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KEY OBJECTIVES:

Executive Summary

• Examine
the current
capacity and
cost structure
of correctional
facilities.

Oklahoma’s Department of Corrections (DOC) is responsible for the
management, maintenance, and security of 22 correctional institutions
across the State and the approximately 16,000 inmates housed within
the facilities. With a total budget of $603.7 million for Fiscal Year 2022,
DOC receives the 6th-highest appropriation among State agencies. In
recent years, the Legislature has directed funding to the agency for
implementation of a modern offender management system, for salary
increases to improve the ratio of correctional officers to inmates, and to
upgrade facilities.

• Examine
investments
and challenges
with DOC’s
information
technology
tools.
• Examine
current and
projected
workforce
challenges for
correctional
officers.
• Evaluate DOC’s
strategy for
managing
facilities,
workforce, and
adapting to
a decreasing
prison
population.

DOC’s last operational review was in 2007, in the form of an independently conducted performance audit. Approximately 15 years after
that report, LOFT found many of the challenges identified then still exist
today, specifically, poorly designed facilities which create inefficiencies
and safety issues, an inability to attract and retain staffing, and a lack of
transparency in the agency’s budgeting process.
Inmate population trends have been a key change between 2007 and
the present, and population is what drives DOC’s operations. In 2007,
inmate population was projected to increase, while current projections
signal a continued decline. The recent decline is partly attributable to
criminal justice reforms, including the reclassification of certain non-violent crimes, increased use of diversion initiatives, and implementation
of an administrative parole process. As lesser offenses are diverted
from DOC, the general population in DOC’s facilities will reflect those
convicted of more severe offenses. This shift will impact operations as
this population may require greater supervision and may serve longer
sentences. However, the declining population also presents an opportunity for DOC to improve the efficiency of its operations.
DOC facilities house only those inmates who are convicted of crimes by
Oklahoma courts. The Department also coordinates with private prisons, halfway houses, and county jail programs to manage the varying
levels of convicted offenders. For the purpose of this operational as-
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sessment, LOFT evaluated only those facilities managed and operated by DOC. Similarly, analysis
of inmate population data reflects the population housed in facilities that DOC is responsible for
managing and not the entire population of inmates across facilities not owned or operated by DOC.
With this evaluation, LOFT sought to assess key components of DOC’s operations, including DOC’s
general management strategy and budgeting practices. Additionally, LOFT examined DOC’s ability
to adapt to current and projected challenges facing the system, including a changing population,
inefficient facilities, and staff shortages.
LOFT’s assessment of the agency is presented in two parts: Part I of this report examines the department’s current practices, with a focus on identified areas for improvement. Part II identifies
strategies for improving operations.

