

4 1.5 7.8 4.3 2.8
Augnat-. o 0 3.4 7.3 2.6 9.0 8.8 4.8 ',f 9.4 9.6 A5
September - 5.1 .3 25.9 1.0 2,3 8.4 19.4 4o 16,7 - 9.0 12,4 )
i Octoher - (i} .3 3.7 6.9 1.1 8.2 16.7 KT R 8.7 b h - :
¢ November - 1L.8 .0 1.9 6.6 8.8 1.9 = %2.2 L% 10.8: 8.2 /9.1 e
3 Average Eor Year 8.2 - . _B.6 5.6 13.3 ©20.4 8.8 , B ; ,
. Q R ; ) 7 B | Lo , ST )
' 1 the areas of comparison are ag followa: - Lawton CIC - Comanche Cownty OKC CTC ~ OKC SMSA Until January, 1976. Okla. County after January, 1976 - LR

e f':"’,A,;' B C _ ‘ S Enid C1C - ‘Garfleld County

fulsn CTC - Tulsa SNSA Until Jan.,1976. Tulsa County after January 1, 197 JoT ‘
Muskogee CTC = Huskogee County : . k ‘ A ’
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While une_mployment' rates within the CTC's have fluctuated considerably from

month to _mo'nth,” the overall effect of the employment. program has bgen excellent.

Aggregate rates for each year have fallen “considerably.  For fiscal year 1975, the

~ average rate Of unemployment for the yearfor all CTC's was 11.1 percent. During

fiscal year 1976, the yearly average unemployment rate had fallen to 10.6 percent and

for the first flve months of flscal year 1977 the average was 8.8 percent. The

Muskogee and Lawton centers have performed exceptionally in this regard. Average

“ rates of CTC unemployment for the year were substantially below unemployment rates |

" for tﬁ'e_ general work force in Mus\kOgee and Comanche counties for fiscal years 1975

and l976;1f For 1976 and 1977 Tulsa CTC rates have been only slightly higher than rates

for the general populace.

" Furthermore, when it is taken into account that a substantial majority of

_lndiyldualsbe’neﬂting from the ‘work release experience are unskilled and carry the

stigma of being an ‘inmate' of a penal institution, the effOrts of CTC staff in securing

o

' employment for these 1nd1v1duals should be commended.

[eRs

The fact that rates d1d ﬂuctuate markedly from month to month can possxbly be
'explamed by the fact that everyone, except trustles who resided at a center for more
" than seven days, was’ consuiered %o be ehglble for employment. It undoubtedly is “
:dlf:flcult to secure employment for certam individuals and a longer length of time is
,'needed t_o ‘'secure Jobs for these»people. lfmally, since v1rtually everyone who FIS

»'discharged or paroled from a center as a work releasee'has been employed during his

(]

>stay, the CTC unemployment rates should not be looked upon in less than a posmveu

: manner.

R

a5 A study entltled Exammatlon of Commumty Treatment Jobs Retennon Durlng

<

ke Parole ‘was done by part of the admlmstratwe staff of the Commumty Treatment‘k

o

: ‘Program., Whlle the study was llmlted m terms of the small sample of CTC. parolees

0%
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used in the study, the report d1d show that 51 percent of the 1nd1v1dual parolees kept : - Individuals on work release also dlrectly benefl £ soc1e ty by paym jcal state, ;

the ]ob they had obtained whlle re51dents of the centers. Of the persons whohad ” R ;;’f and federal taxes. Earnings have 1ncreased yearly. As centers have increased and
changed JObS after leaving the centers, 21 percent changed for petter P?‘y ---A number , expanded and as more people have been admitted to the program, earnings, taxes paid,
of individuals transferred out of the parole district, a number had quit their jobs to | and payments to the program have all increased. This has served to lessen the burden iz

 attend school full time, and a number of persons quit to become self-employed. Only . | on the taxpaYer. A summary of financial aspects directly attributable to the

nine percent changed johs because of being fired. i . - e : : employment program 1s presented on the next page.
| An interesﬁng aspect of the study was the determination that as the number of ' ‘
job changes at the CTC increased vthere was a tendency for jOb cha,nges:on parole to | i - R ‘ , 1
'increase. The report mentions th,athhecause of the moderate association between job -« | o | | |
stability at the CTC and on parolees, it may be possible to use CTC employment N e : S S | |
behavror as an 1nd1camr of the need for intervention whlle the 1nd1v1dua1 1s on parole. : | |
In turn, the report mentlons, 1ntervent10n at the center may 1mprove performance,on

=1 o

parole and increase the impact of the program in the area of emple,yment. Another _ ‘ 4 ‘ , - , : . o

interesting finding in the report was that 31 percent of the survey group who held more - ‘ ; . : o : .o ‘ ' . R
than one job while housed at a CTC hsted being fired as the reason for chang.lng ]ObS. | ‘ | | ' ’g
On parole only, nine percent listed being : flred as the reason for changmg jobs. ; o ’ | : . : . »‘ S ‘ ’ i ’ o ‘[

The report, though hmrted in scope, suggests the employment program has been | | | :

successful since 51 percent of the ]obs held at the time of release were retained. The,u SR N e e - | -

full report can be found in Appendix II. . L
Detailed records concerning the work releasees’ emplo.yment and financial affairs R, , ’ , T : ' . ~ :
are kept by each community treatment center. An inmate must save at ‘leastft,w;enty 5 ) : ok

percent of his net earnings, thus when hevis,paroled or discharged at least part'of his S

_ transition back into society is eased ‘The money he ‘spends while a resident'of a center |

dlrectly affects the local economy. Increased spendmg generates addltlonal 1ncome'

T AT e it S

: and at least ina small way re51dent earmngs serve to increase aggregate mcomes. SR u - k A DT P S
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é AGGREGATE INMATE FINANCIAL® STAIEMENT*
i ‘ » W h ’ W
Hoo | - | COMMUNITY ‘TREATMENT PROGRAM
o v | ‘ T
" .. FISCAL YEAR 1971 THROUGH 1976
| L : , — = ; ,
Ttem Okla, City eTulsa | Lawton MuSkogee , Enid TOTALS
Gross . . - e ; ‘ : .
Earnings  $1,113,928 $563,956 $340,022 $231,036 $306,998  $2,555,940
% . Federal ﬁ o . o ; . R
With.Tax 104,578 53,287 27,487 18,314 3?;&48 240,114
State : ‘ :
Tax 6,691 3,591 1,369 1,005 3,113 15,769
‘; . ' ) : ) : ) ) s
{ : FICA 56,052 29,239 18,330 11,865 "16,897 132,383
i » Financial C ' | ' e ‘ h e
§ Assistance = : g : \ Lo
§ « to Dep. - 141,526 89,075 = 21.663 34,954 28,726 315,944
4 Savings 324,018 158,841 105,860 67,849 106,451 763,029
Personal , , v : BRI : e 4 E
~© Exp. . 235,931 111,725 86,495 46,161 56,078 536,390
Payments e‘
~ to o PRI o ; :
Program 245,132 ll8,198 78,818 50,890 59,284 552,322
* All figures are rounded to neareet-doilar. 2‘
%  Figure 13 " |

The Oklahoma City Center has' had the greatest 1mpact on the overall fmancxal
‘summaries. This is because the Oklahoma Cn:y Center has been in ex1stence longer
than any of the others and it is also the largest center. :

" The employment program has had its largest 1mpact durmg the last two complete ,

e st o

i3 =
1976 financial mformatmn is summanzed for the program asa whole.
{ & f
h ; ey
! 63
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~ fiscal years. (1975 and 1976) Th15 is shown in Fxgure 14 where the fiscal year 1975 and_ B

s i b g i it e S ot e+ D ] e D s L e e

PR RA e e

_EFFECT OF FISCAL YEARS 1975 AND 1976
: ON AGGREGATE'FINANCIAL'STATEMENT
(ALL CENTERS)
Total Sinee Totals For Peréent of
Ttem. Program Inception FY 1975 and FY 1976 Program Total
Gross Earnings: $2,555,940 $1,714,711 67.1
 Federal With- '
© holding Tax: 240,114 159,245 66.3
State With- > o i
holding Tax: 15,769 10,582 67.1
FICA 132,383 88,701 67.0 b
Aseistance e ‘
to Dependents 315,944 - . 240,798 76.2
Savipgs,ue 763,Q29 \469,247 61.5
Personal . - o . , \
Expenses 536,390 363,121 67.7
Peyments to : e
~” Program 552,322 - 383,025 69.3
: Figure 14
OB ’
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returned to an institution.

.

F. ESCAPES
The final portion of this section deals briefly with the subject of escapes. In the

outcome sections, escapees were lumped into the group designated as ha\'ing been

e

Escapes from, the community treatment centers have increased from year to

year. An internal report developed by the community treatment program shows that ’
total escapes from all centers have increased from 24 during fiscal year 1974 to 57

during fiscal year 1976. More importantly, the rate of escape frequency has also

increased markedly. For the progrém as a whole 2.7 percent of the residents of

community treatment centers escaped during fiscal year 1974. One escapee is still at
large. During fiscal year 1975, 4.5 percent of CTC residents escaped and three persons
are still at large. During fiscal year 1976, 5.2 p;rcent of the residents escaped and
four escapees are currently at large. Furtherf?noré, the rate of escapes has increased

for all CTC's from 1974 through 1976. With one exception, the individual CTC rate of

escape frequency has increased from year to year. The Tulsa center experienced an

increase from 2.9 percent durihg 1974 to 6.5 percent during 1975 but drdpped to 3.8

percent Gdu,ring fiscal year 1976. Figure 15 presents the frequency of escapes and the

escape rates discussed above. Rates of escape have declined to 3.2 percent during

fiscal year 1977 (through March, 1977).

"

R——

- FREQUENCY, OF ESCAPES and ESCAPE RATE PER .100, .
FOR THE COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM DURING
-F¥/74, FY/75 and FY/76
i COMMUNITY ‘TREATMENT CENTER
:jAL Oklahoma l
o 1974 City ‘Tulsa Enid Muskogee Lawton
{ 1o OF :
“%rticipants 437 _ 206 42 36 176
- lcape |
aeqqency" 10 6 1 1 6
‘lcape ‘
te/100 2.3 2.9 2.4 2.8 3.4
ill at large 1 0 0 0 '0
: }AL
5 1975
{le of ‘ : '
th1c1pants 424 215 115 . 105 l6l
<;cape - :
| @equency 21 14 3 3 5
}Fape ) / |
| te/100 5.0 6.5 2.6 2.9 3.1
#ill at Large 3 0 0 0 0
- haz
1l 1976
ile of . . .
| irticipants 433 235 113 132 - 174
ca'pe . . &
' lequency 28 9 5 7 . 8
" 1Ycape | | ”
te/100 6.5 3.8, 4.4 5.3 4.6
| 1411 at Large 4 0 0 0 0

- Jrce:  Department of Corrections, Division of Community Servicés.

e ' | Figure 15
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24 |
2.7

4

1020 1
46 ;
4.5 1
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57 |
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SECTION 2 RECIDIVISM

’ with all other\?/institutiork\:s.

thing ;ins.e,com‘{mon.‘ They all can become recidivists’ at .som

for fiscal years 1974 and 1975,

leaves a CTC have an effect on his recidivistic behavior?

