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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION~ 

" . . ,/ 

The Community Treatment Program in Oklahoma had as its forerunner a pre

release center which was established January 1, 1967 at the() Oklahoma State 

Penitentiary. The pre-release center attempted to develop an atmosphere which was 

as near to society as possible. Personal counseling, guest speaker programs, supervised 

shoppir{g trips' into 0 the community, and driver training programs were the major 

:activities of the pre-release center. 

Based on the successes of the pre-release center, the first work release center or 

community treatment center was established in October, 1970 at Oklahoma City. An 

initial grant of $404,000 was awarded by' the Oklahoma Crime ~ommission to the 

Department of Corrections providing the funds for the Oklahoma City Center. Since 

. its implementation, the Community "Treatment Program has grown to the point where 

" there currently are six centers in operation with another due to open shortly. Funding 
. c? 

for the program has been ptovided by ~ LEA A monies awarded by the Oklahoma Crime 

Commission and matching funds from state appropriations. A total of $6,447,760 

(incluaing state matching funds) has been ,awarded to the Department of Corrections 

for use in the Community Treatment Program. 

In November, 1976, the Corrections Committee of the Oklahoma Crime 

Commission asked Crime Commission evaluatic:)O staff to intensively evaluate the, 

Community Treatment ·Program. The evaluation effort itself was begun in early 

December, 1976 with research and data gathering efforts continuing through the 

middle of March, 1977. 

The report focu~es on the philosqphy of the progra~election or inmates for the 

program, activities and services provided to program resident, success and non-success 

rates for each center and the program,~a.S a whole, recidivis~ rates (both for individ'uals 
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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 

Community Treatment Program and those associated with the housing of inmates at 

traditional penal facilities.________. ' 
'~,~, 

The study encompasses approximately a seven-year period of time. Resident 

outcomes were determined for the period December, 1970 through n~~cember, 1977. 

Recidivism rates were determined for persons released from the program during fiscal 

years 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974-, and 19~nd compared with rates for persons released 

from other correctional in~titutions during the same time period. Costs were 

determined for the Community Treatment Program and other institutions for fiscal 

years 1975 and 1976. 

Although six community treatment centers are presently operating in Oklahoma, 

one center has been in existence only a few months and therefore has not been 

included in this report. The community treatment 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 philosophy"of the Community Treatment Program in Oklahoma is basically to 

assist the offender in becoming reacquainted with society by helping him in re

~~tablishing r,elatibnships with the communit.y and his family. Involved in this process 

are assisting the man in gaining employment, providing counseling for the offender, 
c 

and increasing the offender's awareness of what community resources are available to 

him after his release. The employment aspect of the program is by far the most 

important.' 

~' 

2 ~, 

I . 
J 
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j 

By being employed the inmate is able to interact with the community on a 
I~ 

supervised basis, a portion of his income is allated for his personal support (room, 

board, and t,ransportation). 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. 

Section 1 

Evaluation.Findings 

Program Activities and Resident Outcomes 
" 

1. Screening and the resident selection procedure. 

Individuals who reside at the individual centers can be classified as either 

trusties or participants. Both types of individuals must meet essentially the same 

criteria before they will be acbnitted toa center. The only difference being that 
() , 

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 releas<l by discharge or one-third elegibility date. Persons 

desiring admission as a study l1EHeasee m~y be one year away from probable release 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. 

Trusties provide supportive services to the centers. They are used for such 

activities as maIntenance of the building and grounds, working in "the kitchen, and 

serving as drivers tpHtransport work releasees to and from their places of employment. 
~ & 

(j TqJsties are not eligible for many of, the privileges of which other residents can avail 
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themselve~.· ,While they \JI:el' eligible for recreational activities, counseling i~nd shopping 
" 'ill'::' !I 

, ~-: . .(If, I ) 

excursions, they dq, n(yt'%~iarticipate in the employrp'ent program. Since' their main 

purpose is the provision tit services which otherwise, the Department would have to 
p ~ 

purchase from th~ civiliarhabor pool, trusties are, in actuality, an additional overhead 

cost to the program. ' , 

,Based on responses to a series of questions 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 ot the eleven persons 

interviewed were willing to' state without qualification that the resident selection 

process is cUl-rently adequate. Most persons felt the process is functioning better than 

before, but four individuals stated that the process and procedures used remain 

inadequate. The most common explanation given cOflcerning inadJquacies in the 

process was that too mciny individuals' are still being admit"ted to the program who 

either are not physically, or em 0 t.iQnally suitable for work release. Most superinten

dents, and adr;ninistrators felt that although trusties are housed under better living 
~ ,,~" 

conditions than they 'experienced at institutions, the lack of financial resources and 
-" 

",:;", ,," 
privileges served to lower trul)ty morale as cO::"lpared to program participants. 

".~,' ,.,-

,2. '-JResident Activities. (I ,:1 ;i 

".other than employment, activities andjervices for residents include individual 

ando group counseling," finaJci~l planning and budgeting 'assistance, educational 
'l 

programs, shopping excursio~s, ~nd recreCi:~ional activities. In addition to supervised 
. 0 

)) 

visits into the community~, certain residents (with the exception of"trl;lsties)' are also 
u 

allowed to interact with the community without staff supervision. In ,these instances 

an' approved community member or familY,assumes supervisory responsibility for the 
• • - ,,.. (I ,', 

re~ide9t. These community vis!ts may b~ for a period of up to twelve hours. Each 

center has greatly expanded its use' oioexisting community resources in providing 
n ~ 

Q o. 
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additional services to residents. Alcoholics Anonymous, Jaycees, drug recovery 
G 

centers, organizations providing psychological and ,psychiatric servic;es and church 

groups are representative~of the community resources upon which reliance has been 

placed. 

3. Resident Outcomes. 

Residents were classified as having either a successful or unsuccessful o~~come 
, -, 

from the center from which Jhey were terminated. Persons paroled or discharged from 

a community treatmetlt center were classified as having a successful outcome. 

Persons who were admitted aI1d released from the program in fifteen days or less were 
,,\ 

classified ~s having an unsuccessful outcome since they could not benefit appreciably 

from the work release experience and in aU- probability should not have been admitted 

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

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

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

determined for the following groups of individuals: 

1. All residents of the program. 

31.5 percent of aU persons who have been admitted and 
released from the program since its inception have had an 
unsuccessful outcome. 

2. AU persons admitted and, terminated as a work or study 
releasee~ , . , ; , 

28.6 percent of this group have had an unsuccessful 
outcome. 
" 
3. Persons who were" admitted and who terminated as a 

trusty. 

58.6 percent- of this group experienced ~ an unsuccessful 
outcome • 

4. Persons who were admitted to the program as a trusty but 
who were terminated as a work or study releasee. 
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13 percent of this group experienced an unsuccessful 
outcome. 

Outcome rates have not improved for the program over the years. "In most 

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

program as a whole. the data suggests th~t there has been no substantial improvement 

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

4:. 
" f 

Employment. 

TI1e program has done an excellent job in securing empl~~ment for individuals 
VJ U 

and data suggests the employment aspect has grown substantially stronger o~er the 

years. Monthly rates of unemployment for workr~~1easees were dete'rmined for aU 

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

Muskogee) 'consistently had lower rates of unemployment for their r~sidents than rates 
~, 

for the general poPulace. Virtually everyone incarcerated at a'CTC on work release 
_ '1 

;-t:-, 

status and who was a resident there for some l~ngth of time gained employment and 
~ , 

'. . i 
thus left the center with substantially more money than he would, otherwise have 

! • " 

received had he disc.hargedoor paroled from other penal facilities. Gross earnings of 

individuals have increased greatly since fiscal year 1974~ 

5. Escapes. 

Escapes from the community treatme~t centers have increased d~ring each full 
;:, ~. c:' 

fiscal year$ince FY 1974. 2.7 percent of aU residents in. FY 197~ ~slaped. 4.5 

,percent of a~ re~ide~ts in 1975 escaped •. During 1976, ;.2 percent of tjt program's 

residents escap~p. For the period FY 1974 through FY 1976, 127 indiviobalsescaped 
, ", -" ~.' '. II 

from community treatment cent~rs. Data frO,m the period July 1, 1976 t~rough March, 
, ~ 

1977 shows that escape rates have declined to 3.2 percent~) If this tren/ti continues, a 

reIative redu~~n in es~apes w;U have occurred. ,," 'l 
Section 2 Recidivism r 

A recidivist is defineda_s any person released" trom a minimumsecuri;!:y 

institution, medium security'institution, or maximum sectlri~i'~nstitution who, at some 
·~h 
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future point in time, was reincarcerated in a penal facility operated and maintained by 

the Department of Corrections. Institutions represented in t.he recid,ivism "st~dy were: 

Community Treatment Program 

(Minimum Security) 

(J 

institutions 

Minimum Security: 

Medium Security: 

Maximum S~curity: 

Okla. City CTC 
Tulsa CTC 
Lawton CTC 
Enid eTC ' 
Muskogee CTC 

Ouachita 
McLeod Honor Farm 

Stringtown 
, Lexington 

Okla. State Penitentiary 
Okla. State Reformatory 

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

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

. other institutions by drawing a ten percent sample of pcit~ons released from ~~he 

Okl~homa.-5tate Penitentiary during fiscal years 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975. A 
'j' , \~~ ,", 

ten percent sample was drawn from individ~als released from all other institutions 

during fiscal years 1974 and 19750 The. CTC population and the 'sample group matched 

up extremely closely concerning the number of times individuals from each type of 

institution (maximum, medium, or minimum) had been incarcerated. 
,. c:- d ' 

Offense categories did not match up closely. There were ~ greater proportion of 

violent and sexual offenders released from maximum and mediwll security institutions 
". 

than from the Community Treatment Program. 
~i 

However, attempting to Ilmatch 

individuals according'to the o~~ense under which they were incarcerated completely 
a. 

ignores the role plea bargaining plays in the conviction process. 
~ . () 

The median ages of the eTC population 'and the institutional samples were 
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l! 
virtually th~,' sar:ne. Inmates at maximum security institutions were on the whole 

slightly younger than the CTC group, while inmates released from minimum ,and 

medium security institutions were ciJittle older. 

General recidivism rates determined according to the fiscal year of release 

showed that ~ for, most years rates were higher for releasees from the Community 
7. '(". 'I 

Treatment Program than for either medium or maximum security institutions." Rates 

for the Community Treatment Program as a whole were substantially higher for 

pe'rsons released during fJscal years 1,974 and 1975 than rates for,othe; institutions. 
(("I-IF-

,!J 
Recidivism rates for persons released during specific fiscal years wer~: 

, '# 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

,~./ 

CTC's 

27.8% 

,30.6% 

27.7% , 

27.1% 

() 21.3% 

<.I 

" 

Minimum Securi.tx 

19.4% 

19.3% 

'Medium Securi,!y 

G 

16.8% 

12.8% 

Maximum, Security 

37.2% 
,i 

" , 25 • .596 
II 

27.8% 

22.2% 

12.6% 

Other data presented in the main body of the report lead to the conclusion that 
o () 

'jth~ Communit; Treatment Pr~gram has had no'positive effect on re~idivism reduction. 

" Of the sample a listing of all persons released from the institutions during fiscal years 
" 

1974 and 1975 was not available: A sample which nUmerically represented ten p~,rcent 

of all persons released from these institutions was drawn. This sample was drawn from 

a gr~up of names representing approximately 50 to 60 percent of the total nllmber of, 

persons released. Therefore, ,the institutional sample mayor may not be representa

tive') of the total population released. Recidivism rates in the main body Of the report 

~hould be viewed in this manner. 

Two other aspects of the recidivism study investigated whether the work release 

experience had "an effect on the length of time a recidivist w~ free ,before he~as 

8 
iJ 

~. 

reincarcerated. In the first instance, length of time after rei~ase .before reincarcera-

tion was corripared between CTC Program recidivists and recidivists from other 

(:~]stitutions. While firm conclusions cannot be' drawn, the data suggests that the 

employment experience has had little, if any,effect tn'lengthening the amount of time 
.+F' 

a person is free before he is reincarcerated. 

00'.) 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 
~ O,~ ~ 

largest center (Oklahomat:ity) during fiscal year 1973 were compared. 'iJ Fifty,;,two 
,~, 

recidivists were identified as having been release9 from the Oklahoma City Center 

during 1973. Excluding trusties, 135 non-recidi:(ists were identified. The median 

amount of savings accumulated at the time of release for the recidivistic group was 

.$422 while median savings for non:"reciC'hvists' wa~ $406. A t-test was used to 

determine if there was any statistically significant 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 diffJrence 

between reciclivists and non-reci~ivists. Additional statistical analysis showed that 

there was no relationship between savings or the combined total of savings plus 

payments sent to families and the length of time a recidivist was free before 

reincarceration. Conclusive st~tements concerning financial resources and the length 
'n 

, of time after release until reincarceration .for the program as a whole cannot be made 
1/ 

since the statistical tests were not applied to all centers. However, the data suggests 

that financial benefits accruing to work releasees and their families has no effect on 
" , 

"";":,, 

recidivistic;: behavior. 

Section 3 Costs 

1. Community Treatment Program and Institutional Costs. 
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Costs': to operate and maintain the Colllmunity Treatment Program during 1975 

and 1976 were ;higher than costs associated with most other penal institutions. The 
,}.,~ . 

average da~ly co'St for all residents of the comjl1Unity treatment centers during fispal 
\':'.'~: ... '. 

year 1975 was $15.22. Of all other Department of Correction's penal institutions, the 

Women's Treatment Facility, the Oklahoma State Reformatory, and the Ouachita 

facility operated at a higher average daily cost per resident. During fiscal year 1976, 

the averagerdaily cost per Community Treatment Program resident was $15.16. The 

same iristitutions denoted above operated at a higher average daily cost per resident. 

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

terms of costs, the com parisons', are: 

1975 

1976 

,Average Daily Cost 
Per Inmate - CTC's 

15.22 

15.16, 

All Other 
Institutions 

13.72 

13.23 

The average daily costs ($15.22 and $15.16) represent the average daily costs for 

all residents of the communitytre~tment centers,· regardless of the status (trt~ or 

participant) of the residents. Iiowever, since trusties do not receive the benefits of 

work or study release and because their primary purpose while at a community 
"'-?, ~! . " j 

treatment c;:enter ~s t<he provision, of supportiv~e services, these indivlduals may be 

looked upon as an additional overhead cost to the program. When trusties are 

subtracted from the total resident population, costs increase significantly. Expendi-
dO 

tun~s asstociated with average daily participant population were $22.09 during fiscal 

year 1975 and $20.28 during fiscal year 1976. 

A final measure of co~ts relating to the program were those costs associated 

with successful participants, or costs assoCiated ~:{ilth the successful reintegration into 

10 

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

"cP' fparoled or discl:!flrged from a CTC) they incre~~ substantially. The average daily cost 
r'i,' ll,~~ 

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

fiscal year 1976. 

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

costs. Payments to the program by work releasees represented approximately nine 

Q' 

Cl 

percent of total program expenditures during fiscal year 1975 and fourteen percent of 

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

from the total program expenditures, the av~rage daily 9?sts are still higher. 

Aggregate program costs less residential payrrfents represent the net taxpayer 

burden of the program. "The 'average daily cost (net tc6cpayer burden) for all residents 

during 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 during fiscal yea'r 1975 was $20.16; during fiscal year 1976 average daily 
G' 

tI :":;;;;;7> r:;:::, 

costs were $'17.37. Average daily costs associated with successful participants (net 
o 

taxpayer burden) was $25.22 during fiscal 1975 and $26.98 during fisc~l year 1976. 
c~ . 

Based on the above information, it can be concluded that the Community 

Treatment Program is more expensive to qperateand maintain than most traditional 
;9 

forms of incarceration. Part of th~ reason averaged~ly resident costs were higher for 
~~/ ; ~ ,0; 

eTC's than for the institutions is the fact that';;cent~~s are leased or rented While all 
C) 

other institutions are owned. Rental payments for the centers represented 

approximately 12 percent of total program expenditures in 1975 and 10 percent of 

program expenditures in 1976. Approximately $165,000 15 expended yeady for the 

rental or leasing of the centers. The Tulsa centeriJas no yeady rental CQsts,but 

improvements are provided in exchange for the space used. (i 
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2. Costs of Individual Centers. 

Costs associated with individual comn:!unity 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 daUy 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. 

Average daily costs associated with successful' participants ranged from $21.2lJ.{ 

(Tulsa) to $36.33 (Enid) in fiscal year 1975, while in 1976 the range was $27.lJ.7 (Tulsa) 

to $35.33 (Enid). When residential payments to the program were subtracted 'from 
\;:.> '!'-". c c ''::=1'0 f' ' . " 

0, to~atco,~ts t~; arf!v~ ca! tb~<~~,t:,t;iS! t~~he ~axpaye~, average~,daily~os1~ }verered~ced 
an average of 8.8 percent d~ring fiscal year f975 and IlJ..3 percent during fiscal year 

1976. 

c, Based on the cost miormation in the main body of the report, it can be seeq that 

operating costs associated with the Community Treatment Program are substantially 

higher than those associated with other penal institutions. Furthermore, even if aU 

persons had achieved a successful outcome, i.e., were successfuUyreintegrated into 

society, average daily costs for the program and most centers still would have been 

greater than the average daily c9sts per inmate associat~d with a majority of other 
< b' 

penal institutions. These costs represen,t operating and maintenance costs only and are 

not reflective of either capital '-~xpencntut:'es or external costs~ v[ewed in this light, 

the costs derived for Doth types of correctional facilities (CTC's and institutions) 

represent an understatement of the actual costs involved to operate and maintain 

these facilities. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

,~It is difficult, if not impossible, to make' specific recommendations which 
<:.J 

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

not been cost effective when compared to other correctio~al 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 recidivist was free after release from a CTC until he was 

reincarcerated. 

Co~sidering the outcomes of individuals admitted to the Community Treatment 
~ I , 'I ....., 

~. '-',l. ., 

Program; it appears that the screening and selection process has not improved, at Jeast 

not through fiscal year 1976. Even had a better group of individuals (those with 

gr_eater chances to succeed or not to recidivate) been selected for program admission, 

the data suggests that CTC recidivism rates may have been lowered, but only at the 

sake of raising overall recidivism rates for other institutions. This is because 

recidivism rates for other institutbons (from which CTC participants are selected) 

were, in a majority of instances, substantially lower than th~,se for CTC's. In reality 

the.re would have been no net change, only a shifting of higher and lower recidivism 

rates from one type of penal fa?ility to angther. Furthermore, if selection is oriented 

towards the "best chance for success" group, the group most likely to recidiJa~ 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 
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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. 

2. 

Absolute knowledge by the Department of Corrections that the services 
and offerings of the G9mmunity Treatment Program result in lower 
recidivism rates for at least some offenders ~ otherwise do !}£! respond 
(in terms of recidivistic behavior) to either traditional methods of 
incarceration or to rthe other rehabilitative programs offered by the 
Department's penal facilities; 

The Department must be able to precisely identify those persons amenable 
to the Program's services, ~ who ~ !22! responsive !2. ~ other 
correctional methods being provided. 0 

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. 

1/ 
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HISTORY AND PHILOSOPHY OF THE COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM 

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

Cotrections a grant of $404,000 ($242,400 in LEAA funds) to establish two community 
. ' 

treatment centers. After some initial difficulty in estab1.ishing appropriate sites for 

the centers, the Oklahoma City Center was opened. Due to legal issues and 

community resistance, :the opening of the Tulsa Center was delayed until early 1973. 
" 

Since the initial grant, eighteen additional awards have been made to the Departrpent 

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

maintenance 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 listipg of all awards for community treatment 

centers is presented on the next page. 
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. GRANTS AWARDED TO THE DEPARTIfENT OF CORRECTIONS 

COMMUNITY TREATMENT'PROGRAM 

Date of 
'Grant Number' Award Federal Share, State Share .>.rota1' Awarded 'Total' Expended ~, 

70f1,..1 3-18-70 

71fl-2 0 7-9-71 
~ 

72f12/00-001 5-12-72 

72f03/00-001 5-12-72 
" 

72f02/00-001 5-12-72 

71fl-7 c10-6-72 

71fl-8 1-2-73 

73108/.00-.003 9 ... 2.0-732 

73108/.0.0-002 9-20-73 

731.08/.00-.0.01 9-2.0-73 

741.08/.0.0-.0.01 2-14-74 

74108/.0.0-0.02 2-14-74 

741.08/.0.0-.0.03· 4-14-74 

751.06/.0.0-.0.01 11-14-74 
"" i) 

751.06/.00-002 011-14-74 

76C510D-E02 7-24-75 

76C~/00-ED3 7-24~75 
J;I 

77C1/0D-E.o2 1.0-14-76 

77Cl/aD-DD3 1.0-14-76 

TOTALS, 

$242,4.0.0 

124;9.00 

200,000 

100,0.00 

150,0.00' 

49,045 

16.0,000 . 

119,0.00 

119,00.0 

119,000 

140,000 

104,000 

85,000 

159,999 

840,000 

354,860 

729,175 

'45.0,000 

342,678 

$4,589,.057 . 

0 

$161,6.00 

41,634 

91,001 

57,910 

54,4.00 

o 16,349 

53,333 

12,000 

12~000 

12,000 

15,556 

11,555 

9,445 

17,778 

180,435 

71,481. 

346,883 

329,446 

357 , 897 

$1,858,703 

[) ~ 

* To~al E~enditures as of Decembe1; 31,il",1976. 
~ ~ 

Figtires were rounded Qff to the nearest do~lar. 
~. 

" 

$404,00.0 $4.04,.0.03 
.' 

::1 

166,534 194,749 
" 

'291,001 291,001 

157,910 157,910 

2.04,4.0.0 2.04,4.0.0 

65,394 59,476 

213,3~3 213,333 

131·,0.00 1,35,.098 
0 

0131 ,.000 131,463 

131,.0.0.0 105,315 

155,556 208 9 760 o 

115,555 120,696 

94,445 10.0,978 

177,777 177,777 
0 

, ~, 

1,020,435 1,020,435 

432,340 432,340 

1,076,058- 1,076.,.058 

779,446 217,253 

7.00;575 '\-.0-
, , \ 

$6',447,759 $5,251,()~5 
)"( 

o 

t 
, t 

" 

~}' 
" 

'j , 

It is important to note that the grant aWa.rds represent only a portion of the total 

costs for operating and maintaining 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, 

Planni,ng and Research Unit, and the Office of the Department Director, all of which 

provide administrative and supportive services to all divisions and activities of the 

Department CIf Corrections, are funded from a myriad of other sources and are not 

reflected in the grant awards. Therefore, the total grant awards represent an 

understatemem 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 OklahQma was opened in October, 197.0. 

Funds from the Oklahoma Crime Commission were used to establish and maintain this 

center. The -original center was established in Oklahoma City at the Thunderbird 

Motel and initially shared space with some of '~~ the Dep~rtment of Correction's 

administrative'." offices. Roughly four years later all administrative offices and 

probation and parole offices had been relocated and the facility's residential space was 
i') \\ 

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 before they are moved to their permanent 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 remcldeling 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. 
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The Lawton Center was opened in April, 1973. This faCility~is perhaps the most 

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

center is located just outside the Lawton City limits in a war~house which was 
'i';o 

refurnished by the lessor for residential and dining use. Forty-three individuals can be 

housed at this center. 

The ,Enid," facility was the fourth community treatment center established. 
,!J'~' 

Re~idents were first accepted in January, 1974. An old apartment house was 

converted into a community treatment center and is located in a residential area of 

the community. Forty beds are ,inaintained here with the resident population being 

roughly three work or study releas~:es to every trusty. ') 

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 i3. number of business establishments which 
'-, 

have and continue tq, employ residents. The Muskogee Center has a bedcapadty of 34-, 

although occasionally as many as 39 have been hous,ed at this center. 

Each center has been expanded" since its date of opening. Crowded conditions in 
~) 

"other institutions have created a greater emphasis on the work release concept. 

Two ~ew centers are curre~~y in the pr?cess of being opened, one being locat~d 
o -,~ (, 

o 

in Tulsa in the Horace Mann School and the other in Oklaholl)a City in the Suntide Inn 

Motel. Additionally an orientation and processing center has been installed at the 

existing Oklahoma City community treatment center. Work is currently underway to 
:1 

establish additional bed space to temporarily house all new participants in the 

Community Treatment Program. New reslgents will oe temporarily' housed at the 
'1\ ;'! 

Oklahoma, City Center where they will be briefed and oriented to work release, 
, ;~. - I, ';) ~ 

- .41 ' " r: 

"0 informed of general rules and procedures of the program, and given the opportunity to 
II ~ 

ask any questions prior to b~ing disbursed to 'one of '-"the Department's treatment 

4.' 
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a 

centers. The orientation and processing cente'r will provide the added benefit of 

allowing Department persoQnel ,to further screen and interview individuals prior to 
(;'ji ;; 

their being s,ent to one of the centers. 

The philosophy of the Community Treatment Program was set forth in the 

"Policies and Procedures for Operating Community 'Treatment Centers", dated 
( 0 

November, 1974. The philosophy stated in this manual is as follows: 

() 

"Release ,from incarceration can create nearly as great an 
emotional'stress on the criminal offender as incarceration 
itself. For some inmates, feeilngs of bitterness and hosti~ity 
toward society abound. For others~ particularly those who have 
s~rved lengthy. sentences, the society beyond prison walls, with 
its rapid technological 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 ina 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. 

"Rehab11itation 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, ?id not enjoY,a former 
state of well being. Dealing with this s1tu~tion, ther~fore, 
required an approach slanted toward helping people grow in 
areas in which there has been very little sti:!bility of maturity 
for them in the past. ~ . 

"~I~ this pr,ocess, we attempt to de:insti~uti6na1ize, resoc!alize, 
retestablish family ties, and establish job security with a small" 
financial stake for the day of release. 

"A Community Treatment Center 'II offers several advantages 
over more <traditional forms .of correctional incarceration. 
First, the ~~all number of men in each center decreases 

(/ problems of control and administration while it increases the 
personal attention which can be given to each inmate-;resident. 
The privacy, afforded each resident of a center also helps 
minimize social-control problems Which can develop when large 
numbers of inmates are confined in close quarters. 
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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 ordinarily encoun
ters upon his release from prison. Each inmate is also assisted 
in establishing new recreational habits and in reuniting him with 
his .~amily 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, ~'~md a portion is retained in savings for his future 
release. The remainder of resident's salary provides for his 
personal needs and expenses. 

"The process of incarcerated people returning to the free world 
creates a hazard to society Qecause 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 prot'ect 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-sustaining'moral and law abiding 
citizens? Unfortunately, it appears there will always be thos~ 
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 
existing penitentiary provides. 

"This brings up a second aspect to community treatment, that 
of direct commitment to community treatment centers. This 
would e1.iminate the need for de-institutionalization and provide 
control and treatment in the most optimum 111anner, without the 
eroding effects of prison1ife. In such a program, individuals 
would be placed in a situation under close supervision in their 
own community where they would support their family, 
maint~n a degree of c~ntact with fam.ily while receiving 
treatment to overcome personality problems which may have 
,,~aused their delinquency. The alternative to accepting this 
treatment would be serving. their sentence in the state 
penitentiary." 
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Responses to a questionnaire (Ap' p'endix III) d ' , 
a mInistered to administrative 

personnel of the Community T t P 
c rea men! r0gram and to superintendents of each CTC 

indicat,e'"the above philosophy is descriptive of current administrative and managerial 

practices. In response to the questions "What' th 
'. ,IS e present philosophy of this 

community treatment center?", aU superintendents mentioned' 

community treatment center provides in helping individuals to 

the assistance a 

gradually readjust to 
society by securinO' emplo t f h . ~ 

6 ymen or ternan, reacquainting the individual ~'~ith his 
family and making th ' . 

, e man aware of vanous services provided by community a ' " genCles 
which. will be of benefit to h' it h' 

, . 1m a er IS release. The question, "What is the present 

phIlosophy of the Community Treatment Program?," 
, elicited similar responses from 

program administrators, although some members of the 
administrative staff stated 

that there was no official philosophy 
of the program. It appears that the basic 

philosophy stated in the policies manual has remained unchanged. 
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SCOPE OF REPORT 

This evaluation report is organized into four major components. The °first sectid'n 
o 

of the report deals with the internal outcomes of community treatment participants, 

t~at is, how efficient and successful has the program and the individual. centers been in 

admitting and releasing individuals to and from the program? Included in this section 

will bea brief discussio~ of the resident selection process and, the various activities 

and services offered to residents. 

The second aspect of the report provides a look at recidivism. Every person who 
',; 

o 
'n 

has been adrpitted oto a community treatment center has been tracked through the 

Department's central files i~ order to determine if the individual has recidivated and if 
. ,,' ,Y -.'1 

so when he recidivated and what offense was committed. Overall recidivism rates for 

each eTe were determined according to fiscal years of release of individuals and this 

information was compared with recidivism rates for a sample of individuals who were 
JI 

released from other Oklahoma penal institutions during the same time period. The 
() ., l~ 

authors of this report believe that this effort has two unique features: 
'" "" 

o 

1. It is believed that this study is i;th~' fir!it'recidivism study 
o which has considered all participants of the program and 
, not just a sample of individuals~ FUrthermore, the ~tudy 

encompasses approximately six years. 

2. The study provides a direct comparison of recidivism rates 
for maximum and minimum security institutions for 
roughly a.five-year period (Fiscal year 1971 through fiscal 
year 1975). Reddivism rates for"persbns leaving medium 
security instit\itlons during the period!! fisc:al years 1~7lt
through 1975 have also been incorporated into the report. 

The third section of the report investigates the costs of the Community 

Treatment Program. Measures of cost effectiveness will be developed. An attempt 
-

will ~bade to categori~e all costs relevant ~o the operationso'~nd maintenance of the 

Community Treatment Program. Included in this secti~n will bea brief discussion of 
;;} 
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external and "hidden" costs of the program. 

The final aspect of the report integrates the three sections into an overall 
o 

statement summarizi!:g the findings of the evaluatioQ~ Conc~t.Jsions are dr,awn and 

recommendations are made. This summary has j)leen placed at the front of the report; 

however, for a full understanding of both the scoee of the evaluation and the 

methodologies involved, the reader is urged to read the full report.' 

For the sake of brevity and clarity, a large portion of the data and tables used in 

this report have been placed in appendices. However, summary tables and descriptions 

of the methodological approaches used are contained in the n;tain body of the report. 
'{~ 

This report would not have been possible without· the assistance
tl 

of and 

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

provide a person to assist the Crime Commission in researching and analyzing the data. " 

Mr. Henry P. Clark of the Department provided a great deal of assistance in the 

effort and his excellent skills in research and statistical methods were invaluable. Mr~ 

Dale Gossett, supervisor of the Central Records Unit of the Department, and his staff 

assisted the researGhers during the file search phase of the effort~ Without their 'V; 

cooperation the recidivis~ portion of this report could not have been accomplished. 
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SECTION I PROGRAM ACTIVITIES AND~'RESIDENT OUTCOMES 

A. INTRODUCTION 

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

provided by the program and the individu~l,:> centers 6f which residents avail 

themselves. These actlvitiesinclude counseling, recreational activities, participation 

in activities sponsored by community agencies such as Alcoholics Anonymous, Jaycees, 

drug treatment organizations, veteran's groups, libraries, etc. The purpose of these 

interactions is not only to meet"'residents' immediate needs but also to make residents 
I, .) 

aware of these services and their ~V~lability after release. 

'The above programs and services are ·available only to persons who are on work 

or s~udy relea~e. 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, 
" 

trusties are placed on work release prior to their release from incarceration but in 
" ' 

most instances,trust'ies ~re either returned to institutions of higher security or are 

released from the center while a trusty. 

There are five possible outcomes for persons who enter a community treatment 

center. These outcomes are: a) escape and return to a higher 'security institution; b) 

administrative reassignment where an irydividual is not benefiting from the program 
., 

and is returned to an institution; c) Qrell}oval from the center and return to an 

institution (misconduct); d) parole; and :e) discharge (completion of sentence). The 

latt~r two categories are inclusive, of those persons who are counted as successful 

com pletions. 

This seCtion describes the activities and outcomes of individuals housed at a 

community treatment center. Included in this section Is a brief description of the 
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selection process for admission into the community treat~ent program. 

B. SCREENING AND THE RESIDENT SELECTION PROCEDURE 

" Guidelines for admission to a community treatment center have been altered 

slightly over the years. For example, initially a potential work releasee had to have 
G ~' 

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

relates to the purpose of the total rehabilitation program." Additionally, it was felt 

that the participant be within 90 days of hiti probable release date at the time of his 

admis~i~n. Also, in th~ early years of the logram, persons who had committed certain 

crimes (violent, crimes and sex offenses>,\~ere excluded from admission to a treatment 

center. Currently, admission guidelines ~~r~ less restrictive pertaining to the type of 

\ . d . d"d 1 crime which has been committed and gener~lly persons are considere on an In IVI ua 

basis. Current guidelines for admission to a ~munitY treatment center are virtu';Uy 

the same for the three types of individuals deSi~\g .admission (work releasees, trusties, 

and study releasees). For persons desiring admis~10n as a work releasee the following 

criteria are currently in use by the CTC program and selection personnel. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Voluntary request to participate.' 

Non-assauitive personality. Murderers are generally excluded by this () 
guidelipe unless recommended for· parole. Other violent offenses Il)ay be 
acceptable on a selective basis. 

No more than three prior commitments, unless applicant has completed 
vocational-technical training or made s<;>me other substantial effort at self
improvement during the current commItment. 

No history of escape or jailbreak. 

Good health. 

Not a sex offender" Rape 1st degree is generally excluded from this 
. guideline, unless recommended for parole. . Other se~ offenses may be 
accepted on a selective basis. 

o 25 
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7. J'/? 
GJod institutional record. 

8. B~ .w~t.hin eight months of probable release by discharge or one-third 
ehgibillty date. Anyone who has a favorable recommendation by the 
Pardon and Parole Board'Jpay be considered eligible. 

~-.i. 

;.i 

Items one through seven app'ly for work release participants, study release 

participants,' and trusties. Persons desiring admissi~n 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 applying to the 

community treatment program for trusty status. They also should be no more than one 

year from one third parole eligibIlity date, or n,more than two years flat time from 

discharge. The criteria for trusties apply not only' to CTC "trusties, but also for 

trusties who are housed at the Oklahoma City Center and who' are assigned to the 

Department of Corrections of the State Capitol Beautification Program. " 

Application and selection procedures vary somewhat among institutions with two 

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

Inmates at the Oklahoma State Penitentiary who desire to serve o~t their sentences at 

a community treatment center must first wri~e to the classification officer requesting 
() (J 

qn application for admission to the comm~nity treatment program. The letter is 

reviewed by the classification officer and then forwarded to the inmate's case 

manager. The"case manager ~eviews the man's record, and decides whether the request 

for an application will be granted. 
Q 

If the case manager declines to accept an applIcation, he writes the inmate and 

informs him of hQ decision. In most cases the application is denied at this level for 

one or more of the following reasons: 

1. The j~mate is currently incarcerated hJ a wrong custody level ~r he has not 
been In. the same level of custody fore y,J20 days. Persons in maximum or 
protectlve custody are not eligible for work release. 
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2. The individual has too much time remaining on his sentence. 

3. The individual has a history of escapes or attempt'7d escapes. 

4. The individual has ,previously been returned to an institution from a ? comm~nity treatment center. . '. 

If the case manag~r determines the inmate is eligible for work release, an 

application is sent to the inmate. The application is completed by the individual and 

'returned to the case manager. It is the case manager's responsi~ility to ,verify each 

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

com~ents he",might have and forwards the application to the penitentiary's medical 
" 

officer. The medical officer reviews the inmate's h~alth records and makes a medical 
.' ' 0 -:;; 

- evalJation (generally limited to determining whether the applicant is physically able to 
1:', ~ 

.work). ' After
c 

the C medical review the application is sent to the warden of the 

institutidh 'atjdhe"assess6s the inmate in terms of the inmate's attitude .. and whether he 

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

applicatio;and it is then sent to the Department's Community Treatment Program's 
·0 o 

'Records Unit in Oklahoma City. 
-vJ.' 

The application is reviewed and, .)Verified according t9 cthe" 'inmateis central 

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

,program's selection comtnittee meets each Wednesday and reviews all applications 
, -

receivedAduring th~ previous week. " The selection committee consists of th~ Deputy 

Directolfot Institutions, the Director GfClassification, an individual representing the 
:1 

l\ 

Women's Treatment Facility, the super;vAsor of the Department's Central Records Unit, 

and two .classification officers who are assigned .to the program's administrative 
() 

section. After the application is reviewed and verified, a decision is made by the 

committee to accept or reject the individual into the program. If the applicant is 

accepted, a recommendation is made concerning the status of the inmate (work 

release, study release, or trusty). 

<!', 
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Committee decisions are forwarded to the applicants' case managers. The 

inmate contacts his case manager conceming 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~~comes 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 app~ying to 

the community treatment progii~am 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 

only institution that summarily denies an applicati~~. Applications from other 

institutions are routinely sent to the program's records unit. The application review 

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

the inmate until a decision is made by the selection committee. 

There have been some problems in the past concerning the selection process 

according to some o CTC superintendents and some of the program administrative 

personnel. Three open:ended questions relating to the sele'ction 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? 

::f! 

2. Is the participant selection process 'as it currently operates adequate'for its 
purpose? . 
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3. What, if any, are the major shortcomings in the screening proc:ss, and how 
could the process be improved? 

In response to the first question, superintendents from most' centers stated that 
<=-

. the' exclusion of certain individuals from the program because of "'crimes they had 

committed served primarily a public relations function and served to increase public 
o 

ac~ePta;nc~ ,of their centers and the program in general •. ~ These superintendents felt 

"that~ome(, ind'Rridual:s who had committ~d violent offenses had been in the past and 
- ~-

~ould'continue~to be good risks for community treatment center participation. , Each 

df
c 

the' fiv~ persons questioned who serve in program decision-making roles responded 
o· 0 ' 

similarly. A majority of superintendents and administrative personnel felt the other 
c 

criteria (good health, length of time to be ~erved until probable rele~se date, number 

of prior commitments, etc.) served to minimize the "'overa'iI possibility of unfavorable 

outcomes for program participants. 

Responses to question· two were varied. Two superintendents stated that the 

current sele:.ction process"\vas ng~' adequate, while two adm!nistrative persons felt t~e 
process was still inadequate. One administrative person categorically stated the 

, o· u 

selection process was functioning adequately while two superintendents perceived th: 

selection and. scr~ening process as being adequate. The remaining individuals 

responding to this question felt the process was presently fu"nctioning better than 

before, but were reluctant ts> give an unqualified affirmative answer. 