Part I: Operational Challenges and Inefficiencies
DOC operates less like a unified correctional system than it does a collection of 22 individual facilities. Best practices among facilities are not identified by DOC for sharing across the system and facility costs for the same services vary widely. Additionally, there is an overall lack of strategic planning
by the agency. For example: DOC’s operating costs are increasing as prison population is decreasing
(capital costs excluded); DOC’s population forecasts over the past seven years have exceeded the
actual population by 20 percent; DOC presents its budget in a manner that does not reflect the true
cost of facility operations and limits strategic decision-making; and the agency does not have consistent processes to track inmate records, resulting in use of inefficient manual processes and duplication of effort.
DOC is also not strategically addressing its low staffing levels and inefficient or underutilized facilities. For example, DOC is not using available data to examine the efficiency of each facility or
allocate staff and inmates to those deemed most efficient, either for operational costs or for better
management of inmates.
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KEY DEFINITIONS
FOR THIS
REPORT:
• Inmate: this
term is defined
as a person
inside a prison.
• Offender:
this term is
defined as a
person who
has committed
a crime
and exists
within the
correctional
system (e.g.
parolee).
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Part II: Findings and Opportunities to Improve Operations
In order to adapt to changing circumstances, DOC must shift its approach from
managing just the immediate needs of individual facilities to considering the
long-term needs and system sustainability. This shift requires engaging in evidence-based budgeting, which necessarily begins with accurate estimates of
inmate population for the coming year.
Savings from the current decreasing inmate population should be used to invest in
the most staff-efficient facilities available. DOC should conduct a review of all facilities to determine which can be upgraded to meet the Department’s needs, based
on realistic staffing levels. Regular facility audits and analysis of facility costs would
allow DOC to determine which correctional centers operate the most efficiently so
inmates can be moved to these facilities and best practices can be implemented
throughout the entire system. While strategic planning must account for current
trends, DOC should also prepare for the possibility – and build in flexibility – for
an increasing population. This consideration should not prevent DOC from reducing facility capacity, but rather ensure that a contingency plan be maintained. In
determining if and which facilities to close, DOC should use objective, data-driven
metrics that include facility design flexibility, efficiency, workforce availability, and
the local economic impact of a closure.
Likewise, data can be used to more effectively target pay raises for the retention
and recruitment of correctional officers while recognizing the different needs
of different facilities. DOC recently enacted an across-the-board pay raise for all
employees. LOFT found that DOC could have saved $26 million by targeting more
generous raises to areas most needed. Finally, the Department must maximize
available data and become more transparent in its decision-making process to
ensure that projected improvements are achieved.

Proposed Strategic Pay Raises. (This table represents the annual funding within
DOC that should have been saved through operational gains due to less inmate
population and funded but vacant positions. This table shows how DOC could
be more
strategic
with their
pay raises by
bringing all
DOC employees to
at least 110
percent of
their county
of operations median
wage.)
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Summary of Policy Considerations
Policy Considerations
The Legislature may consider the following policy changes:
•

Requiring DOC to report a one-year inmate population projection with their annual budget request.

•

Requiring DOC to report a five and 10-year inmate population projection before any capital outlay.

•

Requiring DOC to annually report per-facility staffing data, including the number of correctional
officers and comprehensive salary costs.

•

Requiring DOC to adopt an evidence-based budget reflecting the full cost to operate facilities.

•

Limiting DOC’s available funds to a figure based on a three-year occupancy average plus population projections. To ensure operational flexibility, consider creating a reserve fund to hold appropriations above the prior three-year average.

•

Expanding the responsibilities of the Board of Corrections to have direct oversight and accountability over the Department of Corrections, to include authorization of use for operational funds
held in reserve, as well as ensuring realized operational efficiency gains are tracked and deposited
into new reserve fund.

•

Requiring a joint plan be created by the Legislature and DOC for the purpose of developing a Strategic Decision Criteria Matrix to be used for future investments or consolidation of facilities.

•

Require DOC to quantify the “funded but vacant” positions for the purpose of holding those funds
in reserve, to be released by the Board of Corrections upon verification that DOC has filed the
positions.

•

Requiring inclusion of a formal business case study with any agency request for information technology investments. At a minimum, studies should identify the agency’s needs, costs of implementation, implementation period, and expected efficiencies and/or cost savings to the State, and
a time frame of when the State can expect a return on investment.

VIII

LOC DRAFT

LOFT: Operational Assessement of Department of Corrections

Summary of Agency Recommendations
Agency Recommendations
The Oklahoma Department of Corrections should:
•

Use forecasted prison populations for both annual budgeting and policy development, reviewing monthly to benchmark to operational goals and assess budget to actuals to minimize budget
crises.

•

Formally establish data sharing with other criminal justice entities, including the courts and law
enforcement agencies, to better understand criminal activity and sentencing trends for the purpose of forecasting long-term operational needs.

•

Produce publicly available quarterly reports on the status of the correctional system’s operational capacity and total system operational cost.

•

Examine facility cost differentials to identify best practices of more efficient facilities for replication at less efficient facilities.