This section investigates rates of recidivism for individual community treatment

¢  centers and the Comfnunity Treatmeont Program as a whole. The general Oidea was to
compare rates of recidivism for the Community Treatment Program with rates

~ associated with maximum, medium, and other minimum.security institutions. In this

manner, it is possible to view the program's effectiveness in this“area and contrast it

A recidivism study is-but one measure of program effectiveness, but it is one
which‘readily lends itself to the task of enabling instituf}onal comparisons to be made.
Because of their particular set of circumstances, all ex-offenders have at leaS? one
» e future po’iht in time. In
detemin;j’ng Lﬁrecidii?i‘sm rates for the Community Treatme{nit Program, an attempt was
;made ~t<L)1//folﬂliow-up each individual who had terminated from the program during the

| perxod Octoj}:er, 1971 throﬁgh fiécal_ year 1975. On rare occasions, an inmate's records

/ could-not he found. The most common explanation given for the record's absence was
Y/ . - . : & on °

Oklahpma State Periitentiar,y were determined for persons leaving in fiscal years 971

: through 1‘?75 Rates were determined f‘or all other institutions housing male offenders

- Anothe? aspect of ‘the study is directly related to the empldyment grogram. An

attempt was made to answer the ques,ﬁon,”does' the amount of savings an individual

: that in all ‘p;%bability the ex-offender was:on parole and his parole officer had the
~ man's records. In all %)i,kelihood, some records were misfiled (there are over 90,000
ihmats records kept by tfl? Central Records Unit). For whatevér reason, some records
wére not found. |
~ For _s“"the: other institutions, sglmples were drawn. Recidivism rates for the

S ——

e
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In addition to aggregate recldivism rates for each center, rateerereGdetermined
for each grouipﬁof ln"dividuals:
1 ‘ PetSons leaving- a. CTC as a work or studyreleasee;q'
Q 2@ Persons{\ entering and leavmg aCTCasa trusty,
© '3. Persons enterlng and leaving a CTC in :Elfteen days or less.
By lookmg at the C’I’C population in this way, it is possible to look at the rates of
rec1d1v1sm fors - 1) Persons who receive all the serv1ces and beneflts provxded by the
G . o
program (group 1); 2) Persons who are housed at the centers, butiwho are not eligible
S for work or study release and do not receive the serv1ces and prwlleges which ~

accompany work or study release status (group 2); and 3) Persons who were admltted to

the program, but who were ndt there long enough to recelve the percerved beneflts of

I : R 53 - " - . o

the program (group 3)

©

When the recidivism rates :Eor the above groups of 1nd1v1duals are compared with

rates for persons leavxng ‘other institutions during the same time perlod rec1d1v1sm can,

-

be v1ewed and compared among four dlstmct groups:

S "1.' ersons recewmq full benefits and services of the cTC
) : B xprogram (part1cw mts), - S

2. Persons recewmg, at best, margmal beneﬁts from the
program (trusties); . .

3. . Persons who volunteered and were admltted to the :
- program as prospective work ‘releasees, but who received
no -lasting benefits, (persons entermg and leaving in
'flfteen days or less), , :

4, Persons who either volunteered and were not admxtted or
-~ who did not volunteer (and were not admitted) and who did
not receive any program benefits (persons released from
A oother institutions, except the Women's Tréatment Facility
opera;ted and maintained by the Department of Correc—
tions L : : | :

T @

R -t

B3

Mt rmem o ot

Ve 5 s

24

T

S

]

'such as being sent back to an 1nst1tut1on of hlgher securlty on mlsconduct charges,

' being administratively:f rea‘s’signed to another dnstltution, escjaping, or transferring to

METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING RECIDIVISM RATES o

# o

A T

o

'For this study, recidivism was defined as the reincarceration of an individual into-

any penal institution operated andT maintained by the. J‘O!’<lahomar Department of
Correctlons. /)Persons discharged to a consecutive sentence' weére removed from the d
study group. - Likewise, 1nd1v1duals whose records could not be found were removed. ;
'l‘he llS‘t of work releasees were taken from the running rosters malntamed by each ﬁ
. . . d
.CTC. The followmg 1nformat10n was 1ncluded on,the roster'/ 7 %l |
| 1. " Name; : f e t g j
2. étatus at receptlon (trusty, work release, or study release) j |
3. Status at release; | if
4., DOC inmate number; l
" 5. Date of reception; ° : k
6.  Date of discharge; %Z .
® - 7. | Type of release.v | 5
, \ i

In addition, if an 1nd1v1dual was removed or left the CTC tor any other reason'
G

o

gy

¥

MR M VAL A= S

In short, ever;thxng

PAE =

pertammg to an 1nd1v1dual's siatus, his phy51cal movement through the CTC, and the

another ‘CTC, thls information was'denoted On 'the roster.

st e

success of his outcome at the tlme of hz@* departure is included on the roster. '
For persons released from other mstltutlons, the followmg procedures were

followed. For the Oklahoma State Pemtentlary a random sample of 100 names of

releasees were drawn for each fiscal year 1971, 1972, and 1973; and 50 names were

drawn from all those released during the flrst half of fxscal year 1974,

RSO s S

A listing of all releasees by institutions for the perlod January 1, 1974 through )
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”June 30, 1975 was deriyed frol\»r.' the Department of Correction's computer tape. From
thls, a ten percent sample was, drawn randomly. Information recorded by the
evaluators when -drawing thesamp‘le was name, type of release, date of release, an"d
DOC number (inmate'sf identification number). | | |

“After the,ys‘ampl’e\“ was griwn, the procedure was simply to search for the
. .«\‘- : '

individual in the Department_'s’ active or closed files, It was possible to determ‘ine the -

numnber of prior offenses following this pr.ocedure by comparing names, birthdates, and
racial mformatxon (a separate card is mamtamed for each offense an 1nd1v1dual

commits) along with such xnformatlon as type of offense, date of incarceration, type of

release, and date of release. Thus, it was p0551ble to gather fairly complete criminal

history information on all md1v1duals.

For this study, parole re‘xoca,tions were c0unted as recidivists. First, the

kevaluators were initially told that parole revocations_generally occur when a new

felony is committed. This statement was verified by the evaluators ‘during the file

search. Secondly, the fact that an individual's parole is revoked and he s recommitted

=

“to an 'institution denotes that he hasb violated 'one or rnore of the condltionsof his
; parole and that a decision was made that soczety would be better off if the person was
remcarcerated. Parole revocatlons, however, comprised but a small proportlon of the
total recidivists. ) '

Finally, the "reci‘diyism rates on the following pages will, in all “ probélbility, be
understated for all groups of individuals. Since the study was limited to persons
'reincarcerated in an tinstitution maintained ~and, operated' byv the Department of

Correctlons, the study could not control lndlvxduals ‘who may . have experlenced one or

.more of the followmg ' : gl -

1. Incarceratlon ina county or munu:lpal Jal'l in the State of
Oklahoma,

70
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2. Incafceration in a Federal penal institution;
3. Incarcerationin-a military penal facility;

4. Incarceration in a county or municipal jail in another .
state;

5. Incarceration in a state penal institution in another state.

A fmal comment concermng comparlson of rec1d1v1sm rates for the Community

E Treatment Program with rates for other penal facilities is necessary. Due to time

* limitations it was not p0551ble to determme recidivism rates for the total population of )

releasees from all other 1nst1tutlous t~uouslng male inmates. However, since it is

o assumed that a work release program leads to lower rec1d1v1sm rates for its re51dents

as opposed to rates for releasees from tradltlonal penal facﬂmes, it was felt that a

comparison should be made, Ideally, for comparatlvg: purposes, the CTC and

* institutional groups would be matched on important characteristics such as: number of

1ncarceratlons, offenses commltted and age. ‘I'he percent dlstrlbution of number of
/

1ncarceratlons were almost 1dent1f1ed among all penal fac1llt1es. Offenses commltted_ '

did not match up prec-isely between the two groups, partlcularly m the later years (FY

1974 and FY ‘1975) A recidivism study completed»by the Department's Plannlng and

_Research Dlwsxon m 1973 found that assaultlve and check nffenders had the hlgher k

<

rates of . return. The. 1nst1tutlonal sample had a higher proportron of assaultlve
q

offenders and the CTC populatlon a higher proportlon of check offenders. ’l'hls may

pa"tlally offset the dxsparltles found in the offense categorles. : However, to assume a

_cause and effect relatlonshlp between offenses commltted and future rec1d1v1st1c

behavmr would be untenable. T T &

The median ages for the CTC populatlon and the mstltutlonal sample were :

: determmed for flscal year. 1975 °It was found that there was httle dlfference in ages

: of 1nmates 1ncarcerated in 1nst1tutlons bemg malntalned at dlf:ferent levels of securlty.

e

Medxan ages for the CTC group and the sample were:

‘,
e A A T A AR T T
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:cOurse, focus on"work‘ release and direct-interaction with the community.

~ general "educational programs.

‘hmrted ba51s. |

released from the Oklahoma Cxty Cent.er 1n December, 1970.

9
Institution Median Age CTC's Median Age
, 8
Maxi S it 25.9 Muskogee 26.0
axrmum ecurity 7 , gee g‘%
Medium Security 31.0 ~Tulsa 24.9
Minimum Security 29.5 - Lawton. o 2545,
| Enid. 24.0
Okla. City . __ 29.9
All Centers (26.2)

By comparing rates between institutions it may be possible to gain some insight

into other rehabilitative priograms‘; For example, the community treatment centers, of

minimum’ securlty mstltutxons, Ouachlta and the McLeod Honor - Farm provrde

- vocational trammg programs for 1nmates in an effort to 1ncrease ]Ob SklllS and thus

increase employment opportunmes for inmates ,a:fter release. The medlum security

 institutions (Lexington and .IStringtown) provide vocational trainlng’ programs and

A ‘small work release program is in exrstence at

vLexmgton. Thls fac1hty also operates a drug abuse program and a ger1atr1cs umt for

older mmates. ’l'he maxrmum securrty mstrtutlons operate similar programs but on a :

[

The pemtentlary at ’Vchlester ‘also operates a number of small

B 1ndustr1es Wthh manufacture products :for use by other 1nst1tutlons.

’I'he rec1d1vrsm study encompasses approx1mately a srx-year perlod. Persons were '

Correctlon's central fxles were searched durmg February and March of l977.~

0

‘ Reczdrwsm rates have been determlned for groups of 1nd1v1duals leavmg Oklahoma"

o

state penal facmtles durmg flscal years 1971 1972, 19/3, 197# and 1975. As

r}

1;1 mentroned in the mtroductlon to thls secnon, the rec1d1v15m rates were determmed for

Other ,

The Department of i

N iy e

R : e g = : . : %

CTC's (Mlmmum Securlty)

“the Communlty Treatment Program- by tracing all persons released from the centers
durlng the study perlod These rates are compared with recidivism rates for persons

(males) belng released :_Erom, other lnstitutions.' ‘Penal facilities represented in the

-~ study by the level of security maintained are: -

3]

Minimum Secu_rlty  Medium Security Maximum Security

A T e i

LI

e

_program serving 15-20 1nmates at a tlme.

mcarcerated under mrnlmum securlty condltlons.