The most common explanation given concerning the perceived inadequacies of 

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

program who are either not physically or emotionally osuitable for work release or who 

are unwilling to accept responsibility once they Q arrive at the center. One 

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

'member of the administrative staff felt that everyone incarcerated should be 

(I 
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discharged or paroled through a work release program. Others (superintendents and 

administrators) responded that more personal screening was needed, that occasionally 
I' 

inmates in institutions who met the eligibility criteria were not allowed to submit an 

application, and that still too many individuals whose applications were unverified 

were being admitted to the program. 

In response to the question concerning the major shortcomings and how they 

could be remedied, a majori.ty of superintendents and administrators responded that 

prospective work or study releasees should be personally interviewed prior to their 

acceptance into the program. Other suggestions were: 

liThe inmates' master jacket should go with the application for the screening 
committee's review;" . 

"No one should be allowed into the program without going through proper 
channels; occasionally persons have been admitted to the program without an 
application in their jacket;" \'~:I 

"The screening committee should be redefined;" 

:'A person should pe limi.ted as to the number of times he can go through a eTC, 
If a person can't gO:,stralght after release from a center, a long hard look should 
be given at the man before he is readmitted." 

One individual fe,lt that there were no major shortcomi~gs in the process and one 

~!. person responded that he was not that ,,?owledgeable abjlt the mechanism of the 

screening process. I I 

,) 

Based on the responses to the above questions, it appears that there are some 

significant differences of opinion among staff concerning both the adequacy of the 

selection process ~d possible remedies to the perceived problems. The fact that only 
o . 

three of the eleven persons interviewed were willing to state without qualification that 

the process was currently adequi:lte denotes the existence of problems in this area. 
l{ 
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C. RESIDENT ACTIVITIES 
'2"";", 

As mentioned in the introduction to this section, employment and educational 
!:~ 

opportunitf~s comprise only a portion of the total services 'and activities available to 

programD (\ participan. ts. These activities inclu'de in-house group and individual 

counseling, assistance from" community agencies, varicftis educational programs, and 
.' _ ' :.l.._. :' C';'~:;' 

supervised and unsupervised activities within the community. Data was not available 
''';'; 

for these activities prior to fiscal year 1976. Fqt 1976; the Department c;ompileda 

summary of these actiyities. The following information has, been gleaned from the 
. ';~1; :;~ 

Department's summarization. 

The counseling pr'ogram consisted of both individual and group' sessions. 

Individual counseling addresses personal and· family: prob1ems, and also involves aspects 
~ . u 
of employment, such as financial planning and budgeting assistance. Group counseling 

presented a second approach to helping individuals cope with their emotional and 

behavioral difficulties. 

A second and important aspect ,of the counseling program was the use of 
t.1! 

community resources. Organizations such as Alcoholics Anonymous, drug recovery 

centers, church groups, and others have i'lttempted to' help individuals overcome 

psycholog'ical and physical dependencies which have llfl11fudthe individual's potential. 
o . ,"r 

c- ;7 
Some CTC's have also initiated a guest speaker policy whereby scheduled speakers 

discuss topics of interest to residents. In fact, ther,e has been"a concerted effor:t.by 
f,1 

the program in general to make greater use of,fommunity reso~~:ces in alleviating the 

needs of program participants. In response to a question" concer!ling significant 
\~' 

changes in the operations and activities of the community. treatment centers, each 
" 

superlfltendent stressed the increased emphasis on and greater USf~ of community 
C>.' 

resources representing a gamut of services. 
('~~"f 

,::', 
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In addition to providing residents of the centers with access to services which 

otherwise they wO\,lld be unable to ,,nake use of, the use of these resour:.ces serves to 

'incre~se public awareness of the CTC's and their participants. 

counseling activities for fiscal year 1976 is presented below. 
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'ISUMMARY OF COUNSELING PROGRAH 
.. '<'J 

)7 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 

. CENTER 

OKLAHOMA . 
CITY '. TpLSA q ENID MUSKOGEE 

~------------~--~~~ 
LAmON 

IN-HOUSE PROGRAI."'1S, 

NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL 
SESSIONS 

AVERAGE NUMBaR OF 
SESSIONS PER RESIDENT 

NUMBER OF GROUP 
SESSIONS 

AVE'MGE 'NUMBER OF 
PARTICIPANTS PER 
SESSION 

COMHUNITY PROGRAMS 

NuMBER IN ALCOHOL 
PROGRAMS * 
Nm-ffiER IN "DRUG 
PROGRAMS * 

'"' 
, " 

12,847 1,229 

8 . 2 

115 71 

6 5 

503 49 

140 17 

2,640 

2' 4 .; 2 
'1 r:) 

a" 

52 ' 80· 126 

5 7 

4 71 

o 10 17 

Source: DepartPl~nt o'~ Cox:rections, Division of COmDltl1"ii ty Services. 

* Numbers in these" columns" tepre:;enoc, a~gregate counseling 
. slassions and not o'indiVidualresidents. 
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18,985 
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cente~(t:'" scope of EducatIon is an additional component of the services. This 

program aff9rds the opportunity for residents to complete a high school education, to 
, ';-:;.1 

continue beyond a high school diploma, or to receive vocational and techI1ical training. 

A summary of persons enrolled in various educational programs and 'courses for fiscal 

year 1976 is presented below • 

SUMMARY OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 
-'.) 

.' . ,,~FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 

0, " 

(CENTER) 

OKC Tulsa Enid Muskogee Lawton Total 

VOCATIONAL ,EDUCATION 

STUDY RELEASE 

CORRESPONDENCE 

TALK-BACK TV 

tiED PROGRAM 

OTHER 

19 \) 

9 

3 

o 

o 

3ft. 

35 

11 

2 

o 

o 

10 

8 

17 

8 

6 

o 

11 

o 

SQurce: Department of Corrections, Divi~ion of Community Services 

5 , 

3 

o 

oC;'~ 

28 

2 

77 

8ft. 

2~ 

5 

89 

53 

' •. Of the tcftal number of residents participating iH educational programs, 23 

perceht partidp~ted in vocational ed~catio'i" 25 percent were study releasees, 7 

percen't ~ere enrolled in various correspondence programs, 27 percent participated in 
,'; ~ 

the Gei~,eral Education Degree (GED) Program, and one percent tpok advantage of 
f " "a' ,/ 

Talk.;.Back Television Programs. 
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Persons on work or study release also have the oppor'tunity to interact with the 
() 

community. Weekly staff-supervised trips into the community include recre?tional 

activities and shopping excursions.' Recreational activities include movies, athletic 

events, concerts, fishing, etc., and supervised shopping trips allow the resident the 

opportunity to purchase any clothing or personal items he may need. In addition to 

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

o 

community without staff supervision. This is 'accomplished by the issuance of twelve-
';j " 

hour passes and church passes. To be eligible for a twelve-hour or church pass an 
o , 

approved family member or local church member checks the wor~ or studyo releasee 
~ u 

out for participation in various activities, thus a community member rather than a 

'correctional officer provides supervision. It is important to note that only work and 
c' 

study releasees are eligible for passes, residents on trusty status are only allowed to 
':.. 

inte["~ct with the community on a limited basis. rhey ge2irally are allowed to 

participate in re!=reational activities and shopping excursions, but 'are not allowed 

twelve~hour passes. 

Pel"haps0 the most'important experience provided for community treatment 

center residents is the opportunity to be gainfully employed prior to their release from 

incarceration. The employment of residents has the added benefit of providing a 

subsidy to the program through room, board, and transportation payments paid by 
() 

residents. The"Employment Program will be discussed in greater depth later in this 

report. 

, 
D. RESIDENT OUTCOMES 

o 

;P-

" 

t.'~ 
\.:.1 

This aspect of the report considers the outcomes of individuals who participated 

,in the comm,~nity treatment' program as work releasees, study releasees, and trusties. 
o 

It was mentioned earlier in thisosection ,~~at there arefive
o 
po~slble outcomes~fo[ ali 

o " 

'35 
0, :l 
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persons who participate in the program. These" outc 9Wes are escape, return to an 

institution for reason of misconduct or rule infractions, ~dministrative reassignment to 

;'n institution of hi~her securit~, parole, an~Charge. These outcome categories are 

self-explanator:¥ wlth the possible exception rlof administrative reassignment. An 
(, 

administrativ~ reassignment' is defined as ,the placing of an individual into an 

institution of higher security .for b~icall}\Jlon-disciPlinary reasons. The most common 
::. "' 

response given by administrators and STC superintendents when asked why an 

individual was administrati~ely reassigned was that these persons for one reason or 

a~o~her simply could not or wouid'not fit into the program. This includes persons 

r:t.urned,to an institution b~cause of m~di:al problems (I~oth physical and mental), poor 

attitudes, an unwillingness to work or hold employment, those whose conduct is 

considered on the margin betweenaccep~able and unacceptabie, or those who request 

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

. they were not counted as an unsuccessful outs:ome. 

Procedures Used in Determining Resident Outcomes 

G. Dete.rmining resident "in-house" outcomes proved to be a relatively simple, 

although lengthy tas~. Eac~ eTC keeps a running roster of aU persons who have been 

admitted and rele~ed from the center. These rosters begin with each center's first 

r.eception and continue to the present time. "The follo~wing informatI~n is included on 

} " the r.unning rosters: 

h 

2. 

0 3. 

4. 

5. 

Name of individual; 
\1 

Status when received (work release, study release trusty,). 
Q . , ' , 

Status when released; 

D~te recei ved; 

DOC identification number' 
" . , 

, ~/ 
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6. Date released from center; 

7. Type of release (Parole, discharge, escape, etc.). 

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 along 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 possible to 

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

they w~re removed from the cen~er. 

If an incdividual was admitted to the center as a trusty and later placed on work 

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

a nam1e. 

J~nity treatment center residents who were categorized as having either' 

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

center as either a work releasee, study releasee, or trusty, who spent more than 

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 termination or outcome is defined as any person, regardless of 

status, who returned to an institution of higher security for any reason, or a person, 

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

c center in fifteen 0 days or less. The latter category, persons admitted and released in 

fifteen c;,Iays or less, is considered artUnsuccessful outcome primarily becau~e it is felt 
'/ 

the Individual cannot benefit appreciably from any of the programs, such as counseling, 
,/ 

work release, study release, "or community interaction which are available to residents 
~ ~ 

~, 
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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 D~partment has conside!ed ninety to one 

hundred eighty days as being an optimal period of time for persons to benefit from 

work release prior to their parole 9r discharge. Placing persons in centers only to be 

released in fifteen days or less represents a high~y inefficient use of resources. It must 

be noted that the unsuccessful outcomes associated with those persons who were 

admitted to the program and who we(e paroled within fifteen days after their 

admission cannot be entirely attributed to the Community Treatment Program. 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 committee. 

There was one other category which shoL\,ld be mentioned in analyzing the running 

rosters; the evaluators would occasionally come acrOss an individual who had beerl 
.II 

placed in a county or municipal jail fo.r a period of time and then later was paroled or 
o ' 

discharged. Initially it was felt that these individuals should also be coun~ed as 

unsuccessful outcomes, but since the persons were not returned to an institution and 
" , ' " ,C} 

they were released from the center they are denoted as Qp,ving a successful outcome. 

Persons falling in this category were broken out separately, however. 

Individuals who transferred from one community treatment center to another 

" were not included in the success rates for the ce~ters in which they were originally 
,.0 . 

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

from which they were removed or released as they were picked up in the analysis as 
. (:; 

being new receptions at the center to which they transferred. 
'> 

Rates of unsuccessful outcomes were determined for each community treatment 

o 

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

wh~ch was roughly the time when copies of all running rosters were received. The data 
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were first categorized according to th~ fiscal year.in which the individual was received 

by the center. Rates of unsuccessful outcomes were determined for the, following 
~~;> (j ( 

groups of individuals. 

~ 1. Persons entering and leaving the centers as trusties; 

2. Persons entering the centers as trusties olit who left~ the centers as work or 
study releasees (denoted as participants in the tables); 

3. Persons entering' and leaving the centers as work or study releasees 
(participants); and, 

4-. Total admissions or all persons regardless of status entering and leavrng the 
centers. 

Tables depicting outcomes of individuals by fiscal year of admission are 

presented in the appendix to this section. Tablesi-l through 1-5 in the appendix depict 

outcomes of individuals for each commur,lity 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 implementation date. Table 1-6 presents 

information concerning all centers for each fiscal year and Table I-6a depicts 

aggregate information for all persons who have participated in the program since the 

community treatment program's date of inception, a period from October, 1970 to 

roughly mid-December, 1976. 

Tables 1-7 through '1-11 depict information in the same manner as the above 

tables only these tables are organized by the fiscal year of termination from the 

program. Rates of unsuccessful outcomes for all centers for each fiscal year and 

appropriate aggregate information is presented. Since these tables are concerned only 

with the status of individuals at the time of their termination "from a community 

treatment center" the data reflects information pertaining to persons leaving the 
a 

centers as trusties, leaving as work or study releasees (denoted as participants), and 

total terminations (trusties plus participants). 
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Compiling the information presented, in the tables was simply a matter of 

counting individuals for each center and grouping them by status at the time of 

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

ei ther successful or unsuccessful, 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 onr percent) of the data was illegible. 
II 

However, when it was indeterminable what" particular outcome an individual 

achieved, that person was excluded from the totals. 

The following fig'ures summarize the information contained in the 

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

the reader is referred to the appendix'to Section I. 

o 
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D. 1 OUTCOMES OF INDIVIDUALS DETERMINED ACCORDING TO THE 

FIScAL YEAR IN WHICH THEY WERE ADMITTED 

o 

Approx~mately thirty-one percent of all persons admitted to the community 

treatment' program sil'l~~ the date 6£ 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 security 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 le£t 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. FigLlre 1 presents' the 

percent,age of unsuccessful outcomes by status of individual at the time of his 

termination from the program. The p~rcentages reflect outcomes of aU persons who 

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

" :!.J 

o 
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, ,l''ERCEN1'AGE OUTCOMES OF AU. RESIDENTS OF 

CO~In TREATMENT CENTERS 

(October,. 1970 - Mid-December" 1976) 

I 
II '! 1

1

-------' --r-,-_m . ' , PAR'l'ICIPA.NT TOTAL ADtlI'Il'ED 

'1 , __ --~----------r_----~_r---------I 
, 

", ';TATUS ~"HEN ADMITTED A~!ft.TS~TY£I..~--,.-k-" __ TR~U~S~TY-=-__ +-.,....::.!!!.:~~:..::·.:.:.:..::...--t AND 
I I 't\'",. 
iTATUS • WHEN TEWflNATED ____ ~.~~\~;:S§2, ,'rY~" ·~-"",~,\:..-£Pt::AR~T£:!I=SiC~IP!:!Al~NT~~'_" __ P::;M=R~T.:!:.ICTI::P~Al:::!NT=----i_TE=':ro=.;MI~N~~ P.:.;.;;.;n:~D __ _ 

1 'i'~\~I\II\ ~"" Percent: Percent Percent Percent 
,:OTAL ADMI'I'!'ED AND perce;\\~t\:li, ,Percent per" cent Percent: 
(. TERI."1INATED succe.."\i~\-',unstlc- Stlccess Unsuc-
! ftl1 i cessfu1, ful cessfu1 

"Success-Success Unsuc-
ful cessful ful 

71.4 I 28.6 68.5 
" . 

," 41.1i~ 58.9 r 87.0 I 13.0' 2.917 " 

I 
.l! 
1 

L 

1 
! 
I 

d 

Figure ~ 

" The group with the lowest overall success, has been trusties; this group 

experienced only a forty-one percent rat~(of. success. On the other hand, persons who 

entered the program as trusties but later became work or study releasees, as a group, 

experienced the highest rate of 'success~ 
,) 

Eighty-s,even percent '¢f this group 

experienved successful outcomes. P~rsons~ntering and leaving the progr~m as 
/ ,,) .:;:. (Iff '". . 

participJlnts experienced roughly a'seventy-on~>pe;cent rate ofsuccess~ 
" 

1'h~ higher rates of success for. per~Fns who ~Dtered as" tr~sti~s ana left as 
• ~..:;1 (, \ ~,~, " I~' '\, 

participants may be partially explained if one assumes thai"ttUsties undergo a tacit 
Cr~" '(; h II ' '\ 

i") 'L 

process of being screened prior to their being" plac;:ed on work .or study release. Since 
?j, II • qo 

th~y are" in daily Icontact with eTC staff mem~ers "while they are trusties, in all 

likelihood, staff rilembers and the program itself ~re able to deterrnipe those trusties 

who will have a greater chance for success. 

In light of t~k p~t problems 'and current differences of opinion concerning the 

\ ' 
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screening and selection process, the opinion of some staff members that personaliS 

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 much lower rates 

of success. Since applicants for trusty or participant status must meet essentially t!:te 

same cr~teria, the data depicted in Figure 1 infers that lower rates of succe~\ ~~r 
trusties and participants are related to the screenIng and selection process. 

Trusties as a group experienced very low rates of ~uccess. Approximately fifty

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

" 

from the program were categorized as .having unsucce\sful outcomes. Put another 

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

participants and roughly four and a half times that for persons who entered as trusties 

but terminated as participants. 

Trusties and participants comprise two distinct groups of individuals. Trusties 

primarily provide supportive services to the centers while participants can be viewed 

as the recipients of program services. While trusties may avail themselves of the 
'\ 

counseling services~\and recreational and shopping activities, they do not benefit from 

the financial and sddal advantages of work release. According to eTC superinten

de~ts and program administrators, the major role of trusties is in the provision of 

maintenance services and other aspects of daily eTC operations. 

The use of trusties to provide janitorial, kitchen, and other"services has caused 

some problems. First, most eTC superintendents and .. a majority of program 

administrators feel that trusty morale" suffers because of the lack of privileges for 

trusties. One eTC superintendent stated that iri' relation to participants~"trusties are 

o over controlled. That is, work and study releasees enjoy minimum security while 

43 
o 

trusties are housed under medium to maximum security conditions. Furthermore, 

while incarcerated at medium or maximum security institutions, a person on trust'y' 

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 eTC program can prove traumatic for a trusty. He suddenly finds 
" 

himself with less freedom than other i~mates, he has less money (trusties rec~ive $10 

per' ,month while at a eTC), and his incarceration status, prev.iously envied by other 

inmates, has now limited or curtailed what prestige he formerly enjoyed. 

This should not be interpreted to mean that trusties would rather be housed at an 

institution than a eTC. Even though he may feel deprived in relation to work 

releasees, his living conditions are significantly better~ he does enjqy more lreedom 

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 atpTG!~ than those for trusties incarcerated at other 

institutions. 

The single most, important reason that'trusties are utilized at the centers is 
= ~'.' ~ 

economical. Obviously the s~~'Vices provi~~d by trusties cost much less than if the 
!I 

Department or the individual :centers were forced to purchase these services from 
"\) /1 

either .tIJe ~Vilian labor ~~~l ~ or from adeli tiona! ;orrectionat employees. However, 

when fIfty-nme percent of a;{l ~ersons who entered and left the .. centers as trusties have 
" . ,', 

I;:, 

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

have not had the benefit of receiving employment or work experience, the average 

cost per s~ccessful work or study releasee must increase markedly. 
., 

While opinions again were varied, most superintendents and administrators felt 

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

community treatment centers. 
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Fiscal Yea:: 

!971 

1972 

'1973 

,1974 

: 1975 

1976 

1977 r 
Totals 

" 
c. 

: 

; ---
~'. 
: 
;,. 

,'1\ 

The rates of success have not improved over the years. Figure:Z presents ovel~all 
'i'l 

rates of non-success for all persons by the fiscal year they were Cidmitted to ea:ch 

center since the program's date of inception. 

= 
Okla. Citv 

Percene: 
Unsuc-

Nu::ber* cessful 

34 23.5 

PERCENTAGE OF UNSUCCESSFUL OOTcmlES OF ALL' RESIDENTS 

OFCO~ITY TREA~ENT CENTERS 

FISCAL YEAR OF ADMISSION 

(October. 1970 - midiDecember. 1976) 

Tulsa Lawton Musk02e~ 
'~ 

Percent Percent Percent 
tr~ue- " "Unsuc- Unsuc-

N=ber* cessful Numbertlr cessfu1 NUlI:bertlr cessfu1 
., , 

Q 

"" 
NIA ~. NYA NIA N/A NIA NIA 

c 
" 

Enid A2l1;relZate 

Percent Pe:-.:cent 
Unsuc- Unsuc-

Number* cessfu1 Nucber* cessfu1 

0 

N/A NIA 34 {;> 23.5 
.. 

<J 

254 
, 

25.2 NIA NIA NIA NtA I NIA I NIA NIA NIA 'I 254 
I '0 

25.2 , . 
1 

'" , " 
2S1 20.7 69 33.3 44 27.3 NIA NIA 1:l/A NIA 364 23.1 , I -

1 
, 

346 .. 3S.5 156 2~~36 33.1 36 25.0 38 39.S. 712 31.5 
", -, :~'I 287 36.6 173 41.6 115 28.7 SO 31.3 91 27.5 746 35.0 

220 I· 33.2 ,- 16S 34.5 126 38.9 
, 

90 24.4 77" 40.3 678 33.9 

39 43.5 31 . 3S.s ' ' 2S I 24.0. 16 12.5 . 'IS . 50.0 I 119 34.9 
''.,.'1 I I I " 35.7 6.911 

.. 
1 (,,31 30.9 S94 32.8 4"6 32.5 - 222 26.1 224. 31.5 , . , I I 

" " 

~ I c 
0 

" "::-ll .. .. 
~~ 

'" ," "' C' " .. i:" 

" .. 
" 

F151:!re 2 
" " 

,. ",. 
., 

* Number refer:1 to number of individuals admitted to the program " 
, 

during a s~ec1fic fiScal year and who experienced an ou:cqme "J ~ 

regardless of ~e fisca~year the outcome occurred. 
, 0 0 

~ 
~) , D 
".o'~' 

" tl 

0 

(") .:. " 

Figures 3, 4, and 5 depict rates of non-success for tru;ties, for person,~ entering 
" - ' 

the program as trusties but l'eavingas participants, and for participants. 
Q 

45 

" 

Fiscal Year 

.l971 

-1972 

1973 

197", 

1975 

1976 
() 

1977 

Totals 

Okla City . 

PERCENTAGE OF UNSUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES OF TRUSTYS IN 

COMMUNITY TREATMENT CENTERS, nsCAL YEAR OF ADMISSION' 

(October, 1970 - mid-December, 1976) 

Tulsa La wton Musko2ee 

Percent Percent \~) Percent Percent Unsuc-
Number* 

trIlSUC- UIlSUC- Uasuc-

. f'= 

! (1 

Enid 

Percent 
Unsuc-cessful Number* cessful Number It cessiul Number* eessful Number* cessful 

9 

13 

19 

107 

64 

32 

7 

251 
". 

" 

. 
e 

55.6 NIA N/II: NIA ,MIA NIA N/A ' .... ~ NIA 
61.5 {'" it! N/A MIA MIA NIA N/A NIA NIA 
47.4 7 85.7 '6~ 50.0 NIA N/A ~N/A 

IJ 

5S.9 17 35.3- 14 35.7 10 40.d·: 2 
72.1 21 76.2 8 37.S 8 SO"O !, 7 
56.3 7 71.4 6 66.7 3 . 66.7 5 

57.1 7 42.9 " 1 0 2, 50.0 I 0 
60.2 

0 

59 61.0 35 42.9,' 23 47.S ' 14 

Figure 3 

~ Number refe~ to nulilber of individuals admitted ~~ trus~s during 
<0 a specific fi~cal year and who. lefe: as a e:rusty regardless of ,the 

fiscal year they were terminated. 
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N/A 

MIA 

NIA 

100.0 

71.4 

80.0-. 
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78.6 
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Percent 
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Ij " ./ 
!\ !i ., 
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32 56.3 

150 53 •. 3 
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PERCENTAGE OF UNSUCCESSFUL Otl'l'COMES FOR PERSONS E~ER,ING PROGRAM AS TRUSTYS 

Btl'l' LEAVING AS P~IPANTS (FISCAL YEAR OF AD~ITSSION) 

October, 1970 - mid-December, 1976 

Okla. City Tulsa ,1 La.wt:on Musko!1;ee Enid Aggregate 

Unsuc- ~~ ~~ ~~. ~~ ~ ~~ 
,; Fiscal Year 

II 

NUl!!ber* 

percenJ 

cessfu 

, percenJ Percent Percent Percent It, Per~ent 
Number* cessfu~~N=Umb~e~r~*~~c~e~ss~f~u~l~~N~Ucb=:=er~*~~c~e=s=s~£u=l~~N~Umb==~e~r_*~c~e~s~s~f~u=l~~N~umb~e~r~.~~c~e=ss~fu~l~ ; 

I, 

Ii 

" NIl. NIA NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A 6 '0 6 a NIl. 1911 

~1~97~2~ ____ ~~1=1~~_9~.~1~+-~N~/=A-+_~N~/A~~~~N/~A~-r~N~'j~A~·~~N~/~A-+~~N~/A~+-~N~/~A~ __ ~N~/A~r-~1~1 __ -r __ c~9.~1_~~ 

~1~97~3~ ____ +-__ ~9~+-1;1=.~1~+-_~~5~ __ ~20~~~0~ __ ~3~-+ __ ~0~+-~N~/A~r-~N~/A~~~~N~/A~ __ ~N~/~A~--=1~~~1;1_.8~~ 

1974 31 11101 I 9 22'.2 9 ,0 a 0 6 16.7.1 61 11.S 

1915 3122.6 II 10 10.0 '3 66.1 6 o· 16.7 , 8 12.5 

1976 7 14.3 I 13 0 ~ ,3 0 3,' 0 ;\, 33.3 

1977 1 0 F: 0 I "'" 0 2 - 0 o 0 o 

Totals I '102 13.7 I 37 10.8 20 10.0 9 11.1 17 

II 

Figure 4 

" 

;f' Number refel's to number o£p~rsotl$'admittedaS trustys during a 
speeif:l.c fiscal ye~r,but who eenniIUlced', the program as 
participants regardless of the fiscal year they terminated. 
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17.6 
'-, 

o 58 22.4 

29 6.9 

3 0 

185 13.0 

nsoal J 
1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 
~. } 

1977' 

'Totals 
~'. 

'I; ']1. 
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PERCENTAGE OF UNSUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES FOR PARTICIl'ANTS IN 

COMMUNITY ntEA'IMENT CENTERS. FISCAL YEAR OF ADMISSION 

(Octo~:! 1970 - mid-December. 1976) 
~~ 

v' 

Tulsa Lawton Muskogee - id J:;n 
Okla. City ~ 

Percent Percent 
" Percent Perc:ent 

Unsuc- Unsuc" Unsuc- Unsuc-
Y., cessfu1 Number* cessful Number* 

NUmber* cessful . Number'" cessful Number* 

: 
0' 

NIA NIA NIl. NIl. NIA N/A 
19 15.8 N/A . I' I 'NIl. NIl. NIl. NIl. NfA NIA N/A 

230 23.9 

35 ";' '25.7 'ilIA NIl. . NIl. 
223 18.8 57 28.1 

c, 

" " 15.4 30 
202 

192 
. 

181 

31 
" ,1.078, Q 

I 

o 

21.7 . 130 IS.S 113 35.4 26 
'. 

38.7 104 2(·.9 66 30.3 76 
28.1 . 142 

I ' 145 h7 38.5 84 23.8 I. 69 29.8 35.9 

I I 
" 

"f-

29.2 22 27.3 14 7.1 18 41.9 24 

I 
" 

30.9 391 32.7 190 24.2 193 25.7 498 
I 

Figure 5 
[) 

* Number refer!! to all persons admitteld. as participants (work or 
.tudy:re1easees) during a specific fiscal yeal." and ~ho 
expe,rienced an outcome regardless of the fiscal year the outcoce 
occurred. 

'" 

1/ 

. . I P,ercent 
Unsuc-
cessful Number* 

NIl. \ 19 

NIl. 230 

" NIA :315 

40.0 501 

25.0 580 

37.7. 596 

50.0 109 

'34.2 12 35'0 

r ; 

Percent 
Unsuc:-
cessful 

15.S 

23.9 
I) 

21.3 

27.3 

(:~O.3 
"";..' 

33.1 

3~.O 

28.6 
'" I 
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It can be seen that rates of success for categories of residents have not improved 
" ~~ " 

significantly over the years. For example, rates of success for all p~rsons admitted to" 

the program have fallen froln, 76.5 percent in f,iscal 1971. to 66.1 percent in 1976 (the 

las~ full iiscal ye~r). Already 34-.9 perce~t of all persons admitted in fiscal 1977 and ., ~ 

who have terminated from the program have had an unsuccessful 9,lJtcome. Rates of 

unsuccessful outcomes for persons entering and terminating the program as trusties 
co D 

have been above fifty percent each full year the program has been in existence. 
,:~ 

Unsuccessful q~t~omes for persons entering and terfninating as participants (work and 

study release) have increased from 15.8 percent'ln 1971 to 33.1 percent in fiscal 1.976. 

Rates of success for persons entering the program as trusties but l~aving as 

participants h~ve varied from 100 percent. success in 1971 to 77.,6 percent in fisca,l 
", , "" 

1975. In 1976, 6.9 percent of the tw~nty-nine persons who changed status from trusty 

to participant during that fiscal year and who have since achieved an outcome have 

had an unsuccessful one. 

The above figures show little change in success rates over the years. They are 

particularly disheartening when it is repjized that the Department of Corrections is 

able to exercise control over the individuals who are admitted and released from the 

community treatment centers. The rates of success are even lower when trusties are 

removed from the total number of perS9ns admitted and released. Trusties actually G 

" , .:.v 
represent an expense or direct cost to the program. First, a trusty cannot benefit 

,from work or study release and ther~fore when pp,roled or discharged from the program 

is in, no 'better financial position than anyone released from oile of the medium or 

maximum security institutions.'Secohdly, and more"lmportant, residential space tak(~n 
, ' 1/ 

by trusties represents space~hat work and'study releasees could otherwise uti1jke. 
, 0 "a " ! 

Figure 6 presents the, rate ofsucs::essful outcome for work and study rele~ees . , ' ", 
determined as a percent of total admissions. 
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I 
I 
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i 
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Admitted & 
Total Admitted Released as 
and Released a Trustv 

2,917 382 

Admitted and Number Un
Released as a successful 
Particiuant* Participant~ 

2,535 

Figure 6 
,~' 

695 

,Number 
Successful 
ParticioantSr 

1,840 

CI 

* Includes persons who entered as trusty but left 
as a participant in addition to persons entering 
and lea~ing as par~icipants. 

II 

Percent 
c:essful 
Total 
Admitted 

63.1 

D i, 

Figure 6 presents a more accurate picture because it explicitly excludes that 

group (trusties) who cannot benefit from work or study release but who provide 

supportiv~services to the program ~~nd thus help to defray costs. 

<> , 

50 

o 

Suc
of 

i 

l 
1\ 
l; 

r 
I' 

;; 
i' 
" ·1 
11 
n 
n 

1 
~j 
~" II 
'I 

i 
,; 

0 



,,. t 

D.2 
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OUTCOMES OF INDIVIDUALS DETERMINED ACCORDING 

TO THE FISCAL YEAR IN WHICH THEY , TERMINATED 

" Ii 

By looking at outcomes of individuals according to the year in which they ~~re 
" 

admitted into the program, it is possible to get an idea how well the program has 4'one 

in selecting program participants over a period of time. Another way of viewing 
~ . 

.outcomes is by the fiscal year which individuals left the program. In this instance, 

rates of success and non-Success have been determined for groups of persons leaving 

during particular fiscal years' regardless of the year which they. were admitted to the 

program. 

Figure 7 presents'rates of non-success for persons computed according to the 

fiscal year they terminated the program. 

o 

51 

PERC~AGE OF UNSUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES OF ALL RESIDENTS 

OF COMMUNITY TREATMENT CEm'ERS. FISCAL YEAR OF TER11INATION 

(October. 1970 - mid-December. 1976)' G 

- i}: 
Okla 'Citv . , Tulsa La t n tJ 0 • us o;:ee Enid A I1!sre'Zate 

Percent Percent Percent Percent '."",oj 
ll'nsuc:- ll'nsuc- ll'nsuc:- ll'nsuc- Unsuc-

Fiscal Year Number· cessful Number· cessful Nucber· ces~ful Number· cessful Number· cessfu Number· 

1971 I 2S 'I 20.0 NIA N/A I NIA NIA I NIA I NIA N/A NIA 25 I 
I () 

" N7A I I I I 1972 215 31.6 NIA N/A NIA NIA NtA ' NIA N/A 215 
" , I I I I 1973 249 20.9 , 41 53.7 a 62.5 N/A N/A !iIA NIA 298 

I I , I I " j I 1974 307 32.6 138 15.2 131 ' 35.9 10 30.0 ~ 26.7 601 

1975 308 34.1 I 164 37.8 12':' I 22.5 78 25.6 SO I 33.8 750 

1976 
I I I 219 33.8 169 40.2 126 41.3 I 95 25.3 81 40.7 690 

,"I I 1977 108 36.1 82 26.8 61 24.6 39 23.1 ,48 33.1 338 

Totals 1 431 30.9 594 ";" ,32.8 I 446 32.5 I 222 26.1 224 35.7 2 917 . ' 
" 

(). FiSl1re 7 

* Number refers to the nu=ber of persons term1n~ting the program during a specific fisc~1 year regardless 
of the fiscal year they were adQitted. ' 

From ,Figure 7 it can be seen that Muskogee was the only cent~r which decreased 

its rates of non-success (or increased its rate of success)' on a year-by-year basis. The 

remaining centers and the program as a wholce experienced fluct~ating rates of,non

success on;a year-by-year basis. 

The percentage of unsuccessful outcomes for persons leaving the program as 

trusties are presented in Figure 8. 
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Percent 
ll'a:JUC-
ce~sful, 

20.0 

31.6 

',; 26.5 

" ; 29.1 
r---
132.1 

36.4 

30.5 

' 31.5 
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PERCENT UNSUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES FOR TRUSTYS, 

FISCAL n:.-\R C :"TEPJ!nl'ATIO:t 

(October. 1970 - cid-December,. 1976) 

Okla. Cit"l Tulsa I.avton MuskolZee Enid AS!;~re~at:e . . 
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Perce 
tl'nsue:- tl'nsuc- Unsuc- tl'nsuc- tl'nsuc- Unsuc 

Fiscal Year Number'" cessful Number'" cessEul Number~ cassful Number'" cessfu1 Number'" ,cessfu1 NUlnber'" cessf 
. I 

1971 6 33.3 NIA NIA ' NIA 'ilIA 'ilIA NIA NIA N/A 6 -: 33. 

I I I I 
1972 16 62.5 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 16 50.1 

I '/ 100.0 I I I 
. 

1973 15 60.0 6 1 100.0 NIA 'ilIA NIA NIA 22 72.1 
I I 100.01 

.. 

.1974 86 58.1 8 25.0 14 42.9 1 0 0 109 54. 

I I I 50.0 1 36.41 
. 

1975 7j 65.8 18 11 36.4 11 5 80.0 118 58. 

1976 20 72.4 19 84.2 7 71.4 6 50.01 6 I 83.3 67 74. 

1917 26 46.2 1 8 50 2 I 0 5 60.0 3 66.7 I 44 47. 

Totals 251 60.2 / 59 
,~, 'I 

62.7 35 42.9 23 47.8 14 I 78.6 382 ., 58. 
, , 

Figure .I! 

* Number refers to individuals ter::d.nating the program trustys during a specific fiscal year regardless of t:.i.e 
fiscal year t~ey vere admitted to the program. 

c 

A trend Is present in the aggregate columns. A steady increase, excluding fisc:,~,l .' 

year 1977, in unsuccessful outcomes has occurred in the last three fiscal years. For 

the most part, rates of success for this group have been less than fifty percent per 

year. Roughly fifty-nine percent of -all persons leaving the program as trusties have 

had an unsuccessful outcome. 

Figure 9 depicts outcomes for persons terminating the program as participants. 

This includes individuals who were admitted to the program as work or study releasees 

and also those persons who were admitted to the centers .... as trusties but who 
it) 

experienced an outcome while a participant." 

It'i 
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c 

n 
1\ .... ·.·,1 

j
" 

t ! 
:1 
I 

'1 

I Okla. 
l 

\ L"" Y.ar " """".r' 
[l 

19 

:t972 I 199 I 
'[973 

','I 
234 

,J 
L974 I 221 
, 

I " T 
235 ,l975 

k976 I 190 lr 
I I 82, I!! ,19n t 

i 
<totals 1.180 

,I I I 

Cit"r 

Pe'l:'cezu: 
tl'uuc-
cessful 

15 •• 1 

: 

PER~ UNSUCC!SSFUL Ot~COMES FOR PARTIC!P~\"TSt 

FISCAl. '{C'...Mt OF TEIt.'fINATION 

.(October, 1970 - t:tI.d-Deeember. 1976) 

Tulsa ot! H k us O2ee 

Pecant 
Uuuc- Uuue:- Unsuc-pere., P ..... J 

NU!!Iber'" cessfu Number· cessfu Nu=ber* cessfu1 

·1 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIJ.. NIA 

29.1 I: NIA I NIA I' NIA NIA NIA I NIA. 

18.4 I 35 I 45.11· 7 I 57.1 I NIA \ NIA 

I I 22.0 I 130 14.6 117 3S.0 9 'lZ.2 
. I I I %4.3 146 35.3 109 21.1 67 23.9 

27.9 lSO. I 34.,1 119' 39.5 I 89 I 23.6 

32.9 .1 74 I· 24.31 . 59 I 25.4 . 34 I 23.5 

I \- I . 
24.7 33S 29.5 411 31.5 199 %3.6 

I 
I ! I I 

I 

F12Ure 9 

Enid 

percenJ Percent 
un:n.1=:J Unsuc-

Ntmber· eessf Nll:IIber* cessfu1 

I NIA NIA 19 15.8 

NIA " NIA 199 29.1 

I ' N/.\ I NIA 276 22.8 

15 25.7 I 492 23.6 

I 7S 30.7 632 27.2 

7S t 37.3· 623 ' 32.3 

loS J 31.1 I 294 I 27.9 
.', 

trZ.53S 1 210 32.9 27.4 
: I 

,', 

* Number 'l:'afers to i:di.~c1uals te~l:i:g the progra:t vhlle a par:ic:i?ant curing a spec:1::Lc £!sC3l ;rear regardless of 

the yeu:ber vue ad:1:tad to the program. 

.. , 

As in Figure 8, a constant increase, excluding fiscal year 1977, in unsuc:ces~f~l ., 

outcomes for' per~ons leaving as participants has occurred. The Muskogee CTC, 

however, has stabilized rates of non-success. 

Another aspect ·of the outcome study dealt with investigating whether or !'lot the 

length of time individuals are on wo'~k or study participation is related to in-house 

outcomes for this group. Figure 10 presents data depicting the median number of 

months participants stayed on work or study release prior to their release from 

incarceration and the rates of successful outcomes for this group of individuals. 
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~!A..~ mTC!":t OF l'AltTIc!?A'I'IO~ OU '''0R.t<: OR STUDY 

~ ANtI RAn:S OF SUCa:SSFIl"L OtrrCO~S FOR l'AltTIC!l'A.'JTS 

(!T 1971 ~~rou2h :y 1976) 

. f 
,. 