•

Develop a master facility plan that incorporates facility design options that maximize DOC’s
current workforce. Additionally, the plan should include the needed investments within each
facility to redesign, rebuild, or alter to a level conducive with the health and safety of inmates
and correctional staff, based on current staffing levels. The plan should include designs for
facility expansion or contraction to meet the current needs of the correctional system. This plan
should be updated annually and provided to the Legislature with the agency’s annual budget
documents.

•

Enhance budgeting practices to specify the individual facilities receiving any program funding or
operating funds.

•

Create a systemwide behavioral incentive plan for inmates to move from least desirable facilities
to more favorable facilities that provide workforce training opportunities and other incentives
such as educational and rehabilitation programs. This recommendation is based on the facility
operations of Joseph Harp, which is viewed as a best practice.
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Introduction

The history of the Oklahoma Department of Corrections (DOC) dates back to almost statehood,
with the construction of the Oklahoma State Penitentiary in McAlester, Oklahoma, in 1909 and the
subsequent transfer of Oklahoma offenders from Kansas state prisons.1
The core mission of DOC is to protect the public and increase public safety through successful
re-entry and rehabilitative programs.2 DOC’s primary role is to administer the State’s correctional
system, which incarcerates and cares for Oklahomans convicted of crimes. As of 2022, DOC is responsible for the management, maintenance, and security of 22 correctional institutions across the
State and the approximately 16,000 offenders housed within them. As illustrated in Exhibit 1, the
State’s correctional system consists of one maximum security facility, eight medium security facilities, seven minimum security facilities, and six community correction centers.
Exhibit 1: Map of Oklahoma State’s 2021 Correctional System. (This map shows the type and location of correctional facilities administered by the Oklahoma Department of Corrections.)

As illustrated in Exhibit 1, DOC has four different custody levels (also called security levels) within its
State correctional system. Exhibit 2 briefly defines and categorizes the different State prisons under
DOC.

1. Prior to construction of a state facility, Oklahoma prisoners were housed in Kansas prisons and then a federal facility.
2. Abbreviated from the mission statement as defined in DOC’s FY2020-FY2023 Strategic Plan. The agency is statutorily
vested with the administration, direction, and control of the State’s penal institutions (57 O.S. § 509), prison industries
(57 O.S. § 510), probation and parole supervision (57 O.S. § 515a), and registration of sexual or violent offenders (57
O.S. § 581 et seq.).

2
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Exhibit 2: DOC State Prisons Classifications by Security Level. (This table describes the categories of
the prisons under the State’s correctional system by security level.)

DOC facilities only house inmates who are convicted of crimes by Oklahoma courts. DOC coordinates
with private prisons, halfway houses, and county jail programs to manage Oklahoma offenders. County
jails hold inmates until they can be transferred to State correctional facilities.3 DOC also uses private
prisons when State facilities lack beds at the appropriate security level. DOC pays a per diem rate for
each inmate at a private facility based on negotiated rates with each facility. As of May 9, 2020, 25 percent of Oklahoma’s committed offenders were housed in private prisons.4 Additionally, DOC reimburses counties a per diem rate of $27 per day for each inmate.5 According to DOC Board of Corrections
meeting minutes, DOC calculates a daily reimbursement rate annually for each level of corrections
defined in Exhibit 2.6

3. As of May 9, 2022, 1,131 inmates were temporarily held in county jails awaiting transfers.
4. LOFT’s analysis based on data from DOC
5. Title 57 §57-38
6. Title 57 §561.1
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Exhibit 3: Oklahoma Corrections by the Numbers. (This infographic shows key data points regarding
Oklahoma corrections.)

Governance Structure
The DOC is governed by the nine-member Board of Corrections.7 Five members
are appointed by the Governor, two are
appointed by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and two are appointed by the President Pro Tempore of the
Senate. The Board is responsible for
setting DOC’s policies and approving the
agency’s annual budget request.
Exhibit 4: Oklahoma Department of
Corrections Governance Structure. (This
figure shows the organizational structure of the Oklahoma Department of
Corrections.)