Okla. C1ty
Tulsa
Lawton
Enid e R ~ , , ,
Muskogee =~ = o : - .

Quachita (Hodgens)

Lexington
McLeod Honor Farm

Stringtown

&
o

It should be noted the Lexrngton Instltutlon mamtalns a small work release
These persons are consrdered to be

Slmllarly, the Oklahoma State

Pemtentlary's Trusty Farm Installanon is classrfled asa mlnlmum securlty component.

(It was not possrble to separate mmates released from these 1nst1tutlons accordlng to

the level of security they were lncarcerated under at the txme of their release.

‘ However, 1nmates housed under m1n1mum securlty at these msututlons comprrse only a

small percentage of total mmate populatlon. : ;

)]

e it stk a0 A

Okla. State Penitentiary
Okla. State Reformatory
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| ‘Cx"ime Ch,aracteris'ti‘cs of the CTC Population and the Sample Group \The majority of both the CTC populations and ‘the sémple from the other

i . Lo . § & .
| :

Fe

instifu‘\ions had been incarcerated one time prior to their release. Roughly 80 percéjent

.. ~The CTC.populationwand the ihs_titutionai sample matchged doseyly in terms of ‘ft‘h'e |

of all persons included in the study had been incarcerated either one or two times prior

i

number of incarcerations. Figure 16 presents inca‘rcera.tic

=G

; - ~p ) . ) . . . . ) .
data for each leyel of to their felease. For more than two Incarcerations, the percent distribution remained

security.

T o e

' S roughly the same among the institutiohs.
 PERCENT DISTRIBUTION (NUMBER INCARCERATIONS) CIC's v ‘

‘ e - Inmates were then grouped ‘according to the crimes they had committed.
MINTMUM, MEDIUM, AND MAYTMOM SECURITY IMSTITUTIONAL TNMATES ‘ , > th

© FISCAL YEARS 1971 THROUGH 1975

N . :

l{'::\ : R i v T

SN N . L : : ) ) . ;
o . : ; e

Because of \the‘ diversity of separate crimes it was not possible to list all crimes

committed. {Crimes were grouped into the following categories:

. Incareerations ‘

Year of " ? BEE 1 : ’ Number | -Total Number {1 8 Catego
Release , ‘ .5 >6 | Unknewn! 2 Inmates* o 1 ~ategory

Crimes Identified During the Study

1ia

I
.
=2
15¢]
N}
b
n
(o1

&

' Assault and battery with a dangerous weapon;
assault and battery with intent to kill; assault
and battery of a police officer; murder first

o , B R ‘ e \ } : ; ‘ S e degree, manslaughter first and second degree,

fdee | 6201 2001 acl o o 1 ol 0 TS SN L 9 R N i | | - . Kidnapping. .

Mia. | 92.0 Q- o !l ol o o lle 2189 25 IS o B 1. Violent:

1971 Mad. | - | ES = e S S S SN K & -

sa. | 6774 179 | 5.0 v‘;‘z.Q .5 | o blol -7 7.9 213 4ot 7 2. Sexual I: v , Lewd molestation; rape first and second
" B EE e T ooeliroo2 bbb L ' o ' : _ -~ degree, attempted rape; Incest; Oral sodomy;
v Med | = e e = T e ' . TR . R ’ crime against nature. , g ‘
= S ’ . o ’ N
3. Sexual II: ; Indecent exposure; indecent phone call;
s : bigamy. . R .

wax | 53.0 0 29.0) 60l sl 10 o | joi 6 1.0 100

tn
.
o
[
D

S joa

Jwaas ] s0.1 19.9 5.2 { 3.7 1‘.0’9 1.0 0] 15

" 1973 Medo | = 0 o\ = 4 =) e oot el e e e &4 Robbery: | S Robbery with a firearm; assault with intent - e
2 s S B e N R ; o gl ol & lsal 1w | ; : : to commit robbery, attempted robbery; rob- -
5' P =L e T ; A ATl L9 | 2.8, — T . S | _ ' bery first degree; robbery by force and fear.

cro'sl o0 | dos) om0l a3l ur ool gl o N7l oem SR 5. Buglary: | | Attempted burglary; burglary first and second

‘ | : 6.9 | ’ i 6 - ‘ ST : ‘ ‘ - degree; burglary of vending machine; burglary - b

a : 5.7 | 6. 2,04 4.9 1.0 1.0k 7 6.9 ) 102 , » I “ | , ; of Ve chine; bur|
A 1974 Med. | 6271 15.71 6.9 1 e O ; 1 | : : : ‘ of parking meter; burglary of an auto.
Jyax. P 587 211 82 | 36l o 1 12l Tl s lss 116 e : : - S
Wn. | 6314 13.2| 105 | 6.6] 1.3 | O 9 RN el NERTA SURURMTREE (NS SRR | ® 6. Larceny: | ~~ Grand larceny, larceny of domestic animals;
f o > o - - - - PR : . : : >~ B . Y . - .
; ; - e e ; T ~ . ; o ER i : - larceny of an auto, larceny from a retailer:
! . . 3. 1740 2.1 .2 &4 59 lit.0 537. S i _ , e _ e ceny of rto, ‘ ‘ iler;
; ' kcrc B SO B R, 9~ R B R A SR RN S (RS ‘ S = - theft, credit card theft, larceny of property;
1973 ¥ed, | 64,2 16.8 | 5.3 | 1.1]. 2.1 | 1.1] jo! 9 LI R DIURRER ¢ I U PR " | petit larceny, stealing copper; larceny of a
i - ] i ) o ) ) A L o S8 ' : S . I ; - : 2 X . g
ST T : : R ‘ N B . _ o ‘ , home; larceny of a person; unauthorized use
i Max. | 63:2-1 17.9 7.0 | =0 2.3 Jot.2) 1.2l 5 0 15.4 92 e - AR S ol S ‘ Larceny of 3 on; un: |
i ‘ R B : 7. 95 o ‘1 S ‘ ' ¥ of a motor vehicle; auto theft.
-mu.] 59.1: 7j 1254 45} 0 | 0. {.L 7 7.4 9 Ll S i i . . | or vehicle; auto t
: iR = . .,

o

‘*;Represents all residents of CIC's who hive terminated the ~

- For the years 1974 aud 1975 numbers in zinimm security . . e e TR S T e S f
Iows deno:E‘suc:gSSfuI:termiuation; froﬂ CIC Program, e SIS e ,

B i : o i P ’ ¢
o s - e //// h) AR o s SR . ‘,1, = S ” 5

program regardless of cutcome for a spedific fiscal year; . b B R e : | SRR : > , : g : RRY co
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Category

7. Money fraud:

8. Alcohol: Sale of alcohol to minor; DWI, DUI.
9. Narcotics: Sale, :possession, obtaining drugs by false
prescription or false pretense; intent to dis-
‘tribute. - : S
10. Criminal justice: Escape from penal institution; petjur'y, acces-
sory after the fact, jumping bail. PR
11. Others Parole revocation, conépiracy, carrying .con~
- cealed weapon, setting explosives in building,
‘ ch}ld abandonment, arson. :
. - . . ao ’ o
Figures 17 and 18 present the di'stribution“,;p'f inmates according to the offense
classification they were inca,;c’:erat’éd under. g
. ‘
) f; L -
B o

* Crimes Identified During the Study

‘Bogus check, forgery, ‘faiiure,to return rental
* property, uttering a forged instrument, re-

ceiving stolen property, receiving stolen

~ credit card, concealing stolen property, ob-

taining property by false pretense, defrauding

~ innkeeper, transfer of stolen animals, posses-
sion of a forged instrument, leaving scene of

accident, embezzlement, embezzlement by a
bailee, possession of a stolen vehicle, remov-
ing ID from a motor vehicle, failure to return

“ stolen property, selling mortgaged property. .
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OFFENSE CATEGORIES FOR CIC 'POPULATION*AND

7

'0SP_RELEASEES

I

' FISCAI‘. YEARS 1971 THROUGH'1973

1
7
1971 1573 1973
e CIC's | ,’kOSP" ' CICTs OSP T ~OSE
Ca.t;'_egqry?v # 2l # % # 7% # % AR # %
'V191ent; 0 L1 20l 2 10 s soo3 nd 2 L9
Sexual I 0 -| 4 80| 0 -1"3  ~3.0~ 0 e 0 -
Sexua.l II Q ‘1 4.0 0O - 0 . =-{| 1+ 1.0 ‘HO‘ - 110
‘Robbeyy‘ - 0 ; R 4  8.0| 6 2.6) 8 8.6i ‘3 1.014'8 - 7.8
Burgléry 7 . 28.0 ,12»"24.o,l7o 32,5 32 32:0] 105 -35;Z~=351- 34.1
Larceny 6 24,0 10 20.0]48 223 15%) 15.0 65 220 10' ' oLl
Mongy Fraug 9  36.0| 7 v:lé,Q ‘60 28.0 26‘; 25;0' 64 21.65 33 - 32;0
” Alcohol 0. -1 3 6.0 f52~' 1.0'r‘2 ,,2.ot 6 :'2,6 : 1!'~'1;6
Né?éptics 0 - 1 ,;ﬁg;O“ls 2.6 2 z,d 11 - 3.7'  éi';-i.9 
MR » R R RO
Justice o -l 1 20l0 -1 10 5 17 5- as|
Other l’o“'A B Q  =14 23 0 e ;17”"‘5,6 : 0 .;-V?
- Ddknown .1‘2 _8.00 7 14.0 17 _~f7.9" 5 s;b R
'TOIALé 25 100.0 59; 190.0 215 100.1 100 100:0 298 100.0 103 100.0|

3 ;R_eprese’nts all persons terminated from the prégram. o

W

e Figure 17
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OFFENSE 'CATEGORIES "FOR CTC'S, MINIMUM

MEDIUM, AND MAXTIMUM SECURITY INSTITUTIONS

N

FISCAL YEARS 1974 AND 1975

) FISCAL YEAR 1974 FISCAL YEAR 1975
cre’ Min.* Med, * v Max.* “cTC! Min,* Med,* Max.*

Offense : g "
Catesory 2 t__ 2 ¢z # .z 2 A SO U U SN I A
Violent 11 2.,3 6 7.9] 15 14.8| 9 7.8 37_6.81 5 5.6 ] 16 16.8 11_12.0 ’
Sexual I 4 8| 6 7.9 s sol 1 .8 42  4| 5 sal| 6 6.3 4 4.3
Sexual II 2 4| 1 1.3 3 3.0f 2 1.7{ 0 = o -1 4 42l 1 1.1
Robbery 16 3.3\ 12 15.8] 10 9.9} 10 8.6{ 26 4.8) 15° 1_6.3 13 13.7 17 18.5
nurglargv 136_28.5| 17 22.4{ 19 18.8] 37 31.9|122 22.7] 20 21.7] 14 14.7 ) 18 19.6__
Larcenv 104 21.8| 8 10.5 13 12,90 .15 12.9) 69 12.8| 9 9.8] 9 9.5| 8 87
Money Fraud 106 22.2| 9 11.8) 12 11.9] 12 10.3| 8 16.0| 12 13.0] 6 6.3 12 13.0

" Alechol 15 31| 1 1.3] 3 ;3.0 18] 28 521 3 3.3] 2 22l 1 11

(Yarcoties ! 40 8.3| 8 05| 11 20.9| 16 13.8} 97 18.1) 7 7.6] 12 12.6) 10 10.9 .
Criminal Justice | 4 .8} 2 2.6} 1 1.0] 1 .8) 6 1.1] 5 5.40 1 31.1] 3 33 -
Other 4 .8} 2 26| 3 30| & 34| 5 ol 7 76l 3 32l 2 2
Usknown 7 35 73] 4 s.4| 6 ssl 8 7.2] s wmol 4 45| 9 es| 5 54
TOTALS | 477 100.0{ 76 1oo.q 101 100.0 | 116 100.0 537.100.0 | 92 100.0 | 95 100.0 | 92 100.0

i AMin. refers: to Minimum Security Institutions(Quuchita and McLeod).