Okla. C1ey Tulsa Law1:011 Mustco'lel!! En:!.d A2Ce'laCI!! 

Perc:enl: ,i'erc:enc i'erc:enc l',erc:enc Perc:anc 
!I.edUe HedUn !Ud!Al1 suc:c:ess- ~d.1an succ:ess- Maci1a.= suc:c:ass-~ .. d1a.u suc:c:e.ss- succ:e.ss-

F:f..se.aJ: Year taruz:th !ul teft2eh ~ul ten2~'t ful ten2~1t fill te!t2'!h ful ten2eh 

1971 

1972 

,1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

I " I I . . " . 
~/A ~/A "J/A ~/A . "J/A. 'Sf A '!J/A ~r/A 4.1 4.1 84.2 

I 3.5 70.9 I 'ilIA. I '!rIA I ~/A '!rIA 'ilIA " ~/A 'ilIA I ~r/A I 3.5 I 
3.% I 81.6' 3.1 I 54.3 3.3 42.8 I ~r/A 'ilIA I 'ilIA I N/A I 3.2 I 

I '" I 4.1 73.3 3.7 3.4 77.4 4.1 85.4 3.3 65.0 S.O 77.8 

I 3.8 ;";.7 4.0 63.7 4.0 78.9 3.9 76.1 3.9 69.3 3.9 
, I 4.0 , 7%.1 I 4.2 I 65.3 I 3.8 I 60.5 I 3.7 I 76.4 3.9 I 62.7 I 3.9 I 

Figure 10 

Regression analysis was used to determine if there was a significant relationship 

between length of stay on work or study release and rates of succes"s·for these 

individuals. Using the paired data for each center, a coefficient of correlation of 

.3911 was computed. The correlation coefficient was not of a magnltude to be deemed 

significant in a statistical sense. 0 Simply put, there is no cstatistical relationship 

between the median length of stay on work or study release and the rate of successful 

outcomes. 
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70.9 

77.2-

76.4 

n.s 
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E. EMPLOYMENT 

Pos~ibly the most important aspect of the Community 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 

incarcerated 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 earnings) 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 is 

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

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

aggregate effectiveness of the employment program wClJ to determine rates of 
t 

unemployment for CTC residents and compare thisflatawith unemployment 'rates tor 

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

sion. 

Procedure for Determining eTC Unemployment Rates 

Data WaS obtained from: 1) Monthly earnings reco~ds kepf by each CTCnwhich " '" 

depict work releasee earnings and disbursements ~uring the month; ?) Monthly 

summaries from eCich eTC which depict the numbeE of participants and trusties 3, 
. , b ~ 0 

accepted and released during the, month; '.3) Daily couht sheets which were used to ,-" 

determine the number of Individuals at the center during the first and last day of each 

month; and 4-) Unemploymerfl: rates as determined by the Oklahoma Employment 

Security Commission. 

"" 
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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 employment during the 

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

the CTe unemployment rate is E~Et EW, where Et represents the total number of work 

releasees eligible for employment during the month and Ew represents the total 

number of participants who earned income as work releasees during th~o month. 

In addition to determining the unemployment rates for each CTC, the data was 

summed for each month beginning with fiscal year 1975 cmd unemployment rates for 
o 

the total program were determined. Persons entering a CTC as work releasee in less 

than eight days prior to the end of the month were not counted as being eligible for 

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

counted as being eligible for emp!,eyment during succeeding months until they were 
~ Q 

released. Persons who entered as work releasees and left as work releasees during the 

same month were similarly excluded from the total eligible tor employment figure. 

Figures 11 and 12 present a comparison of eTC unemployment rates, as 

determined by the above methodology, with general work force unemployment rates. 
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FY 1975 

Honth Okla. City AreB 
Ci 

July 16.9 .' 4.0 
A"gust 16.9 4.4 
September 10.0 4.5 
.October 0 4.6 
November 7.4 4.9 
December " 15.3 5.1 
Janullry 0 S.S 
February 4.5 5.8 
"larch 14.3 6.3 
April CJ 17.9 6.8 
tIllY 25.0 6.9 
.June 39.2 8.0 

Average Cor Yellr 

1 
fI 

The arens of comparison lire as fo1Jows: 

(; 

. ~. 

o 

CP 

(\ 

" 

·UNEHPLOYWlNT RATES (PERCENT) 

COHtIUIUTY TIU:A11IllN'C CENTERS AND SURROUtlllltiG AItEAS 1 
c:., 

FISCAL '{FoAl{ 1975 

Tulsa Area Lawton 

0 4.1 () 

14.0 3.6 5.4 
G 

111.0 3,,9 "filA 
Z7.5 4.0 0 

0 4.0 ., 0 
30.7 4.4 '5.9 
13.9 4.9 0 
24.1 S.l 0 
6.1 5.8 3.3 fh 
7.1 6.2 11.8 ~~ 

11.9 5.9 0 
IS.4 _7.2 12.8 

'Q.l 

Okla. City t'TC - Okla. City StlSA 
T.ulan C'l'C -' TulslI StlSA 
1.lIwton "r~') - ComBllche County 
EnId C'l'C -' Gllrfle1d C;~lInty 
tfuskogee .C'l'C - ttuskogee Coiinty 

Fir,lIre 11' 

Cl 

o 

Arell 

.5.1 
4.:1 
4.5 
4.6 
4.6 
4.8 
6.2 
6.2 
7 6 
7:"4 
7 •. 7 
8.7' 

0 EnId Arell 

0 3.1 
8.3 g..6 

.:; 21.7 2.7 
IS.', 2.6 
25.8· 2.9 
21.4 3.1 

0 
, 

3~5 
11.0 " 3.6 
4.0 1,.2 

23.1 3.9 
16.7 4.1 

0 • 4.8 

" c 

~,: 

o 

Q 

Q V 

Muskop,ee Area All G'l'C'r. 

4.3 6.9 1i.3 
4.5 5.8 11.0 

.! 

NIA 5.4 13.5 
3.8 5.6 9.7 

12.5 5.7 7.7 
0 5.8 ··15.7 

" 'Q 7.1 2.9 
" 0 7.9 8.9 

3.6 9.1 8.l 
0 0.7 12.8 

8.3 8.8 (115.7 
0 10.1 lq.~ 
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UlIIUU'LOYHENT RATES (PERCENT) 

cotitiUtHiV iREATIIENT CUNiERS AND SURROUNDING ARRAsi 
/ 

FISCAl. YEAR 1976 i FIRST 'FIVE HON'I'US OF 111SCAL VEAR 19.17 

FY 1976 " 
c; 

Honth Okill. City Area Tuls4 ,Area 1.lIwton Area Enid Arell lh.llkoll.ee Aren All C1'C's 

" , 
.• 'u1y 12.9 0.1 H/A ,. 7.4 0.1 " 0.7 6.9 5.0 6.9 10.3 9.7 
August 13.4 0.1 2.4 'Q.3 0 7.9 16.7 4.7 0'.0 10.7 0.0 
September 21.6 B.4 0 7.1 2.5 B.6 21.2 4.8 10.7 10.4 12.0 
October ; 3.B 8.4 . 16.3 1.0 (..: 2.1, 8.6 ~.6 4.7 0 10.5 5.1 """ 0 

November. 20;'7 0.0 ,'. 0 " 6.5 5.3 JI.4 13.B ',.5 3.2 10.0 ,10.5="" 
DeccR.her 49.0 7.5 29.9 6.3 21.6 8.1 44.0 4.5 19.3 10.0 36.3 
JAnuary 10.7 0 7.9 B.9 7.7 ,.0 9.5 0 5;1 7.4 10.5 7.0 
FebruAry 1.3 '7.9 3.9 7.7 5.1 9.5 14.8 5.2 0 10.4 1,.0 
tiilrch 111.3 B.2 9.4 1.5" 12.5 9.0 

, 
0 .4.6 0 9.9 ,. 9.4 

Al'r11 5.6 8.1 1.B 1.3 4.7 B.9 18.8 4.7 9.1 9.7 6.8 
.'ny 0 7.9 7.8 7.1 17.6 8.5 11.1, . 4.6 2.9 ". '9·2 6.3 
June 6.1 

, 
8.2 NIA 7.9 6.3 8.8 11.1 ; .4.9 1S.Se. 9.a ',") B.6. 

AverAge for 'Yellr 
,oJ, -.I 

J 

Jo'Y 1977 , " -;. 
llunth cOklll. CHI ,Area Tulsn Aren Lawton Area Enid Area lluskogee .. Area All C1'C's 

0 

Jllly~ 23.5 8.4 7.5 7.8 4.3 9.2 2.8 5.0 g.3 9.6 12.8 
Allguot 0 8.0 3.4 1.3 2.6 9.0 8.8 4.8 !i 9.4 9.6 ,3.5 
September 5.1 7.3 25.9 7.0 2.3 8.4 19.4 4.1, ' "" 16.7 9.0 1'2.4 " 
October ., 0 .7.3 3.7 6.9 11.1 B.2 16.7 4.7 '10 8.7 "4.1, 

" 
November 11.8 7.0 1.9 6.6 lI.8 7.9 22.2 1,.7 " 10./! 8.2 9 • .1 

1/ 
... 

Average for Yenr 

11'he IIreas of comparJson are as ,follows: l.nwton C'l'C- Comanchc County 
Enid CTC -Clarfle1d Cou!1ty 
lhmkogee CTC - HlIskogee County 

OKC CTC - OKC SBSA Until January, 1976. Okla. floimty lifter .lllnuary, 197(, 
'fll100 CTC - Tulsa StlSA lIn\:ll Jan. ,1976, :rulsaCollllty after ,January I, 191, 
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While unemployment rates within the eTC's have fluctuated considerably from 

u 

month to month, the overaH effect of the employment program has b~en excellent. 

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

average rate of unemployment for the year for all eTC's was 11.1 percent. During 

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

for the first five months of fiscal year 19'77 ,the average was 8.8 percent. The 

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

rates of eTC unemployment for the year were substantially below unemployment rates 

for the gener~l work force in Muskogee and Comanche count~es for fiscal years 1975 
it)' 

and 1976. For 1976 and 1977 Tulsa CTC rates have been only slightly higher than rates 

for the general popwlace. 
~ 

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

individual;:; benefiting 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 

employment for these individuals should be commended. 0 

~ ..' 6 
, The fact that rates did fluctuate markedly from month to month can possibly be 

explained by the fact that everypne, e}(cept trusties who resided at a center for more Q 

than seven days, was considered °to be eligible for employment. It undoubtedly is 

diffi.cult to secure employment .for certi;iin individuals and a longer length of time is 

needed to secure jobs f()r these people. 
'I 

Finally, since virtually everyone who is 
;'r 

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

stay, the CTe unemployment rates should D,2!be looked upon in less thana positive 

manner. 

A study entitled Examination of Community Treatment Jobs Retention During 

Parole was done by' part of the administrative staff of the Community Treatment 
~ . -' , 

Program. While the study was limited in terms of the small sample of C1-'C parolees 
" 



" , 

used in the study, the report diCf show'that 51 percent of the individual parolees kept 

the job they had obtained while residents of the centers. Of the persons who had 

changed jobs after leaving the centers, 21 percent changed for better pay. A number 

of indi~iduals transferred out of the parole district, a number had quit their jobs to 

attend school full time, and a number of persons ,~uit to become self-employed. Only 

nine percent changed jobs because of being fired. 

An interesting aspect of the study was the determination that as the number of 

job changes at the eTe increased there was a tendency for job changes on parole to 

increase. Th~ report me~tions that because of the moderate association between job 

stability at the eTe and on parolees, it may be possible to use eTe employment 

behavior as an indicatlJr of the need for intervention ~while the individual is on paro~~~ ~ 

In turn, the report mentions, intervention at the center may improve performal)ce~ol1 
• .- • ..--:> ,: ,.\,;> ' t~ \", ":r/

J 

parole and increase the impact of the program in the area of ernplqYJ11ent. Another 
. ~ , 

interesting finding in the report was 'that 31 percent of the ~llr"ey g~o~p who held more 
,) '1 

than one job while housed at ,a eTe listed being fired as the reason for ,changing .Jobs. 

On parole only, nine percent listed being fired as the reason for changing jobs. 

The report, though limited in scope, suggests the employment program has been 

successful since 51 percent of the jobs held at the time of release ~~re retained. The" 

full report can be found 1n Appendix II. 

Detailed records concerning the workreleasees' employment aftd financial affairs 

are kept by each community treatment center. An inmate must save at least twenty 

percent of his net earnings, thus when he is paroled or discharged at least part of his 

transition back ,into society is eased. ' The money he spends while a resident of a center 

directly affects the local economy~ Increased spending, generat~s additional income 

and at least in a small way resident earnings serve toinfrease aggregate incpmes. 
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Individuals on work release also directly benefit society by payiig:::.ldcal, state, 

and federal taxes. Earnings have increased yearly. As centers have increased and 

expanded and as!! more people have been admitted to the program, earnings, taxes paid, 

and payments to the ,program have all increased. This has served to lessen the burden 

on the taxpayer. A summary of financial aspects directly attributable to the 
" 

employment program is presented on the next page. 
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Gross 
Earnings 

Federal 
With. Tax 

State 
Tax 

FICA 

Financial 
Assistance 

I' to Dep. 

Savings 

Personal 
'co Exp. 

Payments 
to 

Program 

II, !I 

AGGREGATE INHATE FINANCIAt"STATEHENT* 
'I- )\ 

COHMUNITY "TREATHENT PROGRAH 
" ' 

!!!.CAI. YEAR 1971 THROUGH '1976 
!;'~ 

Okla. City Tulsa Lawton Muskogee Enid 

$'1,113,'928 $563,956 $340,022 $231,036 $306~998 
. I 

104,578 53,287 27,487 18,314 36,448 
1,1 " 

6,691 3,591 1,369 1,005 3,113 
'I iI 

56,052 29,239 18,330 11,865 '" 16 ,897 

:~:':" 

141,526 89,075 2:j..663 34,.954 28,726 

324,018 158,841 105,860 67,849 106,451 

,.235,931 111, 725 86,495 46,161 56,078 

245,132 118,19~ 78,818 50,890 59,284 
" 

* All figures are rounded to nearest dollar,. 

;. l\ Figure 13 

'. 

TOTALS 

$2,555"~940 

240,114 

15,769 

132,383 

'~ 

315 94'4 ., Q 

. 763,029 

536,390 

552,322 

The Oklahoma City Center has had the greatest impact on the overall financial 

summaries. This is because the Oklahoma City Center has been in existence longer 

than any of the others and it is also the largest center. 

The employment program has had its largest impact during the last two complete 

fiscal years(I975 and 1976). This is, shown in Figure Ilf. where the fiscal year 1975 and 

1976 financial information is summarized for the program as a who,le'~ 
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Item 

Gross Earnings: 

Federal With-
holding Tax: 

State With-
holding Tax: 

FICA 

Assistance 
to Dependents 

Savings 

Personal 
Expenses 

Payments to 
"Program 

EFFECT OF FISCAL YEARS '1975 AND 1976 

ON AGGREGATE 'FINANCIAL 'STATEMENT 

(ALL CEN+ERS) 

Total Since Totals For 
Program Inception FY 1975 and FY 1976 

$2,555,940 $1,714,711 

240,114 159,245 

15,769 10,582 

132,383 88,701 

315,944 240,798 

763,029 ,469,247 

536,390 363,121 

552,322 383,025 

Figure 14 
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Percent of 
Program Total 

67.1 

66.3 

67.1 

67.0 

76.2 

61.5 

67.7 

69.3 
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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 h~i\ting been 

returned to an institution. 
(if .'" 

Escapes from, the community treatment centers have increased from year to 
'v'" 

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 

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

increased rr,tarkedly. For the program as a whole 2.7 percent of the re~idents 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 percent of the residents escaped and 

four escapees are currently at large. Furthermore, the rate of escapes has increased 

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

escape frequenc:y has increased from year to yea,r. The Tulsa center experienced an 

increase from 2.9 percent during 1974 to 6.5 percent during 1975 but dropped to 3.8 

percent during 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 
o 

fiscal year 1971 (through March, 1977). 

'v 
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If 
/

'(AL 

;j. 1974 
, I 

I 

I., of 
• jrticipants 

.,cape 
.~leqq,ency . 

'!-jcape 
- te/100 
i I'll j r at large 

II I-tAL 
'11975 

I .. of 
lrticipants 

I 
'cape 
lequency 

1 ;cape 
llte/lOO 

Ijill ~ t Lar:e 
tJ '
[tAL 
H. 1976 

! • of 
_ rt~ciPan ts 

~.,cape 

i-jequency 

tic ape 
l·tefloo 

t)'ll I tJ. a t Large 

P,'~QUENC~ .o~ E,~W.ES, ~n.q ~eClWE R,ATE PER, .100. ' 
FOR 'THE' COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM DURING 

FY/74 , FY/75 and FY/76 

Oklahoma 
City 

437 

10 

2.3 

1 

424 

21 

5.0 

3 

433 

28 

6.5 

4 

COMMUNITYfl'REATMENT CENTER 

Tulsa 

206 

6 

2.9 

a 

215 

14 

6.5 

a 

235 

9 

3.8 

o 

Enid 

42 

1 

2.4 
a 

115 ' 

3 

2.6 

a 

113 

5 

4.4 

o 

Muskogee 

36 

1 

2.8 

a 

105 

3 

2.9 

a 

7 

5.3 

a 

(/ 

Lawton 

176 

6 

3.4 

a 

161 

5 

3.1 

a 

174 

8 

4.6 

() 

- trce: Department of Corrections, Division of Community Services. 
" 

:figure 15 
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Total 

897 

24 

2.7 

1 

1020 

46 

4.5 

3 

1087 

57 

5.2 
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This section investigates rates oftecidivism for individual community treatment 
o 

centers and the Community Treatment Program as a whole. The general idea was to 
o 

compare rates of recidivism for the Community Treatm~nt Program with rates 

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

manner, it is possible ~o view the program's effectiveness in this..)area and contrast it 

~ith all other"institutions. 

A recidivism study iscbut one measure of program effectiveness, but it is one 

which readily lends itself to the task of enabling institutional comparisons to be made. 

Because of their particular set; of circumstances, all ex-offenders have at least one 

thing in:.>,c~nilmon. They all can become recidivistsD at ,some future point in tim:. In 
Ii 

determiningrrecidiv}sm rates for the Community Treatment Program, an attempt was 

!ma~~t~"kOliow-up each in,dividuaJ who had te:minated f;~mthe ,program du.ing the 

p~r~~d, Octo;~er, 1971 through fiscal year 1975. On rare occac;ions, an inmat.e's records 

l coJ1d"not ~e found. The most common explanation given for the recor,?~s ab~ence was 
d 

that in all prbbability the ex-offender was on parole a~d his parole officer had the 

man's records. In all likelihood, some records were misfiled (there are over 90,000 
, 'I ;-;1 

inmat~ records kept by th7 Central Records Unit). For whatever reason, some records 

were not fO/und. 

For the other institutions, samples were drawn. Recidivism rates for the, 
- ':) \\ 
, \ 

Oklahoma Sta:~e Penitentiary were determined for persons leaving in fiscal years J971 \ 

through 1 !~7 5. Rates were determined for all othet: institutions housing male offenders \ 

for fisca! years 1974"and 1975. 
I f:3 (( 

~ 0 

Another aspect of the study is directly related to the employment program. An 

attempt was made to answer the ques,;tion, does the ¥lmount of savings an individual 

leaves a CTC have an effect, on his recidivistic behavior? 
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In addition to aggregafe recidivism rates for each center, rates were determined 

,'f for each groupcof individuals: 

Person,$ leaving a"CTC as a work or study releasee; 
, ~ 

PersonS\entering and leaving a CTC as a trusty; . ~ , 

3. "Persons entering and leaving a CTC in fifteen days or less. 

By l<?~king at the eTC population ih this way, it is possible to look at the rates of 

recidivism for: 1) Persons who receive all the services and benefits provided by the 
'::' .D- ~ 

(I v· ~ 

progrflm (group 1);,2) Persons who are housed ,Pot the centers, but{who are not eligible 
'" " \) 

for work or study release and do not receive the slerviceS and privileges which 

~cc~m pany work or study release status (group 2); and 3) Persons who ~'admitted !£ 
i. \) r:J . - r 

,-~.I 

the program~ but who were ndt there long enough to receive the perceivedQ,b;nefits of 

the program (group 3)., 
o 

When the recidivism rates fQr the above groups of individuals are compared with 0 
• ~, <-; 

lj ," : 

rates for persons leaving :other institutions during the same time period, recidivisnf can\~1 
v 

be viewed and compared among four distinct groups: 

G 

1;'\ 

1. 1)ersdns receivip'!;!i, full benefits and servises of the CTO 
<'~program (parti~1Zjnts); 0 

3. 

4. 

o 

("'. 

o 

Persons receiving, at best, marginal benefits from the 
program (trusties); , 

Persons who volunteered and were admitted to the 
program as prospective work II releasees, but who received 
no "lasting benefits,' (persons entering and leaving in 
fifteen days or less); 

" Persons who' either volunteered and were not admitted or 
who did not volunteer {and were not admitted) and who did 
not receive any program benefits (persons released from 
other institutions, cexcept the Women's Treatment Facility 
operated and maintained by the Department of Correc.;. 
tions). 
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METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING RECIDIVISM RATES 

For this study,recidiv.ism was defiped ,as the reincarceration of an individual into:: 
',' 

c I; 

any penal institution operated and maintained by. the Oklahoma Department of 

Corrections. P,~rspns discharged to a consecutive sentence were removed from the p 

f) 

1,1 
o I 

study group. Likewise, i!:ldividuaJs whose records' could not be found were removed. 

ThecJist of W9rk releasees were take'n ifrom the running rosters maintained by each 

CTC. The fol1owing~linformation~as included on"the roster: " 

1. , Name' 
.(! , 

2." Status at reception (trusty, work release, or study release>; 

3. " Status at release; 

DOC inmate number; 
<:J " 

" 
5 . Date of reception; 

6. Date of discharge; 

7. Type of release. 

In addition, if an Jndiviqual was rel}loved or left the CTC for any other reason 
(§) 

such as bein,g'sent back to an institution of higher security On mIsconduct char,ges, 
~) 0 " 

being adminf~trativel)D r~~igned to another ,institution, ~sG,aping, or transferring to 

another' CTC, this information was denoted on the roster. In 'short, ever.ything 

pertaining to an individual's status, his physical mov~ment through the CTC, and t,he 

success of his outcome at th~' time of h~geparture is included on the roster. 
"-'-

For persons releas~d from o'ther institutions, the following' procedure~ were 

followed. For the Oklahoma State Penitentiary ara!:ldom~ample of 100 names of 

releas~es were qrawn,for each fiscal year 1971, 1972, and 1973;'"and 50 names were 

drawn from all those relea~ed during thetirst half of fiscal year 1974. 
" 

A listing of all releasees by institutions for the period January 1, 1974 through 

\) 
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June 30, 1975 was derived frol\Tj the Department of Correction's computer tape. From 

this, a ten percent sample was drawn randomly. Information recorded by the 
" 

evaluators when drawing the sample was name, type of release, date of release, and 

DOC nl1rnber (inmate's identification number). 

After the sample was drawn, the procedure was simply to search for the 
, c~ 

individual in the Department,'s active or closed files. It was possible to determine the 

number of prior offenses following this procedure bycomparing names, birthdates, and 

racial information (po separate card is maintained for each offense an individual 
~ , . 

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

release, and date of release. Th~s, it was possible to gather fairly complete criminal 

history information on all individuals. 

For this study, parole revocations were counted as recidivists. First, the 

evaluators were initially told that parole revocations., generally occur when a new 

felony is committed. Thls ,statement was verifi~d by the evaluators 'during the file 

search~, Secondly, t~e fact that an individual's parole is revoked and he is recommitted 
a 

to an institution denotes that he has violated one or more of the conditions of his 
~) 

parole and that a decision was made that society would be better off if the person was 
, " 

reincarcerated. Parole revocations, however, comprised but a small proportion of the 

total recidivists. 

Finally, the recidivism rates on the following pages will, in all probability, be 

understated for all groups of individualS. ,Since the study was limited to p~rsons 

reincarcerated in an institution maintained and operated by the Department of 
G' 

Corrections, the study coulel not control individuals who may ,have exp~rienced one or 

more of the f911owing: 

" 1. Incarceration in a county or municipal" jaii12 in the Sta,te of 
Oklahoma; " ' 

70 

2. 

3. 

4-. 

5. 

Inca."i"ceratibn in a Federal penal institution; 

Incarceration in.a military penal facility; 
o 

Incarceration in a county or municipal jail in another 
state; 

Incarceration if:; a state penal institution in another state. 

A final comment concerning comparison of recidivism rates for the Community 
o 

Treatment Prog~am with rates for other penal facilities is necessary. Due to tlme 

limitations it was n~t possible to determine recidivism rates for the total population of 

releasees from all other institutions 'housing male inmates. However, since it is 

" 
assumed that a work release program Ie'ads'to lower recidivism rates for its residents 

as opposed to rates for releasees from :tra~itional penal facilities, it was felt that a 

comparison should be made. Ideally, for comparative purposes, the CTC and 

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

incarcerations offenses committed, and age. The percent distribution of number of 
-, ,I~ /' 

incarcerations were almost identified among all penal facilities. Offenses committed 

did not match up precisely between the two groups,particularly in the later y~frs(FY 

1974- ~<;I FY 1975). A recidivism study completed by the Department's Planning and 

Research Division in 1973 f~'und that assaultiye and' check offenders had the higher 
o 

The institutional ,0 sample had a higher proportion of assaultive rates of return. 
G . 

offenders and th,~ eTC popul~tiorl a higher proportion of check offenders. This may 

partially offset the disparities found in the offense categories. However, to assume a 
::, 

cause and effect relationship between offenses committed and future recidivistic 

behavlo; would be untenable. 

The median ages for the CTC population and the institutional sample were 

determined for fiscal year 1975. °It was found that there was little difference in ages 

of inmates incarce;ated in institutions being mai~tained at diffJr~~t levels of security. 
~ . ~ 

Median. ages for the CTC group and the sample were:' 
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Institution Median Age CTC's Median Age 

Maximum Security 25.9 Muskogee 
~ 

:>') 2~ 
M~dium Security 31.0 Tulsa 24.9 

Minimum Security 29.5 Lawton ,,25.5, 

Enid" 24.0 

Okla. City D 29.9 

All Centers (26.2) 

By comparing rates between institutions it may be possible to gain some insight 

into other rehabilitative programs. For example, the communit; treatment centers, of 

course, focus on work release and direct· interactipn with the community. Other 
" -

minimum" s'ecurity institutions, Ouachita and the McLeod Honor Farm' provide 

vocational training programs for inmates in an effort to in'crease job skills and thus 

increase employment opportunities for inmates after release. The medium security 

institutions (Lexington and Stringtown) provide vocational training programs and 
" 

general educational programs. A small work release program is in existence at 
" " !I ;" 

Lexington. This facility also oper~tes a drug abuse program and a geriatrics unit for 

older inmates. The maximum security institutions operate similar programs but on a 
« 

limited basis. The penitentiary at McAlester also operates a number of small 
:, 

industries which manufacture products for use by other .institutions. 
o ~ 

The recipivlsm study encompasses approximately a six-year period. Persons were 

released from the Oklaho,rna City Center in December, 1970~ The Departrhent of' 
" 

Correction's centrci1 files were searched during February and March of" 1977. 

Recidivism .ra1;es hav~ been determined for groups of individuals lea~ing Okiahoma 
" ,:If: ,,"'.' 

state penal facilities during fiscal years 1971, .1972, 191'3, 1974, and 1975. As 
'.I ~ 

1\" X',!?, 

mentioned in the introduction to this section, the recidivism rates Were determi,ped for ,':; "", 
, . .~ 

r 72 

," the Community Treatment Program' by tracing aU persons released .from the centers 

during the study period. These rates are compared with recidivism rates for persons 

(males) being' released from other l·nstl·tutl·ons. P' I f '1" ena aClltles represented in the 

study by the level of security maintained are: 

CTC's (Minimum Security) 

Okla. City 
Tulsa 
Lawton 

Minimum Security 

Ouachita (Hodgens) 
McLeod Honor Farm 

Medium Security 

Lexington 
Stringtown 

Maximum Security 

Okla. State Penitentiary 
Okla. State Reformatory 

Enid 
Muskogee 

It should be noted the Lexington Institution maintains a small work release 

program ,ser,v, lng 15-20 inmates at a tl·me. Th ese persons are considered to' be 

incarcerated under minimum security conditions. Similarly, the Oklahoma State 
,0 . 

Penitentiary's Trusty Far,m Installation is classified as a O1inimum security component. 

It was not possibleo to separate inm~tes released from these institutions according to 

th~, level of security they were incarcerated under at the time of their release. 

However, i.nmates housed under minimum sec~rity at these institutions comprise, only a 

small percentage of total inmate population. ' I, 

f\) 
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Crime Characteristics of the CTC Population arid the Sample Group 
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The CTC population' and the institutional sample matched closely in terms of the 

number of incarcerations. Figure 16 presents incarceratif data for each level of 

security. 

Year of I Inst. I Release 

Min. 

19i1 !-!ed. I 
Ma:c. 

,Min. I 
19i2 Med. I 

~..ax. 

Min. I 
1973 }!ed. I 

" 
Ma:c. 

erc's 

'1974 Med. ,. 
Ma:c. 
Mi,n. I 
erc's 

1975 Med.1 

.. }!ax • I 
! 

Min. I 
" 

PE.= UIS'tlWIlIIION (]ICl<BE1t n<c:.R~NS) crc' , 
, , . 

l:mJn!trn. MEDltrn, A..'ID Moo\Jm!tlM SECURI'!Y r.1S'!-rr'tlTIO~AI. INMA'l'!S 

" nsc.u. YEARS 1~71 naotrG!! 1.971' 

I r rations I nea c:e • I 

I 
, 

I I I I I II I Number I 
1 2 3 4 ,5 6 16.6 Unkn~ % 

'j I 0 I II/ 0 I I ,a a 0 a a .2 8.0 92.0 , 
\\ I I III - - - - - -- - -
I 

" 

I 
'-'{",l 

III I 62.0 20.0 4.Ct 0 a a a 7 14.0 

I 
n 

I I',' 2.0 I !: I \\ a \' , 11~' I " 
67.7 17.9 5.0 .5 0 '17 

I I I - '" I I, I \\ -I - - - - - r -
53.0 29.0 I 6.0 5.0 L 1.0 0 I '\\'01 6'" 1 6.0 I 

1101 15.01 I . 
1.0 I 60.1 19.9 9.2 ,3.7 1.0 ,', 15 

I '. 
I -; I II-I I I - I - - - - - -' 

I I , 
2.8"1 II, .91· . I S~s I 54.9 19.5' 9.4 • 4.7 1.9 6 

19.{'1 

'. 

I : .21 \1' 1:;'7.3 
:t .. :.: 

59.9 8.0 3.3 1.1 1.2 3.5 

' 62.7 IS.7 6.9 2.0 ' 4.9 I tH Ie itt ,t:r 7 .I 6'.9 I 

0 

58.7 
63.1 I 
68.1 I 
64.21 
~5~21 
39.1 ; 

,,} 

': 

21.1 ' 8.2 3.6 0 8 ,I ~.9 
13.2 10~S I. 6.6 1.3 a I 11 0 I 4: I 5.3 I 

13.7 I ~.9 I 1.7 1.1 I , .2 I II. rJ 59 111.0 I 1 • 
1\ I' ' I ~'.51 16.8 J 1.1 j' 2.1 .' 1.11 9 S.3 
1 0 j 

17.9] I ~ I '1 0 "1.21 ilJ I S.~ 1.0' ,°0 2.3 ;S 

2(? 7 
, 

12.5 ~ , 4.5 J 0 i a J ~l'~ 7 I i~4 I I f I 

" I 

""', 

* l\epresla:1ts aU residents of eTC's ;.-ho h~~veterminated th~~ 
program l:~gardl2s:s of outcome fora spe~lif:f.c fiscal year'~ 

, For th.e yead 1974 and 1975 n~ers iUlZtin1:nUO' security 
rims denotesucc!!ss:ul ter:n.uations fro~1 CTC Progra:l1. 

Figure 16 
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\he majority of both the eTe populations and the s~mple from the ot,her 

;nstitu\ons had been incarcerated one time prior to their release. Roughly 80 pefd'ent 

of all pt'Fsons included in the study had been incarcerated either one or two times prior 

to their \e1~ase. For more than two incarcerations, the percent distribution remained 

roughly t~e same among the institutions. 

Jnrna~s were then grouped according to the crimes they had committed. 

Because of ~he diversity of separate crimes it was not possible to list all crimes 

committed. 8rimes were grouped into the following categories: 

1. Violent: 

I, 
2. Sexual J:\ 

\ 3. Sexual U: \ 

iI. Robbery: I 

t 5. Burglary: 

IJ 6. Larceny: 

~' 

~ 
\ 

t 

\ 1, 

\ 
II 

II 

Crim€$ Identified During the Stud~ 

Assault and battery with a dangerous weapon; 
assault and battery with intent to kill; assault 
and battery of a police officer; murder first 
degree,manslaughter first and second degree, 
kidnapping. 

Lewd molestation; rape first and second 
degree, attempted rape; Incest; Oral sodomy; 
crime against nature. 

Indecent, exposure; 
bigamy. 

indecent phone call;, 

Robbery with a firearm; assault with intent 
to commit robbery, attemp.ted robbery; rob
bery first degree; robb.ery by force and fear • 

Attempted burglary; burglary first and second 
degree; burglary of vending machine; burglary 
of parking meter; burglary of an auto. 

Grand l~rc:eny, larceny of domestic animals; 
larceny of an auto, larceny from a retailer; 
theft, credit cara theft, larceny of property; 
petit larceny, stealing copper; larceny of a 
home; larceny of a person; unauthorized use 
of a motor vehicle; auto theft. 
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Category 

7. Money fraud: 

8. Alcohol: 

9. Narcotics: 

10. Criminal justice: 

11. Other: 

c 
II! 

Crimes Identified During the Study 

"Bogus check, forgery, faiiure to return rental 
property, uttering a forged ins~r~ment, re
ceiving stolen property, receIvmg 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,embezz~ementby a 
bailee, possession of a stolen vehIcle, remov
ing ID from a motor vehicle, failure to return 

, stolen property, selling mortgaged property. 

Sale ·of alcohol to minor; DWI, DUI. , 

Sale, possession, obtaining dr~gs by fal.se 
prescription or false pretense; mtent to dIS
tribute. 

Es<::ape from penal institution; perjury, acces-
sory after the fact, jumping bail. ;, 

Parole revocation, conspiracy, carrying ,qm
cealed weapon, setting explosives in building, 
child abandonment, arson. ' 

., I ',I 

,IL \ ' 

I . If .' " 
Figures 17 and 18 present the distribution"pf inmates accordmg to the offense 

classification' they were incarcerated under. 
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Offense 
CategorY' 

Violent 

Sexual I 

::1 Sexual II 
I, 

'j Robbery 

! Burglary 

!larceny 

Money Frauj 

Alcohol 
, 

Na.icotics 
~ 

Criminal 2,\ 

Justice 
~ 

Other 

Unknown 

TOTALS 

+' 

~-

OFFENSE CATEGORIES FOR'CTC'POPULATION*AND 

'OSP RELEASEES 

FISCAL YEARS 1971 THROUGH'1973 

o 

'oj 

1971 I 1972 1973 
t' 

CTC's OSP CTC's OSP CTC's OSP 

II % II % IF % II ' % II '% IF % 
(~I \ 

0 - 1 2.0 2 1.0 5 5.0 3 ' '1.0 '2' , 1.9 

0 - 4 8.0 0 - \:9 3 3.0 ' '0 - ' , 0 -
1 4.0 0 - 0 - l' 1.0 '0 - ' . 1 . , 1.0 -

':' 

0 ,- 4 8.0 6 2.6 8 8.0 3 1.0 '8 7.8 

7 28~0 12 24.0 70 32.5 32 32;0 105 '35: 4 . '35" 34.1 

6 24.0 10 20.0 48 22:3 150 15.0 69 .. 22.9' 10 9.7 

g: '.':' 

36.0 7 14.0 60 28.0 26 26.0 64 21.6 . 33 ;32.0 

0 - 3 6.0 2' 1.0 2 2.0 6 2.0 I' 0'1.0 
" 

,l'0 

0 - 1 2.0 6 2.6 2 2.0 11 ;3.7 2 .. 'l.9 

, 
.\ 

0 - 1 2~,0 0 ~ 1 1.0 5 1.7 5 4~8 

0 -' a - 4 2.1 0' - 17 5.6 a -
, 

2 8.0 7 14.0 17 7.9 5 5.0 15 5.0 6 5.80 
Cl 

25 100.0 50 100.0 215 100.1 100 10Q~O 298' 100.( 103 100.0 
" ". 

c:!;J 

~Represents all persons terminated from the program. 

Figure 17 
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Offense 
Categqrr 

" 
Violent 

Sexual I 

Sexual II 

Robberv 

Bur~larv 

Larcenv 

Money Fraud 

Alcohol 

Narcotics 0 

.J (, 
Criminal Justice 

Other 

Unkno~ i) 

TOTALS 

, 1 

" 
i: 

(! 

OFFENSE "CATEGORIES "FOR CTC'S, MINIMUM 

MEDIUM, A..'ID M.OOMUM SECURITY INSTITUTIONS 

FISCAL YEARS 1974 AND 1975 

" l ~ -
FISCAL YEAR 1974 FISCAL YEAR 1975 

CTC':s Min. oJt ~ed.oJt Max. * CTC's Min. * Med. oJt , 

il % f! % II % II % f1 % {} % f! % 
" 

11 2.3 6 7.9 15 14.8 9 7.8 37 6.8 5 5.4 16 16.8 

4 .8 6 7.9 5 5.0 1 .8 2 .4 5 5.4 6 6.3 

2 .4 1 1.3 3 3.0 2 1.7 0 - 0 - 4 4.2 

16 3.3 12 15.8 10 9.9 10 8.6 26 4.8 15" 16.3 13 13.7 

136 28.5 17 22.t. 19 18.8 37 31.9 122 22.7 20 21.7 14 14.7 

10.51 
,~ 

104 21.8 8 13 12.9 15 12.9 69 12.8 9 9.8 9 9.5 

106 22.2 9 11.8 12 11.9 12 10.3 86 16.0 12 13.0 6 6.3 

15 3.1 1 1.3 3 3.0 1 .8 28 5.2 3 3.3 2 2.1 

40 8.3 8 10.5 11 10.9 16 13.8 97 18.1 7 7.6 12 12.6 

t. .8 2 2.6 1 1.0 1 .8 6 1.1 '5 5.4 1 1.1 

4 .8 2 2.6 3 3.0 4 3.4 5 .,9 ..7 7.6 3 ,3.2 
" 

35 7.3 4 5.4 6 5.8 8 7.2 59 11.0 4 4.5 9 9.5 

477 100.0 76 100.0 101 100.0 116 100.0 537 100.0 92 100;0 95 100.0 
" 

*!fin. refers','to MinimUDI Secur1t~ Institutions {Qu.ichita and McLeod) • 

Med. refers to 'aediUDI Security Institutions (Stri~gt:OWn at!od Lexingto~). 