7. House Bill 566 (1967) originally established a seven-member board.

4
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Corrections Funding Overview
Exhibit 5: Oklahoma Department of Corrections Annual Appropriations. (This chart illustrates the
State appropriations trend for the Oklahoma Department of Corrections over the last 10 years.)

Between 2012 and 2022, State appropriations for DOC have increased by 18 percent. In FY22, the
total funding for DOC was $603.7 million, with State Appropriations ($544.3 million) accounting for
90 percent of all funding. Remaining funds come from revenue-generating programs like cantinas and
the Oklahoma Correctional Industries, a program that provides inmates job training while producing
marketable products.
In recent years, the Legislature appropriated more than $14 million to DOC for a comprehensive electronic Offender Management System (OMS) to manage all aspects of offender incarceration, supervision, and accountability.8 To date, DOC has rolled out the new OMS to probation officers and at the
State’s central intake facility, and expects the system to be fully implemented by 2025.
The Legislature has also increased salaries for DOC employees, with an emphasis on improving the
ratio of correctional officers to inmates. Since 2020, DOC has received nearly $10 million in directed appropriations for employee salaries. In April 2022, DOC announced an across-the-board market-based pay raise, which will be funded at approximately $42 million annually from DOC’s current
budget. Additionally, the Legislature approved a $116.5 million bond for the agency to use to upgrade
facilities.9
8. Legislatively directed appropriations were made in 2018 through 2021 for the new Offender Management System.
9. Per DOC repayment must be completed by 2039.
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Exhibit 6: Legislative Timeline of Key Investments into DOC. (This figure is a timeline of key investments authorized or directed by the Legislature to DOC to address operational issues.)

Historical Issues and Future Outlook
In July 2007, the Legislature commissioned a performance audit (The Audit) of DOC. This report was
completed by MGT of America, Inc. in December 2007. The Audit provided 141 recommendations
that centered around seven major categories and 27 sub-categories. Within the Audit’s sub-categories, identified key areas of concern included staffing needs and retention, budgeting practices,
outdated facilities not designed for current use, and lack of central control of information technology,
among others. Fifteen years after the MGT Audit, LOFT found that many of these same issues persist
– specifically, poorly designed facilities which create inefficiencies and safety issues, inability to attract
and retain staffing, and a lack of transparency in the agency’s budgeting process.
Correctional systems do not have any direct control over the size of the inmate population, however,
many states have attempted to lower incarceration through criminal justice reforms. In 2017, Oklahoma adopted State Question 780, which reduced sentences for certain non-violent crimes. Over the
past decade, Oklahoma has also invested in diversion initiatives, which has decreased the number of
offenders being sentenced to DOC facilities.10
As lesser offenses are diverted from DOC, the general population at DOC’s facilities will reflect those
convicted of more severe offenses. The resulting population change will impact operations as they
may require greater supervision and may serve longer sentences. In 2020, law enforcement agencies
reported 123,194 Index Crimes, with violent crimes (murder, rape, robbery and aggravated assault)
accounting for 15 percent of all Index Crimes, a two percent rise in violent crimes since 2015.11
10. Oklahoma State Questions 780 and 781 were part of a years-long nationwide trend in states’ efforts to decrease costs
and impacts of incarcerations through the decriminalize of certain felony activities to misdemeanors, increasing community sentencing, and diversion to health facilities.
11. This figure does not include misdemeanors.