Med.

Mazx,

@

Q.

Figﬁre 13 t

78

3

refers to Medium Security Institutions (Stringtcwn and Lexingcon)

refers to Maximum Security Institutions (Oklahoma S:ate Peniten:iary
and Oklahoma State Reformacory)

‘0‘

o

N ] P ‘

&
It can be seen that the CTC population contained a greater proportion of
property offenders while the institutional samples contained a greater proportion of
3’}%\\ violent and sexual offenders, although the differences were not as great as one might

expect. During the earlier years (FY 71 ~ FY 73), the two groups matched fairly
closely; however, when samples from other institutions were drawn ('7% and 175),
-slightly widet" disparities are apparent. A
General recidivism rates for the Community Treatment Program are presented in
Figure 19. Only those persons who were paroled or discharged from a CTC and whose

records were found are included. Thus the totals below will not ne'cessarily equal the

) totals qund in Figures 16, 17, and 18. This is because those figures contain

/

information on all persons in the program, of which some were returned to institutions.
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: GENERAI. RECIDIVISM RATES, ALL RELEASEES @ !
. COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM
FISCAL YEARS 1971 THROUGH 1975
Okla. City Tulsa |  Lawton Entd Huskogee TOTALS
: . [ N Fo 1 [ R A ] [} B | § # "
Fiscal Year re- 7 re~ . Te~ re~ ] re= re- re- re= : re- re- 1 re- re~
of Release leased cid. X leased. cid, -~ 2% lensed cid. 2.  |leased cid. 2 leagsed  cid. % | leased. cid. 2 UNK*® ;
. ‘ NPT . ‘ a S )
1971 18 5 27.8 |N/A N/A /A |N/A N/A . N/A IN/A - N/A O N/A INJA - N/A O N/A 18 5 ..27.8 2 ”
©1972 144 44 30.6 WA WA WA WA WA N/A INIA WA /A IW/A wa w/A f 4644 306 12
1973 197 52 26,4 | 22 9 40.9 | 5 1 20,0 |N/A___ N/A__N/A N/ WA WA |22 62 21.7 5
o . 1974 214 65 0.4 |122 32 26,2 | 88 . 20 22.7 | 11 1 9.1 ) 7 2 28.6 {4462 120 27.1 35
o . Tf : - = ‘ - : e § - i —
1975 193 45 23.3 199 16 16,2 81 20 24.7 52 9 17.3 53 0 12:-22,6 4 478 102 . 23.3 39
‘ ST T o ' 2
*uuNKffefgrB to individuals pnrdled or dischnrged from a CIC
¥ o but whose records could not be fotind. They are not : )
} included in the total number of persons released, - .
i . Figure 19 //
R & I 3 | §~ 
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SN 7 F1gure 20 presents general recidivism rates for max1mum, medm‘n, and minimum

i

i
£ ,‘axbf’:ﬂz:‘;q’m*w_?“ %

SRDES IS W CIR AU S

security institutions for the perlod fiscal 1971 through 1975. Because of the relatively

=

< e 8 ' : 0

small number of inmates being released from each medium ansi)k, minimum security

. . . . Iy . o

institutions, these figuresv have been combined.

GENERAL RECIDIVISM RATES, RETFASEZS FROM MINTMCM, i SR i

SEDTE, AND MAXTMIM SECURITY TNSTITUTTIONS s

‘ )
- FISCAL YEARS 1071 TEROUGR 1875

w 4 i
o e § o . ¢ S - : L Mindiayn Se;u:i:y - Medium Security | S Maxizum Segurity B

‘ ‘ ‘ i Flseal Teaz| # - 8 , # # ‘
‘ ‘ T ; - ' o TR : ; - B af Raelease | ral. waedd, 7 Unk.#l rzel, reedd. 72 - Tok.*

_Ualk.

o ‘ I ez bowa /A wa wia d wa wa wa w/a | a3l 16 372 7

&
S I TR

PR | L S o em WA WA WA wal wa o owa WA wal sel 2 255 6

e

Wo_zer3 L owas owa w/a wA L wiar wa wa wal 97 . a7 27.8 6

1976 | 72 16 9.4 al 95 316 168 7| 108 © 26 23

L——

1973 88 17 193 7| 8 i 128 ol sy 11 126 S

L . : PR 'Periad FT 71-73 i3 representsd by a samsle of. pe*sansf
B T s _ ‘ , R | ~ zeleased from 0S2. '

; " ~For perisd FY 74 and FY. 75 sample taken Irem pezsons :e,eased £xom ‘ o 2}

‘ : R 0S? and OSR.

R PR - , LD R R e ik o < ... Net saumled uatil FY 74. Sasple includes Zan percent of all perséns
o ' PN ST o PR i S : releasad from Stringeown a:d Lexdageor. E
g R (,>5~";‘ S ”;;: R SR e SR 3 Yot sazpled uacil FY 74. Sanple includes ten percsant of all persons ‘ . JERE
R I . ’ SN E P e Co R L O ‘ . released from Quachi:a aand Hodgens. ‘ - o S o 8

. i , - : _ : g .0 % Reprasents per:ans «hosa racords wers oot .cund; : They are mot - ‘ PR SR
e LA B EEEE = R . i T : RS S o o o o included in the :otal nuzsew releasec¢ ) R o S BRI : ) i : Con
TR e D e e T e I R LR TP : ' : » B T ‘ ‘ : ) IR
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Rec1d1vxsm rates for maximum and medium security insf‘itutions are, on the ' s o - , £
b SE T 8 o . Since the general rates for CTC' - 16 i
: o : es fo s were not lower than those for othe ¢
i _ whole, iower than recidivism rates for tl‘e Community Treatment Program. From S S ‘ ' r penal 4
i : o s institutions, infact they were higher for three of the fi g
i ' ive years and v1r1:uail the i
i Figure 21, it can be seen that for fiscal years 1974 and 1975, rates for persons leavmg : ‘ y _ same i
1 o for one year, it was decided to determine CTC rec1d1v1sm rates accordmg to the status "
i maxxmum and mimmum security mstitutions were substantially lower than those for R ; ]
! ) R (trusty or par tlClPant) of the individual at the time of his release. Since persons who C
the CTC Program. Only for persons released in fiscal year 1971 was the rec1div1sm \
H e @ 4
entered and were released from the program in fifteen days or less did not benefit §
rate for maxxmum security 1nst1tut10ns substantially higher than for the CTC Program. o & "
R ( from. the program's offerings, rates for this group were also determined. With these !
In other'years, rec1d1v1sm rates :for other institutions.were iower than rates for the U e o o _ _ ~ S
S s e o three categories of individuals, it is possible to view recidivism rates for: ’ : ]
Community Treatment Program as a whole. For 1974 and i975 releasees, rates for S DR ‘ v : ’ | ] i
i s | - 1. Persons who receive all benefits of the program; _
miaximum and medium security institutions were substantialiy iower than those for the fow ; : e ) ‘
‘ L) : o 2. Persons who receive some benefits from the program; and
CTC Program. Discounting each center's first year of operation because ‘the. total 3 : R ' o
| ’ _ - : s % , 3. Persons who receive little or no benefits from the program. '
! v-:fnumbe'r released was not of significant magnitude to draw an inference,/only the Tuisa : ‘I " Fieure 22 ’ ¢ 'tn ‘ : : L ’
. ; % : resents idivi . » ndivi Fng £ ;
, . v t (c 9 i1 . 4 d ’\«‘1) th 5 | — g pres e recidivism rates for these groups of individuals for fiscal i
! and Lawton Centers (Figure experience ower. _rates of reci ivism than other i , - s :
é g P years 1971 through 1975. , R .
minimum security facmties (FY 1975) and then the differences ‘were oniy shght. S : , _ ‘
. AR | EoMPARISON OF LCIBIVIS‘! RATES, CIC's,
7 D LR u.m, MEDTUM. AVD oy SECURITY INSTITCTIONS,
i . . . -~ . . ¢ : . 3 . ¢
FISCAL YEARS 1971 TEROUGH 1975 , SR RN , ’ , 7 ‘ _ ' :
! - i s }
- CIC's - Maxizun Mediun - Minimus oy ; o
- Fiseal Year # g 7 n, r — z ar e e . ESOT - g
£ : p . : - g - . ‘ g : i . o
‘e. Releasa | re%‘eased» Tecid. o 'ze:._ea.sed recid, % | released veeid, T zeledsed rectd.. % | : ¥ i
i ‘ 18 s 27.8‘ 4316 37zl N/A WA w/al  w/a WA ¥/a : i = ]
L2 we se 0.6l 96 24 25.5) WA W Al wa W s ‘! 4
=R 220 62 27,70 97 27 278l A wa  wial wa S/A /A i
SRR 342 120 27.1 108 26 22.21 95 16 ‘1681 72 14 19,4 | i
Hoo A3 478 02 213 &7 U 1267 g6 ~ ~ 11 128t 88 17 1.3le ! , I
. . : ' R %«
,?13“2'. a - Gy W ;§ ‘
@ 3 |
A
- i \ -
) k s - )
N e , D e i S = % =
. 82 83 |
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: ‘ : ' It can be seen that recidivism rates ﬂuctuate con51detably among groups of
] ; R !
1 re51dents. Rates for trusties and persons released in fifteen days or les_, after