Max. refers to MaximUm Security Institutions (Oklahoma State Penitentiary 
and Oklahoma State Reformatory). 

o 

Figure 18 
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It can be seen that the CTC population contained a greater proportion of 

property offenders while the institutional samples contained a greater proportion of 

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 ('7l!- and '75), 
", 

slightly wider disparities are apparent~ 

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 necessarily equal the 

totals found 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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Fiscal Year 
of Release 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 
" 

1975 

- -- - ~---~-- ---~-----~--------..-------:---------------~--,,---
-- - -------~--~ ---------

o 

Okla. City , I 
" 

re- re-
leased cid. % 

18 5 27.8 
" 

144 44 30.6 

197 52 26 .... 

214 65 30.4 

193 ... 5 23.3 

o 

GENERAl. RRCIDIV1SH !lATES, AU. RRLEASRES 

Cmn,IUNI1'Y TREA'1lIENT PROGlWI 

FISCAL YEARS 1971 Til ROUGH 1975 

Tulsa Lawton , , , , , , 
re- re- re- re- re- rc-

lensed., cid. % lensed cid. %, leased cid. 

N!A NIA NIA tll~: ' NIA NIA NIA NIA 
\!) 

NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

22 9 40.9 5 1 20.0 'NIA NIA 

122 32 26.2 88 20 22.7 11 1 

9!f 16 16.2 81 20 24.7 52 9 

% 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

9.1 

17.3 
I".: \/. 

*UNK refers to:l,ndividuals paroled or discharged from a eTC 
but whOSe records could not be fotind. They are not 
included in. the total number of persons released. 

Figure 19 
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tluskogce TOTAI.s , , , 0 
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Figure 20 presents general recidivism rates for maximum, medium, and rr:!inimum 

security institutions for the period fiscal 1971 through 1975. Because of the relativE!ly 

small number ~f inmates being released from each medium and, minimum security 
11i 

institutions, these figures have been combined. 

'~!TlM, A.."ID MA.~! SEcmtI'l'Y nrs'tt!"C'n'!O~TS 
Ii 

FISCAL ~-ARS 1971 TEROUGa 1975 

~"', 

'J 

i' , 

~u= Securl.l:yl I: MecU= Security 
2 . I· ~.a:C.--ul!t Sac:un.ty 

';, 

3 

F!.scal Yea:' 
of 1telease 

() 

~el. 
!J 

r~e:td. 

g. 
7- Ur.k.* rel. 

~ U;, {} 

rec:'!.d. '" Unk.* rei;. raeid. r. ' Un.te. * ,. , 

197L ~/A 

1912 'J/A. 

1973 N/!. 

1971o. n 

1973 aa 

NIA I I 
._J 

MIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 43~;; 

I I " 
'S/A 

'" 
NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA. 94 ," 

NtA N/A NIA tl/A' NIA NIA NIA I 97 

I ~ i, 

14 19.4 to 9S ' 16 16.8 7 108 

17 19.3 7 86" 11 12.8 9 I ,a7' ,,' 

1 ?eri~d FI 71-73 15 repre~entec: by a sample o~ ?ersa~: 
l:'e1f.WSed froQ Os~. 

16 37.2-

24 15.S 

27 27.8 

24 22.2 

11 12.6 

For period FY 74 and F!. 75 sample take~ !r~ persons ~eleased fro: 
asp and osa.. ' 

2 ' 
Not: sac:pled unt:tl n 74.Sa::ple includes tl!tl perce~t: of all persons 
:aleas.1i frc:z Strlngeovc cd Le:dnston. 

3 Not sampled until n 14. S2I:t'1e 1nclude~ ten percent of all persons 
releasad fr= Quach! ta att~. Eodgl!!'IlS ~ 

• Rapreents perso~ o:."has4I records ,ver,~ aoe found. 
included 1n th.e total cu=Qe:o releas~c!~ 
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f max .. ;mum and medl'um security inst'itutions are, on the " Recidivism rates or ", 
" 

whole, lower than recidivism rates for the 0 Community Tr~~tment Program. From 

Figure 21, it can be seen that for fiscal years 1974 and 1975, rates for pers~ns leaving 

maximum and minimum security institutions were substantially lower thi:in those for 
(' 

the 2TC Program. Only for per,sons released in fiscal year 1971 was the recidivism 

rate for maximum security in~titutions substantially higher than for the CTC'; Program. 
.;; fr-

In other ,years, recidivism ra~es for other institutionso were l<>we: than rates for. the 

Community Treatment Program as a whole. For 1974 and 1975 releasees, rates for 

rriaximum and medium security institutions were s,ubstan~ialh lo",,:,~r than those for the eo" ,p 

CTC Program. Discounting each center's first ye~r of operation checaus1'theto~al 

:'l"lumber released was not of significant mag~itude to draw an inference,~nly the Tulsa 
o 

,and Lawton Centers (Figure 19) experienced ~ower,}'ates of re,~idivism than, :other 

minimum security facilities (FY 1975) and then the differences ;'ere only slight. 
:( 

. 
ere's I Hui:nIc 1. Xediu: I Xini::u:: 

<.: 

l"ueal Year Ii Ii :: I 11 iJ I !J Ii I rel:ased 
Ii 

of Release 'releaSed. 1:'ecid. 1:'elellSea 'rec:id. • rl!!leased rec:!.d. .. ree:!.d • .. .. E • .'. 

19i1 I 15 5 27.81 43 16 37~21 . NI:.. ~!IA ~IAI ~tlA ~r/A ~/A 

1972 1:'4 44 30.6/ 94 24 2;.5 I ':rIA '!rIA, '!rIAl ,'!IIA ~fJA ~rlA 

1973 224 62 27.71 97 27 27. a I 'of/A , '!I/A 'of/AI ':rIA :UA :l/A 

;1974 I &42 120 27.11 lOS, ,24 22.21 95 16 "16.81 7:! 14 19.4 
'\;, 

I :!l.31 1~.61 
" 

12.s1 1973 "478 102 87 !'ll 86' U' 88 17 19.3 
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Since the general rates for CTC's were not lower than those fOi other penal 

institutions, in'fact they were higher for three of the five years and virtJj~lly the same 

for. one year, it was decided to determine CTCrecidivism rates according to the status 

(trusty or participant) of the individual at the time of his release. Since persons who 

'~entered and were released from the prograrlJ in fifteen days or less did not benefit 
\"':1 

from thE7 program's offerings, rates for this group were also determined. With these 

three categories of individuals, it is possible to view recidivism rates for: 

, 1. 

2. 

Persons who receive all benefits of the program; 

Persons who receive some benefits from the program; and 

3. Persons who receive little or no benefits from the program. 
I::; '.':. 

Figure 22 pr~~ents the recidivism rates for these groups of individuals for fiscal 

years 1971 through 1975. 
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RECIDIVISM RATES* FOR PARTICIPA!~TS, TRUSTIES, AND PERSONS 

ENTERING AND L~~VING THE PROGRAM IN FIFTEEN DAYS OR LESS 

COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM 

FISCAL YEARS: 1971 THROUGH 1975 

'i 
Participants 

~ 
II ,T, rus ties II" . 

"- ~ I 

Persons Released 
F,i£teen D~ys . or 1 Less 
A:fter AdmissJ.on 

Fiscal Year II II~ ~ i! II II II II ~jf;: '1 

of Release released recid. % ,released recid. % released recid. n'% 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

~975 

", ,.~ 

I, 

" 15 4 26.7 ,I 3 1 33.3 0 0 0 I 

" " 
131 41 31.2 : 5. '1. ,20.0 8 2 25.0 

" 
12.,51 

" 
~ " 

206 60 29.1 8 1 
, 

10 1 10.0 
" 

28.;1 
j,' ,I 

347 97 2'8.0 52 15 43 8 I;', 18.6 

408 80 19.6 47 15 31.9\ 
II 

23 ;1 30.4 
/ * Rates determined only-for persons who paroled or discharged from the 

program. Persons whose records not found are excluded from/humber 
" released in each group., !I 

/ 
1 A few persons who were admitted to the program ~s trusties

4 

fall into the 
Released in less than Fifteen Days category. They have/been excluded 
from totals for trusties and from tot?ls" for particip?nts. ' 

Figure 22 
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I' 
I, 

It can be seen that recidivism rates fluctuate considerably among groups of 
I' 

residents. Rates for trusties and persons released in fifteen days or l~ss after 

admission were substantially higher than the rate for par;ticipants in 197 5~ In 1:974, the 
,;;:... '.~ II I , 

rate for trusties was slightlY,higher, but the; rate for persons admil~Jd and reJieased in 
, , 

The number of individuals falling into the 

trusty category and the persons admitted and released in less than fifte:en days 

category were too small in other years to draw an inference. It is doubtful if any firm 
I 

conclusions can be drawn. However, when trusties and persons admitted and I~eleased 

in less than fifteen days are removed from the totals, the rates for particip1ants are 

still, on th~\ho1e, higher than for persons re1,eased from other l~stitutions. 'I:. 

Rec1divi~l rates were also determin~,ld according to the type of rel';~ase an 
,~ I 

" 
inmate received. Rates for persons beinjg released from a eTe showed little 

, \ 

difference according to the type qf releas~'. Some differences were found: in the 

sample group although no conclusions can be dl:-awn. 
I: 
-,I, 

c::; 
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RECIDIVI~M RATES 'BY 'TYPE OF RELEASE 

eTC f S, 'MEDIUM, MAXIMU}!, AND' MINIMUM SECURITY INSTITUTIONS 
-

, 'FISCAL YEARS 1971 THROUGH'1975 

C:: 

Parole Discharge , "".,' ,TOTALS 

II /I If II tl 11 
Fiscal Year re- re- re- re- re~, re-

" 

of Release Inst. leased cid. % leased cid. 
" 

% leased c cid. 
\! 

) CTC's 15 5 33.3" 3 0 0 18 5 

1971 Medium. N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

" MaximUII 16 3 18.8 27 13 48.1 43 16 

CTC's 67 21 31.3 .77 23 29.9 144 44" 

1972 Medium N/A I'l/A N/A N/A N/A N/A , N/A N/A 

MaximUll 31 11 35.5 63 13 20.6 94 24 

CTC's 39 11 28.2 185 51 27.6 224 62 

1973 Medium.' , N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

',~': MaximUII '27 8 29.6 70 19 27.1 97 27 ~ 

CTC's 172 48 27.9 272 72 26.5 41+4 120 

1974 Medium '46 7 15.2 
" 

49 9 18.4 95 16 

MaximUII ,61 12 19.7 47 12 25.5 108 24 -
Minimun 36 6 ,16.7 36 8 22.2 72 14 , ',' 

eTG's 238 - '", \~. 
52 21.8 240 50 20.8 478 102 

1975 Medium. :4T I. 7 14.9 39 4 10.3 86\(: 11 
" 

: 
MaximUII :50 7 14.0 37 "'"S'J 4 "10.8 ,87 11 

;:''-: ., 

Mini~~ 
' .. 

32~Fi '9"!~~:' 16 • 1 
:) 

56 8 25.0 ,88 17 
.':~ " 

Figure 23 
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Tbis concludes this portior,/ of the recidivism section. Based on the data 

presented in Figures 16 through 23, it appears the Community Treatment Program has 

had no perceptible effect on recidivism when compared to other penal insti~utions. In 

most instances, recidivis~ rates determined for the program have been higher than 

rates for other penal institutions. In-house o'utcomes provide some measure of the 

program's ability to screen and select inmates with a good potential to succeed, i.e., to 

work, save money, make positive behavioral changes while at the center,accept 

responsibility, etc. Recidivism rates provide some measure of the program's long-term 

effect on the individual. 

It is possible that the sample of individuals released from the institutional group 

during fiscal years 1974 and 1975 mayor may not have been fully representative of the 

institutional population. This is because the computer printout of, persons released 

from maximum, medium, and minimum security during these years apparently did not 

contain the names of all persons released. While a sample which numerically 

represents ten percent of all persons released from these institutions was drawn, 

according to other Department information, the printout itself contained names of 

approximately 50 to 60 percent of the total number of pe~sons released. The computer 

printouts were, however, the only information available which provided names of 

individuals by the institutions from which they were released. The\Jmple of osp 

releasees for the period FY 1971 through FY 1973 was drawn from the total population/' 

of releasees and ~herefore this sample can be considered to be representative of the 

total populatiq,til released. 
,-;:. 
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Two final aspects of the recidivism study investigate the length of time a person 

is free before he'i is reincarcerated. 
~ ~ , c' 

Included in the data collected concerning 

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 

made. Because of variables and factors which cannot be controlled, it is doubtful that 

firm conclusions can be drawn. Date of reincarce~ration is not a measure which 

provide~ '.' much of a feel concerning when the recidivistic offense occurred. For 

exarnple, it may take six months or more to try an in~lividual, appeals may delay 
I 

reincarceration, an individual may be at large for a lengthy period of ,time before he is 

apprehended. Other indiv~duals may bet'ried and receive judgment quickly. 

A better measure W91l1d have Been to determine the dates of arrest for the 
. '\ " . (.' 
\, 

recidivistic offense. Unfortim'i:ttely, the information was nota,.vailable in the files 
'. , "'·:T..;·· , q ~ 

which"were searched during ):~e recidivism study. To gather arrest information, a 

different set of files mainta;fned\bY the De~:~ftment of Corrections would had to have 

been searched. Due to timfi 1~!TIit~fions, it was not possible to look at arrest dates. 
\ 

The length of time b~:t-ween ~~~lease from incarceration and reincarceration was 
,~.,I(,K'.:<' (\ 'I 

determined for each recid~~ist ~ chunting the days from release to .. .reincarceration. 
~;,/),c.. '\ 

'.";:" .''tf' \ 

Individual recidivists were grouped a\tcording to the number of months they were out' 

of an Oklahoma penal institution. LJ~gth of time to reincarceration was determined 
\\ .11 

for all recidivists being released frdm CTC's, maximum security institutions and 

medium security institutions. \\ '""0~:\ 
!I 

" . Figure 24 presents a comparison 0if the length of time measured in months before 

r . t' b t \ 'd" f il h ' emcarcera Ion e ween reci IVlsts rpm t e CommUnIty Treatment Program and 

'd' 't f h SP I 1\ " I reCI IVIS s rom teO samp e for thi\ period fiscal years 1971 through 197~. Time 

periods are grouped in six-month intervai.~. 
IJ 
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FtsCAL Y~~RS 1~71 THROU~n 1973 

'E"l1971 FT ,1972 n 1973 

erc' :I osp I erc's os? I c:c's OSP 

c=~~~: ~ Cu::. % I Cu:.: I CUlIi.: I C=.: I Ct=. : 
fJ of total iJ of tc,,:al #' of coeal" () of eocal 0 of ectal. it of coeal 

:-ecid. ~eleas~d ~ecid. =elei'ised: -recid. 'released 'recid. :-eleased ~ecid. :-e1eased 'recid. releaseti 

0, 0 I 3 7.0 I '" 2.8 I 0 - I 5 ' 2. ~ I 3 3.1 "·1 

'- 11.1 1 :3 14.0 I 14 12.5 I 6 G.l. I 13 .§..O I 3 6.2 

I 16.3 I 9 IS.S 
" 

4 10.6 I 7 11.2 I 5 ll.j 0 - 1 

15.7 T 0 I 2 20.1 I 1 11.7 I 6 13.S I 5 16.5 1 - ... 
I '- 20.9 I 2 U.S 

" 

2 13.8 I II IS.8 I :3 19.6 0 -
1 22.2 I 0 - I 5 2S.0 I 0 - I 13 24.6 I 3 22.7 

0 - I 3 27.9 , 3, 27.7 I 2 16.0 I 6 .,.. ., 
-'- .... I 2 24.7, 

, I I 'I V.7 I 0 1 30.2 3 29,2 2 18.1 1 .. 25.3 - ... 
0 - 1 0 - I 2 30 •. 6 I 1 19.1 I 0 - I 0 -

, I I I I 1 . 27.S 0 .. - a .- s 24.5 0 - 1 27.8 

I I I \, , 

0 - 3 37.2 0 - 1 25.5 0 - 0 -
5 27.8 I 16 ,17.2 I 44 10.6 I 24 25.5 I 62 .... .. I .... 27.8 .,., .. , . : 

I I I ... I I . 21.:3 '!!=n~~s 22 :c:tths 29 :onths 15.6 ::onths 20 conchs 24 conehs I.: 
~ , 

Flourc 24 

~I 

It can be seen that the median length of time to be reincarcerated for releasees ,. 

during fiscal years 1971 and 1972 was shorter for CTC recidivists. However, the 

Il1~dian for fiscal year 1973 releasees from the crC's was slightly'''':~her th,an the 

median for OSP recidivists. The median is a measure of central tendency which 
,;~ 

denotes the mid-point in a frequency dist~ibution. In other words, half of the total 
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eTe recidivists were reincarcera;led'In 24 months or less after release while half of 

the releasees from OSP during #Y 1913 were reincarcerated in 21.3 months or less 

after release. 

Figure 25 presents the sa~ne comparisons for recidivists from the CTC's, medium 

"t" "t" d" ~ , securl y Instl utlons an maXImum security institutions for fiscal years 1974 and 197.5. 
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There 'were some differences in median lengths of time before reincar~eration 

for 1974 releasees Who later recidivated. For recidivists released during fiscal year 

1974, the median 1ei1gth w'as 17.2 months for eTC recidivists, 12 months for mihJrnum 
o \ 

security (institutions) recidivists" 15 months for recidivists from mediuJTI.) secul;!ty 

facilities, and 1& ~nonths for recidivists from maximum security institutions. F6r 
'\ 

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 
.. I:' ' 

was somewhat "longer than median length to reincarceration for recidivists released 

from minimum and maximum security institutions. 

Figure 26 combines the above data into one presentation which depicts the 

median length of time before reincarceratioo for r,ecidivists from CTC's and maximum 

security institutions regardless of the year during which they were released. 

~'R' 0': tnt:: AT:!:': ~-u:..\Sc: 3:::0?Z ~I~fc..~C!ll'!!OY. c:c· 5 ~rn 

~~ sc:oa.T!'! t:iS"I'!!" .... rIC~iS. FIsc..",L yeo:us 1971 4S?Ot:G:-: 19 is 

etC's 

Lal1S= , ~ ,. Cu::;. 0 Z or " , II 'C=. • of I 
O'.cis .~~J~-=~;:a:.:c!::d::i::.:.;:7i::S:.;t::.$......:c:.:o;;e3::1::..:.1:'e.:;C:.:i:.:ci";:._:rt:..::;:.s.:;:s=+.,..;:.":'e;;.;c~i~~;:.71s~, ...;,1:5;;,.' .-;;.cc_t;.;.a;..;;l_t'.;.,I!l_c_ict_:!._V":! ___ S c_s~! 
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. The data suggests that recidivists from CTC's commit new offenses and are 

reincarcerated in a shorter period of time after ,release from their original offe?se 0" ::, 
';..: 

than persons who" were released from '~aximum security institutions and later 

recidivated. Half of all CTC retidivists were reincarcerated within 16 months after 

release, while half of the recidivists from maximum security instituti.ons were 

[ /1 reincarcerated within 19 months after, release. 
-

Figure 27 presents the median length of time be,fore reincarceration fot CTC's, 

minimum, medium, and maximum s:ctirity\n~titutions for the combined period 1971f. 

and 1975.1;> o Q -
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Fi'gure 27 shows that for the combined period 1971f. and 1975, there was no 

significant difference between CTC's and institutions concerning the length of time 

~~fter c release before reincarceration occurred. The data presented in Figures 24-

tlJrough 27 suggeSts that the Community Treatment Program has had little effect in 

prolonging recidivisti~ behavior. 

The final measure. of recidivistic behavior in th,ls section investigates whether 

the amount of savings and financial resources an inmate has at the time of his release 
, It_~ r-

has an effect ,,?n recidivistic behavior. For this analysis, only persons released from 

the Oklahoma City Treatment Center in fiscal year 1973 were considered. The 

variables in this studya;e: !,\ 

1. 
.", 

2. 

.3. 

If.. -

Amount of money saved while at the CTC. 
o 

Amount of money sent to dependents while at the CTC. 

Number of prior incarcerations., 

L~ngth of time after release before reincarcerations. 

The~ financial data was derived from financial summaries kept for each resident 

at th~( Oklahoma Gi:!=y CTC. The data concerning prior incarcerations and length of 

time after,:[,elease before reincarcerati(~ns was determined through searching"'" the 

Department~ inmate files. . c::.- . 
1\ f. '" ",-

Fifty-tWo recidivists were ide,; tifiel as, having been rele~sed from the Oklahoma 
I, 

",.'(;:' 

City CTC durIng fiscal year 1973. Since trusties do not receive the direct benefits of 

work release, they were excluded from the -overall group. The median amount of 

savIngs at the time of r~lease,Jor all non-recidivists was $406.00. The median amount 

of savings for all recidivists at the time of release was $422.00. To determi{~e if there 
,. 

') was any significant difference between the two .gr:oups (reddlvists and non-recidi~ists) 

a t-test was used to determine whether or not thc;re was a statistically significant 
~ . Q -

difference ,between the average sa, vings for each gro d th f h . . - up an e average or t e 
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Q 
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'1 

"'" combined total of savings plus monies gent to famili~s. T,he results of thos~ tests are . 

presented below. 

RecidivIsts (N=52) Non-Recidivists (N=13,5) t 
.-:0' 

" 

Median Savings $422.00 $406.00 i., 

e 

" , 
Average Saved $499.15 $540.11 .72 

" " 

Average of Amount 
0. 

I'" 
Saved plus Amount I, 

Sent "to Families ~ 
$465.08 $615.75 .• 89 

" 
" \\ ) 

While the saved and the average", amount saved plus, sent to 
" 8 

families was larger for non";~ecidivists than for recid\yists, the t values were not large 
~ 

eno'~gh to denote ~ statisti~~llY significant difference between savings and aIV.'punts , 

sent to families for recidivists: ,~nd non-recidivists.,;, Orie individual (n9i1~re~idivist) had 
~ . 

saved approxim~tely $16,000 prior to his release. TOis alone accounts for the larger 
" '\ 

financial resources attributed to non~re'cidrvists. Therefore, it can be conduded that 
c;) 

savings and savings plus moni~s sent to families had no effect on recidivistic behavior 

for persons released from Oklahoma City during 1973. 

'For the recidivistic group, product-moment correlation coefficients were ':used ;0 . 
. see if there was any statistically significant relationship between' sayings and savings 

" . 
(:. I( J 

plus monies sent to families ~nd, the length of time
c

' after release before reincarcera-

tiona Figure 28 presents these findings. 
"I ;\ 

0, 

94 " 

J/ 

" !:J 

,: .. ~~" 
~ 

\' 

r 

f 
j 

<,j( 

. 

52 

52 

f I 
~ 

" 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR SEtECTED ~~IABLES 
(.) 

OKU.1IOMACITY CTC RECIDIVISTS RELEASED IN FY 19i3 " 

Variable eX) 

Savings at Release 
p' 

Savings at Release 
plus" Amount Sent 
to. Familie::; 

Variable (Y)" 
. "\~ 

length to 
. rJ 

Reincarceration 

. 
" 

Length to Reincar~eration 

Figure 28" . 

Correlation 
C "f -. • oe l:J.cJ.ent 

-.05126 

-.03825 
, 

The two correlation coefficients state tQi3-t for persons released from the 

Oklahoma City CTC who ultimately recidivated, there is no statistical relationship 
o 0 

between savings and the length of time after release before reincarc~ration occurred. 

Nor is there a statistical relationship between the combined total of savings and 
r·". ~"',i~ 

amounts sent to families and the length of time after release before reiri'carceration. 
roo, 

Based on the t-tests derived ~ove and the cor-relation coefficients presented in 

I Figure 28, it is.&oncluded that the financial benefits dedved' from the work release 
J '" . 

:.:>-

program. for persons released from Oklahoma City in fiscal year .1973' had no .effect on 

recidivism. For tpose persons who did recidivate, -the. financial be~~fits of the program 
" 

had no effect on the length of time an individual was free befor:$' he was 
'" 

reincarcerated. 

Conclusive statements con'.cerning financial f~sources 'and l~ngth of tim.e ~n:til ':~I 

reincarcerationior the program as("a whole cannot be JTlade since the above tests wer~ 

not applied to all centers. However, the data suggests that the. financial benefits 

accruing to work releasees and their families has no effect on recidivism. 
. . i:' ~t·· . .,!( '.9 
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Summarizing the section c~,~_cerning recid~ism, it~annot be c~nclu'd~d that the 
...... , '-F";1 ,f,: 
commtlmty Treatment Program 'h~ had any"positive effect on either reGidivism rates 

in gener,al or on 'future recidivistic behavior., ,~ , 
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SECTION 3 COSTS 

Apart(#om the LEAA funds and state matching ~~nds which have been allocated 
,$ 

to ,,:the community treatment program, th~r~" are pther GQsts which should be inc~~ded 
• 'T;' - :::O,lj:::,. ---' 

?f~ the analysis. This sectidq addresfes i~sel:f to determining the costs associated wFth', 
,~ '!' 

maintaining, and operating.. the Oklahoma Community Treatment Program and other 
~ '.", 

.,z, 
institutions. Jhese costs rri'a:ybe divided into two categories. Internal costs represent 

'f J)" 

,~ '1; those, costs attribut~d directly and indirectly to the'~epartment of Corrections. They' 
o 

include: () 

1. ,Expenditu~s directly related to supporting' th~ oper~tions and actiyJties"" 
sponsored by both the Community Treatment Program and the other 
institutions • . :::~ 

2.' Indirect expenditures for supportive and administrative services which 
while "not directly benefiting the residepts of a community treatment 
center or other penal facilities to the provision of services for residents. 
For example, the accounting department,central records unit, and the 
,office of the Depar~ent director do not 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 ofa-the 
total costs for these aotivities must be allocated to both the Community 
Treatment Program and other correctional institutions. 'f ~ 

l "!> 

The sour~e of funds for the program's interpal costs have been Federal LEAA~unds, 

state grant matching funds, and the amount appropriated from work releasees for" 
. :0 1:::-•• "" 

room, board, and transportation services while they were, residents of the centers~" 
:;:; 

',External costs include either direct expenditures ,or the imputed market value of 

goods° and services provided by aU agencies, churches, civic organizations,or 
~ 

individuals who are not a part of the Department of Corrections organization. 

Examples of external costs inClude:,,;~ """~' '\ 

1. Public expenditures or costs incurred b');', tax-supported agencles In the 
provision of goods and services~o inmatesof~ll correctional institutions. 

- ',' ," , • • < 11 ~' 

Examples of external cos~sto the Commumty Treatment PJ"ogram include 
the CO$t (salary and fringe benefits) attdbuted:"to the Oklahoma City eTC's 
emplQyment counselor who is on the payroll of\\~,the Oklahoma Employment 

\\ 
.. '\ 

" '\ \\ 
~\\, 
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3. 

Security Commission. Services provided to residents by tax supported drug 
c§.nd alcohol treatment progr~~s, educational programs, counseling pro-
'grams, etc. are other examples of external costs. ' 

Costs 1n~urred by private organizations or individuals in the prOVIsIon of 
goods 'and services to the program or directly to residents o~ all 
institutions. Examples of costs such as these WOldd be the costs assoCIated 
with services provided by volunteers, church 'groups and organizations, 
Alcoholics AnOlwmous, Jaycees, Volunteers in Corrections, and similar 
organizations and individuals. 

Should the Department purchase, instead of l~asing or renting, the existing 
centers as recommended in the Department's Fiscal Year '78 Budget 
Proposal, the net tax 1055 on the land, buildings, and personal incomes of 
the parties who currently own the facilities 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. 

n 

An additional category of costs are opportunity costs. Opportunity costs are 

costs which result from the Ciact that when one activity is undertaken another must be 

foregone. In the"context of the Department of Correcticon's allocation of resources for 

the Community Tre~tment Program, there is an opportunity cost aSsociated with the 
:,,< , 

foregoing of either traditional correctional activities oree,other correctional activities in 

order t~ate and maintain the CTC program. 

" 
In this context, the opportunity cost of using a specified amount of resources to 

provide services to participants in the communi~y treatment centers can be considered 

as being the result (measured in terms of the objectives of the program, such as 

reduced recidivism, reintegrating participants into society, etc.) that could be obtaiped 

from using those same resources in other types of correctional activities. If then, t.he 

opportunity costs (the, results and effects of the foregone activities) are greater than 

the results and effects of the activity undertaken, there isa loss or "cost" to society 

above the exter'nal and internal costs described above. The loss to society .is the social 

cost .incurred from the allocation of resources to the, activity whose effects are not as 

gre;ltas those of the foregone activity. Conversely, if the opportunity cost (effect) of 
(.' 
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the foregone' activity is less than the effect of the activity which is undertaken, there 

is a gain or benefit to society. Th~gain is the social benefit derived from allocating 

resources' ~qJi'more efficient'and effective us~s. Anot1te~~~ample is the opportunity 
, :,' '- r --~"->,_ 

cost associated with the bed space taken In the centers by trusties (who, while they are 

tr~sties do not reap the perceived benefits 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 person 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 increase in public support to families of inmates this would 
. ' }~-;-; 

represent an additional cost to society. 

Cost analysis of the Community Treatment Program and. the institutions will be 

limited to internal costs and those external costs whicl1 can be precisely identified. 
,. 

Determining all external costs is beyond the sC9pe' of this report. However, program 

administrators should realize that these costs are nevertheless real and should be 
-'::i'". 

considered in the overall cost; of operation of the program. Likewise, opportunity cost 
- ~ 

analysis will not be specific~lly included in this report, although the subjedf'is dealt 
~. 

with simplistically in the portion of this section which compares program costs with 

costs ~sociated with the operation and maintenance' of medi~mand maximum security 

institutions. 

Community Treatment Program and institutio~~r ~osts are''!ooked at in detail for 
<I :,'; 

fiscal years 1975 and 1976. Attempted analysis for previous years proved futile. The 

Department's financial record~ for these years are incomplete. According to program 

accounting personnel many of the financial records for years previous to fisCal~~¥ear 

1975 were kept s;oradically and those records that were available became unorganized 

during a federal· audit of the Department of Corrections" 
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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 
o 

and depreciation schedules deriyed for each specifi~ outlay. In this manner, the cost 

of the particular expendable item is pro-rated over the life of 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 financia{ summaries 

particularly for years succeeding the year the expenditures were made. In other 

words, although certain equipment items are being used on a y'ear-to-year basis, there 

are no yearly costs itemized for these items. Capital outlay expenditures have not 
o 

been included in the cost analysis. There sil!lply 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&ats,,'deriv.:ed in :th!S sectidri will;. therefore", underestimate the actual costs 
.• ., '1 C· '0' >):;c. ., ;; ':.;. "-. ~'--,.o y~ ", ~'\ ' . "' ' ":; • I;,. ,,;; 

involved in operating,malntainfng, and providing services' to" residents of the 

community treatment program. Likewise, costs for medium and maximum institutions 

,swHl be underestimated. 

This section 1s divided into two parts. Part A looks at costs for the program as a 

whole. ,Included in this portion ar~ cost deterllJinations for all other institutions 

operated an~ maintained by the Department of Corrections. Thus it is possible to 
~ -,I 

compare costs to operate and maintain the Community Treatment Program with those 

associated with the operation of traditiqnal correction~l, Institutions. A complete and 

detailed cost analysis for each institution was beyond the scope of this report. 
,0 

Furthermore, for reasons mentio'ned :previously current accounting 'practices and 

methods used by the Department (an? other stC\,te agencies) do not allow for 

sophisticated analysis. - However, the cost information is accurate in terms of a(ltual 
I
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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 

budgetprop?sal submitted to the Thirty-Sixth Oklahoma Legislature. 

Cost determinations were limited to fiscal years 1975 and 1976 because 1975 was 

the first year that all five centers were in operation for a full year. ' 
:::.. ' 

~osts associated with individual centers are 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 () 

security institutions.O:;-"The~e'summaries, developed by the Division of the Bu~get, State 

of Oklahoma, denote actual expenditures of all state agencies by activity for two 

previous years. Estimated expenditures are provided for the current, but not 

completed, fiscal year. In Clother 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 Depar:tmento of Corrections 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 information available for aggregate determinations. 

The pro-rata share of the costs for indirect expenditures such as the central 

records unit, the Department's administrative expenditures, etc. was determined by 

allocating a percentage of these expenditures back to the Community Treatment 

Program and .each institution operated by the Department. 
II 
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The pro-rata share of costs for eact\ administration activity was allocated back 

to the Community Treatment Program ;~nd the institution by using one of three 

possible methods. 
I' 

For expenditures which were used :~o improve staff capabilities or to benefit 

i ° emI'loyees, costs were allocated back to tire Commumty Treatment Program and the 

instHutions on the. basis of the percentag~~ of tlikl institutional and CTC employees 
,,",,7" '\1,: • 

"",,,if'" employed by each institution. For examl)le; in fiscal year 1975, the Department 

° l, Th t f thO ct° °t operated a system-wide correctional trainm~~ component. e cos 0 IS a IVI y was 
\\. 

$205,876. Since 44.9 percent of all CTC ai,d institutional employees worked at the 

Oklahoma State pentt.~~~i~_~:". during FY If75, 44.9 percent or $92,457 of the 

expenditures for correctional traJning was allo~ated back to OSP. The remaining funds \ \~ 
were allocated to the remaining c~r,rectional i~i,st, itution and centers on the employee 

'\ \ ° , percentage baSIS. \ \ 

For expenditures w.hH:h were used",to feed ~'r provide services to inmates, pro-
, \\ \ 

rata allocations were made on the basi~~f each\institution's percentage of total 

inmate population. For example, In fiscal ye:J'~976, ~1,196,891 was expended for food 

supplies and since 16.,5 percent of all inStitu\i~ha!\inmates were housed at the 

Oklapoma State Reformatory, 16.5 percent or $\~~7 ,S-?8 of the expenditures for 

instit~tional food supplies was allocated back to OSR\to~fiscal year 1976. Since the 
' \ ~\ \ \ 

c,ommu,nity Treatment, cente,r s provide food out Of, their \&::~t and appropriated funds, 

none of the food supply monies were pro-rated to the CTCS\\ 

Administrative expenditures, canteen expenditures, a)1~\ expenditures for the 
\\~ 

blood plasma progr9-m were pro-rated on the basis of the p~rcert~~ge each correctional 

D 'h dO f' , ~\ I f °IOtO SO fac,ility's expen~itures were of t e total expen Itures or correctl", aCll les. mce 

the Comcmunity Treatment Program exp~nditures for .fiscal year l~\epresented 2.1 
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percent of the total expenditures for corre~ional facilities, this same proportion of 

administrative expenditures was pro-rated to the Community Treatment Program. 

In this manner it was possible to arrive at an estimate of expenditures for each 

correctional faci~ity during fiscal years 1975 and 1976. The Accounting Division of the 

Department o~ Corrections provided the information pertaining to which institutions 

should receiv~ the ~ro-rata expenditure allocations. 

Figu~es 29 and 30 present employees and average daily populations for each 

correctional facility during fiscal years 1975 and 1976. The percentages were used to 

derive pro-rata expenditure allocations • 

AVERAGE NtJHBER OF EMPLOYEES Al.'lD AVER..c\GE 

'p'AI1.Y POPULATION"~ OKLAHOMA CORREcTIONAL FACILITIES 

FISC;\L X;:Af\ 1975 

Avg. NUmber P~rcent Average Percent 
of of Daily of 

racility Employees Total 

Percent 
of 

lnst. * Population Total 

Percent 
of 

lnst.* 

1 
':'!C l s 
I 
quachita 

~: 
,~trlngt own 

1 
m:Leod Honor 
1 Farm 

'Lexington RTC 

~SP:' . 

lasK 

I~ 
t 

79 

43 

52 

38 

89 

419. 

184 

29 

933 

8.5 

4.6 

5.6 

4.1 

9.5 

~4.9 

19.7 

-1:.! 
,100.0 

5.0 

6.1 

4.4 

10.4 

49.2 

21.5 

'~ 

100.0 

235 

177 

360 

220 
,.!~ ~.<. 

'v· 

383 

1,240 

488 

47 
---:--

3,150 

7.5 

5.6 

11.4 

7.0 

12.2 

39.3 

15.5 

-1::2.., 

ioo.o 

6.1 

12.3 

7.5 

13.1 

42.6 

16.~ 

100.0 

!/ * The percent of institutions columns represent the percentage 
of employee or average daily populations for each facility 
excluding the Community Treatment Centers. 

Figure 29 
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~GE NmffiER OF EMPLOYEES AND AVElUl\GE 

DAILY POPULATION. OKLAHOMA CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

'(i 

II 

\ 
J ~I 
1 1\ 

Facility 

Avg. Number 
of 

Emoloyees 

erc's 

Quachita 

Stringtown 

McLeod Honor 
Fa:t:':!1 

Lexington RTC 

OSP 

OSR 

81 

49· 

69 

53 

113 

424 
\ 

177 

...!§. 

994 

Percent 
of 

Total 

8.1 
~ 

4.9 

6.9 

5.3 

ll.4 

42.8 

17.8 

2.8 

100.0 

FISCAL y~~ 1976 

Percent 
of 

Inst.* 

5.4 I' 

7.6 

5.8 

12.4 

46.3 

19.4 

3.1 

100.0 

Average 
Daily 

Population , 

285 

r'',:.' , 191 

354 

225~ 

429 

1,756 

598 

65 

3,903 

Percent 
of 

Total 

7.3 

5.0 

9.1 

5.8 

11.0 

44.9 

15.2 

-.l:l 
100.0 

Percent 
of 

Inst.* 

5.3 

9.8 

6.2 

11.9 

48.5 

16 •.. 5 II 

100.0 

i \ 
:j \ 

'I \~ 
. ~ \ 

* The percent of institutions columns represent the percentage 
o~ employee or average daily populatioIlS for each facility 
excluding the Commu.."'1ity Tl;'eatment Centers .. 

o 

H 1\ 
,I \ Figure 30 . 