6
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Part I: Operational Challenges and Inefficiencies
Oklahoma’s Department of Corrections (DOC) has struggled in recent years to maintain adequate and
safe staffing levels to manage its inmate population. Additionally, the agency has not developed an
operational plan that accounts for the impact of criminal justice initiatives on the number of inmates
they serve. In part, LOFT’s operational assessment seeks to examine DOC’s ability to adapt to current
and projected challenges facing the system, including a changing population, staff shortages, and
inefficient facilities.
DOC’s current administration cites outdated information technology as the greatest challenge facing
the agency. LOFT found that while improved information technology has the ability to enhance operations, it is not the solution to the considerable challenges facing the agency. Based on current trends,
LOFT finds that staffing levels are DOC’s most urgent and persistent challenge.
Exhibit 7: Three Key Duties (Table shows the three key areas in which LOFT focused its evaluation. The
report format will be laid out in these three key areas).12

12. See Exhibit 17 on Page 11 for a description of all DOC facilities.
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LOFT first provides an assessment of DOC’s general management strategy,
including budgeting practices, and then evaluates the key operational components for the system.
DOC’s operations center around three main categories: inmate population,
facilities, and staffing. This assessment will evaluate each of these areas and
identify key challenges and opportunities for each.
LOFT’s assessment of the agency’s operations is presented in two parts:
Part I of this report examines the department’s current practices, with a
focus on identified areas for improvement. Part II provides a road map for
realizing these improvements.
LOFT first examined DOC’s management of system-wide operations that
impact the operations of individual facilities, such as development of a strategic plan, budget management, and utilization of information technology.
Current Operational Strategy
DOC operates less like a unified correctional system than it does a collection
of 22 individual facilities. Operational best practices are not shared across
the system. If they are shared at all, it is through the transfer of wardens
and their deputies from one facility to another. Promising pilot programs
– such as a system for avoiding food waste – are often abandoned when a
new warden takes over. The agency fails to reconcile differing costs – like
food, which should be similar at every facility. Additionally, Regional Directors were not aware of the differences that need to be reconciled.13 This
lack of awareness limits DOC’s role in effectively managing the individual
facilities and ensuring efficient operations.
LOFT found that facilities are routinely staffed below 50 percent of the
needed level, yet DOC does not have a strategy to address the shortages
apart from offering across-the-board pay raises and enhancing recruitment
efforts.14 Some facilities have made tactical decisions like only housing older
inmates, who are less likely to be violent, to deal with critical staffing shortages. While DOC seems to respect these decisions, multiple stakeholders
indicate these decisions are driven by wardens, not by department-wide
leadership.15 While staffing of correctional officers is a consistent problem
among facilities, they are often too geographically distant to either share
staff or offer job promotion opportunities between facilities.
It is LOFT’s assessment that DOC’s future success requires a long-term system-wide strategy, incorporating all facilities, with a focus on recruiting and
retaining as many qualified correctional officers as possible, and using facility design to make the most efficient use of available correctional officers.

13. Observation based off field work interviews.
14. Per facility Master Rosters – the list each facility maintains of how many FTE are
required to safely run the facility. Staffing levels are discussed in greater detail in Staffing
section of Part 1.
15. Observation from field work.

LOFT found
that facilities
are routinely
staffed below
50 percent of
the needed
level.
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Exhibit 8: Oklahoma Corrections System Structure. (This infographic illustrates the State’s correctional system, which is comprised of 22 independent correctional facilities categorized by inmate security
level. Each type of correctional facility serves different prisoners, has different facility aspects and
infrastructure, and serves a unique role in the State’s correctional system.)
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Budget Management
DOC has repeatedly failed to realize operational savings. For example, LOFT identified $56.3 million
in unrealized savings from FY 20-21, due to a greatly reduced inmate population. Exhibit 9, below,
reflects the daily operational costs specific to incarceration and care of inmates. These operational
costs include salaries,
routine maintenance,
food, toiletries, educational and rehabilitation program costs, and
healthcare. DOC’s budget accounts separately
for large-scale facility
improvements, such as
a kitchen expansion or
a new heating and air
system. Those capital
costs are not reflected
here. Between FY 20 and
FY 21, DOC’s total operating costs increased
by approximately 3.5
percent while the inmate
population declined
nearly 12 percent, using
FY19 as a baseline.
Exhibit 09: Operational
Savings (This table reflects operational savings
DOC should have realized
between FY19 to FY21,
broken out by minimum,
medium, and maximum-security facilities.
These savings are based
on the decreased number
of inmates within the
DOC system multiplied by
the Average Optimization
Cost for the given Fiscal
Year).16