RECIDIVISM RATES* FOR PARTICIPANTS TRUSTIES, AND PERSONS

adm1551on were: substam:'ally hlgher than the rate for participants in 1975. In ]974, the
ENTERING AN'D LEAVING THE PROGRAM IN FIFTEEN DAYS OR LESS

rat\_ for trusties was shghtiy higher, but the rate for persons admlytted and relleased in
COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM

i -

, ; ‘ ‘ , ys-or. erably lower. The number of individuals falhng into the
L RATHIETY FISCAL YEARS 1971 THROUGH 1975 ST : ‘ ' ?
! - : S ' i trusty category and the persons admitted and released in less than flfte‘en days
i ' R SR B ' | B I category were too small in other years to draw an inference. It is doubtful if any firm
t | : E
i ! : Persons Released 8l conclusions can be drawn. However, when trusties and persons admitted and lre'leased
i ! , Fifteen Days or,Less ;
. Pa‘?tlc’-l’ants . ” Irusties After Admission in less than flfteen days are removed from the totals, the rates for part1c1p‘ants are
Fiscal Year| R # Y ;i! i# o ~F T o A
of Release | released recid. % release d_recid. 7 ':elease d reeid. % |- stlll, on the\<hole, hlgher than for persons released from other 1ns‘ntu’cxons. o
1971 15 ‘ 4 2.7 |3 1 33.3 0 0 0 | Remdlwsm rates were also determine ld ac:cordmg to the type of release an
1972 131 41 31.2 5 ‘1 20.0 < p 9 95.0 inmate rec;elved. ‘Rates for persons belm7 released from a CTC showed little
. ".; : “ ; S ‘ ’ . .l . 'l. . dw t
| 1973 206 _ 60 _29.1 . .8 1 12,5 10 1 . 10.0 difference according to the type of release Some differences were found in the
i R | e b sample group although no conclusxons can be dl awn. ; ' |
1974 347 97 _28.0l . 52 15 28.8 43 8~ 18.6 Pie group. 8 ff
j 1975 408 - 30 19.6}" 47 15 31.9 23 7 30.4 Jo g l ' !
g — - ~ g ~ : . L = - o
: # Rates determined only: for persons who paroled or discharged from the ; ‘
program. Persons whose :ecords not- found are excluded from/number - l\
i released in each group. . ' ]
/ ﬁ
: A few- persons who were admitted to the program as trustle - £all dinto the S A f . ‘[‘
| Released in less than Fifteen Days category. They have been excluded , W - - ; , ‘ f
- from totals for trusties and from totals for partlcn.pants. ~ ' : SRS R : ' o : £ lﬂ
3 Figure. 22 '
G )
; : o { I
1[~ U \i ; 1 &
f% “' :b\t("" #
‘ R
84 / } | B 85
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RECIDIVISM RATES BY TYPE OF RELEASE %ﬁ : “J
CTC'S, MEDIUM, MA.XIMUM AND MINIMUM S CURITY I“ISTIT‘U'J.‘IONS gt 7 {
, § | This concludes this portion’ of the recidivism section. Based on the data ~ -
'FISCAL YEARS 1971 THROUGH 1975 \ » R
| ' ' : ' presented in Figures 16 through 23, it appears the Commumty Treatment Program has %'{
oS i ‘ : il had no perceptible effect on recidivism when compared to other penal institutions. In 1
ik - Parole ~ Discharge . ........TOTALS |
T 7 7 ks : 7 7 7 7 most mstances, rec1d1vism rates determined for the program have been higher than !
Fiscal Year . res re= ' _re- re- re=. = Te- : : rates for other penal institutions. In-house outcomes provide some measure of the
. of Release Inst.[ leased cid. %Z | leased cid. 7 | leased .cid. yA : , S
‘ ‘ - ' 1 program's ability to screen and select inmates with a good potential to succeed, i.e., to
Lo CIC's . 15 5 33.31 3 0 0 18 5 27.8 ! ; '
: ' ’ . work, save money, make positive behavioral changes while at the center, accept
;1971 Medium| N/A N/A  N/A} N/A  N/A N/A| N/A N/A  N/A g : : :
y ' ' " ' , , responsibility, etc. Recidivism rates provide some measure of the program's long-term i
; . Maximug 16 3 18.8| 27 13 48.1| 43 16 37.2 ’ s
' ' ' ) ‘ T . A effect on the individual.
o fi
CIC's 67 21  31.3 77 23 29.9 | 144 44, 30.6 ‘ : It is possible that the sample of individuals released from the institutional group
1972 Medium| N/A N/A | N/A | N/A . N/A N/A " N/A N/A  N/A ‘ , during fiscal years 1974 and 1975 may or may not have been fully representative of the
} | Maximud 31 11 35. 5 63 13 20.6 94 | 24 25.5 } institutional population. This is because the computer printout of persons released
N . ; from maximum, medium, and minimum security during these years apparently did not
i3 crct 3 11 28.2 . | . . o L |
, =5 e 185 ‘ 21 _27 6 ~224 62 27 7, contain the names of all persons released. While a sample which numerically
£ e s .1, 7 A : ) E i
1973 . Medium | N/A N'A - N/A N/A N/A N/a | N/A N/A : N/a . b represents ten percent of all persons released from these institutions was drawn,
z : = ' Maxi 127 y '.n«* . ' . i . . o . .
v REEE 27 S 8 _ 29‘ ° 70 1 27.1 27 27 27'8 ’ : according to other Department information, the printout itself contained names of
crc's | 172 48 27.9 | 272 72 26.5 | 444 120 27'. 0 f' approximately. 50 to 60 percent of the totai number of persons released. The computer : 1
1974 Me‘d‘ium L 4 6. 7 15.2 19 o 18.4 | o5 16 16.8 il ‘ prmtouts were, however, the only information available which prov1ded names of 3
: < T : . ' individuals by the institutions £ vhich they leased. The¢” le of OSP ' 1 -
I Maximun 61 12 19.7 | 47 12 25.5 108 2 22.2 | Y y the institutions irom which they were released. Thegmple o2 BSF
‘ Minimud 36 6 .16.7 | 36 8 22.2 72 14 19.4 % & releasees for the period FY 1971 through FY 1973 was drawn from the total population ™ i
CTQ“s 0238 - 52 21.8 | 240 50 20.8 4 478 7 102 '21._3‘/ ! of releasees and therefore this sample can be considered to be representative of the i
1975 Medium 47! , 7 14'9 .39 4 10.3 86 - 12. 8 - , | ; total POPulatiq,ﬁ released. J— *;
\i Maximud .50 _7, 4.0 | 37 - 4°10.8| 87 11 12. 6 R ° &
| Minimum 56 ©16.1 | 325 8 25.0 | 88 . 17 19.3 oW - i | |
= Figure 23 A
: G 86 | - - b :
‘( = 87 i
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Two final aspects of the rec1d1v15m study 1nvestigate the length of time a person

is free before hetis remcarcerated

recidivists was the date of reincarceration. This coupled with the date of release for

*

the individuals allows determination of the length of time between incarcerations to be

Included in the data collected concermng

made. Because of variables and factors which cannot be controlled, it is doubtful that
firm conclusions can be drawn. Date of reincarceration is not a measure which

provides.much of a feel concerning when the recidivistic offense occurred. For

‘ example, 11: may take six months or more to try an 1nmvidual ~appeals may delay

reincarceration, an individual may be at large for a lengthy period of time before he is

apprehended. Other 1nd1viduals may be tried and receive judgment quickly.
A better measure Wo,uld’ have been to determine the dates of arrest for the
Unfortunately, the information was not available in the files

which” were- searched during the recidivism study. To gather arrest 1nformation, a

dif.lerent set of files maintamed by the Department of Corrections would had to have

_been searched. Due to time limitation‘s, it was not possible to look at arrest dates.

\

The length of time b«ﬂ;ween r\elease from incarceration and reincarceration was

determined for each rec1d1v15t lgy counnng thHe days from release to reincarceration.

R

Individual recidivists were grouped according to the number o:f months they were out -

\\

of an Oklahoma penal institution. Length of time to reincarceration was determined
RS

for all recidivists being released from CTC'’s, maximum security institutions, and

medium security institutions. : ‘\ L e

Figure 24 presents a comparison of the length of time measured in months before

reincarceration between rec1d1v1sts from the Community Treatment Program and

w

recidivists from the OSP sample for the'\ period fiscal years 1971 through l97). Time

periods are grouped in six-month 1ntervals.

! o -

,’5//’ \1

T i e e bk

s

e

RS ke

(SRS R

"L HGTH QF n\xs. AF"‘ER RELEASE

b sttt

i

BEFORE RETNCARCERATION

" COMMUNITY TR

FISCAL YEARS 1071 THROUGH 1973

._-sT.‘E!lT PROGRAM AND 0S? SAMPLE

S
N

e sy

‘/
;
i
i

during fiscal years 1971 and 1972 was shorter for CTC recidivists.
: , |
median for fiscal year 1973 releasees from the CTC's was slightly<higher than the : z
median for OSP krecidivists.

| denotes the mid-point in a frequernicy distp»ibution. In other words, half of the total e