11 \\\\\>,. 
if ~ 

., 11 \,., Figure.31 presents the percentages of total expenditures for each facility which 
1\ ' 
i\ w~).e\used to determine pro..;rata allocations for Department system-w'ide expenditures 
:1 " . 
I! which'~were' not directly related to eithe~ the' number of cotrectiqnal emplo'yees or 
1/ . \\ 

. t " 1 . lOrna e POltu atlons. 
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. Institution 

Jcommunity T;'eat-

1. 

men~= Centers 

. Quachl.ta 

!Stringtown 

.1 McLeod Honor 
"f Farm 

1 , ,::; I t,a:d.ngton RTC 

.OSP . 

,QSR 

FY 1975 
Expenditures 

;? 

$1,217,730 
" 

635,956 

719,640 

526,986 

1,380,311 , 

6,011,771 

2,544,344 

437 2926 
c· 

13,474,664 

!! 1975 - FY 1976 

,/ 
i 

I' 
I 

,/ 

,./ 
l?ercent /Percent 

of /~ of 
'total / Inst. 1 

N 
,/ 

9.'1 

4.7 5.2 

5.3 5.9 

3.9 4.3 

10.2 11.3 

44.7 48.9 

18.9 . 20.8 

3.2 3~6 - -
;lOO.O 100.0 

FY 1976 
Expenditures 

$1,455,281 

701,938 

981,509 

/ 
/ 

Percent 
of 

'total 

10.1 

4.9 

'6.8 
... __ ....... - .. 

779,076 5.4 

1,434,.654 9.9 

6,286,494 43.6 

2,434,096 16.9 

346 2°95 2.4 -
14,419,143 100.0 

l'ercent 
of 1 

Inst. 

5.4 

7.6 

6.0 

11.1 

48.4 

18.8 

2.7 -
lioo.o 

Source: State of Oklahoma. Budget. for the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1977 
Submitted by David L. Bo.,ren, Governor 

o 

" I 

* Expenditures do not includ~ capital out~ays. 

l'rhe'percent of institution columns represent the percentage 
of expenditu!:'ss for each facility excluding the Community 
Treatment: CeD,ters. 

Figure 31 
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Figure 32 lists Department of Corrections expenditures in=addition to those 

expenditures for each correctional facility. It is these itemized expendltur.esofwhich 
'-"--o._~,~ - -_ 

-a por"tion was pro-rated to the appropriate correctional facility. Actual expenditures 

by activity for fiscal years 1975 and 1976 is presented along the method used in pro-

rating each activity expenditure, and the' facilities which~recerved the pro-rata 

allocations. 

Pro-Rat:a 
Basis· 

:: 

11 

:a 

(;) 

P 

Z 

P 

p 

l' 

? 

p 

3 

p 

p 

DEP AIm!EN1'AL !,\PENDI'I'URES 

ALLOCATIONS OF PR.o-RATA EXP!NDI'I'URES 

Correc:ti~~ Training 
(/ 

Administra:ion 

~teen 

Adult Basic: Educ:ation 

Mic::ofilm IndU$:rtes 

Tit:le I Education " 
Food Supplies 

~ork=an's CoQPensation 

Hospital Ca::e 

Imiat:e. Inc:ene~ve Pay, ' 

Court Costs 

D1sc:l:targe of Prisoners 

Library:-

Pl.a.si::a Prog::am 

hcre:ation 

Inst~Soc:1al~ervic:es 

Ac:~ual FY 7S 

$205.,876 

574,796 

72,098 

56,404 

217,395 

3,643 

81,5:30 

210,163 

23~868 

116.592 

Ac:t:ual FY 76 

iE.."Oen~tures 

$139,2.40 

970,515 

42.,860 

2.8,986 

? 4(h.346 

1,196.891 

194~S4~: 

131,036. 

163,965 

50,794 

71,759 

4,905 

180,690 

3,790 

44.2.09 

. :l:OTAL TO liE PRo-RA.~ $1 • .568,365 $3,631,345 

Allocated to: 

crC's & It:S~1:::ut10t1s' 
- " 

crC's & .• Ins t1tut1ons 

crC's & Institutions 

OSP 

wn' 

.70 OSR. & .30 OS!' 

Institutions 

Iustitut10ns 

It:St:itutions 

,Institutions 

Ins t:1tutions 

Institutions 

" !~t(~utions 
. InS~~Utions 
Institutious 

InstitutionS ' 

" . 
. Source: 'State of Oklahoma. Bud,;:ge for therisca1 Year End1nS!! June 30. 1978. 

=Submitt:ed by DaVid L. lIorau, Governor. 
'? ' 

WE signifies c:ost pro-rated on basis of ~he percent share of total 
o Institutional and/or ere employment. 

B siguif1~s costpro-rate~ on basis of 1::1e 'perc::nt share of t~) 
Institutional and/or crc budget. . 

". "-=' 'P signifies c:ose pro-rat~don basis of the perc:ent s~,are of total 
Iustitudonal and/or ere .. ve;:age daily populaeions. 

o 
Figure 32 
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" Departmen~ of Corrections generated expenditures fo~ corr~ctional facilities are 

~resented in figure 33. (",fiscal year 1975 and 1976 expenditures represent the amoDnt 

expended at each facility 9uring the two years. The amounts contained in the Pro~rat~ 

share columns represent the allocations of pro-rated expendituresc/to each facility. 

, 1 d' d !'n this se.ction were used in; determining the pro-The procedures prevlous 'l' Iscusse 

rata shares. Estimat:ed expenditures for each year is the sum of the two column~. The 

average daily CO$ti9r each facility was deriv~d using the inmate populations figures 

I d those cont"';rled in the fiscal year 1978 budget developed by the eva uators an QJ. 

proposal. 

o 
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'-:g \\ 
Institution 

CTC's 
Ii \1 

Quachita 

Stringto~'n 

McLeod Honor F~~ 

Lexington \\ 

OSP 

OSR 
l ... \~·\ . 

WTF 0 

TOTALS 

i: 
II 
Ii 

", {" AVERAGE DAILY COST PER niiMATE 

1 
IT 75 Exp. 

$1,229,730* 

997~520 

. ~ 719 ,640 

789,710 
F, 

1,568;141 

6,011,771 

2,547,132 
o 

486,140 

$14,349 , 784 

il 
Pro-rat~l 'share 

$.76,367 

'. 64,932 

88~888 

60,079 

139,633 

704,437 

395;'748 

38,281 

$l,.fil8,365 

D 

FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Est. Exp. 

$1,306,097 

.1,062,452 

808,528 

849,789 

1,707,774 

6,716,208 

2,942,880 

524,42;t 

$15,918,149 

Avg.Daily 
Population 

235 

177 

360 

220 

383 

1,240 

488 

3,151 

Avg; Daily, 
Cost 

$15.22 

16.44 

6.15 

10.58 

12.21 

14.83 

16.52 

3Q.56 

$13.84 

Insts. only ($13.72) 
w/o RTF ($13.45) 

AVERAGE DAILY COST PER INMATE 

'Institution 

CTC's 

Quachita 

Stringtown 

IT 76 Exp. 

0$1,467,281* 

1,039,467 

1,281,090 

McLeod Honor Farm. 816,857 

Lexing~on 1,"62'3,579 

OSP 

osa 

Pro':rata share 

$109,300 

163,009 

E' "'267,520 

198,726 

354,547 

1,632,239 

,.; 816,566 

(. l'l89";'438 
"~ 

FISCAL YEAR 1976 

~.I 

Est. EiP,.!). 

$1,576,581 

1,202,476 

1,,548,610 

1,015,583 , 
(J ~ 

1,975,126 

7,923;977 

3, 351i'008 
';,.:;: :0 

·'AVg. Daily 
Population 

285 

191 

354 

225 

429 

1,756 

598 

''..!i5 

Avg. Daily. 
Cost 

$15.16 

17.24 

11.98 

12.36 

12.63 

12.36 

15.35 

19.36. 

"TOTALS 

6,291,738 

2,534,442 

370,082 

$15,424,526 . .( $3,631,345 

459,520 . 

$19,055,881 3,903 $13.37 

Insts. o~y ($13.23) 
wlo WTF . ($13.12) 

Source: State of Oklahoma. Budget for the Fiscal Year 'Ending June 30, 1978. 
0Submitted .,by David ,L. Boren, Governor~o 
Averag~ ~aily, Populations" for the" C':J:C' s were developed independently by OCC & DOC staff. 

* Expenditures for CTC~s, includes an additional $12,000 which is thee'stimated cost (salary 
plus fringe benefits) for the services of the Oklahoma City CTC's employment GcouIlse10r Who is 
an, employee of the Employment S\~cu:t1ty COmmissions., " 

c :1 Expenditures ·for. institutions 1JlCludes expenditure~ by Departmentof:Vocatiotialand 
,Technical Education all-d DISRS for correctional' programs Within theinstitut10n. 

. Figure 3~'1 
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It can be seen from Figure· 33 that in terms pf. aggregate expenditures the . ~ " 

• (0 

average daily cost per inm'ate the community treatment centers~-:ank quite high when 
d -::::;;.. 

~ ..... , - j.) ~~ 

compar~d with other institutions operat~d and maintained by the Department of 

Corrections. For fis~al year 1975 the Women's Treatment Facility, the Ol<1ahoma 

State Reformatory, and Ouachita had higher average daily costs than the, community 

treatment centers. '. ft,gain :,in fiscal year 1976, these facilities operated more D 

expensiv~ly per inmate. 
~:: :0-

The cost fJgures ($15.22 and $15.16) represent the average daily costs for all 

residents of the community treatment centers, rega('dless of the status (trusty or 

(,~p~cipant) of the'iresidents." However, since trusties do not receive benefits of work 

or studyrel~ase and because their primary purpose at a community treatment center is 
., 

the provision of supportive services such as driving work releasees to and from their 

places of employment, janitorial services, cooking and working j,n the kitchE'~\ etc., 

these. individuals may be looked upon as an additional overhead cost to the program. 
6 

The use of trusty labor within the Community Treatment Program results in' a 
I(),~ •.... ., \\ 

5=onsiderable reduction in aggregate yearly expenditures for the program~ Simil';lrI:y the 
_, ',' - ,1 ~ ,;:~ ~, 

use qf trusty labor within other penal facilities reduces aggregate yearly expenditures 
";.?-{; 

;1' 

.,for these institutions. This is because",trusties are not remunerated at 'the prevailing 

wage' rate which woald otherwise have been paid to persons hired from' the ci",ilian 
. ~ 

.:, 

labor pool to perform these servic~s. However, since trusties are housed at "':\he 

centers, bed spa~e which could be used for personsreceiving full program benefit\s 

0displaced~ tj Since the purpose of the program . .Js the reintegration of offenders into\) 
-C;': <t. 

"t:!f'0 

society through work and study' releas~, trusti~s. should be remoVed from the average 
;;. " .• ':'1-l." ,_ 

daily populations and~n 'average daily cost perparticipantl;fetetmined. In this manner 
, , 

the ~~verhead cost of trusties san obe incorporated into the costs for program 

partici~~nts. 
f,-, 

'CJ ~o 1\ 
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The' average daily population of participants and trusties was determined by 

counting the aggregate participant days and the aggrega~e trusty days and by dividing 

these tot~by the total number of days residents were counted. E~ch center daily 

phones their resident count by status of resident to the administrative offices of the 

program. Thus, it was a simple matter to determine the average daily population by, 

~ 1 ~ 
status for each eTC and for the program as (f",vhole. Figures 34- and 35 below present 

"". \":....,~ 
average daily populations for fiscal' year 19/~y:)d 1976 as computed by the above 

B 

methodology. ':;, 

£!9 Average'Dailt·Potiu1~t~ons. FY 1975 

OKC TULSA LAWTON ENID MUSKOGEE ALL CDrrERS -
J p* I~ .1 p* T* I p* '1:* p* '1:* p* I* I p* 

161~' I 37 T 36 I 12 I 27 I 9 19 1 7 19 T 8 1'('1621 
I" 

b • = 
* uP" repres~ntsthe average daily populat~on of participants (work" 

or study rEa'1ea.<;e). 

f') () "I" represents the av~age daily population of tr1.lsties~ 

Fi~t! .. :re 34 

CIC Avera~e.Dai1Y Populations~ FY1976 
'! r. 

n , 

O~C mSA 

I* 

7~' 

P T P yIP "'1:J ',.P I II 

I 81,. 46 12· 
35 " 1-;:' 

o 

(1-
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When trusties are removed from the average daily populations, it cln be seen 

that the average daily participant p~puJation for all centers for fiscal year \975 w~s 
162. In 1976 the average daily participant population was 213 individuals. us}ng these 

figur~s as a basis for computing the avera'ge daily costs, i~ is seen that ave~a\e daily 

costs increase significantly. 
(3",r 

AVERAGE DAILY 'COSTS 'PER WORK 'OR 'STUDY'RELEASEE 

FISCAL YEARS'1975 'k~ 1976 

COMMUNIIYTREATMENT ~ENTERS 

\ 

\ , 
I 

,,\ 
Average Dail:y 
Cost per 

Fisca1. Year Aggregate E:roenditures Par;ti:cipant Population Participant 
--y 

1975 $1,306,097 

. 1976 $1,576,581 

162 

213 

Figu1,je 36 ." 

$22.09 

$20.28 

A final ,measure of:::'costs r~ating to the program,,'are tho~ecosts associated with 

successful participants, i.e., those work or study releas~es'~ho achieved a successful 

outcome during their tenure at a. community treatment center. ~s the philosophy and 

overall· goal of the program is the successful reintegration of offenders into society, it 

becom~s important to apply cost standards to this group ofinCllviduals. Since not all 

participants (work 'or study releasees) succe~:$fullY discharge} or parole from a 
o ! 

community treatment center, costs associated with successful, participants will be 

hlgher than costs associated with the total participant popUlation. 
" 

The methodQlog~:-.for dete~lning the number of succe~sful participant 'days was 
(. ... ) "".. . 

to first identify those fudividuals who spent either a porti~h~}'allo{their ten tire ~t a . . 

community treatment center during fiscal years 1975 and 1976. Then all trusties and· 
o 

Ill' 

if 

" 'i .-: 



~! : 

, i 

i 

o 
Q b 

.':.; , )' ;,' 0 

participants who were returned to an""fustitution were removed from the overall group. 
(. 

The total number of days spent at a commlInity treatment center during FY 1975 and 

FY 1976 by participants who ultimately were paroled or discharged from the 

Community Treatment Program were summed. By adding together the total number of 
o 

,,' . 
days for each successful participant, aggregate man days for succe~sful participants 

was determined. By dividing'the aggregate man days for successful participants into 

total expenditures for the Community Treatment Program, an average cost per day per 

succ~ssful participant can be determined. Aggregate man days were derived from the 

running rosters kept by each CTC. 0 

;;>" 

AVERAGE DAILY COST PER SUCCESSFtrt PARTICIPANT 

COMHUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM 

FISCAL YEARS 1975 AND 1976 

Fiscal Aggregate Han Days' Estimated 
Year Successful Participants Expenditures 

1975 

1976 

47,245 '$1,306,097 

$1,576,581 

Figure 37 

Average Daily 
Cost Per Suc
cessful P?rticinant 

$27.64 

$31.49 

\i 

The average dally cost per successful participant is a meas~reof program 

effk:iency express~d in econom~c terms. ;The o~:7Qmes tables in Appendix I express 

program efficiency in terms of the perefintage of ~otal admissions who successfully 
:::'...,. /t~, ""f) 'J u -;; 

, terrnihate from the program .. The dally cost per successful p~rticipant represents the 

~osts necessary to house, feed, employ, and provide seryices to a person who 

ultimately paroled 01" discharged from the center. The dlfferehce between the average 
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dally cost per successful participant and the average dally cost per participant is 

simply the cost or net loss to the program associated with individuals who are admitted 
!J 

to the program as work or study releasees (or trusties who later become participants) 

but who are re.turned to an.institution. 

If the difference in costs between the total particip'i::mt population and the 

successful participant population narrows, it can be said that the program is operatin&. 

more efficiently. If the difference widens, the program is operating economically less 

~fficiently.' The Comniunf,~y Treatm~nt Program when cpmpared to fiscal year ,1975 
,1 ::S~:~ 
II • 

operated less efficiently in :pscal yeaf1976. 

Fiscal 
Year 

1975 

1976 

Average Daily Cost 
All Participants 

$22.09 

20.28 

Average Daily Cost 
Successful Participants 

$27.64 

3I.49 

Daily Cost ,Attribu~ed 
to Unsuccessful 

Outcomes 

$5.55 

11.21 

);~ " • ' . '1\ 

.~~;' While the program should not be expected to have a 100 percent success rate, the 

~ fact that the program and individual community treatment centers performed less 

efficiently in fisca.l year 1976 than in 1975 should be noted. It must be emphasized 

that this measure is strictly economical and is but 'one measure of overall 

effectiveness. 

While the above. figures represent the cOsts of operating and malntaln,ing the 

community treatmentprogram, a portion of the' costs involved represept payments to 

the program for room, board, and transportation by employed residents of the centers. 'j 

:Since the program's Inc;ep.tion thtought'~f.isc;al year 1976, cpmmu,nity treatment ':J.;; 

:;.\ 

,center residents have paId·'a total of $568,654.54 to the program for room, boarq, and 

t~ansportation payments. Most of this money was collected during fiscal years 1975 

and 1976 when all existing centers had be~q, !n operation for a full year. In actuality, 

'-
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resident payments repr~sent ~nly a small percentage of the total costs of the program. 

Furtherm9re, resident payments are not necessarily expended during the fiscal year 

during which they were collected. A porti?n of residential payments are held over 

each fiscal year to meet payroll and other expenses for the p'~riod after grant funds 
. ~ 

have b~en exhausted and before a new grant 'has been awarded. From figure 38 it can 

be seen that expenditures of residential payments represent approximately twelve 

percent of the'total program expenditures for fiscal years 1975 and 1976. 

RESIDENTIAL PAYMENTS AS A PERCENT ,OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

Fiscal 
Year 

1975 

1976 

'TOTALS 

Source: 

FISCAL YEARS 1975 and 1976 
Amount of 

Amount Collected Total CTC Residential Percent of Total 
From Program Payments CTC Program 

Residents Exoenditures Exoended Expenditures 

$1.65,486 $1,306,097 $114,322 8.8 

217%539 1 z576,581 225,792 14.3 

$383,025 $2,882,678 $340,114 11.8 

Financial Statements ,for Residents,Fisca1 Years 1975 'and 1976. 
Status of Funds Expendeci, Community Treatment PrograI:l, Fiscal 
Years 1975 and 1976. 

38 

..f 

EXPendit~;es of residential payments and expenditures for previous years would 

represent"'even ~,smal'i'~r 'percentage of program expenditures as centers were just 

opening up and i~mate earnings (and payments to the program) were conslderaPly 

lower. For the periodOcto~er, 1970, through fiscal year 1974, a total of $18.5,618 was, 

collected. from eTe residents for their room, board, and transportation. 
c~) , 
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As of December 31, 1976, there was approximately $40,000 contained in the 

inmate revolving fund. According'to the program's business office, roughly $45,000 

was expended out of this account during December to meet payroll and other expenses. 

Since expenditures from the inmate revolving fund are derived from inmate gross 

earnings, these expenditures are not a burden on the taxpayer. However, -inmate 

payments to the program when subtracted from total program expenditures do not 

substantially reduce average daily costs. 

Figure 39 presents a comparison of the average daily cos~s by status of resident, 

which was developed earlier in this report, with average dail~osts Whe~paymen~s to 

the program by residents of the centers are subtracted from total expendItures. 

Avt'AAGr: DAI!.Y COS!' ?S STATUS OF RES!DENZ 

ALI. RESID'S'!'sl 

Avg. Duly 
Avg.D~lY Cost, (Net 
Cose (to- TUi'ayer % Reduc:-
tal i!r.,.) Burden) , t:±on 
:':;~ 1/ I S15'i22 S!.3.S9 8.7 

(NET T .. s..:t?AY.::a BURDEN) 

nsc.u. :n:.~s 1975 }J.-n 1976 

., 
PART!CI?A.~S ONLY· 

Avg. Duly 
Avg.Da:l.ly Cost (Nat 
Cos,e, (To- Taxpayer :: aedue-
tal Er.I.) Burden) e:!.oft 

922.09 S20.16 8.7 

strc~SS:t!I. PA:{!'ICI?.!u.'n's3 

Avg. Daily 
Avg.Duly Cost (Net 
Cost (To- Taxpayar :: Reduc:-
tal :E~.) Burden) tion 

, S27.64 2S.22 , 8.7 
1!·1S~.16 11.99 14.3 I 20.28 li.37 14.3 31. ["9 26.98 14.3 

. 
1 ' , ' ' 

Includes t::ust!es. vor~ rel.easees. and study raleasees. 

2 Includes work 'raleas.es· a:d study re1e(Jees. 

3aeprese:ts ceses deter.:1ned fer vork'releasees and study re1easees tina 
successfully pa~led or dis4:harged f::or:s the progra::l. • 

,,:- Figure 39 
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residential program payments are subtracted from total expenditures, the costs roul~. 

be viewed as strictly the burden on the taxpayer and not as a re~uction in I ~rall 
costs, because thiJ§lOnies contributed by residents were expended In the oPJratlOns 

and maintenance of the program. / 
I 

In addition to the costs cited above, there are other costs which ,fire directly 
/ 

associated with the Community Treatment Program and other corre~i6nal facilities. 

For example, The Pardon and Parole Board is a constitutionally defined group of 

individuals who review cases of individuals being considered for parole or pardon. The 

Board has received approximately $185,000 in funding ove~the fiscal year 1975 and 

1976 periods. At least a portion of the cos:ts of operat~oh of The Pardon and Parole 

Board are attributable to the correctional system in the State of Oklahoma. Similarly, 
y 

the functions performed by the CommissioneJ/ of Charities and Corrections in 
f 

inspecting the conditions of all state penal c~rfectional institutions and investigating 
. r 

any cornplaiTlts concerning the care and Jr-~atment of institutional inmates represent 
- 0 l' 

l' 
additional external correctional costs./ 

Costs associated with keeping stbgrant financial and performance records at the 

State Planning Agency are exterll costs to the Department which are dlrectly 
I 

attributable to the Community T/~atment Program. Services and equipment provided 
~~ ";1' 

by agencies such as the Department of' Vocational-Technical Education, the Depart-

ment of Institutions, Social and Rehabilitative Services' Division· of Vocational 

Rehabilitation, the 9!~ploym~nt Security Commission in the overall offender rehabili

tation effort are/direct costs not accounted for in the Department .of forrectlon's 
a 1 ~ 

itemized expelditures for any given year. These costs, however, were incorporated 
• ),;/1 

into the if):stltutional expenditures for fiscal years 1975 and 1976. 
/ / 

/" ,? 
:-.ft~ ;./ 
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o 

Goods and services provided by individuals, charitable organizations, public tax

supported agencies, or other organi~ations to inmates of, correctional institutions or 

community treatment centers are other costs not included in this analysis. 

All of the above costs r~ent additional real costs to either taxpayers or to 

society as a whole to either incarcerate or rehabilitate offenders.. Therefore, the 

averaoe daily costs derived in this section have been underestimated. o _ 
(.It, 

Gross earnings and taxes ::paid by work releasees represent additional benefits 
Ii 

which can be attributed to the ~vork release program. Similarly, financial assistance 

sent td families of work releasees is an economic benefit directly attributable to the 

program. Of the above benefits, gross earnings and (when taxes are deducted) net 

disposable earni~gs would represent the greatest aggregate benefit to society. This is 

because spending generates additional income which ultimately is greater than the 

amount originally spent. 

Taxes paid by work releaseesduring their stay at community treatment centers 

represent another economic benefit directly attributable to the program. If individuals 

continue to remain employed after release, these benefits will accrue over time. 
',,) 

Financial assistance sent by work releasees to their families has an obvious 

economic, benefit to the recipients of this assistance. Whether financial assistance 

sent to families has a marked effect on the reduction of welfare payments to families 

of i~mates is arguable. For example, in fiscal year 1975, a total of $102,602 was sent 

by work releasees to their dependents. Since'there were 162 work or study .. releasees 

residing each day at the centers during this X-~,ar, the average amount sent by 
r~, f 

participants during their stay at th~ center to their families was roughly $646. The 

average length of stay for participants 0~1 work release during FY 1975 was 
Ii 

approximately four months. On the average, $,l.62 was sent to dependents each month. ' . . . ! 

The argument that assistance sent to families reduces welfare payments assumes that 
# 

o 
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either the re,c:ipients reported this income to the welfare agency or that the welfare 

agency had knowledge that additional income was being received by the dependents of 

work releasees and re~!lced the sU~lsistence accordingly. 

Hci}vever, there are' benefits attributable to the Community Treatment Program 

which have not and cannot, in any systematic way, be determined just as there are 

additional costs assodated with the program operations which have not been itemized. 

In addition, the economic valqe of such activities as vegetable and meat 

production, egg and dairy production, the sign shop, the print shop, and the license tag 
i' 

plant which are on-going at many':, institutions have not be~n deducted from the 

expenditures depicted in Figure 33. No attem pt has been made to estimate the value 

of the above, but it should be noted that in' the past, eggs, dairy, and pork production 
AL 
~ ~ 

have met the nutritional requirements for roughly a 2,200 inmate population. Lesser 

,) amounts of beef and vegetables are produced. '(" ' 

B. COSTS OF INDIVIDUAL CENTERS 

Part A dealt with aggregate program costs. This section presents cost 

information associated with the individual centers. As in the previous section, only the 

itemized costs and pro-rata expenditures are dealt with •. 
I\, 

To arrive at an average daily cost per resident of each CTC, a similar 
,\ ~ 

methodology is followed. In addition to expenditures necessary to maintain and 

operate the centers on a daily basis, the program also maintains an administrative 

division which is housed within the admirtistrative offices of the Department of 

Corrections. 

The Community Treatment Pro1gram's administr~tive expenditures~along with the 

pro-rata allocations developed in Par-t, A of this section have been allocated back to 
'II 

H 

each individual community treatment center. The expenditure allocg,tions were made' 
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on the basis of. each center's percentage of the pr()gram's total average daily 

population. Pro-rata allocation'percentages are presented in Figure 4-0. 

Center 
'(; 

I Okla • . Cit~t 

Tulsa I 
"Lawton 

Muskogee 

Enid 

TOTALS l 

CO~n1UNI~{ TREATMENT CENTERS 

AVERAGE 'DAILY ,.POPULATION 

(FISCAL 'YEARS '1975 A1~ 1976) 

Fiscal Year. 1975" Fiscal Year 1976 

Average Daily I' Percent Average Daily Percent 
POEulation ;/ of Total Population of .Total 

y 
v 

98 
y.( 

/ 41. 7 116 40.7 

48 20.4 
: 

59 20.7 

36 15.3 43 15. J~,~\-

27 .11.5 33 11.6 
: 

26 11.1 34 11.9 
0 

~-::', 

" -
235 100.0 285 100.0 

Figure 40 

Total itemized expenditures fol;" the dai~y operation and 

0J 
maintenance of all 

community ;,reatment centers was $1,153,858 in ",fiscal y~E!.r 1975 and $1,214-,228 in 

fiscal year 19'76. Since these expenditures do not include either administrative costs --
directly associated with the program (i.e., costs att,rlbuted to the director of the 

Community Treatment Program, the program's business office, etc.) or the indirect 

costs to the program (i.e., those costs estimated in Part A such as correctional 'training' .' 

expenditures 'and the Depair"'anent of Correction's administrative expenditures), the 
.:;= 

difference between the itemized CTC expenditures and the estimated program costs, 

developed in Part A m~stbe allocated to the centers on a pro-rata basis. Figure 4-1 on 
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the next page presents the itemized expenditures for each community treatment 

c~nter, pr~:tata aI~.?cations, the total estima"ted costs to operate each center, and the 
"_." ... 

avgage odaily cost per resident for' eac:h center. The ·total estimated expenditures for 
(~ " L.".f -

each center wUl, whert (.'!summed, equal the total estimated expenditures for "the 

Community Treatment Program which were derived in Part A of this section. Figure 

42 depicts average daily resident costs for fiscal year 1976. 

AVER..~GE DAILY COST PER RESIDENT 

FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Avg. Daily 
Itet:ti.zed Pro-Rata Total Estit:ated Avg. tlai1y Cost Per 

Center E:roendi tures* Share 'Exoendi1:ures Poou1ation Resident 

Okla. City. 
<t;~ 

'!ulsa;<) ,;: 

I..a:t;ton 

Huskogee 

E:ti.d 

'!01'..u,s 

- I, 

$393,6311 
~:,:' 

$63,483 $457 134 98 
.' ' 

200,388 31,057 231,643 43' ,e 

C;, 

208,189 23,293 231,432 36 

178,957 17,507 196,464 27 

172.473 16 • .899 189.372 26 -
51.153.858 S152%239 $1,306.@97 235 

* Itemized expenditures were derive4 from the Status 
of Funds Expended, Fl.sca1 Y~c;.r, 1,~t\7i5'1 ':)Co~nity" 
Treatment: Program. 

1 Includes estimate of $12,00Cf (salary plus fringe 
benefits) for Ok1ahot:La City's employment counselor 

$12.78 

13.22 
.-;:-; 

'f.:t7•62 
r::'''~ 

19.94 

1~9. 96 
~I 

c 
$15.22 

who is an employee of the E~plo~ent Security Commission. 
o 

Figure -41 ' 
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I Ceitter --
Okla. City 

Tulsa 

Lawton 

Muskogee 

Enid 

TOTALS 

AVERAGE 'DAILY"COST PER RESIDENl' 

CO}!MUNITY TREATIfEL'1T CENTERS 

FISCAL YEAR 1976 

.:) 

Itemized Pro-Rata Total Estimated Avg. Daily 
Expenditures * Share ExpeIiditures Population 

$384,4(j1 $147,478 $531,934 116 

225,982 75,007 300',989 39 

213,973 54,715" 268,688 43 

193,574 42,033 23~,607 33 

196,243 . '43,120 239;363 34 

$l z214 z228 $362 2353 , $1;576,581 285 -
~. " ,-

* Itemized ~xpenditures were derived from the Status 
of Funds Expellded, Fiscal "Year 1976, Communityo' 
Treatment Program. 

1 Includes estimate of $12,000 (salary plus 'fringe 
benefits) for Oklahoma City's emp1oymeri

1
t. counselor 

Avg. Daily 
,) Cost Per 

'Resident 

$12.56 

13.98 

17.12 

19.56 

19.29 

$15.16" 

:who is an employee of the Employment Security Commission. 

Figure 42 

As, expla,ined earlier~ trusties represent\~~an addition'al overlT~ad cost to the 
'4 

Q \:> 

progr~ and~ "ther,~fore, to ea~p ~enter. By removing 'trusties from the average daily 
"" '?, 

c:::.c 
'-;' populations, the average daily c;:ost per ,viork ,or study releasee can"be derived. 
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AVERAGE DAILY 'COST PER PARTICIPANT* 
,\ 

COMMUNITY 'TREATMENT 'CENTERS 

FISCAL YEARS'1975,AND 1976 

Fiscal y-ear 1975 Fiscal Year 1976 
\' ., '.i 

Average Daily Avg~ Average Daily ~vg. 
Participant' Est. Daily Participant Est. Daily 

Center Poou1ation ' 'Exoeriditlires 'Cost . , , Population 'ExPendi tures Cost 
" 'J 

Ok1a:Citv 61 $457.134 " $20.53 81 $531,934 $17'~99 

0 
,) 

Tulsa 36. 2311,645 17.63 46 300,989 , 17.93 

Lawton 27 231,482 23.49 35 268,688 21.03 

MUskogee , 19 196 9 464 28.33 26 235,607 24.83 
o 

" 

Enid 19 c. 189.372 '27;31 25 239.363 26.23 
' . 

d' 

" TOTALS 162 $1,306,097 '$22.091' 213 ::-J $1.576~581 $20.28 
I 

<0 * Participants include all individuals except 
trusties who resided at community treatment 
centers during fiscal years 1975 and 1976. 

Figure 43 

". I· 

The relative measure of effectiveness for each individual center is derived in 

exactly the same manner as the effectiveness, measure' was derived wnen comparing 

the Community Treatment Program with other correctional institutions in Part A. 

Figure 44 presents data depicting the average daily cost of participants who Ultimately 
.,:; -- ";;, ' 

~ " , '. 

achieved a successful outcome from a CTC, i.e., those parti<;ip'~nts who were paroled 
~ -, , j 

or discharged from a community treatment center. Il1cluded in" this group are 

individuals who were admitted and reIeased'from !he ,centers, in .less thaQ'!ifteen days. 

The methodology used in determining aggregate success,fljI partici~ant days for 
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individual community treatment centers was identical to the methodoIogy~presented in. 

Part A of this section. 

AVERAGE DAILY COST PER SUCCESSFUL'PARTICIPANT 

COMMUNITY !REATMENT CENTERS 

FISCAL YEARS '1975 'AND,:'1976 
.;;.;;::==--=.;;=;.;;;...-=..:;..;;.....;;;;;=...;;;;;;~ ~ 

-~ , 

Fiscal Year 1975 Fiscal Year 19-76 
" 

Aggregate iF Aggreg'ate It" (0 

of Success- Avg. of Success- '- Avg. 
fu1 p·a.rti ci- Est. Expen,... Daily fu1 Partic:i:- Est. Expen- Daily 

-Center pant'Days ditures Costs pant Days ditures Costs 
" 

Ok1a.Cit) . 16,545 $457,134 $27.6'3 17,166. $531~9j4 
;, 

$30.99 

21.241, 10,956 
G 

Tulsa (;10.906 231.645 . , 300.989 • c' 27.4i 

2.8.26r 8,299 

-co-

Lawton 8,191 ·231.482 
.0 268.688 32.38 

\) ~ 

Muskogee 6.390 196.464 30.75 - 6.864 235.607 . 34.33 

36.331 

;0 

. Enid 5.213 189.372 6,776 '239.36.3 35.33, 

TOTALS I 47;t245. $1,306.097 $27.65 50.061. 
<) 

$1.576.581 $31.491 
I .. I 

,.1. 

Figure 44 

To determine the net taxp,ayer's burden of eTC costs, the same procedure is 

followed that was used in Part A. 

Figul"eS 45. and 46 denote the percentage share of residential payment 
;\ 

expenditures .of total CTG expenditures for fiscal years.l~75. and 1976. 
C\ 

- .-;. .. '; 

0 

c; 

D 

C; (I 

:J 
.! 
" 

'j 
! 

I' 

" & 
f, 

jl 
~ 
~ 
r~ 
.;; 
!.~ 
i', 

v 

t) 

(, (I 

" 

~:. 

(;. 

e 

;/ 
:; 

,0 

c 

' . I' .. ' 

, » 

., 

il 

"'!' 

/.~ ... 



CJ 

,(:' 

'p i:> 0 

" i 

RESIDENTIAL PAYMENT EXPENDITURES AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES 

Center 

Okla. City 

Tulsa 

Lawton 

Enid 

COMMUNITY 'TREATMENT CENTERS 

FISCAL 'YEAR 1975 
'0 

'" '';-''~ 

Amoun~ Collected Total CTC 
From Residents Expenditures 

o 

$55,695 
" 

35,999 

30,110 

20.,691 

22 t 9'91 
:~t;· 

$457,134 

, 231,645 

231,482 

196,464 

" 189,372 

~ 
Amount Of 

Residential 
Payments Expended 

$49,155 

14,636 

16,953 

17,477 

, TOTALS $165,486 $1,306,097 

16,101 

$114, 32?_ 

() 

(L~: 

(I 

Source: Financ:!.al Statements Cfor Res'idents, Fiscal Yea~ 1975. 
Status'i,o£ Funds Expended, Community Treatment Program, 
Fiscal Year 1975. ' 

Figure 45 
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Percent of CTC ' 
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RESIDENTIAL PAYMENT E.1PENnlTURES 'AS 'A PERCENT OF TOTAL 'EXPENDITURES 

COMMUNITY'TREATIIENT . CENTERS 

FISCAL YEAR' 1976, 

Amount of 
Amount Collected, Total CTC " Residential Percent of CTC 

Center From Residents 'Expend:ttutes' 'Pci,Y;nieIits ',Expended" EXoenditures 
/;<'IC., 
1; .!~. '.', 

Okla. City $78,021 
" 

$531,934 

300,989 

268,688 

235,607 

$87,304 16~A 

i7.3 Tulsa 

Lawton 

Enid 

TOTALS 

Source: 

47,411 

36,058 

26,374 

29,675 

$217,539 

239,363 

$1,576,581 . 

52,115 

33,464 

26,024 

26,885 

$225,792 
'" 

Financial Statements for Residents, Fiscal Year 1976. 
Status of Funds;~xpended,~ommunity Treatment Program, 
'Fiscal Year 1976. 

" 

Fi,gure 46 
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Average daily'sosts for e9:.~h group of individuals (all residents, participanfs, and 

successful participant~).are presented in Figure' 4-7. Payments to the program havl'~\ 

been eXc:lude~ from the t;tal costs derived for ~achcerfter. ~L 
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Fiscal 
Year 
1975 

OKC I 
Tulsa I 
Lawton I 
Musko1l:ee I 
Enid 

TOTALS 
I 

Fiscal 
Year 
1976 

-..:.. 
OKe I -
Tulsa I 
Lawton I 
Muskogee I 
Enid 

TOTALS I 

If 

AVE~~GE DAILY COST PER STATUS OF RESIDE~"T 

CO~lUNITY TREATIlENT CEXTER 

(NET T&~AYERBURDEN) 

FISCAL YEARS 1975 AND 1976 

~} 

ALL RESIDE!'lTS1 PARTICIP~"TS ONLy2 SUCCESSFUL PARTICIP~~S3 

\'" Avg. Daily Avg. Daily 
Av'g.Daily .Cost (Net Avg.Daily .. Cost (Net Avg.Daily 
Cost (To- Taxpayer % Reduc- Cost (To- Ta",-payer % Reduc- Cost (To-
tal E:co.) Burden) tion tal E:co.) Burden} cion tal E:co.) 

512.78 511.41 10.8 520.53 518.32 10.8 527.63 

13.22 12.39 6.3. I 17.63 16~52 6.3 I 21.24 

17.62 16.32 7.3 I 23.49 21.77 7.3 I 28.26 

19.94 18.16. 8.9 I 28.33 25.81 8.9 30.75 

19.95 18.26 8.5 27.31 24.99 8.5 I 36.33 

$15.22 51~89 8.8 $22.09 $20.16 8.8 I $27.65 
~ , 

JL? 
$12.56 510.50' 16.4 I 517 •. 99 $15.04 16.4 530.99 

13.98 11.56' 17.3 17.93 14.82 17.3 I 27.47 

17.12 14.99·' 12.5 21.03 18.41 12.5 I 32.38 

J.9.50 17.40 11.0 24.83 22.08 ll.O I 34.33 

" 19.29 17.12 li.2 26.23 23.29 11.2 I 35.33 

$13.16 $12.99 14.3 I $20.28 $17.37 14.3 I $31.49 

j. 
Includes all trusties. work releasees. and study re1easees. 