16. The savings from the closure of William S. Key are factored in to the $56 million operational savings.
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Additionally, the Department’s annual legislative budget documents do not reflect the true cost
of facility operations. LOFT compared the actual costs associated with operating each facility to the
Department’s stated budget and found a wide disparity between Budget to Actuals.
Exhibit 10: DOC Budget to Actuals from FY19 to FY21. (This table shows the total budgeted operating costs per facility as compared to the actual operating costs per facility. DOC’s budgeting practices only shows the staffing costs for operational needs with other programs, medical, food, and other
items shown in different budget line items without showing their anticipated allocation. The Actual
figures show all facility allocated costs.)

While the average of FY19-FY21 facility operating costs (excluding system-wide costs like upper
management, IT, and other central-office costs) was $457.2 million, DOC’s reported budget for
those years averaged $246.9 million. The Department’s figure excluded IT costs, food, and other operational costs. While DOC’s reported numbers were accurate, they were not complete, presenting
only part of the information relevant to the true cost of running each facility, while the remaining
costs were reported as system-wide expenses.
DOC has not realized other projected operational savings, particularly with information technology
upgrades. In 2017, DOC contracted with the Persimmon Group to assess, among other items, the
potential cost and savings of implementing a new Offender Management System (OMS). 17 Implementing the OMS in accordance with the Persimmon Group’s plan would cost $29 million but
would yield DOC $33 million in savings over a 10-year period.18 The plan estimated improvements
to internal processes and efficiencies would result in a net savings of more than $4.1 Million over
10 years.
Exhibit 11: Offender Management System Investment (ICON) and Operational Offsets. (This table
shows the total investment into DOC’s OMS over a 10-year period and projected realization of operational efficiencies).

The current OMS was over a decade old at the time of this assessment and was no longer being
supported by the original software developer. That system is currently being phased out, and the
new ICON system is being rolled out as a replacement. The Persimmon Plan estimates that the legacy system required 13.5 extra employees to manually calculate inmates’ time remaining. The legacy
system also created legal liabilities arising from inaccurate manual calculations of prison sentences.

17. Based on data obtained from PeopleSoft, DOC has paid The Persimmon Group, Inc. approximately $366,229 for
services provided to DOC regarding the agency’s current OMS IT Strategy.
18. The $29 million implementation cost includes maintenance, payroll, build-out, and other related expenses.
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IT investments typically create efficiencies. The analysis provided by the Persimmon Plan is an example of a best practice in that it calculated the efficiencies that would be captured through implementation of the improved technology. To date, DOC has failed to realize - or incorporate into the
agency’s budget - the projected savings outlined in the plan.19
Exhibit 12: Legislative Directed Funding for New Offender Management System (OMS). (This table
shows the legislative history of investments into DOC’s OMS. This table reconciles how much has
been funded for the system compared to the accrued expenses by DOC through the implementation
phase through March of FY22.)