D

’l'he median is a measure of central tendency which

8

Fr

9

It can be seen that the median length of time to be remcarcerated for releasees

Howeve.r, the

57 1971 Y 1972 TY 1973
. CIC's 0s? cre's 0s? | c2C's OSP |
- - - Ci=e 2 ;
: Cumi"a Custe & Cum. 2 Cusi. 2 Cuz. ~ . g
Langth # af :o:al‘ # of total # . of tetall]l ¢ of tatal ¢ of gezal #4 of toeal !
i ites. ) recid. 7released| recid. raleisag| recld. raleased | recld. weleased | recid. i r:leasecl rec-d. released] ‘
5 Q. 0 3 7.0 4 2.8 0 - 5 © 2.2 3 3.1
ELz 2 11.1 3 14.0 14 12,5 6 6.4 13 8.0 3 6.2
! | 1.3 :
jL8 0 - 1 16.3 9 18.8 4 10.6 7 11.2 5 11.3 ;
the 1 15.7 6 - 2 20.1 : 11.7 6 13.8 s 15.5
.%30 g - 2 . 20.9 2 21.5 2 13.8 11 8.2 3 19.6 3
-:gas 1 22.2 q - 5 25.0 0 - 13 2.6 3 22.7
§42 'R - 3 27.9 3. 27.7 2 16.0 6 27.2 2 24.7
j48 ) - 1 0.2 3 29,2 2 18.1 1 27.7 2 25.3
f“fs& 0 - ) - 2 30.6 1 19.1 0 - 0 -
| | - 7.8 g
?so 1 - 27.8 0 = 9 - 5 24.5 0 1 27
: 1
ge’s 0 - k| . 37.2 0 - 1 25.5 0 - 0 - A
tn‘r.’.r.s 5 27.8 16 87.2 | 44 206, ' 2% 25.5 §2 ,27'7 ar 27_.34’. l{
Zpraw | 22 cenehs | 29 vonchs | 15.6 momens | 30 zonths ” 24 conths 213 monchs I
: ’ . THe
Figure 24 i
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CTC recidivists were remcarcerated in 24 months or less after release while half of & There 'were some differences in median lengths of time before reincarceration
1; the releasees from OSP during f-Y 1973 were reincarcerated in 21.3 months or less é for 1974 releasees who later recidivated. For recidivists released during fiscal year
i ’
i after release. 1974, the median lehgth was 17.2 months for CTC recidivists, 12 months for minimum
. . Y
Figure 25 presents the sajne comparlsoni for recidivists from the CTC's, medium security (msntutmns) rec1d1v1sts, 15 months for recidivists from medium: secumty
- é P . . z,/-“ . . ) : 1 ) \\
| security institutions and maximum security institutions for fiscal years 1974 and 1975. o facilities, and 18 rnonths for recidivists from maximum security institutions. For
H B . ; ‘ ‘\
recidivists released:during fiscal year 1975, the median length for CTC recidivists was
no different than the length for recidivists from medium security institutions, but it
LENGTT OF TIMS ATTZR RELIAST SSTORT RTTNCARCIRATION
] e CARCERATION . was somewhat longer 'than median length ‘to reincarceration for recidivists released
: CIC's, VTVTMM, MEDTTM. AND MAXTMCM STCTRITY INSTTIUTION
‘ ) ‘ A from minimum and maximum security institutions
o TTSCAL YTA3s 1974 AND 1973 Y )
: u Fxgure 26 cc>mbmes the above data into one presentation which depicts the
[ T h’
. }‘;
/ median length of time before reincarceration for recidivists from CTC's and maximum
4 L3 - . 1 - L3
" 1974 7T 1973 security insntuuqns regardless of the year during which they were released.
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:7 'The data suggests that recidivists from CTC's commit new offenses and are
| reincarcerated in a shorter period of tlme after release from their orlgmal ‘offense
than persons who’ were released from ‘maximum securlty 1nst1tutlons and later
recidivated. Half of all CTC rec1d1v1sts were remcarcerated within 16 months after
!
‘ ’ e
| release, whlle half of the rec1d1v15ts from maxlmum securlty lnstltutmns \yer
’7 " reincarcerated w1th1n 19 months after release.
’ L]
Figure 27 presents the median’ length of time before remcarceratxon for CTC S,
minimum;, medlurn, and maxxmum securlty 1nst1tu‘clons for the c:ombmed per1od 1974
and 19/5 poT . e _ : ‘
pacxiny:d oz 1 VT ATTER '.’.I_:_:AS': ETORZ REINCAS 2CTRATION
: c-rc°s, praelynvion 8 v-um!.//'\m saxan s:cr:a::*.' INSTITOTIONS
g / .
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by L (Mas.) | recidiviscs  reeid. 'tc.d ivises = rTacid. tecidiv‘.s:s Tecid, :ecidif:riscs ,v':eei:l.
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Figure 27 shows that for the combined perlod 1974 and 1975 there -‘was no
sxgruflcant difference between CTC's and mst1tut10ns concernmg the length of time
after release before reincarceration occurred.

through 27 suggests that the Community Treatment Program has had little effect in

prolonging rec1d1v1st1c behawor.

The final measure of rec1d1v1st1c behawor 1n this section 1nvest1gates whether

- the amount of savings and fmancxal resources an inmate has at the time of hlS release

-
has an effect on rec1d1v1st1c behavior. For ‘this analysis, only persons released from

the Oklahoma City Treatment Center in fiscal year 1973 were considered. kThe

&

variables in this study are:

| 1. Amount of Cmonley saved while at the CTC.

" 2. : Amount of money sent to ’dependents while at the CTC.
3. Number of prior incarcerati‘ons.;\ |

4. Length of time after release before remc:arceratlons.

The f1nanc1al data was derived from flnanc1al summaries kept for each resident

at the Oklahoma Clty CTC. The data concerning prior incarcerations and length of

- ktxme after release before remcarceratlons was determmed through searchi 1g”"'the'

Department':ls inmate flles. \ SN

Flfty-two rec1d1v1sts were ider tified as. havmg been released from the Oklahoma

Clty CTC durlng fiscal year 1973. Since trustles do not receive the direct beneflts of

work release, they were excluded from the overall group. ‘I'he medlan amount of

‘savmgs at the time of release Tor all non-recxdlwsts was $406 OO. The medlan amount
of savmgs for all rec1d1v15ts at the nme of release was $422. OO. To determme 1f there

‘was ‘any 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the two groups (rec1d1v1sts and non-rec1d1v1sts)

a t-test was used to determme whether or not there was a statlstlcally mgmﬁcantw

K

' dlfference between the average savmgs for each group ‘and the average for the

x«‘;"
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combined total of savings plus monies sent to families. The results of thosg tests are

presented below.

v Recidivists (N=52) Non-Rec1d1v1sts (N=135) . t
Median Savings $422.00 $406 00
Average Saved $499.15 5540 1 .72
Average of Amount ‘ % ’ ,
Saved plus Amount 7 -
Sent to Families . ||  $465.08 8615.75 .89

v ; o (S

 While the averag:\\amount saved and the average_ amount saved plus sent to ”

\

families was larger for non—rec1d1v1sts than for rec1d1v1sts, the t values were not large
A

enough to denote a statlstlcally significant dlfference between sav'ngs and amounts

sent to famllles for rec1d1v1sts and non-rec1d1v1sts. One 1nd1v1dual (no'l—rec1d1v1st) had
saved approxlmately S16, OOO prlor to his release. ThlS alone accounts for the larger

f1nanc1al resources attrlbuted to non-rec1d1v1sts. Therelore, it can be concluded that

savmgs and savmgs plus. momes sent to farmhes had no effect on rec1d1v15t1c behav1or

for persons released from Oklahoma Clty durmg 1973. .

For the rec1d1v1st1c group, product-moment correlatlon coeff1c1ents were erd to

o ,:Ja

see if there was any statlstlcally s1gmf1cant relatlonshlp between savmgs and savings

- plus monies sent to famllles and the length of time after release before remcarcera-

tion. Flgure 28 presents these fmdxngs. | o -

)

@
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CORR.ELATIO\I COEFFICIE\ITS FOR. SELECTED V-\RIABLES

@

OFI.A.HO‘!A CITY CTC RECIDIVISTS R...LEASED IN FY 1973+

_ _ Correlation
N = Varfiable (X) Variable (0 Coefficient
52 Savings at Release‘ Length to Rezncarcer&tion —.05126

, Savings at Release V
52 plus’ Amount Sent | : oo

A ‘:o.Families Length to Reincarceration | =-.03825

g
0

Y

Figure 28 .

The two correlatlon coeff1c1ents state that for persons released from the
(‘\

Oklahoma Clty CTC who ultlmately rec1d1vated there is no statlstlcal relatlonshlp v

[§5

k ’between savings and the length of time after release before rexncarceratxon occurred.

Nor is there a statistical relationship between the combined total of savings and

amounts sent to families and the length of time after release before reincarceration.

/Flgure 28, it 1s concluded that the financial benefits denved from the work release :

Based on the t-tests denved above and the correlatxon coefficients presented in

program for persons released from Oklahoma City in flscal year 1973 nad no effect on

rec1d1v1sm. For those persons who did rec1d1vate, the fmancxal benefits of the program

'v'had no effect on the length of time an 1nd1v1dual was free before, he was

’ remcarcerated. : ' ' RN R ‘ e

@

o

Conclusxve statements concermng fmancxal *esources and length of tlme until -

‘ remcarceratlon ior the program as a whole cannot be made since the above tests were

' ',not apphed to" all centers.

However, the data suggests that the fmancxal beneflts

' accrumg to work releasees and thexr famllxes has no effect on rec1d1v1sm.
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communlty Treatment Program has had any,, pos1t1ve effect on elther rec1d1v1sm rates' |

, 1n general or on :Euture rec1d1v1st1c behawor. L S SR
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 COSTS

. SECTION 3

Apart J;x?om the LEAA funds and state matchmg funds thch have been allocated |

bye]

1o, the communlty treatment program, thereare other costs Wthh should be mcluded

those costs attrlbuted dlrectly and 1nd1rectly to the‘@epartment of Correctlons. They B

mclude. “

1.

.in the analy51s. Th1s sectlon addresses 1tself to determmmg the costs assoc1ated w1th-f-

' mamtammg and operatmg the Oklahoma Commumty Treatment Program and other

‘ 1nst1tut10ns. These costs may be d1v1ded mto two categorxes. Internal costs represent

@

2]

s S R [ i . y ) &

Expenditures directly related to supporting the operations and activities”
~sponsored by both the Commumty Treatment Program and the other
institutions. : : ,

Indlrect expendltures for supoortlve and admlmstratlve services Wthh

while .not directly benefiting the residents of a communlty treatment

© center or other penal facilities to the provision of services for residents.

o

The source of funds ;for the program's 1nternal costs have been Federal LEAA :runds, ,

state grant matchmg funds, and the amount approprlated from work releasees for :

‘For example, the accounting department, central records unit, and the
~office of the Department director do riot provide direct services to inmates
‘yet the services provided by these departments are essential to the .

operation and administration of all penal facilities. Thus, a portion of*the

total costs for these activities must be allocated to both the Commumty :

Treatment Proaram and other correctlonal mstltutlons. s

?' A

=

- room, board and transportatlon servxces whlle they were re51dents of the centers.

External costs mclude e1ther d1rect expendltures or the 1mputed market value of '

»

_goods and servxces provxded by all agencxes, churches, c1v1c orgamzatlons, or

_1nd1v1duals who are not a part of the Department of Correctlons orgamzatlon.

Examples of external costs mclude° o

o

""Publlc expendxtures or costs :mcun'red by tax-supported agerc1es in the .
- provision of goods: and services to inmates of all correctional institutions. -

Examples of external costs to the Community Treatment Program include

. the cost (salary and frlnge benefxts) attrzbuted to the Oklahoma City CTC's
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Securlty Comm1351on. Serv1ces provided to re51dents by tax supported drug |
.and alcohol treatment programs, educational programs, counselmg pro-
" grams, etc. are other examples of external costs.

2. .Costs mcurred by private orgamzatxons or individuals in the provxslon of
goods ‘and services to the program or directly to residents of all
institutions. Examples of costs such as these would be the costs associated
with services provided by volunteers, church groups and organizations,
Alcoholics 'Anonymous, Jaycees, Volunteers in Corrections, and 31mllar
organizations and individuals. -

3. Should the Department purchase, instead of leasmg or renting, the ex1st1ng'
centers as recommended in the Department's Fiscal Year '78 Budget
Proposal, the net tax loss on the land, buildings, and personal incomes of
the parties who currently own the facxlltxes would constitute an external
cost. Since the Department owns all other correctional facilities, there is
an external cost associated with these ‘institutions because of the tax
revenue which has been lost because of state ownership.