2 Includes all work releas~es and study releasee~. 
3 Represents COStS associated with only those work and study releasees 

who ult~mately achieved a successful outcome. 

Figure 47 
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Avg. Daily 
Cost (Net 
.Taxpayer < % Reduc-
Burden) tion 

524.66 10.8 

19.90 6.3 

26.19 7.3 

28.01 8.9 

33.23 8.5 

$25.23 8.8 

525.90 16.4 

22.72 17.3 

25=,34, 12.5 

30.53 11.0 

31.36 11.2 

$26.98 14.3 

" I} 

Jl 

--- . - - ------- '-f" 

It can be seen that while average daily costs for all participants declined 

from roughly $22.00 to $20.00 a day from 1975 to 1976, the average daily cost for a 

successful participant during the period increased from $25.23 to $26.98 a day. 
,::J 

This apparent paradox I can be explained by the fact that more participants were 

admitted and Qoused at centers during 1976 0 thfu1 during 1975 (thus lowering 

average daily costs), but a greater percentage of participants had unsuccessful 

outcomes in 1976 than in 1975 (an effect which serves to raise average daily costs). 

By looking at percent change columns in Figure 48 and comparing the percentage 

increase, the costs for successful participants, and costs for all participants, it 

can be Seen that each treatment center operated less efficiently cost-wise in 1976 

than in 1975. 

The measures of economic efficiency, which were derived above, can be 

misleading" A number of factors can change or be changed which will ultimately 

affect these measures. For example, if the Department eases some of their rules 

and fewer residents are returned to institutions, the difference between costs per 

i( successful'participant and costs per participant will narrow. However, this will 

not necessarily increase the benefits or the program or increase the chances for 

resident successes. Furthermore, the difference between 1975 and 1976 cannot, at 

this point, be interpreted to be a reflection of program staff and CTC staff 

performance. The measure itself is probably most indicative of the scre~ning and 
'.\ 
II 

admission procedures which were operational during fiscal years 1975 and 1976. 

Assuming CTCdaily operations refmained the Same during the two-year period (no 

T.'.-.!f policy changes were enacted which necessarily 'caused a higher proportion of 
-::.-:; 

unsuccessful outcomes to' occur), it can be concluded that overall a poorer group 

of inmates (those with less potential to sllcceed) were admitted to the program in 

1976 than in 1975;~ If the above is true (no policy ~hanges enacted), the mea~ure is 

a direct reflection on screening and admission procedures. o 

:. [; 
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The average daily cost per successful participant does, however, depict the costs 

incurred by the program apd individual C~Cs during 1975 and 1976 in housing, feeding, 

and proVidinrSjVi<;eS to an indl'vidual who was employed (or on study release) and who 

was paroledOr)disChargedfrom a center. Therefore, the measure provides a useful 

tool for the Department to view their current and past operations and also provides a 

more relevant basis for comparison of Com.munity Treatment Program costs with those 

associated with other institutions. 

The individual centers do not compare favorably with other institutions when 

average daily costs are considered. Figure 48 presents average daily costs for CTC's 

and institutions for fiscal years 1975 arid 1976. 
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AVERAGE DAILY COSTS. COMMUNITY TRkAiMENT.CENTERS, AND 

MEDIUM AND MAXIMUM'SECURITY'INSTI~UTIONS 

FISCAr.YEARS·1975'AND·1976 

. Fiscal Year 1975 Fiscal Year 1976 
eTCs and 

Institutions 
1 

'ADC ADC sp2 - ADC 1 2 ADC-SP 

Okla. City 

Tulsa 

Muskogee 

Lawton 

Enid 

CTC (Avg.) 

Quachita 

Stringtown 

McLeod 

Lexington 

OSP 

'OSR 

WTF 

Inst. Avg. 

$12.78 $24.66 $12.56 $25~90 

13.22 19.90 13.98 22.72 

17.62 26.19 17.12 28.34 

19.94 28.01 ,19.56 30.53 
(.) 

19 .• 95 33.23 19,:29 31.36 

($15.22) ($25.23) ($15.16) ($26.98) 

16.44 -- 17.24 --
" 

6.15 -- 11.98 --
'. 
\ \, 10.58 12.36 --

12.21 12.63 -
•. 

14.83 - 12.36 -
16.52 -- 15.35 --
30~56 - 19.36 --
3.3.72 - 13.23. -

1 ADC represents average daily costs - all residents or inmates 
2 . ' 

APC-SP represents average daily costs for s~c~essfui 
participants (CTCs). ' 

Figure'" 48 
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On the whole, the Community Treatment Program houses inmates at roughly 

$2.00 more per day than all other institutions combined (although Ouachita, OSR, and 
,\ , 

the WTF had higher daily costs in 1975 than the program). In 1976~~only the WTF cost" 

more to operate. When costs per successful participant are compared to institutional 

costs, CTC operating costs were roughly twice those of other institutions. 

Even if the program had operated at its most efficient level, the program, on the 

whole, would not have been cost effective when compared to other institutions. Part 

of the reason average daily costs for successful participants was higher when compared 

to other institutions was the housing of trusties at the centers. If trusties at the 

centers woere replaced by additional employees and' bed space previously used by 

trusties was taken by additional work or study releasees, the average cost per day for 

aU residents will increase (resulting from the increased costs attributable to the 

additional employees), but the average daily costs per participant will decrease. 

Assuming a yearly $10,000 expenditure (salary plus fringe benefits) for each civilian 

employee hired, up to 50 additional employees could have been hired in 1975 (and 

carried through 1976) without raising average daily costs per participant. The 

important distinction is tnat trusties do not receive full benefits of the program while 

participants, by definition, dol In this sense, it can be argued that the program has 

Qen undedinanced. 
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, INTEkpRETATION OF COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM OUTCOME TABLES 

The tables on the succeeding pages present the outcomes of l!:;tdividuals who 
" ~;;. o 

'" ..) ~ 

~articipated as trusties, work releasees, or study releasees in the community 

treatment program for roughly a ;f;c-year period (October, 1970 to 6~cember~1976). 

The tables are organized in two distinct ways. Tables I-I through 1'::5, Tables I-1a 
'?::., 

through 1-5a, and Tables 1-6 and I-6a deal with outcomes of individuals according to the 

fiscal year they were admitted to the program. Tables 1-7 through 1-11, Tables I-7a 

through 1-11a, and Tables 1-12 and 1-12a depict outcomes of persons according to the 

fiscal year tbey terminated from the program. 
7 ' , 

For t~les titled Community Treatment Program OutcolJles (Fiscal Year of 
ji 0' :~' 
';, c 

Admission) the following definitions wiIi be u~efulin interpreting the tables. 

Column Headin~: 
D 

1. o Number Admitted. 
~ II 

This refers, to the Jotal number qf persons admitted to the program or the 
number of "persons admitted according to C/their status ,during a partic41ar 
fisc~l year (July 1 through June 30). c "'~ 

2. No Outcome. 
, 

"Represents individuals who are still residing in a center, who died while 
residing at a center, or who transferr~d from their initial center to another 
center. It is important to note that although outcorn~s for individuals who 
transferred from one cent~f to another are not q;:~noted on the tables 
representing their initial '1)mter, they will be cf¢hoted on the tables 

. representing the center whe/e they were residing prior to their termination 
from the program. In this, manner, double counting of individuals was 
avoided. 

o 

3. Transfer to Work Release. 

This column heading is associated only with trusty outcomes. It simply 
represents persons who were admitted to the program as trusties anq later 
became work or study releasees. Since study releasees comprise only a 
small portion of the total participants, trusties who transferred to study 
release are included.in this cat~gory. 
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c 4. Adjusted Admissions. 

Represents the total number of persons who achieved a specific outcome 
during the fiscal year. For participants, trusties who later became 
participants, and total admissions, adjusted admissions ar~Jldetermined by 
the following: " 

(Adjusted Admissions) = (Number AdrIlitted) - (No Outcome) 
~ ,,(' ~-::;-, II 

~ _ .. ' 
For trusties, adjusted admissions are determined by: 

(Adjusted Admissi~ns) = {Number Admiited).7 [(No ()utcome) plus (Transfer 
to Work Release)] I,"' 

5. Returned to. Institutions. 

The numbers under this column represent all persons who were returned to 
institutions oj higher security, regardless of the reason they were sent 
back.' Administrative reassignments, escapees, and persons sent back 
,because of misconduct are included in this category. 

6. Admitted and Released in less than 15 Days. 
,. 

Represents the number of individuals who were admitted to the center and 
were paroled or released from incarceration in less than fifteen days. 

7. Jailed and Later Released. 

Represents the number of persons who were placed in a county or~municipal 
jail quring their residency at a CTC, but who were later paroled or released 
from incarceration directly from the center • 

8. ParoIET$.' 

Refers to individuals who were paroled from the center. 

9. Discharged. '0 

Represents all persons who received a discharge, conditional rele'ase, 
Christmas commutation, were released to a consecutive sentence, or who 
were released and placed on a military hold'or neldfor civilian Ciluthorities 
in other states. 

',1( 10 .. , Number Having Unsuccessful Outcomes. 

Numbers under this column represent all persons who. Were II~ither returned 
to an· institution or who were admitted to and released from. a CTC in less" 
~han fifteen days. Persons who were jailed duriflg their:residence at a 
center are !!2! included in this figure. c ' 9 

If, 
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The columns titled Returned to Institutiom\, Paroled, and Discharged when 

summed will equal A.di~stei Admissions in any parti~Ular row. It is important to note 

that individuals counted in the Admitted and Released in less than 15 Days and Jailed 

and Later Releas~\~ columns are also reflected in the Paroled or Discharged columns. 
r . 1\ 

Tliat portion of ~ac.9 table dealing with total admissions (group D) represents the sum 
(:" '" =~I' 

of each category~ it~!h the exception of tfie~)ercent colUmns, denot~d in groups A, B, 

and C. All numberJs contained in the percent columns represent percentages of . '/;'" '" 

adjusted admissions~/i" \. II 

c \he above definitionj!l hold for column headings in t~e tables titled Community 

Treatrrient Program Outco.mes (Fiscal Year o.f Termination): Th~ columns headed 

Numbe~\ Terminated represent the total number of persons within' each catego.ry who. 

/ 
left tire program during the fiscal year. Categories relating to trusties and 

I, 
participants will, when summed, equal th,~ numbers reflecting the o.utcomes for To.tal 

Terminii'tio.ns. All percent figures are percentages of either the number terminated o.r 

the to.tal terminated whichever the case may be. 

There may be some confusio.n or disagreement concerning counting persons who. 

were admitted and released from a CTC in fifteen days or less as being an unsuccessful 

o.utcome. The fo.llowing ratio.nale for counting persons in this group as unsuccessful 

o.utcomes is submitted: 

1. 

2. 
o 

3. 

According to statements made by the Departrrient of Co.rrections. in 
grdnt applications, the o.ptimal length o.f stay fer a man to receIve 
the benefits o.f the pro.gram is between 90 and 180 days; 

.~ " 

The Co.mmunity Treatment Program's statement of philosophy (see 
Introduction) states in part, "Maintalning gainful employment in the 
co\\nmunity or increasing employment' skillS, thereby improving 
wdrking habits, greatly reduces the practical problems each inmate 
o.r~~nar,ily encounters upon his release f:om prIson."; 

\; A 

\\ ·~I 11 

Ar'eview of community program emplo.yment information revealed 
that a man staying at a center less than 15 days was not emplo.yed 
before termination; 
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o 

'" 
if 

(to 

"';) 
li. A man released within 15 days after admission could not. accrue 

financial resources to any useful extent; 

5. Gounseling, to be effective, !nequires more time to build a meaningful 
relationship between counseJprand inmate. 

Therefore, ~ ll~an staying in the prog;~(I\trn 
I; 'I' /,1 , 

less than fifteen days cannot receive 
Ei', 

the benefits of full ~~rticipation. 
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FY 74 
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COIIIUllln TIEAl/IEII! pnooltA/, ourCOJIES 

TABLE I-I 
(filed' tear of Mliladon.) 

./I.' Trunt,.. Adiol tted I 
...1 ..... 01 in 

"u.bor 
~ 

16 
25 
33 

Ilo Tranafer to 
~" ,lrorlt lIIetel'. 

AclJult'ecl 
Ad.bdon. 

lI.turned to 
Inltltutlon. 

Por () 

~ 
55.6 
6i'.5 
42.1 
54.1 
64.1 
56.3 
42.9 

tto ... thln 
15 ,0117' 

Per 

:~ 
o 

Jailed 
, later 

~ 
o 

162 
124 

79, 
43 

1 6 
o 12 
5 9 

18 37 
25 35 
37 10 
34 2 

9 
13 
19 

107 
64 
32 

1 

5 
8 
8 

60 
1,1 
18 
,} 

J. Persons Enter!n!: .1 TrUltyl, ..... dns .1 'P.rticlpant. 

""",bor 
Adlllttt!d 

6 
12 

9 
37 
35 
10 

2 

"0 
~ 

o 
1 
o 
o 
I, 

3 
1 

AdJulted 
Adllulon. 

6 
11 

9 
37 
31 

7 
1 

•• turnecl to Per 
In.tltutlon. ~ 

o 0 
1 9.1 
1 11.1 
4 11.1 
1 22.6 
1 14.3 
o 0 

C. ror.on. EntorInl! and Leavins II ,Partlclpint. 

"u"ber 110 
M!ll!!! !!!!tt!!!! 

19 0 
23;J 3 
229 ,,6 
2!9 17 
199 7 
252 11 
lOB 77 

II:" Total Ad .. lsllon. 

AdJu,td 
Ad .... !!!!!!! 

19 
230 
223 
202 
192 
18!' 

31 

leturnocl to 
JlUltltutionl 

3 
47 
36 
31 
45 
46 
13 

'er Cent 

.15. 8 
20.4 ' 
16.6 
16.3 
23.4 
25. 1, 

41.9 

Acltdtteol I 
lle1eaoe.,llil 
1 ... than 
1S dlTI 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Ad.lued I, 
IId.lid fn 
I .... than 
1J dl," 

o 
8 
6 

25 
9,: 
8 
o 

fer 
~ 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
0, 
o 

Par 
£!!!1 
o 

3.5 
2.2 

1~.1, 

4.7 
1,.4 
o 

o 
5.3 
2.8,' 
4.7 

o 
ci 
1 
3 
3 
o 
1 

o 
14.3 

J.11ell 
I later 
~ 

o 
1 
1 
1 
o 

.0 
o 

J.UecI 
, I leter 

~ 
o 
2 
5 

1'3 
2 
o 
o 

Jdl". 

rer 
~ 
,0 
9.1 

11.1 
2.'8·· 
o 
o 

,0 

rer 
.Q!n£ 

(, 

o 
.9 

2.'2 
5.9 
1.0 

o 
o 

o 
2 
5 
o 
o 
o 

~ 
6, 
7 
4 

19 
16 

4 
1 

, " 

~ 

15 
66 
39 
5j 
71! 
77 
12 

0. \1 Numb.r 110" AdJuotecl 0 

Ad,olt,todOuteoM Ad.lIdo". 
!letur .... to 'er 
InsUtutlon. ~ 

, Ad.IUecI, I 
a.ba'd,b 
I ... , " •• hr 

o~ 

, later Per 

FY 71 
FYn 
FY 73 (\ 
I'Y 74 ., 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 

" • ~) Q ,t 
{l ~ 

35 
258 
262 
381 
323 
331 
151 

1 
4 

11 
35 
36 

111 
112 

o 

34· 
254 
251 
3/,6 
287 
220 
39 

':", .. 

o 

Q 

8 
56 
45 
95 
93 
65 
16 

.. 

23.5 
22.0 
17.8 
27.5 
32.,4 
29.5 
1,1.0 

,15 dl,. 

o '''? 

8 
7 

28 
12 

3 
1 

o 
3.1 
2.4 
8.1 
4.2 
3.6 
2.6 

uleale~ £!!!1 
o 0 
3 1.2 

~ f~ 

8· 3.2 
19 5.2 

o .2 .7 
o 0 
o 0 

r.roled 

22 
75 
49 

106 
112 

91 
II, 

Per 
~ 
o 
o 

10.6 
4.6 
o 
o 
0' 

'or 
~ 

100.0 
63.6 
4/,.4 
52.8 
5106 
57.1 

100.0 

78.9 
28.7 
17.0 
26.2 
40.6 

" 42.5 
38'.7 

hr 
S!!!. 

64.7 
29.5 
19.1 
30.5 

.. 39.0 
41.4 
35.9 

OKLAIIOHA CITY CTC 

" Pol' 
pllchafKed £!m!. 

lIumb.r hRvin/! 
un,I'ce:eanCul 
outcolrlCI'J 

1 
2 
6 

34 
18 
10 
1 

11.1 
15.4 

, 31.6 
3h2, 
28;1 
31.3 
14.3 

,I'er 

. 

Dhcl •• rftecl 

o 
£!!!!i 
o 

2,7.3 
44.4' 
36.1 
25.8 
28.6 

3 
4 

111 
8 
2 
o 

DI.chuaell 

"1 
117 
14/1') 
Ji8 

69 :' 
58 

1I 

,Pbcl.ara." 

4 
123 
157 
145 
82 
64 

9 

o 

Per 
Cent 
'\;--

5.3 
50.9 
,66.3 
51.4 
35.9 
32.0 
19.1, 

rllr , 
~ 

H.n 
411.4 
62"2 
4i.8 
28:6 
29.1 
23.1 

3 
3 
5 

13 
5 
.4 
3 

33.3 
23.1 
26.3 
14.7 

7.8 
12.5 
112.9 

Humber hav!n! 
unducc~ •• rul Per 
outto.... ~ 

o 0 
1 9.i 
1 11.1 
4 11.1 
7 22.6 
1 14.3 
o 0 

II ...... r hav1nJ!, 
un.uftooalu! Per 
outeD.... ~ 

3 15.3 
55 23.9 
42 18.8 
56 27.7 
54 28.1 
511 " 29.8 
13 41.9 

, 
HUMftrhftv(na 
unlucco"',ul Pol' 
outcoMes ..£!.!!! 

8 23.5 
64. 25.2 
52 20.7 

"123 35.5 
105 36.6 

73 33.2 
17 /13.6 

5 
8 
9 

63 
11/1 

13 
<I 

. " 

rer 
~ 

55.6 
61.5 
47.11 
58.9 
72.1 
56.3 
57.1 

o 

.-. 
__ ~ ______ ~~ ____________ ~o 
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COIIMlln lKEAUlEilt rnUClW1 OUlCOllES 

(Flscd JUI' of Adllhalona) 
OKLAJ!OMAGITY GTG ,/ 

TABLE 1-1a 
1'OTAr..s FOR GENTER 

A. TrU!lty. '" Ad.htd. 
.liIe .... In Jell .. IIlnnhnr hnvlnll 

IIulllier 110 Traoder to AdJu.t ... hturned to Per hI' than Per • later Per Pet' l'nr tsnauecesn(ul l'er 
M .. ltt,,'d ~ lIork llel .... ".!ml .. lons InRtltutlon. .£!!1 15 .loy. !lli ~ ~ raroled ~ MI.hR·,,,nd ~ obtC!omes ~ 

~ 

j 
11 
h 
'} 

'-\, U 
i! , 

1,82 120 111 251 143 57.0 8 3.2 7 2,8 72 28.7 36 14.3 151 60.2 
,v-

a 

0 

II. Pennn. Enterlns n. Trulty., Lenlns .. Partlelpant. 
Ad_IUd. 

~. .00e .. ,1S 1" Jdled " ... ber I .. vlnll 
Ilumber 110 AdJu.ted btumelS to " rer I ... th.n rer • later Per r .... rer unluceeoeCul Per 
~ Outeo",. Ad_t .. lon, In.tltutlon. ,.!;elll n dnl! ~ uleau4 ~ PUoied £!!!!. Dlacharsed ~ out~o""'l ~ 

/. ~ 

I-' 111 9 102 14 13.7 0 0 
W 

J 2.9 57 55.9 31 30.4 14· 13.7 
'~J 
"'l 

.(' 
0 

I I " 

~ 
A 

J H - , 

~ 
I 

;.:..~ 

c. Person. Entedn, .nd ,teadnl •• tanld,ant. 
Ad_ltted • 
kd .... eatn J.Uecl lI ...... er hnlns 

" .... ber 110 A'!Ju.t ... letumed to r.r l ..... th.n rer & later Per rer Per un.u.cudul r.r 
~ ~ . Ad .. l •• lona In.Utution. .~ 15 .II" ~ l!.!!.!!.!! ~ !!W.!! ~ Dbcharll!! ~ outco ..... ~ 

u 1,259 181 1,078 221 20.5 0 56 5.2 .22 2.0 .3 Ii 0 31.5 517 41).0 277 25.7 
"'" 

",' j 
i 
i 

.0 
(~o 

: ~~';. D •. Tatal Ad_l .. lona 
Ad_Ittd , 

0 

",Uono! tn Jell"" lI ...... er I,.vlnl Hi.her :io AdJulte.! I.turne' to "er Ie .. thaa ru & later rer Per rer UlIlu.ec ... Cul l'er I';~ Ad.Utne! !!ill.!!!!! Ad .. lodona In.tltutlona £~ 15 •• y. £!!!!. !!!m!!! Cent !m!!! ~ Dle.harlled £!!!!. outco.e!l ~ " 0 

, ; 

;.i) 

1,741 310 1,431 378, 26.5 64 4.5 32 2.3 1i69 32.8 584 40.7 4/,2 30.9 '? 

'" 
0, 

.\) 

i 

a 
(. 

~,-

\ 0 

0 
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~ 3 
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FY 73 
FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 
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~ 

FY 73 

L 
I-' 
W 

FY 7/1 

FY 75 
I' 9=> 
j I 

i: 
FY 76 
FY 77 

I , 

I 

f 
} 
I 
\ : 
k j 
I, 

c.(""? ~ 

FY 73 
FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 71) 
FY77 

i,) 

l' 11 1, 
J 

1 
1 

" 

FY 73, ' 
FY 74 
l"Y 75 

J 
Ii 

Jl 
Jl 

() II 
1. :i 
, I 

FY 76 
FY77 

II 
" ,',~:n. 

TABLE 1-2 

A. Tfuotya 
" 

lIullber 110 Tranlfer to Adjultid lI.turned to 
Ad .. IUed ~ lIork .elea .. ~~!!!!! Inatl tutlon. 

12 0 5 7 6 
30 4 9 17 6 
34 3 10 21 16 
37 9 21 7 5 
26 17 2 7 3 

--~--- ---------- ----

COIftnlll1TY TAEAnlElif \'ItOGMII ourCOII&S-' 

(Ftecd Tear of Adlllutona) 

Adllitted , 
Jlele .. ed Iii ,J.Ued 

rer a.a. than r.r , I.~er 

.£!!!! 1$ cll;. . .!:!!!! ~ 
85.7 0 0 0 
35.3 0 0 0 
76.2 0 0 1 
71.4 0 0 0 
42.9 1 lit. 3 0 

Per 
£!!!! 
0 
0 

4.8 
0 
0 

I~' ,. 
B. FersoR! EllterinK .a ·Trll.lxa. teadnl .. PQl(Uclpaot. 

M.ltte" , 

Nmnber 110 Adjunea! Jlltumea! to 
~ OUteo ... Ad .... lon' tn.Ututiona 

5 0 5 1 
9 0 9 2 

10 0 10 'I' 
,21 Ii 13 0 

2 2 0 0 

C. 'eroon. Entt!rins .nel tenlns •• ParUde.nt. 
I 

'hnnber 110 AdJulte" bturlte" to 
Adllitted ~ Ad.hllon. .. In.tltutlon. 

57 0 57 13 
137 7 130 19 
144 2 1/12 46 
155 10 145 50 

62 38 24 6 

D'. Total M ...... on. 

IllImber HD Adju.te. Jleturn" to 
Ad,dtted .!!.ill!!!!! Ad.I."onl Inltltutlonl 

69 0 69 20 
167 11 156 27 
178 5 173 63 
In, 27 165 55 

88 57 31 9 

"~I 

lIe1ee .... In J.lled 
Per le .. tll.n Per , leter 
~ 15 dOJa .!1lml "Iuled 

20.0 0 0 0 
22 •. 2 0 0 0 
10.0 0 0 2 

0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 

""Ill ltd , 
.du ... ·'n JallP.~ 

Por Ieli. tban Per, ., later 
~ 15 ,",. ~ !!ill!!! 

22:8 3 5,3 ,0 
14.6 5 3.6 2 
32.4 9 6.3 4 
34.5 2 1.11 9 
25.0 1 4.2 2 

!... 

Ad.Ute" .. -i~ 

lele, .. " 'n Jdl.aI 
rer Ie .. thIn Pet • lat.r 
£!!!! 15 .II. ~, lli!!!!!! 

29.0 3 4.3 0 
17.3 5 3 •.. 2 11) 2 
36.4 9 5.2 7 
33.3 2;::'f~r 1.2 10 ' 
29.0 2 " 6.5 2 

;-,,-', 

• --~''-~-,-- .. , ... ,~"~,~~..-,~ .. ~ ~- ... -.. ,-, ..... ~-

Per 
~ 

0 
0 

20.0 
8.3 
0 .';\ 

Per 
~ 

0 
1.5 
2.8 
6.2 
8.;1 

Per 
~:~~ 

0 
1.3 
4.0 
6.1 
6.5 

rer 
l!!!!W ~ 

2 40.0 
4 44.4 
9 90.0 

13 100.0 
0 0 

Per 
~ ~ 

10 17.5 
29 21.2 
41 28.9 
43 26.1 

8 "~J3.J 

Per 
~' ~ 

11 
38 
55 
57 

8 

." 

15.9 
24.11 
31.8 
34.5 
25.8 

'II 
.11 

1\ 

-- ---~ -- -~..---~ 

TULSA CTC 

lIumber hBvlns 
Per rer UIUIIICCt!tHllul l'er 

!:!!:!!!!! ~-ml plnch.r~ed ~ outcome It ~ 

0 0 1 111.3 6 35.7 
5 27.8 6 33.3 6 35.3 
5 23.8 0 0 16 76.2 
1 14.3 1 14.3 :; 71./, 
0 0 4 57.1 3 42.9 

,) 

III"""a. hndnR 
ru un.U.een. Cui rer 

Dbcllarsed .£!!!! outc!ollea ~ 

2 40.0 1 20.0 
3 33.3 2 22.2 
Q 0 1 10.0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 Q 

lIullber havlnll 
Per unluccudu! .Per 

D"clauso" .£!!!! outcome. ~ 

3/, 59.6 16 28.1 
.82 59.9 24 18.5 
55 38.7 55 38.7 
52 31.5 

)" 
52 " 35.9 

10 41.7 [. 7 22. 2 II 

~ 
" '1IlIaiobor Ilovlna C2\'. 

Fer .,.,.ucc~ .. ful Pur 
nlscbuserl C~nt.. outCC.l!fI ~ () 

38 55,1 23 33'r,-;-;::::> 
91 58,'3 32 20 •. 
55 3.1(.8 72 41. ;1 

Q 

\\ 

53 ,32.1, 57 3/ •• 5 
14 4:;.2" 

1/ 
11 35.5 

() 

o 

,I> 

>. 
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TABLE 1-2a 

110 
~ 

139 32 

rrender to 
\lork Itdu .. 

48 

"'Ju.tee! 
I.d.lulan. 

59 

•• Perlon. tnterlns •• Truatt.. IAntna ... arUdpanta 

110 

~ 
AdJultee! 
.Al!!!!nl!ml 

htumae! ,to 
.lniltltytlon. 

COIUIUIIITr UEAlIlF.nT ritoeftMI OUTCOIItS 

hturned to 
In.tltution. 

rer 
~ 

36 

Adalttd' 
IIda.le. t. 
la .. th.n 
U due 

([bell Year of Adalulon.) 

= 

Ad.lttd' 
1I!!le ... c1 In 
1 ••• th.n 
15 d.,a 

1 

,Jalld 
, later 
ululd 

;::. 

1.7 

Jdld 
, later 

~ 

1 

48 11 37 4 ~1 10.8 o o 13 8.1 28 

C. rereon. Entertns and IAnlna a. tartldp.nt. co , 

Ihmber No 
"d_ltted !!!!!.!:.!!!! 

555 57 

D. 'rotal ",,",I8Ilon. 

NUllber 110 
Ad.lttee! ~ 

694 100 

,1/ 

AdJu.td 
1.4alulonl 

498 

"dJu.tee! 
Ad.laalon. 

1tet"~n.c1 to 
In.titutlon. 

II 
134 

lIeturned t,. 
.... tltutf.cn. 

17,4 
,; 

26.9 

29.3 

Adalttee! , 
1te1 ... ecl In 
leu thin 
15 cloY. 

20 

Ad.ltted I 
leleced In 
le .. th." 
15 e!lya 

21 

rer 
~ 

4.0 

3.5 

Jdh.cI 
.' hter 
~ 

17 

Jailed 
• later 
l!!!!!!! 

21 

3.4 '130 

3.5 169 

1. 7 0 

rer 
~ 

75.7 

26.1 

28.5 

TUT.SA CTC 

'l'OTAI.S l:OR ClltI'l'lI(t 

Pu 
~ ph.h.fMd 

11 18.6 

bhd1used 

5 13.5 

234 46.9 

rer 
bbcbarl\ecl f!!!!. 

251 

12 20.3 

HUlllber badnll 
un.ucceuful 
outto .... " 

4 

HUNer hnlnll 
u"lucceloful 
outcOliea 

1M 

Nueber •• ulna 
unluecud"l 
outcope. 

II ... bet hnYlnll 
unnucccQ.Cul 
Dutcomen 

37 

rer 
~ 

10.8 

30.9 

32.8 

o 

Fer 
~ 

62.7 
! 
I 

I 
11 

,_:f 

~ 

r 
I " 

'" 
0 

o. 

o 

.d 
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COIUMUTf TII£Atl\£lIT rIlOOMII OUTCOII&S 
0 

r/ 'fAilLE I-3 (nled Tnr of Adal .. lons) 

0 

1\ 
II, 

r' .Adaitte' , A. Trust,.1 
Ilelean' in Jailed 

lIulllber " ~I" Tranaler to A"ju,ted Iteturae~ to rer· .... thRn rer , later 

~ ~ Work IIdeaR. Adlll .. loni Inatltutlonl ~ 15 dl,.1 ~ ~ o 
D 

FY 73 "9 0 3 6 3 50.0 0 0 0 
FY 7/, 27 2 11 14 3 21.4 2 14.3 0 
FY 75 19 5 6 8 2 25.0 1 12.5 0 
FY 76 15 4 5 6 " 4 66.7 0 0 0 
FY 77 16 10 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 

o :£l 

.~~~, ~;~ 
IL. 

I. feroona Enterlns II Tr!lltz", ~IYlnl "' I'ertldl!"nt. .., 
,~~ Ad.lttd, 

lte1eo." la Jal1ed 
lIuonbor 110 Adjultd Iteturnea to rer I ... than rer , hter rer 

"U' "" .. Ittod 
cute"",. M_lIIJon, l'1"tltutloq. !mt Uc!m .£W uluud ~ rarol"a 

FY 73 3 " 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
P F'i 7/, 11 2 9 0 0 0 0 1 11.1 7 
~ FY 75 6 3 3 2" 66.7 0 O. 0 Q 1 
0 

FY 76 5 ~~ 3 0 0 0 .0 0 0 3 
F'i 77 5 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

G 
Q 

C. feraonl Enterlna·lnd .... avlnll ",'artldp"nt. 
Ad.ltto"I·, 
llelIA .. " in Jill.d 

lluoo1ier 110 A4Julte. Iteturned' to rer II'. lha., 'U • 'I to later rer 

M.!!!ill! ~ Ad_lulon, Inatltutlon. £!!!l 15 dlye .§£!!! .!!!!!!!!! .§£!!! !!!!!!!l! 

FY.73 35 0 35 6 17.1 3 8.6 0 0 7 
F'{o74 115 2 113 29 25.7 11 9.7 4 3.5 28 
FY 75 106 2 104 26 . 25.0 2 1.9 3 2.9 35 
11Y 76 130 13 117 40 34.2 5 4.3 1 .9 53 
FY 77 47 25 22 6 27.3. 0 0 0 0 8 

-c' 

D. Toul Adldadonl 
Ad"IUed , 
Itelea ... In JRlled 

lIumber 110 AdJulle" Il,t\<rn,d to rer leea thin rer 'lItl1.r rer 
Ad .. llted ~ Ad.lnlon. In.tttutlonl sm 15.1,a £!!!1 nlu."d £!!!l taro Ie. 

~}---

FY 73 44 0 44 9 20.5 3 6.0 0 0 9 
FY 74 142 6 136 32 23.S 13 9 ~6 5 3.7 44 
F'l 75 125 10 115 30 25.9 3 2.6 3 2.6 42 
FY 76 145 19 126 4/, 34.9 ~ 4.0 1 .8 58 
,~ 77 63 38 25 6 24.0 0 0 0 0 9 

~, 

o 
o 

LAI~TON etc 

1I, ... bor IIndll!! 
rar r .... Per unnucc:r.on{,ul 
~ raroled ~ 1!1i!~b·u·d !<ill. otitcomOD 

0 1 .16.1 2 33.3 3 
0 9 6/,.3 '2 1/,.3 5 
0 6 75.0 0 0 3 
0 2 3:).3 0 0 4 
0 0 0 1 100.0 0 

IIU111ber I,avlna 
Per rer unlueccurul Per 
£!!!l Dbellu!"c! £!!!l outcol:loa ~ 

33.3 2 G6.} 0 0 
77.8 ,2 22.2 0 0 
33.3 0 0 2 66.7 

100.0 0 0 0 0 
50.0 1 50 .• 0 0 0 

\"J lIuoolier havlnll 
Per r"r IJnauceeu (ut rer 
£.ent !lllcllerllld ~ outC:Olftt!fI ~ 

\\, 
22 62.9 . . ,"",9 ""''''''''''''="'''25 :'j''''"C'.'' ...... 20.0 "", 

2/,.8 " 56 49.6 40 35.4 
33.7 43 41.~ 28 26.9 
45.3 2/, 20.5 45 38.5 10 

36.4 8 36.4 6 27.3 
D 

Ku".ber 1"Yinl rer rer . un.ueceadul rer 
S!!!1 IIII.harElo! S!!!.~ outeDllell ~ 

20.5 26 59.1 12 27.3 
32.4 60 44.1 45 33.1. 
36.5 43 57.9 33 28.7 
46.0 2/, 19 •. 0 49 38.9 
36.0 10 1.0.0 6 2/,.0 

Pcr 
~ 

50.0 
35.7 
37.5 
66.7 

0 

"'" 

! fI ~~'J ~ (~-
, q 

i 
t· 
I 

11 

o 

'\ 
\ 

\\ \ . 

\ 
\ \ 
\ \. 
\ 
~ 

o 

II 

~ \ 
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l'AnLl~ I-3n 

A. Trusty. 

Humber , 

~ 

86 

110 
~ 

21 

Tranlrer to 
,!!.<1rlt aelell .. 

3U 

Adjusted 
Ad"l .. lone 

35 

.eturned to 
InltltuUon. 

12 

o 

Q 

<l 

a 

COIOMlltr TIlEAnlEllT I'II00MlI OUTI.'OJI&S 
".!J 

'~,(t~"ca1 Year of M .. ladons) 

AddU.'" 
latel.ecl In 
two. thIn 
,t5 cllll' 

3 8.1 

Jailed 
, ,Iilter 

~ 

o 

fl. PerlOns Enterlns .. TrustYI, Le .. ln, II rntlclplnt. 

110 AdJulted 
OuteD., Ad.lnlon. 

30 10 20 
o. 

•• turn •• to 
tnaUtution. 

2 

C. Peril one Enterins .n4 .'",..,lnS .. rartldplnt_, 

" ... ber 110 
,AdaUted ~ 

il, Tot .. Ad .. 18ti1on. 

lI_ber 
,AdllUted 

519 

Q: 

;;;-. 

Q 

o 

"dJultetS 
AII.hllonl 

391 

AdJutd 
Ad"lnlonl 

446 

.~.! 

,<I 

a 

(Ie 

leturne" to 
Inltltutlon. 

107 

".tulndto 
,an.UtuUon. 

~21 

c 

10.0 

27.4 

27~1 

AddUd' 
lel .... it 1ft 
Ie .. tllln 
IS d",,, 

o 

A"lIilttd, 
.ele .... In. 
1.1 .. thin 
j, .tIiII 

() 

21 

Ad.llted , 
Idea ... In 
I ... thl" 
15 oIau 

24 

o 

JeUd 
Per 'hter 
~ nlul.a 

o 1 

5.4 

, Per 

£!!!1 
',) 
5.4 

J.U~~, 
, later 
~ 

8 

J.Ud 
, bter 
~ 

9 

C!J,\ 

rar 
ce",!" !!!!!!!!! 

o 

10.0 13 

.2.0 

2.0, 

~, 

l' 

q' ' 

131 
c 

162 

'i, 

\\ 
I~er 
Cent 
-~ 

0, 

'65.0 

33.5\' 

,.\ 

'36.3 

'", "' 
<if[ 

o 

18 

I,AI~l'ON eTC 
TOTi\LSFO"'iiCENTEn 

rer 
~ PInchen." 

48.6, 5 

", 

P.r 

lIt.3 

. Disch.raee: £!!!1 

Hud.er II.Yin/l 
un.ucc ... Cul 
cut~Qme8 

5 

153 

163 

o ,0 

fl·. 

25~0 

fer 
o £!!!1 

39.4 

Per • 
.£!!!l 

36.5 

~) 

i> 2 ' 

H...uerh"dnS 
un.uee.ndul " 
lOuteolle8 

128 

IIU01ber hftylna 
unlucce .. rul 
outcolles 

145 

,\ 

/lumber bnvtna 
uhsueceDfI(ul 
outcomes 

]5 

Per 
£!!!1 

32.7 

o 

(;. 

(/ 

o 

o 

~.'. 
'. I· 

1.'/ ·'~I 

-
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FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY77 

o 
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TABLE '1-4 

A. Tru"tY8, 

,I! 

HUllberJ 
AdlotH:" 

9 
18 
10 
13 

110 
Outco~ 

o 
3 

,2 
11, 

,'?' 

Traner". to 
\lork Rele ... 

7 
8 
3 
2 

(,. 

AdJislted 
Ad.lulon. 

2 
7,,'" 
5 
o 

/1 

() 

leturned to 
b.t~tutlon. 

!\ 

,', COIIIIJHITf TItEAlllY.l1T I'IIOCIlAiI·OUTCOIIES 
& '" (:.' n0 (I 

.j (need leu of lId.lnlon.) 

100~O 
7;,1.4 

, 80.0 
o 

" Ad.lttell " 
"'1ie1ea~e4 ,~n 
" I ... th.n 

IS aAY. 

1.\ Q 

o 
o 
0' 

0, 

". 