19. Per DOC savings will not be realized until the old system is phased out. Which is anticipated by the end of 2025.
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Current State of the Oklahoma Department of Corrections
After assessing DOC’s management of routine operational components, LOFT examined the three
largest factors impacting facility operations: Inmate population, facilities, and staff.
Inmate Population
DOC’s inmate population drives every aspect of the Department’s budgeting and operations. The
number of inmates determines facility needs. Staffing needs, especially correctional officer levels,
come directly from the number of inmates and the facilities required to house them. The inmate
population should be the starting point for all DOC operational decisions. However, historical data
gathered by LOFT shows that DOC does not effectively use projections for strategic decision-making.
In 2009, DOC commissioned the consulting firm Durrant to create an Architecture and Engineering
Center Assessment Master Plan (Durrant Plan).20 The plan was commissioned in part to assist DOC
with finding space for 4,000 additional beds by 2016. Oklahoma reached its peak prison population
of 19,968 inmates in 2018, which is 1,904 more inmates than in 2009. The increase was only 46.7
percent of the projections that formed the basis of the Durrant Plan.21
In DOC’s FY19 budget request, a projection of Oklahoma’s prison population was presented to the
State Legislature. DOC’s forecast projection shows a slight decrease with a final projection of 26,490
in 2026. LOFT compared DOC’s population forecasts with actual population for the past seven years
and found DOC’s projections were 20 percent above the actual populations (see Exhibit 13). While
changes in the criminal justice system and the global pandemic certainly contributed to population
changes, the discrepancy began before those events. During the evaluation, DOC confirmed to
LOFT, “There is not a methodology that our agency uses or is aware of that estimates future inmate
population.”22 DOC stated COVID-19, uncertainty about the impact of SQ780 and SQ781, and the
McGirt ruling inhibits the agency from currently conducting population projections.23
Exhibit 13: DOC Incarceration Forecast Compared with Actuals. (This table compares DOC’s latest
prison population forecast with the annual average inmates under the Department’s supervision.)

DOC projected a modest eight percent decline in its prison population while the actual inmate population declined by 17 percent between January 2016 and May 2022, as shown in Exhibit 14.24

20. The Durrant Consulting Group dissolved in 2012.
21. These population figures do not match DOC’s numbers exactly, likely due to BJS excluding inmates in contract (not
DOC-run) facilities. Available statistics for all Oklahoma inmates go back only to 2016.
22. DOC email April 20, 2022
23. Ibid.
24. DOC Projections for Exhibit 14 were obtained from the Agency’s 2017 Budget Presentation.

LOFT: Operational Assessement of Department of Corrections

LOC DRAFT

13

Exhibit 14: Oklahoma Inmate Population Trend at State Correctional Facilities. (This chart shows Oklahoma’s prison population decline since January 2016.)

Prison population projections can be better informed by examining the number of arrests made by law
enforcement due to the strong correlation between arrests and DOC’s inmate population.25 26 In 2020,
Oklahoma’s law enforcement agencies reported 92,109 arrests. Between 2016 and 2020, arrests decreased by 23 percent, and when compared to 2005, arrests have decreased by 41 percent. From 2010
through 2020, arrests across the State have decreased each year by an average of three percent per
year; the largest decline (14.3 percent) occurred between 2019 and 2020.27
Additionally, within the past 15 years, more inmates have been released from facilities than the number of inmates entering facilities. Some of this can be attributed to criminal justice reforms and the
subsequent reclassification of crimes. Using OMES’ reported daily incarceration aversion rate, LOFT
calculated the cost of avoidance for SQ780 and SQ781 to be $33,003,931.28 LOFT also found recent parole reforms to be a strong factor in DOC’s declining prison population. In 2018, legislation was enacted
creating a process called “administrative parole,” which qualifies nonviolent offenders to be released on
parole without having to go through the formal parole hearing process.29 Due to this change, the number of paroles granted increased from 19 percent in FY16 to 64 percent in FY19.

25. The Oklahoma Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program requests monthly submission of data concerning arrested
citizens in Oklahoma. This information is aggregated and reported annually by the Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigation
(OSBI).
26. See Appendix A for Methodology
27. See Appendix G for 15 years of arrest data
28. LOFT Methodology Appendix A-1
29. HB 2286 (2018)
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Exhibit 15: DOC Net Impact from Inmate Admissions and Releases. (This column chart shows the
total burden on the State’s correctional system by presenting the number of inmates placed within
DOC correctional facilities over the last 15 years.)