An additional category of costs are opportunity costs. Opportunity costs are
costs which result from the fact that when oneactivity is undertaken another must be

foregone. In the context of the Department of Correction's allocation of resources for

-the Commumty Treatment Program, there is an opportumty cost associated with the

foregoing of either tradltlonal correctlonal actlvmes or-other correctional activities in

order"t(krﬁi;ate and maintain the CTC program. ‘ |

In this context, the opportunity cost of using a specified amount of resources to

prowde services to partu:lpants in the commumty treatment centers can be considered

as being the result {measured in terms of the objectlves of the program, such as
reduced rec1d1v1sm, reintegratirig part1c1pants into socxety, etc.) that could be obtamed t

from usmg those same resources in other ‘types of correctlonal actwmes. If then, the

opportunity costs (the resu !lts and effects of the foregone act1v1t1es) are greater than

the results and effects of the act1v1ty undertaken, there is a loss or "cost" to soc1ety
above the external and 1nternal costs descrlbed above. The loss to soc1ety is the soc1al

cost mcurred from the allocatlon of resources to the act1v1ty whose effects are not as

‘ great as those of the foregone acthty. Conversely, if the opportumty cost (effect) of

5y
)

o
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the foregone“ activity is less‘than the e}fect of the activity whic’h is undertaken, there
is a gain or benefit to society. The'gain is the social benefit derived from allocating
resources‘)“-o ;‘;more ef:ficient*\‘and e:ffectlve usés. Anothe %.:.:ample is the opportunity
cost assoc1ated with the bed space taken in the centers by trusties (who, while they are

trusties do not reap the percelved,beneflts of work release) which could otherwise be

used by persons on work or study release. There are also opportunity costs associated

with traditional penal institutions. Society bears an opportunity cost when a persen is

incarcerated because the potential productivity of his labor is foregone when he is

incarcerated.  Also, loss“’ of potential income means loss of ‘tax revenues. If
incarceration leads to an m,r:rease in public support to famllles of mmates this would
represent an additional cost to society. ’

Cost analysis of the Community Treatment l”rograrn and the institutions will be

limited to internal costs and those external costs which can be precisely identified,

Determining all external costs is beyond the scope of this report. However, program

administrators should realize that these costs are nevertheless real and should be

i

considered in the overall costs of operation of the program; Likewise, opportunity cost

S 8
analysis will not be specifically included in this report, although the subjeéﬁz‘ is dealt

with simplistically in the portlon of this section which compares program costs w1th

‘)‘

- costs associated with the operatlon and maintenance of medium and maximum sec urlty

institutions. o E

Commumty Treatment Program and 1nst1tutronal costs are looked at in detail for
fiscal years 1975 and 1976. Attempted analy51s for prev1ous years proved futile. The
Departrnent's financial records for these years are incomplete. According to program
accounting personnel many of the flnanc1al records for years previous to fiscal: vear
1975 were kept sporadlcally and those records that were avallable became unorgamzed

durmg) a federal»audlt of the Department of COI‘I‘EC’thHSa : R s
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Expenditures for capital equipment is an area of costs which deserve mention. In

a cost accounting system, expenditures of this nature are placed in separate categories
and depreciation schedules derived for each specific outlay. In this manner, the cost
of the particular expendable item is pro-rated over the life o£ the item. Unfortunate-
ly, capital outlay expenditures for state agencies (and most non-profit organizations)
are not reported this way. Capital ’expenditures are reported in total during the year
the outlay was made. This has the effect of distorting yearly financial summaries
particularly for years succeeding the year the expenditures were made. In other

. _

words, although certain equipment items are being used on a );ear-to-year basis, there
are no yearly costs itemized for tgese items. Capital outlay expenditures have not
been inciuded in the cost analysis. There simply is no way to estimate the life of the
" expendable items, particularly since depreciation schedules or inventory schedules‘for

. each institution were not available.

C@5t5< derived 1n this section w1ll therefor underestimate the actual costs

k>

i
a

Rl

1nvolved in operatmg, maintainmg, and provxdmg servxces to re51dents of the
community treatment program, Likewise, costs for medium and maximum institutions
Swiil E-’ie underestimated.

This section is divided into two parts. Part A looks at costs for the program as a
wl{ole. Included in this portion are cost determinations for all other mstitutions
operated and mamtained by the Department of Corrections, Thus it is p0551ble to.
compare costs tok operate and maintain the Commumty TreatmentProgram with those
associated with the operation of.tradi_,tional correcti‘onal, .institutions.‘ A com’plete and

| ‘detailed cost analysis foreach institution was beyond the scope of this report.

= ’ e

Yo

methods used by the Department (and other state agenc1es) do not allow for

sophisticated analy51s. However, the cost mformation is accurate in terms of actual

S , v s ' : k 1

T
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Furthermore, for reasons mentioned previously current accountmg practices and :
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expenditures by the Department for the Institutions and the Community Treatment
Program. All cost information reported in Part A was taken from the fiscal year 1978
budget proposal submitted to the Thirty-Sixth Oklahoma Legislature.

Cost determinations \;vere limited to fiscal years 1975 and 1976 because 1975 was
the first year that all five centers were in operation for a full year. '

Costs associatedwith individual centers'ar:eﬂ derived in Part B. In this manner,
each center can, on the basis of costs, be compared with all others for fiscal years
1975 and 1976. This allows for a demonstration of how program outcomes influence

costs associated with successful participants.

A.  COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM AND INSTITUTIONAL COSTS

’Budget summaries for fiscal years 1977 and 1978 ,were the source of cost

information for the Community Treatment Program, the maximum, and the minimum

o e

security ins'titutions.‘@”l'h"emse ‘'summaries, developed by the Division of the Budget, State
of Oklahoma, denote actual expenditures of all state agencies 'by activity for two
previ,ous years. Estimated ‘expenditures are prov1ded for the current, but not
completed, fiscal year. In ~other words, the budget proposal as submitted by the
Governor for fiscal year 1978 contains actual expenditures for all institutions and
activities under the auspices of the Department(,of Correctionsv for fiscal years 1975
and 1976 and an estimate of fiscal year 1977 expenditures. Since expenditures are
reconciled with records kept‘ at the State Budget Office, the Governor's Budget

proposal presents the best mformation available for aggregate determmatlons.

’l'he pro-rata share of the costs for 1nd1rect expenditures such as the central

records unit, the Department's admmistratlve expenditures, etc. was determined by

allocatmg a percentage ot these expenditures back to the Commumty Treatment :

Prdgram and each institution operated by the Department. - L
R : S : ’ : o
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The pro-rata share of costs for each administration activity was allocated back

' to the Community Treatment Program ‘;famd the institution by using one of three

possible methods. |

employees, costs were allocated back to the Community Treatment Program and the

o
_ institutions on the basis of the percentage\‘ of total institutional and CTC employees

,

i

employed by each institution. For example, in fiscal year 1975, the Department

operated a system-wide correctional trammg, component. The cost of this activity was
_ \ ° ,
$205,876. Since 44.9 percent of all CTC and institutional employees worked at the

|
Oklahoma State Pe mtentlary during FY 1975, 44.9 percent or $92,457 of the

\e\'\

expendltures for correctional traxrung was alloc,\ated back to OSP. The remaining funds
\ \ )
were allocated to the remaining cqrrectlonal institution and centers on the employee

percentage basis. \ \\
For expenditures which were useé\\to feed c\r provide services to inmates, pro-

rata a.llocatlons were made on the bams\of each \msntutxon's percentage of total
inmate population. For example, in fiscal ye;\r»-ﬁ\1976 51,196,891 was expended for food
sup,)hes and since 16.5 percent of all 1nst1tt\;uonal inmates were housed at the
Oklahoma State Reformatory, 16.5 percent or ‘\$\‘l97 828 of the expendn:ures for
1nst1tutxonal food supplies was allocated back to OSEi\ for\ﬂscal year 1976. Smce the
Commumty Treatment Centers provide food out of thelr\\gre\ t and approprlated funds,

N\

none of the food supply monies were pro-rated to the CTCS.\

Admmlstratlve expenditures, canteen expenditures, anq expendltures for ‘the

\\
blood plasma program were pro-rated on the basis of the percen{.age each correctmnal

,

the Commumty Treatment Program expendltures for flscal year 19\
: 2]

fﬁ 102

I ' For expenditures which were used "Lto, improve staff capabilities or to benefit

A
fac111ty’s expendltures were of the total expendxtures for correctl\nal fac1ht1es. Since |

‘ represented 9.1

percent of the total expenditures for correctional facilities, this same proportion of
adminietrativekeﬁrpenditures was pro-rated to the Community Treatment Program.
In this manner it was possible to arrive at an estimate of expenditures for each

correctional faciliry during fiscal years 1975 and 1976. The Accounting Division of the

Department of Corrections provided the information pertaining to which 1nst1tut1ons
should recewe the pro-rata expenditure allocations.

Figures 29 and 30 present employees and average daily populations for each

f:!,

correctional facility during fiscal years 1975 and 1976. The percentages were used to

derive pro-rata expenditure allocations.

AVERAGE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES AND AVERAGE

DAILY POPUTATION: ORLAHOMA CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

EISCAL YEAR 1973
(i Avg. NUmber Perceﬁgw“ Percent  Average Percent . Percent
. 'J of _of of Daily of of
Facility  Employees Total Igst.* Population . Total | Inst.*
Ltc‘s _ 79 8.5 - 235 7.5 i
Quachita 43 4,6 5.0 177 5.6 ﬁ 6.1
S %
Stringtown 52 5.6 6.1 360 1.4 {:k 12.3
 I\teLeod Homor 38 4.1 bt 220 70 7.5
i Fam . ' TR s . “5'
iLexington RTIC 89 9.5 10.4 383 12.2 | 13.1
| o |
asE 419 44,9 49.2 1,240 39.3 | 42,6
"o : ; |
OSR 184 ' 19.7 21.5 488 » 5.5 | 16.8
fWIF ‘ 29 3.1 © 3.4 47 l.SE 1.8
I 933° 100.0 100.0 3,150 i00.0 100.0

' i
* The percent of institutions columns represent the percentage

of employee or average daily populations for each facility
e\:clud:.nv the Community Treatment Centers.
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Submitted by David L. Boren, Governor
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i
AVERAGE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES AND AVERAGE .=
’ DATLY POPULATION, OKLAHOMA CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES |
FISCAL YEAR 1976 . ) ;
EXPENDITURES# BY INSTITUTTONS / i
Avg. Number Percent Percent  Average Percent Percent FY 1975 - FY 1976
o of of ’ of Daily of of / ;
Facility Employees Total Inst.* Population Total Inst.*® ,// |
crc's - 81 8.1 - 285 7.3 - /
Stringtown 69 6.9 7.6 354 ‘ 9.1 9.8 ],ercent /Percent Pergen‘t }?er;.ent
, . FY 1976 ) o
"~ McLeod Homor : e FY 1975 ~ of .
Farm 53 - 5.3 5.8 225- 5.8 6.2 . Institution Expenditures Total / Tnst.l Expenditures  Total Inst
Lexington RIC . A ' . . ' 19 l{ Community Treat- | ‘ ‘ [
’ [C 113 11.4 | 12.4 3 »429 11.0 11.9 ! ment Centers 51,217,730  9",1 — $1,455,281 10.1
0SP \424 42.8 46.3 1,756 44.9 48/v.5 Quachita 635,956 47 5.2 701,938 4.9 5.4
R : . : : : | ‘ ' 8: 6. -6
0s 177 17.8 19 4 - 398 15.2 16,“5 ! I stringtomn 719,640 5.3 5.9 . 981,509'“_” _68 o 7 -
ViE ' 28 ~2:8 31 85 ‘ L7 L8 o | McLeod Homor s \ 6.0
\} 994 100.0 100.0Q 3,903 100.0 100.0 : Fam 526,986 1" . : ‘ 1.1
K o o S | * || zexington RIC 1,380,311 10.2 11.3 1,436,654 9.9 .
x ’ . , . & ‘ . . : s \‘? : B 7 . 48 L) l‘
;\ Lo | | , Close ¢ . 6,011,771 | 447 48.9 16,286,494 43.6
Q ‘ D ‘ . . ) . 3 : "\ . 6 9 180 8
| C | 18.9 20.8 2,434,096 16.
| % The percent of institutions columns represent the percentage ) f'OSR 2’54_4,’344 O : ’ ‘
\ of employee or average daily populations for each facility ’ b WTF 437,926 ) 3.2 3.6 346,095 2.4 .2°7:
\\\\ v e*cclucu.no the Communz.ty Treatment Centers, L o e ' ) o i :
Y S : B L | IR R 13,474,664 100.0 1000 14,419,143  100.0  100.0
\\\ : -~ Figure 130. N ' ' »
\\' | : = ; | : - : | _ .y = i Source: State of Oklzhoma. Budget for the Fiscal Year End:ma June 30 1977