~C'" 
o c, 

o 

Jelled 
" latn 
releaie~, 

o 
," 0 
o 
o 

~? feuonl Enterfns .. Truetr., Le8~1~1 .. 'nUd"sntl 
0; 

AcJIIlt~;d " 
lite1eautl IJI 
,1 ... thin 
U dn. 

FY 74 
FY 75 
Fy'76 " 
FY77 

FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 Ii 

Pi. 74 
Fi 75 
FY 76 
FY77 

Ihmber 
~ 

7 
8 
3 
2 

110 AdjultDd 
Outeo.... IIdlllulo..n! 

1 
o 
o 
2 

6 
B 
3 
o 

lIe~u.n.1I tc>' .. 
Inltltutl~p, ., 

1 
1 
1 
o 

C. reraona Entednl! .n~ LenlnR aa '.rUefp.nt. 

lIutnb .. r 110 
IIdmltted ~ 

31 1 
77 1 
77 ,8 
44 26 

1I"",l>Po. liD 
Ad .. ~tted OuteD ... 

40 
95 
8i' 
57 

-\ 
" 

2 
4 

10 
39 

AdJuated 
1Id.1,,'ona 

30 
76 
69 
18 

AdJultecl 
Ad.balon. 

38 
91 
77 
18 

aeturned to 
In.Ututlon. 

10 
17 
23 

9, 

aeturned t. 
InsUtution •. 

13 
23 
28 
9 

16,7 
C~2,5 
33.3 

o 

o 
C~ 

o 
o 

Per 
.£tnt, 

o 
o 
o 

.0 
(I a 

."re. 
~ 

33.3 
n.4 
33.J' 
50.0 

34.2 
25.3 
36.4 
50.0 

,ld.lttnd " 
Ilde_ua t. " 
t.~. thin 'u 
15 dl'. ,~ 

2 1.5 
2 2.6 
3 0 4.3 
o 0 

AII.lud " 
.. lea •• 11 In 
lei,. th.n (.' 
15 da," 

2 
2 
3 
o 

5,3 
2.2 
3.9 
o 

JaUed 
'''later Per 
rd~~u",(;-,eC.nt ,,'l!!!!!!!! 

o 
1 
o 
o 

JaUd 
, lsie. 
UltD~,ed 

o 
:3 
o 
o 

JaUed 
, htu' 
.!.!!!..!lli 

/) 
4 
o 
o 

o 
12.5 

'.0' 
0" 

,0 
4.4 
o 
o 

12 
29 
29 

5 

0, 
o 
o 
o 

Per 

o 

f!!!! 

66.7 
62.5-
66,.7 

o 

Pel' 
~ 

26. 7 ~, 
30.3 
J7.? 
27.8 

·b 

fer 

o 
1 
1 
o 

Per 
~ 

o 
14.3 
20.0 

o 

.ENID CTC 

o 
1 

v ~:'\f 
'~ 

\) 

Dlaeharsea I, 
Per 
~ 

Huoober·I,,"vlng 
unauccenful 
outeoMell 

o 
O. 

12 
~6 
20. 
4 

;; 
, 0 

16.7 
25.0 

o 
o 

1 
1 
1 
o 

H ..... e. huin!! ,rer """u,'t\ce.dul 
!.!ms. . ",' outCO",t!!1I 

40.0 
47.4 
29.0. 
.22.2 

12., 
19 
26 
9, 

II •• ""'". hR'illns 'ft' , un~ue.e.dlll' 
!l!!!!. 0 Dlsch.rae. ~ outcclIIe.a 

31.6 
31.9' 
37.7 
27.8 

13 
39 
20 

4 

3/,.2 
42.9-
26.0 
22.2 

15 
25 
31 
9 

\) 

('1 

o 

(J 

" 1I~ .. hr"hnvl"g 
unsucec,s,nJul 
DlItc:om"!n 

Per 
~ 

16.7 
el2.5 
33.3 

o 

fer 
f!!!! 

1,0.0 
25.0 
37.7 
50.0 

rar 

2 
5 
4 
0 ... 

~,. 

39.5 
27.5 
40.3 
50.0 

i) 

100.0 
71.4 
~O.O 

o 

._-p., - -'~""'-"--""""'-"-"---'--. ~-~-.-,---- ,-,-~-'----------.... ",-----
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TABLE I-4a 

A. Trun,.a 

Ilu'",ber 
~ 

37 

o 

110 

~ 

5 

o 

Tunder to 
_"otlt ".tlealot . 

18 

Adjusted 
Adiil .. lonl -;::;-

11, 

., I. 'ersr)n. Entering .. Trulty •• Leavins aa 'artlelpanta 
'---0 

1IU1"ber 
Adllitted 

20 

110 

~ 

3 17 

letumeol: to 
Igstitutiod' 

3 

c. Pefwon. Entertnl an. ,Lentns a. PartielpIlIl. 

lIu .. bi!' No 
Adlll tted Outc.,... 

242 49 

D. Total Ad .. ta.tonl 

110 

AdJuat..s 
Adal .. loll' 

193 

let.rne.! to 
tnatitutlon. 

59 
o 

l\ 

o 

'.\ 

• .< j~ 

COiaMlln 'illEAnlENT 'ROckAll OU1COlitS 

leturned to 
Inw tl t uti on. 

11 78.6 

Maltt ... , 
leleeee" Iii 

MiIIltted , 
leleo .. ' In 
tw .. tban. 
15 011,.1 

o 

Jdld 
t'" tllan fer , leter 

nluee4 Jl~$c.;d!!Ja!l'l!a,-_ Q ~ 

17.6 

30.1 

o 

Ad.lud, . 
Ide .... 1ft 
Inathn 
15 010,. 

7 

l\ Ad.ttteil. 
-.eI ..... fn 

Per b .... lhllft 

o 

rer 
~ 

3.6 

1 

Jan .. , 
~ later 
'''dund 

3 

JlIlled 
, later 

o 

c;, 

5.9 

1.6 

Per 

Jailed 
, later 

~ 

o 

11 

d' 

62 

·0 

64.7 

rar 
~ 

:32.1 

1I ... I>er 
Ad .. Uted ~ 

UjUllteil 
Abhalon. 

letUf)1ed to 
IIl.Ututlon. _ Cent IS d.y. ~ ~ 

Par 
!.!!:!!!!! ~ 

279 55 224 32.6 7, 3.1 4 1.8 75 33.5 

(( 

~ .. -u7_,",~ _ .... _,.;..~ __ .... _~_,. 

-"11-, 

.. -

,~. 

2 

Dhchusod 

3 

Dhchu'lol 

72 

Dlacharad 

76 

ENID CTC 

1'01'ALSFOR CEN'l'E(~ 

rer Per 
~ pinchftl:ced ~ 

14.3 1 7.1 

17.6 

rer 
~ 

37.3 

33.9 

V \.' 

Huaber IIDYlna 
unluece .. (gl 
outtORIC!' 

3 

lluaber -hnIDI 
UII~ueco.eful 
outcOrie. 

,66 

lIuooL.r IlIl'Ilnll 
un.ueeeufnl 
outco~elS 

80 

fi,~ 

" 

-l!iid,cr hnvlng 
unrmccenn{ul 
outcomes 

Per 
~.-

17.6 

rer 
~ 

34.2 

rer 
~ 

35.7 

78.6 
... :::..' 

o 

'-------~----
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il 
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FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FYn 

FY 74 
Tli 75 

" f.iir.l 76 
FY 77 

o 

FY 74 
FY7S 
FY ;76 
FY 77 

FY74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 

II 
.1 

.. ~!l 

o 

TABLE I-5 

A. TruRtYD 

I!u"b~r . 110 

~~ 
Transfer to AdJustd 
"ork l!e1n... MaI .. ton. 

10 0 o 10 
20 5 7 .8 
13 7 3 3 

8·; 6 ,0 2 

laturnecl to 
InsUtution. 

4 
4 
2 
1 

(malt/HITr TII£AnIEllr rnocRMI OUT(OIlES 

(Fllcd Jear of Adld.don.) 

40.0 
50.0 
66.7 
50.0 

Ad.IUGcI • 
leluled in 
le .. thin 
IS da7' 

o 
o 
o 
o 

rer 
. !!!!!. 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Jalld 
, ~later 

~ 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

I. P~r'Qij, Enterlris 88' tnlty., I.e.yin ••• I£"-I'tlefpanta 
Ad.IUd, 
It"ua" In 
Ie .. tbln lI"""'er 

~ 

o 
1 
3 
o 

·0 
1 
o 
o 

AdJultd 

~. 

o 
6 

"3 
o 

bturned to 
'lnRUtutl"".' 

{I 

o 
1: 

cO 0 

o 

o 
16.1 

o 
o 

.ll.h-IL-

o 
o 
o 
o 

c. PeraonRi:nterlns anel LeadnS')" ruUd1!ontll, 

N'lnOber 
Ad"lttd 

28 
68 
91, .' 
~;l 

No 

O<ttt:~~' 

2 
2 
7 

28 

" ... ber liD 
Ad .. ltted OuteD. 

38 
8,p 

104 
50 

2 
8 

14 
34. 

AdJuRteil 
Ad_lIlIlons 

26 
66 
8~ 
14 

AdJultd 
Ad.l .. lon. 

36 
80 
90 
16 

bturned to 
lnatltbtlonl 

I) M,dUod', 
1!t1~na tn 

rar. 0'jtcli"4 lb,,,, 
ce .. ~;,/·" 15 dill 

\L}., I) 
"'+' ' 

'" 4 
11 
19 

1 

hturoe. to 
.Instltutlonl 

'",< 

15.4 0 

25 •. 8 
22.6 
7.1 

22.2 
27.5 
23.3 
12.5 

,.~ 

Ad.ltte" , 
.eJu,dan 
b ••. othep·· 15 01., __ _ 

1 
3 

,,1 
o 

Jdld 
fer , lilter 
~ relultlt! 

o 0 
o :0 
o .. , 0 C"~ 

" Oc 0 

JaUd 'ar , later 
cS!!!!, [!!leand 

3 •. 8 0 
4.5 0 
j" 2 '0 
o 1 

JaUecl 
rer & l.ter 
~ :'rdeaad 

2.8 0 
3.8 0 
1.10 
o 1 

o 
o 
o 
o 

rer 
~ 

00 
o 
o 

7.1 

o 
o 
o 

5.6. 

Per 
.aroled .£!!!! 

o 0 
3 50.0 
3 ·100.0 
o 0 

Fer 
E.!!!!!!! .£!!!! 

11 42.3 
22 33.3 
32 38.1 
8 57.1 

rer 'ar .. ld '.!l!!!! 

14 38.9 
28 35.0 
33 31i.1 

9 56.3 

3 
3 
1 
1 

30.0 
37.5 
33.3 
50.0 

Per 

MUSKOGEE CTC 

plaebftrJI.ed 

3 
1 
o 
o 

rer 
£W. 

30.0 
12.5 

o 
o 

"" .. ber havt"! 
unHucceuR!ul 
OlJteurnea 

Per 

Ii 
I, 

2 
1 

Dlschllrsecl .£m 

KUllber hlvlnll 
unlucceu(ul 
..uteo .... ~ 

o 
2 
o 
o 

(0' 

11 
Z7 
33 
5 

II, 
30 
36 
5 

o 
33.3 

o 
o 

42.3 
40.9 
39.3 
3,5.1 

38.9 
31.5 
40.0 
27.8 

o 
1 
o 
o 

Number bavins 
unsuccessful 
outcome. 

4 
20 
20 
1 

IIU11ber hnln_ 
unsuec ... ful 
outCODlI!. 

o 
16.7 

o 
o 

15.4 
30.3 
23.8 

7'.1 

925.0 
25 3lc~"0. 
22 " 211. 1, ~ 
2 12.5 

'C: 

\'). 

Per 
~ 

1,0.0 
50.0 
66.7 
50.0 

.. ,'
li 

.J 

c.: 

ii 
II 
j' 
~l 
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TAULE I-5a 

A. Truot,. 

Iluaber ilo. Trender to 
~ ~ "Drlt lI.leon 

51 18 10 

AdJUlteot 
Ad.lnIDn. ,----

23 

leturne. to 
InltltuUilRl 

11 

j 
. :I .. 

'COIDMlln lREAl1lt:lI~! r.ROCRAlI OUTWUES '''".' "'J ......... , 

47.8 

Adaluedil .. 
Peln ... :,!n 
1 ... tlol .. 
IS "I,. I 

o o 

Jall,d 
.. later 

.!ili.!!!! 

i 
D. renonl Entedns II TrUltll. ..... dnl .1 'artlcl~lnt!l 

Ad,IUd .. \1 

Iluoobu ~~ AdJu.tacl a.turne. to 
lIdatne" . ·Out.""" . Allalnl!!nl IDa~U!lU!!!l! 

10. 1 9 .1 
~.~~ 

c. r.rnon. Entarina .n. leadnll II 'artlc1l!lntfll 
i? 

lluaber " 110 
!l!!!ll!!! ~ 

229' 39 

D. Toul Ad.llalon, 

"",""ar Ko 
Ad.ltted. ~ 

280 58 

AcJJu.td 
Adldllloni 

190 

A"Juatd 
Ad.lulon. 

222 

a.turneol to 
lnatltutlo'!! 

41 

a.tum.d to 
Institution. 

53 

,J 
'=~ 

'er 
.,,~;:; 

11.1 

'er 
~ 

21.6 

'er 
~ 

23.9 

.. leendla JaUd 
1 ... thin 'er .. later relf 

U !'IU' ~ ,du"," ~ 'arolea 
') 

0 0 0 0 6 

.' 
AdalUd .. 
lIe1un" 1ft I; J.Ue" 

·1 ... thin .er .. l.ter Per 

" .". Cent ill!!!!! '~ !!!!!!!! 

5 2.6 1 .5 73 

Adalttd .. 
llel .. I" In Jail .. 
It .. th ... Per , later Par 
15 •• !. 

.1.1 
~ rU".oed Cent !!rol •• 

5 2.3 1 .5 87 

.() 

o 

Per 
~ 

66.7 

Per 
~ 

38,4 

Per 
Cent 

39.2 

tlUSKOGEE eTC 

,'Ol'ALS FOR crmn:1l 

Per 
~ pl •• loarsed 

8 34.8 

0 

01ocho,secl 

2 

Olachorsed 

76 

Obc"arS'" 

82 

Per 
Cont 

22.2 

. 
Per 
~ 

40.0 

rer 
~ 

36.9 

[) 
o 

4 17 .1, 

" ... ber IUlvInIl 
Unille ... du! 
outColiem 

1 

"taller Ioavlnll 
unluee ... ful 
(tUtCOMa.8 

46 

lIuabn It.dnll 
",,"uecudul 
outcOII!e 

58 

lIumber Itnv'n8 
un.u •••• dul 

Q 

~'--

11 

'U 
~ 

11.1 

Per 
~ 

21,.2 

'er 
~ 

26.1 

--

Q 

" ';j 

0 

Ii 
';;;1 

.:,) 
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Jo''l'; 71 
FY 72 
FY73 
FY 74 

It J~ 
FY 77 

FY 7l 
Vi 72 

~ 73 
74 

FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 

PY 7l 
FY72 
FY 73 
FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 

FY7l 
FY 72 
FY 73 
FY"74 

n ~~ 
FY 77 
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TABLE 1-6 

A. Trusty. 

COIllUllln TllEAnltlil rnOClW1 OUTCOIItS 

(rhea! 'IIr o~:A"."alon.) 

Ad.ttte' • 
IIdeate" In Jelled 

Ilu .... or 110 Treader ,to A"Jn~ • .s •• tura.d to rer lal. th •• hr , lAtar 
~ !!!!!£.!!!!. lIork IIdu.. UIII .. lool In.Ututlona !!!!! 

16 
25 
54 

238 
215 
154 
106 

1 
o 
5 

24 (, 
41 
59 
78 

9 
U 
32 

150 
108 
53 
17 

5 
8 

17 
75 
68 
,33 

c' 7 
•• reuona Ent.rlns la Trun". te .. lns ". rntldplntl 

""""or liD AdJund II.,tum.' to .er 
Malued' Oute01le M!lhll!!DI J:D!Ull!tl!!gl ~ 

6 0 6 0 0 
12 1 c'11 1 9.1 
17 0 17 2 .11.8 
6l! 3 61 7 11.5 

(,66 8 58 12 20.7 
42 13 29 2 6.9 
11 8 3 0 ~) , , 0 

C, refOOna Enterios and ,tea"'na .. rarthleant. 

lluoabu 110 AdJut •• lI~turll'" tD rar 

55.6 
61.5 
53.1 
50.0 
63.0 

' 62.3 
41.2 

Ad.ltt" , 
.d ..... la 
Ja .. than 
Ud." 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 

Ad.tud' 
lIeleai .. 1. 
le •• than 

IS •• ,. !!!!! rd .... ", 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
1 3.1 0 2 
5 3.3 5 
4 3.7 1 
0 0 0 
2 11.8 0 

JaUd 
'er , later rer 
~ ret •• le' ~ !'noled 

0 0 0 6 
0 1 9.1 7 
0 1 5.9 7 
0 2 . 3.3 3.4 

1.7 3 5.2 3" 
0 1 3.4 25 
0 0 , 0 2 

Jd1e4 
Per , later .er 

{(; 

CTC's IN OPERATrON: 
'71 - OKC 
'72- OKC 
'73 - OKC, Tulsa, Lawton 

Par rer 

'74 -q OKC;rlllsn, 1,l1wton. Enid .Nuskogec 
'75 - OKC,Tulso,J,f1wton,Enld,lfuskol\cc 
'76 - OKC,TIl1so,Lnwl:on,Enid,tluskor,ee 
'77 - OKC,'l'1I1sn,J,nwton,Enid,Huskor,ee 

Hlmber IIndns 
rer un.ueee~. (ul rer 

~ l!!.!!!1!!!. !:!!!.t "loWarse" !1ru!l outeDIl!!a !1ru!l 

0 1 11.1 3 53.3 5 55.6 
0 2 15.4 3 23.1 8 61.5 

6.3 7 2:1..9 8 25.0 IB 56.3 
3.3 51 34.0 24 16.0' flO. 53.3 

.9 33 30.6 7 
" 0 15 2B.3 5 

6.5 72 66.7 
9.4 33 62.3 

0 2 11.8 B 47.1 9 47.1 

K\IOIber havlo, 
... r 'er unluccudul Per 
~ DlIehuseol ~ out~oM_a __ ~ 

100.0 0 0 0 0 
63.6 3 27.3 1 9.1 
41.2 ,8 47.1 2 11.B 
55.7 20 32.8 7 11.5 
58.6 12 20.7 13 22.4 
86:2 2 6.8 2 6.9 
66.7 1 33.3 0 0 

lluoober hadnJl :) rer rer un.uceees [ul 
~ !!!!lli!!. Adldlilonl ~nltltut1Dn. £!!!! IS •• " ~ ~ ~ !!ill!! ~ Dbel,ar •• " ~ 

Par 
outco .... ~ 

19 0 19 
233- 3 230 

- 321 16 315 
530 29 501 
594 14 5BO 
705 109 596 
303 194 lo.g 

.3 15 .. 8 
47 v20.7 
55 21.6 
93 18.6 

151 26.0 
17829.9 

35 32.1 

0 0 0 0 15 78.9 1 5.3 3 15.8 

j 8 3.5 2 .9 66 2B.7 117 50.9 55 23.9 
12 3.8 5 1.6 56 17.8 204 64.8 67 21.3 f 411 8.8 19 3.8 129 25.7 279 55.7 ~ 137 27.3 
25 i,.3 12 2.1 199 3',.3 230 39.7 176 30.3 
19 3.2 10 1.7, 231 38.8 187 31.4 197 33.1 /..,./') 
1 .9 3 2.8 41 37.6 33 30.3 36,,; 33.0 

n: Totel Ad.l .. lonl 
AdatU .. , 

lIo-ber liD AdJultecl 
Ad,dtted ~ ad.l .. lon. 

lei ..... la Jdld 
\ K ...... u hnln, 

IIUarntll t. Per h •• th. 'er I later rer rar • .r unluec •• dul rar InotltuUoaa ~ 15 '"rl ~ l!!!.!!!!! ,~ !!!!!!!! .!l!!!!. Dllellar!'" .!l!!!!. outcome. Cent 
35 1 34 8 23.5 0 0 0 0 22 611.7 4 11.8 8 23.5 

258 4 254 56 22;0 8 3.1 3 1.2 75 29.5 123 48.4 6/, 25.2 
375 11 364 74" 20.3 10 2.7 8 , 2.2 69 19.0 221 60.6 8', 23.1 
76B 56 712 
809 63 7~6 859 181 6 B 

17S" 24.6 49 6.9 26 3~7 214 30.1 323 45./, 224 31.5 
231 31.2 30 4.0 )6 2:'1 266 25•7 .249 33.~ 261. 35.0 
213 3h 1.7 2.5 11 1.6 271 0.0 194 28. 230 33.9 

409 2BO 129 42 32.6 3 2.3 3 2.3 1,5 3',.9 42 32.6 45 34.9 
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I 
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~ 
! 
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t_ 
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COIDPlllltr lUATlIttlT rltOCUII OUTCOIItS 

TABLE 1-6n 
('lIul 'ur of Ad"lulon.) 

", 

A. Trust7' Ad"lud I 
Jel ... ,.t! ill JIlled 

lIu .... er II" TrensUr to A"Ju.t" a.tun.d to fer 1 ••• thIn rer , later 

~ ~ IIorl< lIe1u .. ,Ad"hllonl Instltutloo. .£!.!!! 15 clIY. , .£!!!! ~ 

i 
795 196 217 3B2 213 55.6 12 3.1 B 

i ,I 

! 
~;r.~~:;:::~. :1 

~ J, fenone Enterin! u Trult!., .... n1nll •• rlrtldl/.nt. 
I c Ao!ldtt •• A 

aeteBeed 111 J.ll"d 
lI .... ber 110 UJu.td anurne4 to Per le •• th.n rer I later 'er 
M_Itte4 .!l!!W!!!t.. Ad_lellon. lnlUtgtlon. .Qnt lJ dar. £t!!li .l!!!.md £!!il '.roled 

I-' 
tI=>o 217 32 185 24, 13.0 0 0 12 6.5 115 -...J I, 

('!:' 

a 
0, 

c, reraonl Enterln! anJ Lonln. II "rtldpa~b 
", Ad.ltted I 
~ad.a .. d In Jailed ~, 

IlUOober 110 '" AdJu.td a.turned to rer 'l~ •• thin Per Aliter rer 
\';: '" .M!!!ru! ~ A4 .. 11l10n. 10lUtutlon. £!.1!1 ~5 oI.!. ~ rdeancl .!l!'.!!! ,hroto" 

: \~ 

2,718 368 2,350 562 23.9 109 ',.6 51 2.2 736 
!,; 

0 

Total """Iulona IJ D. 
MaUttd • 

. Jele •• 111 l" Jell"" 
III .. ber 110 AdJustd a.turn" to rar h •• th •• ) Per I liter hr "", 
Ad"ltted ~ Adlliulon. 'MUtation. .9'~ .1!.!!l!.-- £!!!t !.!!!!!!! ~\ !!!!!!!!! 

3,513 596 2,917 799 27.4 121 4.1. 67 2.3 962 

0 

\ 
I) 

o = 

1/ 

fer 
£!!!! 

2.1 

rer 
.~ 

62.2 

,.~ 

f.m 

0 
31.3 

:.~" 

Jar 
Cent 

33.0 

TOTAL SINCE INCIWl'ION 

'er 

ALL C'rc's 
(,/ 

rer 
Paroled ~ ~ ~ 

111 29.1 58 15.2 

lIullllier l.nlng 
rar unauccellrul 

DlschorBe" £!!!S. outeollle. 

46 24.9 ,24 

~ 

HUOober ha,lnll 
hr unauc:c:euCul 

DlIcI.orl"d f~ outeo ••• 

" l~l.., 

1,052 44.8 671 

11 .... 11. .. " .. dnl 
Per UII.ueee~.rul 

Dlsthu£d ~ outeD ... " 

1,156 40.0 920 

) 

lIulllb .. r hdvln! 
un~ueceanrul 
oute6tllu __ 

225 

rnr 
~ 

13.0 

Per 
~ 

28.6 

~-

r .... 
~ 

31.5 

'\'<1'" 
~ ~ 
53.9 I 

I 

, 
0 

.) 

j 

I , 

'Z\ 
"il 

(; 

" " 

" 

ir.~; 
6 1:;::-. 

' :) 

t,1 
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TABLE 1-7 
~n'Y TREAnlENT PROGRMI OUTCmmS (FISCAL nAil OF TElltlINA'fION) OKLAIIOHA CITY CTC 

'\-I " 

A. 

,F'i 11, 
FY 72' 
FY 73 
foY,74 
FY 75 
FY 76 

'FY 17 

n.~ 

,:,~ FY 71 
OJ FY 72 

FYD 
FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
,VY 71 

TEIUIlNATWG PROGRAM WII'lLE h TRUSTY 

Number 
Terminated 

6 
,,16, 
15 
86 
73 

c 29 
26 

Returned to P~; Number jailed, Per' 
Institutiono ,~Cen't Later Released D Cent 

2 
10 

8 
46 
45 
ii 

" 11 

33.3 
62.5 
!h.3 
53.5 
61.6 
72.4 
42.3 

:./-~ ~ 

o 
o 

6.7 
S.8 .D 

1'.3 
o 
o 

'rERHIUATING PROGRAM mlItE A PARTICIPANT, 

Number 
, Terminated 

19 
199 
234 
221 
235 
~90 
82 

(;: 

Returnell to P.e~;; ;;Number jailed, l'er, 
Institutions ~"Later Released Cenl.. 

3 
49 
39 

"-: '2,5 
50 
,12 
27 

15.8 
2/ .. 6 
16.7 
11.3 
21.3 
22.1 
3,2.9 

o 
2 
5 

,,13 
3 
o 
o 

;'d''? 

1.0 
2:1 
5.9 
1.3 
o 
o . 

,c. TOTAL TERMINATIONS 

o 

FY71 
FY72 
FYn 

o FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 71 

Total" 
'terminated 

25 
215 
249 
307 
308 
219 

i,108 
" 

IJ 

o 

Rct,~rned to Per Total jailed, Per 
Institutions. ~ I.ater Released Cent 

2(1.0 
27.4 
18.9 
23.1 
30.8 
28,8 
35.2 

o 

,I' 

o 
2 
6 

18 
q, 4 

o 
() 

o 

o 

() 

Number Admitted 
and Released in Per 
15 Days or 'l.ess , • 'Cent, 

o '::.r--o-
o "0 
1 '0 6,7 
4 I~ 4.7 
3 4.1 
o 0 
1 ,3.8 

Number AdmItted 

Number 
Paroled 

2 
2 
3 

31 
19 
~ 7 

8 

Per 

...£~ 
33.3 
12.5 
20.0 

,,~6.0 
, 26.0 
24\1 
30.8 

Number 
D1s~harged 

2 
4 
4 
9 
9 
1 

"7 

Ii 
'I 

I, 
I, /", ,., 

Number helVing 
Per; Unsuccesiifu1 
Cent' ,I Outcomes',' 

530
3. 03 1~, II . " 

26.7 9 
10.5 G ,50 \\ 
12.3;1l 

3.4 21 
26.9 12 

and Released in Per Number l'er Number 
15 DaIii", or Less ,Cent ,Plrroled 0 Cent Discharged 

Per 
Cent 

Number having 
Unsuccesafu1 
Outcomes 

. ,~,,, 

.. ~'Z, 

.0 
9 
,4 

2S" 
7 0 

11 
o 

Total AdmUted 

o 
4.5 
1. 7. 

11.3 
3.0 

l\ 5.8 
o d 

15 
71 " 
31 
75 
90 
8Ii 
31 

tmd Rele~sed in Per Number 

o 

15 ,Days or l.ess ...£!mL ~le~ 
o 
9 
5 

29 
10 
11 

,1 

o 
4.2 
2.0 

" 9~4 
3.2 
5.0 
.9 

17· 
73 
3/, 

106 
109 
91 
39. 

'18.9 
35~7 
13.2 
33.9 
38.3 
4'11.2 
,37.8 

1 
79 

1611 
121 
95 
64 
24 

5.3 
39.7 

.70.1 
54.8 

'40.4 
33.7 
29.3 

:1 
58 
IjJ 

50 
57 
53 

~, 27 

" 

NUDlber hnving 
Per Number Per Unsuccessful 
Cent Discharged ~ " Outcomes 

68.0 
34.0 
13.7., 
3/,.5 '" 
35.4 
41.6 
36.1· 

3 
83 

16.8 
130 
104 
65 
31 

(;) 

12 .• 0 
3S.6, 
67.5 
42.3 
33.S 
29.7 " 
28.7 

o 

'.0 

5 
6S 
52 

100 
105 
7/1 

31,L 

,;::, 

Per 0 

Ceni: 
33;j 
62.5 
60.0 
58.1' 
65.S 
72.1, 
1,6.2 

,Per 
l'dmt 

15.8 
29.1 " 
18.4 
22.6 

,,24.3 
27.9 
32.9 

l'er 
Cent 

20.0 
3,11.6 
20.9 
32.6 
3/,.1 
33.8 
36.1 

; .. 

() 

o 

1\ 

Q 

.(ji/ . 

~\ 

'1 

;i 
I, 

Ii 
II 
f l 

;; 
~If 
II 

I' d 
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TABLE l-7a 
CO~Jl.rutIlTY TREA'tHENT PR09RAH OUl'COHES "'-:: (FISCAL YEAn OF 'J'ERNCNATION) 

II OKLAIIOHA CITY CTC 

() 

A. TERMINATING PROGRAHWIlILE A TRUSTY 

B. 

c. 

Number 
'ferminated 

251 

Returned to ' 
Institutions 

143 

Per 
Cent ,,---
57.0 

Number Jailed. "Per 0 

Later Released ~ 

7 2.8 

TERMINATING PiOGRAH WnILE A PARTICIPANT 

Number 
Terminated 

1,180 

Returned to 
Institutions 

235 

Per Number jailed, "Per 
~ Later Released Cent 

19.9 25 2.1 

T01'AI. TEltMINATIONS' 

Total 
Terminated 

1,431 

ill' 

" 

.Returned to Pet Total jaiied. Per 
Institutions Cent Lat.:~r Releaoed -.£!mL 

378 26.4 32 

II 

II 

1\ 

Q 

0, 

. -0, 

ff 
!f 

o 

o 

f) 

Number Admitted 
and Iteleased in 
15 Doys or Leas 

8 

Number Admitted 
and Releasee! in 
15 Days or Less 

.<1.) . 
56 

Total AiJmi,~ted 
lind Released in 
15 Days or Less 

64 

, ~, 

1!..;Jt 
TOTALS fOR CENTER 

Q 

Per ' Number Per Number 
..f!mL. Paroled ~. DiscluirgE!d 

;3.2 72' 28.l 36 

G 

Pl:!r 
Cent ---.-

Number having 
Unsuccessful 
Outcomes 

151 

G 

, Per Number Per Nuniber Per 
Number having 
UnBuccessful 
Outcomes Cent Paroled..£!m.L Disch"arged ...f£!i!-

397 548 

Pe.r NUlDtI~" Per Number 
.£!lliLParole(~ ~, Discharged 

4.5 469 584 

(, 

° 
'I {I 

ttl 

291 

NiJlnbeJ: having 
PCJ: ,Unsui!cessful 
~ Outcomes 

/10.8 442 

<;1.8' 
'5~' '0 

Per 
Cent 

60.2 

l'er 
~ 

'24.7 

PCJ: 
Cent 

'i, 

30.9 

0((1 

o 

.u . 

a n 

---~-,.- -

c:: 

Q 

o 

o 

o· -.,-

.00 

d' ' 

-;-'. 

.. () 
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1. 
D IJ 

illl 

". 

•• C 

.. ,,(~ 

() 

'0 

I-' 

o 

A. 

FY 73 
. FY 74 

FY 75 
FY 76 
FY77 

," n. 

~i FY 73 

... 

" 

~. 

FY 7.4 
FY 75 

, FY 76 
FY77 

C. 

FY73 
FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 

,FY 77 

COHHtiNITi'TREAtMENT PROGtiAH OUTCOHI~S T1II.SA CTC 
'i'ABLE 1-8 

. I 
1'ERMINATING PROG'Y'M milLE A TRUS1'Y 

Number 
Terminated 

6 
.8 

1.8 
19 

.8 

Returned to Per Number jailed. Per 
Institutions "Cent Later Releused Cent: 

6 
2 
9 

16 
3 

100.0 
25 •. 0 
50.0 
84.2 
37.5 

o 
o 
1 
o 
o 

0" 
o 

5.6 
o 
o 

TERHlNATING PROGRAM WlIILE A PARTICIPANT 

Number 0 

Terminated 

35 
130 
146 
150 

74 

R~ttirned to Per. Number .jaUed, Per 
lhstlt:utions ~1.ater Released ~ 

13 
15 
43 
50 
17 

31.1. 

1105" /! 

029.5 . 
33.3 
23.0 

p. 

o 
5 
9 
6 

", o· 
.0 

3.4 
6.0 
8.1 

TO'rAJ. TEltlUNATIONS 

Total 
Termimited 

41 
13.8 
16/ •. 
169 

.8.2 " 

Returned to Per Total jailed, Per 
Inlltitut'1ons ~ Later Released -f!mL 

19 
.17 
52 
66 
20 

46.3 
12.3' 
31.7 
.39.1 
24.4 

" 

[> 

o 

.b 

o 
i:l 
6 
9 
6 

o 
o 

~.' 7 
5.3 
7.3 

Number Admitted 
and Released in Per Number Per Number 
15 Days or Less CentPuroled ~ llischarged 

o 
o 
o 
o 

. 1 

.0 

.0 
o 
o 

U.S 

o 
2 
6 
1 
2 

.0 
25.0 
33.3 
5.2 

25.0 

o 
4 
3 
2 
3 

" Per 
Cant -,,-.-

[> 

o 
50.0 
16.7 
10.5 
37 • .5 

Number havlng. 
Unsuccessf.ul 
Outcomes 

6 
2 
9 

16 
It 

Number Admitt:ed Number having 
and Released In Per Ntlillber Per Number Per Unsuccessful 
IS Days or Less ~ Paroled Cent Discharged Cent: Outcomes 

3 

4' 
10 

2 
1 

8.6 

3.1 
6 • .8 
1.3 
J.4 

. 6 

29 
5.0 
43 
31) 

17.1 

22.3 
3/1.2 
28.7 
/,0.5 

16 

86, 
53 
57 
27 

45.7 

66 .• 2 
36.3 
38.0 
36.5 

Total. Admlt~!ed ~:r;;) ", 
and Released l'n .,;Per!'i Nuulber Pet: Number Per 
IS Days or Less Cent . ,Paroled Cen't Discharged .. Cent 

3 
4 

10 
2 
2 

7.3 
2.9 
6.1 
1.2 
2.4 

6 
31 
56 
44 
32 

o 14.6 
22.S 

" 34.1 
26.0 
39.0 

16 
90 
56 

;p59 
30 

'.:' 

39.0 
65.2 
34.1, 
34.9 
36.6' 

16 

19 
53 
52 
III 

NlJmber having 
UnouccessfHl 
Outcomes 

"' 

100.0 
25.0 
50.0 
BIt. 2 
50.0 

Per 

S£!!L 
45.7 

)/,.6 .. 
36.3 
3~i. 7 
2/,.3 

Pur. 
Cent 

53i7 
1~). 2 ' 
37.8 
40.2 
26.8 

---
.. ~ 

.. ,,\ - ,\ 

II " 

.. it 

o 

...--.J 
.... .,. 

'fk 
:;.. b,r;;," 
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TABLE I-8a 
COHHutUTY TRF.A'rMENT ~'ROGRAH OUTCONE8 

,'ERHlNATING PROGIWI WIIILE A TRUSTY 

Number 
Terminated 

59 

Returned to Per' Number jailed. Per 
Institutions ~ Later Released Cent 

36 61.0 1 1.7 

'CERHINATING PROGRAM WlIIIB A PARTICIPANT 

Number 
Terminated 

535 

, 
Returned to 'Per Number jailed. Per 
Institutions ~ Later Released Cent 

. '~lJ8 
II , 25.8 20 3.7 

(FISCAl. YEAR OF 'l'ERMINATION) TULSA C1'Cf) 

TOTALS FOR· CENTER 

Number Admitted Number havIng 
and Released in Per Number l'.er Number I'er Unsuccessful 
15 Days or :l.ess ~ Paroled ~ Discharged Ccnt Outcomes 

1 1.7 

Number AdlQitted 
and. Released in "Per 
15 Days or Leas ,Cent 

20' 0 3.7 

11 18.612 20.3 

Number Per lfuDlber ,.f' 'il'cr 
Paroled Cent Discharged ~ 

,158 29.5 239 I} 

Numbcrhaving 
Unsuccessful 
Outcomcs 

15.8 

~!l 

C. 'l'O'fAL TERMINA'rIONS 
P \ 

Per \ Nllmber 
Cent_ ~paroled 

Total Returned to Per Total jailed. 'Per 
Terminated Institutions . C'Em~ Later Released ...Q!ll!L 

174 29.3 21 

'" b of' 
" 

I" , . 
Q. i~ 

Tota,l Admitted 
and.Released in 
15 Daya or Less 

21 

, " 

\, 

3.5 V69 
\\ 

\ 
\ 

o 

Pcr Number Pcr 
.-!;.!illL Discbarged ~ 

28.5' 251 42.3 

o ,. 

.0.' 

NUJriber havIng 
Unsuccessful ,,' 
Outcomes 

195 

':', 

(,2.7 

Pcr 
~ 

29~5 

l'cr 
~ 

32.8 

I 

~ 
H r! 
1\ 
H· 

l\ 
i~ 
1\ 
! ' 

c 

o 

'" 

'. 

r 

;J 

:,~~i\ff;:o 
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CO~n_ruNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM OUTCmmS (FISChl. YEAIl OF 'j'EIU\INNrION) 
TABJ,E 1-9 

A. TEIUIINATING PROGRMI wnILE A TRUS'j'Y 

FY 73 
FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 

,n 77 

n. 

FY 73 
FY 74 
F'l 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 

C. 