\  Figure 31 presents the percentages of total expenditures for each facxhty which % Expenditures do not include capital outlays.

o

wexe used to determme pro-rata allocations for Department system-wxde expendxtures o

; . 1 The percent of inst.:.tut:ion columns represent the percentage
SOF . . of expenditures for each faecility excluding the ‘Community
P , Treatment Centers.

whxch\v<ere not d1rectly related to erther the number of correcnonal employees or

[

inmate pooulatmns.

R o e SR v, S TR R Figure 31
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Figure 32 lists Department of Corrections expenditures in-addition to those *

expenditures for each correctional facﬂity. It is these itemized expenditures

a portion was pro-rated to the appropriate correctional facmty. Actual expenditures" )

by activity for flscal years 1975 and 1976 is presented along the method used in pro-

rating each activxty expenditure, and the facilities which,:received the pro-rata

allocations. B ; -
DEPARTMENTAL EXPENDITURES
ALLOCATIONS OF PRO-RATA EXPENDITURES

Pro-Raca Actual FY 75 ‘Actual FY 76 d

Basis¥ , : Expend{ turag ‘Expenditures Allocated zo:

£ Carrec:gﬁrfil Training 5205‘, 876 « $139,240 ¢ ' CIC's & Ins‘ti';'ut:ious ‘

3 Administracion 574,796 970,515 CIC's & Imstituttons

-} Canteen E 72,098 — 7 CIc'a & Institutions

. Adult Basic Fducation 56,404 42,860 - 0osp
Mezoftln Industres -~ f 28,98 wIE
Title I Education o 217,395  0M01,3%6 .70 0sR & .30 0S?

P Food Supplies , :éyw - o 1,196,891 S insti:u:ions

E Worknan's anenséeic;h . - " 194,540 o In;:icu:ions

P Hospital Caze —— 131,036 ‘Insticutions

P Inza:er:nceniiée Payji‘ ; i R ¢ v 163,965 ., «instiztutions

P .. Cours Costs L ;3,643 ilgj‘ 50,794 N Institutions o
? Dis:ha:geiof Prieaners . | 87,530 E L ‘71,;5§~u Ins:izucicna

? Li'at"ary*-' e - 4,905 thsessucions

3 Plasta Prog-am : . 210,163 180,690 ©  Isseyfucions

? ‘Rgcreation 23,88 T a0 Institucions

P TnstiSoctal Services 16592 '...___4_4;20_; Ins:i:u»iou;

T rera 0 3E mo-m'sn $1,,568,365 . | ss §§1 365 ,

939urca. ‘State of Oklahoma. Budcat for the Fiseal Year Ending June 30.~1978.
. "Subui::ed by David L. Baran, Governor. : :

- HE signif 25 cost pzo-ra:ed on basis of the pe-cent share of total
o i:u:ional and/or CIC employmen:. »

3 signifies cost pro-ra:ed on basis of :he percen: snare of eodus)
Ins:i:utional and/or CIC budbec., :

P sign.ries cost pro-rataed on bas.s of the uercent shate of toeai'
Ingeitucional and/or CTC ave*age da ly poaulations.
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5 Department of Corrections generated expenditures for Cbrrectional facilities are

‘nresented in figure 33. ,Fiscal year 1975 and 1976 expenditures represen the amaunt
expended at each fac1hty durmg the two years. The amounts contained in the Pro—rata

share columns represent the allocations of pro-rated expenditures to each facility.

kv

The procedures previousiym discussed in this section were ’used in, determining the pro-

44444

average daily cost for each facility was derived usmg the inmate poleations flgures |

developed by the evaluators and those contained in the fiscal year 1978 budget
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L _A i 2 ) L ‘ ' v . ;; . L - o ) : ‘ | . R . ’ . . . . | ‘ . -+ : ] ) ‘ . ' ' g -
R — :a_»:.f. RN o . . . JIREp u it L .,O-, o Lol 5 g el T ) ”‘f;““‘“%rtfﬂ~~;w Z/f e s peravgy * T : s A w7 e P s ot i
\ . ‘:‘ : . | ‘ ) . ‘ - . ‘ :‘ . ‘ i ’ o i . ] o L . P o / - ; . “ v P % A I FOWMER RTINS M A e e ;
I . - i . : . “ 3 e . iy
it % i B ] . : : i;
. 4 g 0 3
i l S e ’ R ‘ o i
! ' : @ )
4 e ; S A S o i g - It can be seen from Figure 33 that in terms of aggregate expendltures the
) 3 ' : I - ' - . : ] o
S | 3 = o
U o & average daily cost per 1nmate the commumt treatment r‘enter ank uite high when
H g y P y 4 g !
ki . . s - i« E &
i ! R SRR ‘ S £y compared with. other institutions operated and maintained by the ~Department of , 8!
el . ‘ . B . ‘ . . : s R 5 i . :
T : ‘yo: m@ AVERAGE DAILY COST PER INMATE = . FISCAL YEAR 1975 ' T (5 . . e : D
; S , » Gn SRR : ‘ . Correctlons. For fiscal ‘year 1‘975vthe Women’s Treatment Facility, the Oklahoma o
‘ Institution CFY 75 Expe Pm_ratgi-shm " Est. Exp. ‘ﬁlﬁﬁulgﬁii : ‘*"EOS’Q“‘“" R " State Reformatory, and Ouachita had higher average daily costs than the commumty :
crc’s . 31,229,730 . §76,367 . $1,306,097 2350 - §15.22 _ ,  treatment centers. - Again «n fiscal year 1976 these facﬂmes operated more o
Quachita . . 997,520 . ' 54 932 1,062,452 - 177 L1644 i b ' T v ; : B
e N e : R S o ‘ expensively per inmate. L S ' s '
Stringtow‘m : %719,640 ’ 88,888 T 808,528 . 360 ce s 6.15 : ) :
. o [ g . ) ) - X . - o i : ‘ : . N " e (S o - . o - l
McLeod Homor Fafm ~ 789,710 60,079 St dh9,789 220 - . 10.58 o The cost figures ($15.22 and $15.16) represent the average daily costs for all j
8, : : : 707,7 ‘ 12.21 "IN T DT : ‘ . , , o ‘ . =
Lexington \F\\ 1,568, 141 (139,633 - L.707,724 383 s , 4 4 ¥ residents of the commumty treatment centers, regardless of the status (trusty or 3
e, OosE 6,011,771~ 704,437 6,716, 2oa ‘ 1,240 14.83 : LN
= . ' § : a : ) T B ) "\h—/“ ;
. : . : L=natIil the T 1d nts. wever, since trusti o not receive benefits of work i
o em ;, 5,547,132 055748 2,942, 880 488 | 16.52 : "o parzicipant) of the Teside S. | " Howev , sinc tr es do not receive be w ;
WIF ., - 486,140 38,281 524,421 47 . 30.56 S B ~or study release and because the1r prlmary purpose at a commumty treatment center is ook ’
CTOTALS - . $14,349,784 38,7 . $15,918,149 | : Se L §13.86 : i . t _ . ;
: o VA3, - $1,588,365 : e A S . i the prov1s1on of supportlve serv1ces such as dr1v1ng work releasees to and from their a
o o . : . . ~.Insts. only ($13.72) % - ' ' i
. : o _ : : : , .w/o WIF ($13.45) '
: Lo ~ B , : _ places of employment, Jamtorlal serv1ces, cooking and workmg in the kltchen\ etc., !
AVERAGE DATLY COST PER INMATE - _FISCAL YEAR 1976 . ’ e o A REEER |
R o ' : e S o 3 these 1nd1v1duals may be looked upon -as an addmonal overhead cost to the program. ' |
L . © o b . ) B : e BT i
: o o : 0w v “Ayg. Dail : . Daily. - > O : e
| Institution. .  FY 76 Exp. “ Pro-rata share - Est. Expq ngu‘la:iozz ' Avgosgaily , O The use of trusty labor w1th1n ‘the Commumty Treatment Program results in - a :
[ ‘ - o : . ~ : N . H
cic's o . $1,467,281% B $109,300 S $1,576,581 285 S $15.16 3 gonmderable reductlon m aggregate yearly expendltures for the program. Slmxlarly the !
Quachita . 1,039,467 ‘ 163,009 1,202,476 =181 e 17 2% 5 ’ : | B b
e : T . : : ) use of trusty labor w1th1n other penal facmtles reduces aggregate yearly - expendltures
Stringtown =~ 1,281,090 . 267,520 - 1,548,610 o354 : 11.98 )} e . e
" Mcleod Homor Farm. = 816,857 198,726 © - 1.015.583 25 12 6 i for these mstltutxons. 'I‘hls is becauseptrustles are not remunerated at the prevailing BT M
" N o A > Cme s d . i =
- ¢ . - = (4] : LS . . . 13 Vo ; 9 = {
Lexington o L:623,579 o 354,547 o 1,978,1% ' 429 . . 12.63 { . ' o wage rate Whlch would otherwme have been paid to persons hlred from the c1\r1han
= EEEE T 6,291,738 ¢ 1,632,239 7,923,977 1,75 12.36 1 Ny : .
R : o - _ T T i 3 labor pool to perform these serv1ces. However,‘ smce trustles are hOUSed at :the
cd QSR R B : 27,534‘,&42 . 816 566 L e 333513@08‘? v . 598 & . © . 15.35 . ’ ' R \\”: N
: WIE 370,082, . 4 89,438 - __uses;m . 85 19.36. P [ E centers, bed space whlch could be used for persons recelvmg full program beneﬁt 1s
7 ara . 815,424,536 L s - $13.37 ERNEEE T 3
£ TOTALS : 23653593 3,6 $19,055,881. : : ,
b - L S g ' 31’3“5 BEY kit cians PRESE 3’993 tosta. oaly Gsinzy bl dlsplaced Smce the purpose of