FY 73, 
FY 7/, 
FY 75 
FY'76 
FY 77 

Number Returned to Per Number jailed. Per 
Terminated Institutions Cent Later Released ~ 

,f' 
1 0 o 0 0" 0 

14 4 28.6 0 0 
11 3 27.3 0 0 

7 5 71.4 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 

l'ERmUATING PROGRAM WlIILE A PARTICIPANT 

Number Returned to Per Number jailed, Per 
Terminated Institutions ~ Later Released ~ 

7 3 42.9 0 0 
117 28 23.9 5 4.3 
109 21 19.3 2 1.8 
1~9 42 35.3 2 1.7 

59 15 " 25./, 0 0 

0 

TOTAL TEIUIIUATIONS 

Total Returned to Per Total jailed, Per 
Terminated Institutions,~ Later Released ~ 

8 3 ",37.5 
~t: 

0 0 
131 '.'l2 24.4 5 3.8 
120 '24 20.0 2 1'.7 
126 47 31.3 2 co 1.6 
61 15 24.6 0 0 

t.-:i~-;; 
~~r:6/ 

, 
II 

>:" 

" 

o 

{) "", 

Number Admitted 
and Released in Per Number Per 
IS Da~s or l.ess ~ Paroled Cent 

1 100.0 0 0 
2 14.3 8 57.1 
1 9.1 7 63.6 
0 0 2 28.6 
0 0 1 50.0 

;,. 

Number Admltted 
and Releused in Per Number Per 
15 Da~s or Less Cent Paroled Cent -.---

1 14.3 ' 3 42.9 
13 11.1 26 22.2 

,:'" 2 1.8 43 39.4 
5 4.2 43 36.1 
0 0 29 '49.2 

Total Admitted " '" and Released in 0 Per Number Per 
IS Da~s or Less Cent Paroled Cent 

Q 

2 25.0 3 37.5 
15 11.S 34 26.0 

3 2.5 50 41. 7 
5 4.0 1,5 35.7 
0 0 30 1\9.2 

(\ 

LANTON eTC 

Number havIng 
Number l'er Unsuccessful ~er 

DIscharGed ~ Outcomes ~ 

1 100.0 1 101).0 
2 14.3/ 6 (7 o 42.9 
1 9.1 I, 36,'4 
0 0 5 71.4 

'1 50.0 0 0 

0 'J 

Number having 
Number !'er Unsuccessful l'er 
DischarGed ~ Outcomes ~ 

1 14.3 I, 57.1 I,~) 

63 53.8 '<41 ,35.0 
45 Ifl.3 23 21.1 0 ' 

34 211,6 /17 39,~'5;:> 
15 25.4 15 25.4, 

q Number h~'ving " 

Nunlber J
1
, , Unsuccessful l'er ",' cr 

DischarGe":' ~ Outcomes .J!£!!L 
t~"" 

2 25.0 5 62.5 
65 49.6 1,7 ,,;~5,9 

4/i .'l8.,,3 27 22.5 
34 II 27.0 52 M.3 
16 " 26.2 c 15 ':::: 24.6 '.'-::' 

>:! 

o .,. " 

I () 

:;:., 
"'~, 

f) 
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COHHUNITY TREATMENT PROGRAM OUTCOHF.S (FISCAL YEAR OF l'ERmNA'l'IOn) 'tAl-I1'ON CTC 

A. 

n'~ 

C. 

TABLE 1-9a 

'l'EIUIINATING PROGRAM WIIILE A TRUSTY 

Number 
Terminated 

35 

Returned to Per NumberjaUcd. Per 
Institutions ~ Later Released ~ 

o 

12 34.3 0 0 

1::') 

TBRMINl.t![G PROGRAM milLE A PARTICIPANT 

Number " Returned to Per Number j~Ued. Per 
Terminated Institutions Cent Later Rel:eased ~ 

411 109 26.5 9 2.2 

Total Returned to ,Per Total jailed. Per 
II' T'ermlnated Institutions Later Released , Cent ~ 

/ ,,; 

(r' 446 121 ' 27.1 9 2.0 

o 

o 

TOTALS FOIt CEN'l'Bll 

~ 

Number Admitted 
and Released in 
_lS Days or tess 

3 

Nuqlber Admitted 
and Released i~ 
15 Days or Less 

21 

TOl:al Admitted 

n 
Per Number Per Number Per' 
~ Paroled ~ Discharged Cent 

8.6 18 51.4 5 111.3 

Per Number Per Number Per 
~ Paroled ~ Discharged Cent 

5.1 144 35.0 158 38.4 

and Released in Per Numb'!.!r Per Number Per 
15 Days or Less ...£!mL Paroled Cent Discharged....££!!.L 

24 5.4 162 36.3 163 36.5 

o 

t 

II ,~ 

Nllmber havinu 
Unsuccessful 
Outcomes 

15 

Number having 
Unsuccessful 
Outcmnes 

130 

I'er 
...f£!!.L 

42.9 

I'er 
Cent 

31.6 

Number having : 
Unsucces,!1fu1 l'er 
Outcomes\\,.r' 4 ~ 

~b 

32.5 

Q 

fJ 

.'J 1\ 
a" 

\'" 

o 

/) 

o 
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I 
i 
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I 
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TAIlLE 1""-10 
COHHUNITY TRF.ATtIENT PROGRAM OU'fCmmS (FISCAl. YEAR OF TEIUIINA1.'lON) 

, A. 

FY 74 
FY 75 
VY 76 
FY 77 

D. 

FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 

C. 

FY 74 
FY 75 
FY 76 
FY 77 

1.'lmmNA1.'ING PUOGRAH Wnu.E A 'fRUSTY 

Number Returned to Per Number jalled. 
Terminated Institutions Cent Later Released 

0 0 0 0 
5 4 80.0 0 
6 5 83.3 0 
3 2 66.7 0 

TERMINATING PROGRAM WlIILE A PARTICIPANT 

Number Returned to 
Terminated Institutions 

15 2 
75 21 
75 25 
45 14 

TOTAL TERHINATIONS 

Total Returned'to 
,1ermiilated Instittitlons 

15 2 
80 25 
81 30 
48 16 

Per 
Cent ---, 

13.3 
,28.0 
33.3 
31.1 

Per 

-~ 
13.3 
31.3 
37.0 
33.3 

() 

(,1 

I, 

-1/ 
II 

NUDIber jailed, 
Later Released 

0 
4 
0 
0 

TotaljaUed. 
Loter Releosed 

0 
4 
0 
0 

o 

Number Admitted 
Per' and Iteleased in Per Number l'er 
~ 15 Daya or Less Cent Paroled ~ 

0 ,.:) 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 1 16.7 
0 0 0 1 33.3 

,'", 

" " 

<,:j Number Admitted 
Per and Released 1n Per Number Per 
Cent 15 DaYB or Less ,Cent !!!.~led Cent 

""~ 

0 2 13.3 5 33.3 
5.3 2 2.7 27 36.0 
0 3 1 .. 0 23 30.7 

00 0 0 18 1,0.0 

'fatal Admitted 
Per and Released in Per Nun~ler l'er 

.£!mL .15 DOIsor Less Cent Paroled Cent, 

0 2 13.3 5 33.3 
5.0 2 n 2.5 27 33.8 
,0 3 3.7 24"7' 29.6 
0 0 0 19 39.6 

• 0 

~" 

ImID. CTC 

Number having 
Number Per Unsuccessful Per 
Discharged ~ Outcomes ~ 

0 0 '0 0 
1 20.0 4 80~O. 

0 0 5 83.3 
0 0 2 66.7 

NU,m!>elt having 
Number Per Un\~fct\(!ss fui Per 
Discharged Cent 0 Out~bnil!.g,,,,_ Cellt 

\\t~~ " ~, 

8 53.3 I, ~, 26.7 
27 36.0 23 '~Jq. 7 '0 

If 

27 36.0 28 37;3 
13 28.9 14 31..1 

i'~ 

Y 

Numhcr having 
Number l'er Unsuccessful l',er, 
Discharged Cent Outcomes Cent 

8 53.3 4 2({.9 
28 35.0 27 33.8 
27 33.3 33 /,0.7 
13 27.1 16 33.3 

,p 

.. 

" 

o o 

" 

o 

o 
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"" COMMUNITY TREATHENT PROGRAH~\tjUTCmJES 
0, 

(-FISCAL YEAIl OF TERHINATiON) 
TARtE" I-lOa 

A. TERMINATING PROGRAM mlUE k':r{tUSTY 
1:\/; Number Admitted 

'~ II 
Number Returned Per Number jailed, Per and Released·in Per Number Per to 
Termlnated . Ipstil:utions Cent Later Relessed Cent 15 Days or Less ~ Paroled ~ .'" 

11. 11 78.6. 0 0 0 Ll 0 2 14.3 

I 
~ Gr

, 

I 
n 

" f'l D. TERMINATING PROGRAM milLE A PARTICIPANT 
Number Admitted 

c; Number Returned to Per Number jailed. Per alld Released in Per Number Per 
I-' Terminated Institutions Cent Later Released Cent. 15 Days or 'Less Cent Paroled Cent 
Ul 
Ul" 

210 62 29.5 4 1.9 1 3.3 73 34.8 

j 
v 

~~ 

i I' 

(~ " 
, 

" ~ .G. TOTAL TERMINATIONS 

! Total Admitted 

I TO.tal Returned to Per Total jailed. Per and Released in Per Number ., Per 
Terminated Institutions Gent Later Released Cent " 15 Dals or Less Cent Paroled ~ 

224 13, 32.6 4 l.8 -., 3.1 . 75 33.5 
90' ~~ '-:, 

_I;;> 

q ~;', 

() 

.. ~ \\'.~; 

r) 

<1 

Ii 

" 

ii: c 

" 

" 

ENID eTC 

TtiTALS FQ.R CENTER 

Number having 
NUinber PCll Unsuccessful 
Discbarged Cent OutcomeS 

1 7[)1 11 

o· 

\. 
,', 

Number having 
Number Per Unsuccessful 
Discharged Cent Olltcomes 

75 35.7 69 

Number having 
Number Per UlIsuc,:,~,~sful 
Illschat(~ed ~ OutCOl:I-eS 

't} 
76 33.9 80 '~ 

1.' _,U 

I'er 
Cent 

78.6 

Per 
~ 

32.9 

!'er 
Cent 

35.7 
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A. 

IT 74 
, FY 75 

FY 76 
FY 77 

n. 

...... 
U1 
O't 

FY 74 
111 • n 75 

FY 76 
FY 77 

C. 

FY 74 
,<J FY 75 

FY 76 
FY 77 

COMl-WNI1'Y TREA'fHENT I'RoGRAM'·OUTCOHES (FISCAL YEAR .OF 1'EruUNNfroN) 
TlistE" 1-11 

TERMINATING PROGRAM WHILE A TRUSTY 

Number 
Terminated 

1 
11 
fi 
5 

Returned to Per Number jailed, 
InstHutione ~ Later Released 

1 100.0 0 
4 36.4 0 
3 50.0 0 
3 60.0 0 

()j 

\1/ 
if !lumber Admitted 

Per ! and Rc~,ellsed in 
Cent t 15 Days or LCSB 

l 
!i 

0 
.::-' 

0) 
9 

/0 
4 

,~ (~ 

o 
o 
6~ 
o 

·?,r 
! I:!: 

CJ 
;'.'1' , 

/" 
Number Admiti:ed 
and Iteleosed in 
15 Days or Lelis 

'J.'ERMINATING PROGRAM WIIILE A PAR'rICIPANT , ,-
Ii 

Number Returned to Per '/ Number jalle:a. ~er 
Terminated Institutions ....Q£!!.L Later RelearJed ~ 

9 1 11.1 0 I 1 0 1 
67 13 19.4 0 0 3 
89 20 22.5 0 0 1 
34 8 23.5 1 

.:::.; 2.9 0 
(. 

'': .. 

TOTAl. TERMIN"ATIONS 
'total Admitted 

Total Returned to Per Total jailed, Per and Ileleased In 
Terminated Institutions ~ Later Released Cent 15 Days or ·,Less 

10 2 20.0 0 o· 1 
78 17 21 •. 8 0 0 3 
95 23 24.2 0 0 1 
39 F 28.2 1 2.6 0 

,:':.i 

Ii> 

Fer Number Per 
~ Paroled Cent 

\~,t 

O,,>i~' 0 0 
0 I, 36,1, 
0 2 33.3 
0 2 /,0.0 

{". 

Per Number Per 
~ Paroled ~ 

11.1 5 55.5 
4.5 26 38 •. 8 
],.1 31 3/,.8 
0 17 50.0 

c:y 

Per Number Per 
~ Paroled Cent 

10.0 5 50.0 
3.8 30 38.5 
1.1 33 34.7 
0 17 43.6 

.. 

,/' tlUSKoc:rm eTC 

Number Per 
Dlacharaed Cent 

0 0 
3 .27.3 
1 ~6. 7 
0 '1,1, 0 

Number Pei.' 
Discharged CeuL 

3 33.31 
28 41.8 
38 42.7 

9 26.5 

Number Per 

D"cl~Ce.t 
' t) 30.0 

31 39.7 

39 ~1 9 ··23 1 

Numher hllvJ ng 
/) Unsuccessful Per 

Outcomes ~ , c· 

1 ]00.0 
4 36.,4 
3 50.0 
3 60.0 

Number havIng 
Unsuccessful Per 
Outcomes Cent 

2 22.2 
16 23.9 
21 23.6 

II ' 23.5 

Number having 
Unsuccessful Per 
Outcomes Cent 

3 
20 
24 
11 

30.0 
25.6 
25.3 
1.8.2 

',1_. 
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TARLE I-11n 

222 53 

'.:::-;-' 
::':':;:2.: 

COMMUNITY TREATMENT PROGRMI OUTCOMiS 

23,.9 1 .4 5 

Ii 

tt~~ 

'.:; .1 

(FISCAL YEAR OF TER}IINATlON) 
~r '(-tuSKOGEE CTC 

TOTALS FOR CENtER 

2~2 ,87 39.2 82 36.9 58 26.1 8 
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C. TOTAL TERlHNATIONS 
Totd Admitted Number having o 

Total Returned to Per e Total jailed, Per and Released in Per Humber rer Number Per' Unsllccessfu1 l'er 
~,.-

, 
Terminated Institutions ~ Later Released ~ 15 Davs or Leso .;, ....Q!mL Paroled Cent Discharged J,' Cent Outcomes Cent 

VI FY71 25 5 20.0 0 0 "0 0 17 GiiJ) 3 "'12.0 S """2(jJ) 
i I 'FY 72 21S 59 27.4 2 .9 9 4.2 73 34.0 83<' 38.6 611 31.6 

FY 73 298 69 ' 23.2 6 2.0 10 3.4 43 14 .• 4 186 62.4 79 t6•S 
FY 74 601 124 20.6 23 3.8 51 8.5 181 30.1 296 49.,'} 175 29.1 
F\' 75 750. .213 28.4 16 2.1 28 3.7 272 36.3 265 35.3 241. Q 32.1 
FY 76 690 229 33.2 11 1.6 22 3.2 237 J/,.3 224 32.5 2S1 36.4 
FY77 3J8 100 29.6 7 2.1 J .9 139 41.1 99 29.3 103 30.5 
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"SUMMARY 

The present study was an initial attempt to determine the extent 

to which parolee7 from COIImunity Treatment Centers maintain their CTC 

jobs once they leave th~ Centers. A total of 83 parolees, 50 from the 

Oklahoma City eTC and 33 from the Tulsa CTC,. 'tY'eretraced through their 

parole officers to~'"detennine their current employment. Also of interest 

was the frequency o£ job changes and the reasons behind changes. 

, Results revealed the; following: 
o 

a. 35 percent of the sample changed jobs at the Centers, while 52 

percent had changed jobs on parole." 
& 

b. The two most common reasons for job changes at'the Centers were 

, 

'\~Better Pay" and "Fired"; on ptfrole, job c:hanges were primarily 

the result of", "Better Pay" and moving away from the original . . 
pa:role district. 

c~ Ove~all, 44 percent of the parolees maintained their CTC job. 

When adjusted for parolees who moved, became students, or entered 

self emplo~ent, Sf percent maintained their CTC job. 
'$' S";.I ~ 

~ . 
d. Knowledge of~CTC job stability reduced pred~~tion error for 

~-:::<" • '-!~.> - . '..:;,::;. ._ -:;:; , -t..: .. 

"parolee job stability by 37 percent ove~ a ~~ance prediction rule. 
:~tj\ 

Based on the aJlove findings, the following recommendations were made: 

l j . .~ a. The study be extended to cover a broader time period and include J 

a larger sample. 

b. The association between eTC job stability 'andpa~ole job stability 
~-

be further investigated for intervention purposes. 
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The association'beo~een job sta~ility at the~ewo poin~s in time may 
, i!; 

be of predictive value. This' association, then, 'Would indicate the 
~ ::;~OO:;'-_ 

need for int~rvention by eTC. personnel or by' parole o.fficers'~:;;1par1;:Lcularly 

if one accepts the assumption that consist~ent employment reduces the 

probability of recidivism. 
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" . PROBLEM 

~e present ~tudy was a pilot investigation in an attempt to partially 

,answer the question: "Do residents maintain their CTC employment once 
'. 

releas'ed from the Community Treatment Program?" While the study is cer-
i; ~ 

tainly limited in scope, it is an initial attempt to fill the void in 

information related to employment after participation in the Community 

Treatment Program. 

METHOD 

From the Change Sheets maint~dned by the Community Treatment Centers 

c' 
Central R~,pords O:efice, a list of 85 parolees were obtained. Of the total" 

-0 0 

50 were paroled from th~ Oklahoma C~ty CTC and 35 from t!'le Tulsa CTC. 

Parolees from Oklahoma City were.rele?sed between June (~md September, ;"',. 
'I 

1976, while the Tulsa parolees 'covered the t;l.me period of April' through 

SepteIilber, 1976.' 

Two questionnaires were employed. ~The first was completed by the 

" employment counselors at OkIalioIna City and 'Tulsa (Appendix l:). This 
, . 
~ 

questionnaire addressed the following three arects:(.i) frequency of 
" 1 . 
job Change~S_While at the CTC an~ ~he reasons ,for changes, (b) vocational 

training, and (c) last place employed at the eTC p~ior to parole. 
~ . 

Th'e: second questionnaire examined the sample's employment on parole. 
-; 

~ (") , -J. .:::.. , . 

,The list of' 85'names was submitted "to Probation andPa~ole Division, ~nd .. , ~ . 

each man's Parole District was :identifi~d. A ~et of the secondques'tionnaire 
o • 

w~s then 4"istnbuted to"'Paro1eDistrict .Superv;isors f.or'; dispersion among 

the appropriate o:efi~ers. An example of the secprld questionnaire is pro-
'.1 !) 

~ Q , . a 
vided in Appendix II. Information was obtained "on 83 of th.e 85 men on 

-, 
" 

the original) list. The two missing que'S,tionnaireswere for parolees 
'.{, 

. ,from the Tulsa CTC~ reducing the sample' for this Center to 33~ 

o 
Q 

.0 

'0 

,P 

~'. 

1\~63 tJ 
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,RESULTS 

!tes,ponses for the first two questions on the employment counselors 
: 

o 

questionnaire are summarized in Table 1. ,Of the 81 men included in 
,,' 

Question 1, 35 percen~ had more than one job while at the CTC. Among 

those with more than one job, 7 'percent worked on four diffe;-ent jobs, 0 

14 percent, on three jobs, 43 per~,ent on two jobs, ap.d 36 percent had 
';r. :-_, 

. -
changed jobs once. 'In all, 30 percent of the work releasees at Okla-

hema City had more than one job, wh:i.lJ~ amOng Tulsa work releasees; 42 

percent had changed jobs. 
.-, 

Reasons for job changes varied between Centers. At Oklahoma City 

the most frequent reasons provided was nFired"(38%), with work stoppage 
') 

as' the next most frequent liste~ (31%). The most ,frequenti':raason for 
';, 

Tulsa was "Better Pay" (37%), then ''More compatible with prior' train~:ng" 

With the two Centers combined" IIFired U ,,'(3l%) was t]le most frequent 
'\ 

(32%) • 
~ ) .. 

reason 'for job changes. 

\ " 

>\', 
\ 

-..' 

." t~' 

" " 

,,'" fl' , 

i:\jf The l'ast question provided;, in Table 1 addressed whether or not the . . . 
man had received vocational training. Oklahoma City indicated, tha~ 34 

percent had ~eceived some ~raining, while 18 percent of ,the Tul~i{;~amplec 
bad been trained. The most frequent type of" ,,"training provided was , 

\, '~ 

welding (22%), follow~d by diesel mechani.;:S!\~Jauto paint and body, ~tito 
~ 

1Ilechanics and air condit;~ningJ'ea~h with 9 percent. " Among '~ho'se with 

tra-ming, almost half lY'ere trained at Lexington (43%) ti ' 

(0 _, '~::. 

Employmen~information on the,ex~residents as parolee~,is present~d 
o '..... •• 

in Table 2. Responses by the par8}e officers indicated less stab!l,ity 

on p~role jobs compared to eTC jobs. 

" Oklahoma City parolees had a total of 53 percent changing jobs at 

least once on parole. Among the total, 8 per,cent c~anged, jobs three 
o , 

. " 

" ' 

. , 

• /f 

.;. , 

tl' 1 
, 

j 
j. 

-~----,,-- ,-- -- -" 

TABLE 1 

" FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF EHPLOYMENT COUNSELOR 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR OKLAHOMA CITY CTC (N=50) AND TULS~ CTC (N=33) 

QUESTION 1: D~d this man change jobs while at the CTC? 

Oklahom?~ City 

Tulsa1 

TOTAL 

~ NO 

15 

.13 

28 

35 

18 

53 

TOTAL 

50 

31 

81 
>7k :.l::'l : 0 

Two Work Releasees at Tulsa were at the Center less than 
nine days and were not employed, so that N=3l 

c' 

~ESTION la: If yes, how ~ny times? 

. QUESTION lb ~ 

qUESTION 2: 

~EROF 
.rOB CHANGES 

4 

3 

2 

1 

TOTAL 

.OKLAHONA CITY 

1 

o 

• :s . . 
9 . 

15 

Reasons for job changes. 
~ 
! 

TULSA 

'I 

4 

7 

1 

, 13 

REASONS OKLAHOMA CITY 

Better pay 
Better location 

2 
o 

More compatible with prior 
. tJ;ain'ing ~fr~', ~ 0 
Fired.6 
':Laid off., due to work stoppage 5 
Laid off because unable to 
perform work 
Other 
TOTAL 

2 
1 

,16 

Did'· this man have vocati9,nal train:ing? 
.' YES NO 

OKLAHOIM CITY 17 33 
TULSA ,! . ~ . .6 ~, 27 

TOTAL 23 60 
165·; . 

TOTAL 

2 

4 

1"2 

10 

28 

TULSA 

6 
S 
1 

o 
o 

19 

TOTAL 
50 
33 

.. 83 

. , 

o. 

o 

TOTAL 

9 
o 

2 
1 

35 

.. ' 
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times, 19 percent twice, and 73 percent had one~~l~ange in emp+oyment. 

Tulsa parolees showed :1!~ila,r trend. Of the 32 parolees on 

" o'Wh~Ch inf~rmation was p"~vided, 56~ercent had changed at least once. 

A breakdown of those who had.changea revealed 6 percent changing five ., . ' 

time, 6 percent with four, 11 perc~}i.1t with thr~e, and i8~percent ~vith 

one change. Collectively, 52 percent of the(~'Urolees had changed jobs. 
• ,'1_ . 

The two .most frequently listed ~easons for the parolees' last job. 
'~,,4 ' 

, change was "Better·~il'aY" (21%) and "Ilther" (43%). The "Otherif ' category 

is further divided in Table 2 to reveal tha~i32 percent of the category 

had transferred out of the parole district, 11 percent were~ttending 
, ,:..~' ,~~ 

,".;.~ 

school full time~ 21 percent either faced new charges or were convicted 

on a new charge, and 11 percent had quit their parole job to be self 

empl~yed. The remaining 25. percent· did not have the "other" category 

explained. 
'::-;'" .. 

The final question in Table 2 revealed that 40 percent of the 
~ 

.Ok1ah~ma City parolees and .41;.' per~ent Of. the Tulsa parolees stayed on 

their parole plan Job. :when comparing" the responses on Question 2 to 

those' of Question 1, a discrepency emerges, in that 26 Oklahoma City 

parolees had changed jobs but 29' were not working on their parole plan 

job~ Apparently among 01:<lahomaCity parolees at least three did not 

go to wor~ for, the employers indicated on their ~"plan'. 
.-

The question of mO.stinterest to 'the study waS whethel: or not 
. ' 

paro~ees retained. their CTC job. 
.: 

This question is aadressed in Tabl~ 
\ 

3~ The ;btal retenti'bn frequency is provided in Table 3a, wh:Uethe 

adjusted_frequenc~,,(omitting those who either'left the parole district, 

de(;ided to attend school full time, or were engaged inself'employllient) 

/i is given in Table 3b. 

" 

' .. '. . . " 
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TABLE 2 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PAROLE OFFICER EMPLOYHENT 
QUESTTONNAIRE FOR PAROLEES OF THE OKLAHOMA CITY CTC ,(N=50) 

i/' • TULSA CTC (N=33) . 

Has this man changrd jobs while on parole? 

Oklahoma Cityl 

Tulsal 

f 
I.' \, 

.!M NO 

26 

18 

44 

23 

14 

37 

TOTAL 

49 

32 

81 

,"lInfoZlllation not 
::-: ;~~. ,~:.~<; provided on one p&,:tolee from each Center. 

o 

\ 

NUMBER OF . \ 
JOB CHANGES OKLAHOMA CITY 

:5 o 

'4 o 

3 2 

2 5 . . . 
1 

TOTAL 
o 

Reasons for most recent job change. 
response) ----- . ~ 

':' 

TULSA 

1 

2 

o 

14 

18 

TOTAL 

1 

4 

5 

33 

44 

(Choose mO$t appropri~,te 
(: d .. ~ 

. REASON' .9.KLAHOMA .CITY TULSA TOTAL 

Better pay 
Better location 
Mor~ compa;tible with prior 

training 
Fired from previous job 
Laid off from previous job 
Other 

moved 
attending school 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

new charge or nelv sentence 

TOTAL 
to b~ self-employed . 

167 
o 

5 
3 

4. 
2 
2" 

(4) 
(1) 
(3) 
(0) 
26 

o 

4 
o 

o 
2 
3 

(2) 
(1) 

, (1) 
(I) 
18 

.' 

9 
3 

4 
4 
5' 

.. 

(6) '(1" 
(2) 
(4) 
(1) 
44 

,. 

• 

" 

Ii 

11 
Ii 
t' 
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TABLE 2 CONTINUED •••••• 

QUESTION 2: . Is present job" thei3Gme as that on his parole pl~n? 

Oklahoma Cityl 

Tulsa! , 

) 

YES 

19 

12 

31 

NO 

29 

17 

46 

TOTAL 

48 

29· 

77 

·on· two parolees from Oklahoma. City· lInformation not provided 
CTC and on four parolees from Tulsa CTC. 
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Identification. of parolees that maintained their CTC job was 
" 0 10.-0:: ':' "~ 

achieved through comparisons of Question 3 on the Employment Counselors 

°Questionn~ireand the Parole Officer Questionnaire •. The point of 

determination was the "Emp1oyer<;;or Business Address". 

Overall, 44 percent of ;!,l()~. parolees maintained their CTC job 
'"'"' Ow 

(Table 3a),. with 42 percent of the Oklahoma City group and 48 percent 

from Tulsa still ei~16yed on the CTC job. After removing the transfers, 

students, and self employed individuals from each Cep.ter's frequency, 
" ' 
'I 

the overall job retention was 51 pe~cento By Center,', Oklahoma City " 

'showed an adjusted percentage of 47perc'ent and Tulsa' revealed 59 per-

cent job retention. 
". 

\1. 
II 
" Ii 

The adjusted"percentage of job ,?=etention brought the cpa~ole IIieasur;,e 
§~J .' 

(51%) closer to the 'job stability exhibited on work ),:'elease at the eTC 

(65%) • This resul,.t,suggested that employment stabili tYlcJ'lt 'the CTC Iqay":,. 

be predictive of jObl~· stability on parole. To examine 't:~';airection and 
. I· or 

strength of the possible association "between employment stability under .. . 
the two types of structure, Somet r s dYXO"was computed. on th~;ifl;,e~~e~~y 

.' ::.- o t;, '':-~ • , v . 

Somer's dyx is a measure of associatiol~ 
"~~\i. 

'" 

distribution~displayedin Table 4. 

on ordinal scales·appropr±ate for ·situ~tlons where one distinguishes \ \ 
between independent a~d d~pendent variables. In relation to the present :. <~ . ';~, 

" . . 
r 

study, ,-job stability at the eTC was treated as the iIl.d~pendent.variable, 
" ,f'.) 

with job changes on~parole as t~e d;pendent variable. Like the 
~';, 

correlatio~ co~fficient, Somer'$ cIyX var;i.es from -1.0 to4ti':o. • 
~. ""-';' . . .. 

Fo~ Tabl~: 4, Soni'er' s dyx was .37,' which .indi~atedtha t as the 
~ 

number of job changes at the CTC increased there was a tendency for " 

job changes on parole to increase. This result suggei;ted. that knowledge 

of the freq1,lency of job changes at the CTC reduced the propottionate 
o 

error .inpredicting job changes on parole over chance .precliction by' . , .' . 
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TABLE 3 

a. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RETENTION OF 
CTC JOB ON PAROLE 

YES liQ. 
'. 1 

20 28 Oklahoma City 

Tulsa1 
13 14 

,"/-

TOTAL 33 42 

b. FREQUENCY DJ;STRIBUTION,OF RETENTION OF CTC 
JOB ON PAROLE 'OMITTING' PAROLEES waO TRANSFERRED, 

ARE ATTENDING' SCHo.OL, OR ARE SELF"E}1PI.,QYED 
,co, ~:; "0/,:;> ~' '*'~, -) (;1, CO" " 

o ~ 

;.;.) 

YES,!, NO 
(.:: 

, 1 
Oklahoma City 

.' ~--\\ 

20 " 23 
,0 

Tuisa1 ' . -13 Co 
J 

TOTAL 

48 

27 

75 

TOTAL 

,43", 

22 

,c~ TOT~ 33 ",,32 65 

!, 

lynsufficient info~atio~ provided on ~vo.Oklahoma City 
parolees and four Tulsa parol~es to determine if CTC 
emp1oytnen1;: ,'t-las retained • 

'~~ 

I,' . . 

,-? .'=, 

j 
j 

,1-' 
I 

I 
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TABLE 4 

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF JOB CHANGES ON 
PAR~LE BY JOB CHANGES AT THE CTCl 

NUMBER OF JOB 
NUMBER OF JOB 

PHANGES AT CTC 
CHANGES ON PAROLE 0 J. 2 3 4 

'5 0 0' 1 0 0 

4 0 0 0 0 1, 

3 2 0 2 0 0 

2 2 1 1 0 1 
1 ~, 

20 4 5 4 0 

0 29 ·5 3 ' 0 0 

-::. .! 

TOTAL 53 4 2 

. . 

I' 
iI 

t il 

TOTAL 

1 

1 

4 

5 

33 

37 

81 

1 
Two work releasees at Tulsa were at the Center less than 
10 days and were not employed. 
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37 percent. 

Of course the reduction in error is subject to the limitations 

of the sampling ~ployed':f The sample was not random and :was limited 

in time. Somer's dyx for month r,e1eased and number of job changes on 

parole was .22, s'o""'that length on parole did provide some predictive 

improvemen t. ,~ 

DISCUSSION 

'While the primarY concern of this pilot investigation was to assess 

the extent of CTC job retention after release, the study also revealed 
(~i 

a moderate association between job stability at ,the CTC and on parole. 

If this association ext-ends over time, then CTC employment behavior 

may serve as an indic~tor of the need for intervention while in the 

Community Treatment Program. In turn, intervention at the Center may 

improve performance on parole and increase the impact ~f the program 

in the area of employment. 

The adjusted retention p~erc;:ez:tage of 50 perc.ant did not seem that 

bad, given the variety of influences which coulJ be involved. -With 21 

~ percent changing jobs on parole f~r better pay and only 9 percent 

chang~ng as a result of being fired, it appears that the employment 

program has been successful. .. ~ 

Again,. with the limited sample employed, firm conclusions are 

n~t possible. It is recommended that this pilot study be extended 

into a full in~estigation. The associations discussed previously 

sugges.t a very useful purpose for the information. Furthermore, 

length on parole may serve as a suppressor variable to the association 

betwe~n CTC job stability and job stability on parole. If employment 

were related to recidivism, then the recommended extended study 

'. 
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• , 
'. 
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o 

~-~-----~--r:;~~---------

.(. 

becomes more important. It would also be useful to contrast the CTC. 

par.olee job stability wit~ that of other institutions, then follow 
II 

the parolees to determine ifecidivism for both groups. This would 

al1m-l str~nger conclusions \! to be drawn about the Conullunity Treatment 

Program, a~d allow an examination of the possible relationship between 

employment and recidivism. 
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PAROLEE NAME 
--------------------------------~-----

.. 
1. Did this man change jobs while at the CTC! 

.> 

':':;, 0 

yes. ___ .... No '----

2. 

0;:' 

~.~' 

If yes, how many times? __________ ~, 

Reasons for job changes. 
job change) 

(Choose most ,appropriate response for each 

\) -, --D~":~! ~--
Bett'er pay 

!;r 

-"""--";"---- Better location 

-----..--- More compatible with prior training 

Fired 

_____________ Laid-off due to work st~ppage 

____________ Laid-off because unable to perform work 

____________ Other (Please comment) ____________________ ~~--------___ 

II!" 

.. -
,. . 

Did,.i this man have vocational training? 'Yes ._--- No ------..... 
" 

Ijyes, where was training received? ________ ~ ______ ~~ ______________ __ 

What type of vocational training .did he receive? ______ ~ ________ ~_~_· __ ----
I( II 

f 
Provide following information on the parolees last,job ~hile at the 
CTC. 

Employer or Busine,ss Name: _____ ------"-.-------__ ---.------
;:,. .. 

\1 

Employer or Business Address: ____ ------------~------~----------0-"------

Resident's Job Tit1e: ____ --~-----------~--~-------------------------
(h. c,' 

Resident's Pay Rate: ___________ ------_--------------:o:
u
------

o . 
174.; 

I -. _'", 

" 

.J?t". 

~ 

\ 

1 
1 

. I .. ~(:- . 

. 'l .. I 
'. 

.--~----~----------:--
, i' 

·"1 ,=~----
1 PAROLEE NAME _______________ _ 

1 O.S.P~ II 
J ----------- , . 

.7: 

" 
1. Has this man changed jobs while on parole? Yes 

~----
No ------

..' 
If yes, how many times? -----
Reasons for most recent job change (choose most appropriate response) 

., 

, ' 

'III 

'Better pay 

Better location 

More compatible lo1ith prior training 

Fired fr.,om previous job 

Laid of~ from previous 'job 

Other (Please comment) 

.. . 
" . 

2. Is present job the same as that on his parole program? 
;;-, 

Yes " ---..:;.-.- -No _____ _ 

:. 

" 

..... 0 .,t." 

,. 0° 

~ ... . ~ .. 

. ' :, 'II 
~ ;..,. fr~ 

i 3. 'If parolee :is currently employed, ple~se provide following information: \. J 

, , 
1 , 

~ployer or Business name: ______ ~--~------------------~----'----- i~t 
i\.:.,~ 

10'.::~ ~ F 
I: 

.... ill 

" 

' .. , . ~ 

00.. i~ 

.\ 
: • 1,\ ' 

Employer or Business address: ' . 

. , 

'i, 0 -...------------'"':-........ ~-....... -...,...-.. ,. 

() 
Parolee's Job Tltle: 

'---------------------------------------------o 

Parol,ee's Pay Rat~: _____________ ....;;..·_I ________ _ 

Repo~ting Officer Signature: 
----------------------------------~---------., 

! H 
.~ '; ft 
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The following sets of questions were asked . of community treatment 
s~' 

\) 

center superintendents and Community Tre~tment Program administrative 

personnel. The questionnaires were adminis't:ered'Cchiring the period 

February 2 to FebFtla.t:y010 it 1977. 

'"-1 

A. Questions asked of community treatment center superintendents! ' 
.. ,i) 

1. What is ,the present philosophy of tb;i.s community 
" treatme~t,:) cente;? 0 '-

2. What changes in the center have taken place since you ""=~o 
have been in your present position? 

3. What are the future plans for' this center? 0 

4. I:) WhGtt is the outstanding :ls'pect of this .eTC? 

5. What are the °areas '<there improvements are needed, either 
at this cent.§r,_,o.r fen::. the""program as a whole? 

0-

" 6. What is the rati~nale for placing trusties at"this CTC? 

, 7. Are there problems associated with mixing worltPreleasees 
~"~)'~ ,withtrusties? .,. 

~~at: is the rational~ for the criteria fo~ sel.~~ion into" 
.'t~ommun~~? Treatment PrjJgram and what does adherence to 
theSJ~~eria insure?, 0 'Ol 

9. Is the par't-~ipantselection Pt"9ceSl3, as iF .,currently operates 
adequate fori~~p~rpose?" '\" 

" 'i' ~,~ , _ 

lOitY tfuat'; if any, are the~~.jor'short:cOmings in ~h~, screening 
i' "proces~, and'how could t~rocess be improve1H', 

('n r.;;\ , I,!.l 

ll ~' H f .. d Ii'" f')' 1 h C~ -: T ,,' P' • ow Sllccess u.t: 0 you ee, t e, ommunJOO1;Y'reatment rogram 
: lias been and in what ar~,ashas this suc~ess""been most ~. , ~ 

discernible1
11

, " '''-'''-<, 
• ,:1:: 0 

'12. What is" the current bed' capaci ty off) this ~CTC? 
~/ .~:-~, \,~ 

013. When was the last bed expaniii9n at this CTC? 
b,;~ds wereadded~ 

f$ ,; 14.;;What:t~ anadminis trati v~ reassignment? 
Jl 

~ ."~ 

H9t~ m~ny 

o 

"" ;:;2,;'6 (P • 

15."'" 'Why are p~rsons"administraJ:ively reassigned to an instJ.tution 
of higher security? "" 

'\:1 . 
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B. Questions asked of Community'rreatment Program' administrative 
personnel: 

1. What is the present philosophy 0f the Community Treatment 
Program? 

2. What changes in the program have taken place since you have 
been ~n your present position? 

3. What are future plans for the program? 

4. What is tl1e rationale for placing trusties at a CTC? 

5. Are there problems in mixing w0rk releasees with trusties? 

6. What is the rationale for the criteria for selection into 
• ' 0 

the CommU11l.ty Treatment Program and what does adherence" 
to these criteria insure? 

7. Is the participant' selection process as it currently operates 
adequate for its purpose? 

8. 

9. 

What, if any, are the major shortcomings in the screening 
process and how ,could the process be improved?, ' 

"'t:,_ j'l ~ 

How successful ,do"you feel the Community Treatment\.Program 
has been,and, ,in what., a+eas has this success 'been nro~"t 
·dif?,cernib le?~" ;, 

;. 

10. What are the areas where improvements are needed? 

~F"" '-I, ";", 

>'i!1 -- 'Y <-';'1..\ .,;tt.l:<.1~~,1\· . .vi.~! ~',l\ ce'.1\. '::I;;\~ ~ L'"\' "J."'\~ -'V'II "j, '., j)' 
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