Correctional Facilities
DOC’s State-operated correctional facilities range from 23 to 118 years old, with an average age of
60 years. As shown in Exhibit 16 on page 15, four DOC facilities are over 100 years old. Correctional
facilities nearing or exceeding the end of their useful life require frequent repairs, modifications,
and increasing maintenance costs. In its FY23 budget request, DOC requested $35.5 million for capital projects.30

30. Data provided by DOC to LOFT
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Exhibit 16: DOC Facility by Year of Original Construction. (This chart illustrates Oklahoma’s correctional
facilities by year of original construction.)

Operational efficiency varies significantly among DOC facilities. For example, every facility has the same
food menu. Despite serving the same meals on the same day, Dick Conner Correctional Center shows
an annual per-inmate food cost of $899.71 while Mack Alford Correctional Center spends $1,425.38.31
Facility differences explain part of the cost variation; a facility without a mess hall spends more to deliver
meals to inmates within their housing units. The variations might be due to other factors such as fewer
inmates eating from the mess hall at facilities with better canteen options.32 The administration of DOC
revealed they do not examine cost differences between facilities, making it unlikely that cost-saving practices will be replicated.

31. Both facilities are medium security.
32. Some facilities contain a canteen, a store where inmates can purchase convenience food items and other goods.
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Exhibit 17: Characteristics of DOC Facilities. (This table provides key metrics and characteristics of
Oklahoma’s State-operated correctional facilities under the administration of DOC.)
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Exhibit 18: Durrant Plan Capital Investments Needed for Minimum-Security Facilities. (This table reflects
estimated capital needs identified by the Durrant Plan to bring facilities into a state of repair conducive
with the promotion of safety standards for prisoners and staff).

Facility Case Study: William S. Key
Shortly after the end of the 2021 legislative session, DOC announced plans to close the William S. Key
Correctional Center. This facility was built in 1947 and in recent years experienced deteriorating conditions. The site also had conflicting use of the surrounding area, which includes a historic site that allowed
visitors access to the correctional facility grounds without passing through security checkpoints. The
2009 Durrant Plan identified $30 million in needed investments into William S. Key over a 5-year period
to keep the facility in usable condition. Durrant determined that the facility’s repair needs were at 95
percent of its replacement cost. That is, it likely would have been more cost effective to rebuild William S.
Key than to make individual investments, such as roof repairs. In 2020, DOC commissioned a follow-up report from Johnson Controls, focusing solely on the replacement cost of the William S. Key’s HVAC system.
That report determined a cost of $25.4 million to replace the system.33
If examining just the conditions and cost of William S. Key, a strong case can be made for closing the
facility. However, when considered as part of the whole Correctional System, the Center may have been
worth preserving. DOC reports that a facility’s “age, infrastructure repairs needed to maintain health and
safety of the inmates and staff, population needs, facility location, and staffing levels” are considered
into facility closure decisions.34 While these factors are relevant, they do not address the optimization
cost to run a facility; what would it cost to run the facility at full capacity. As shown in Exhibit 19 on page
18, William S. Key was the third-most efficient among minimum security facilities for optimization costs,
regardless of inmate capacity level.

33. The Johnson Control on-site survey examined William S. Key’s(WSK) heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) and
was conducted on November 18 and 19, 2020. DOC provided additional information on May 26th regarding facility upgrades
to WSK bringing the total to 35 million.
34. April 20th, 2022 email from DOC.
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Exhibit 19: Optimization Cost to Operate Minimum Security Facilities from FY19 to FY20. (This
table shows the cost of operating each minimum-security facility at full capacity based on the facilities actual costs provided by DOC. Optimization Cost is a method to compare facilities which have
differing populations, allowing for a “common-sized” comparison.)

As shown in Exhibit 19, William S. Key ranked among facilities with the highest optimization costs
over the course of three years, meaning, when fully occupied, the State could have achieved operational savings by keeping the facility open. Considering the state of facilities and limited staff,
using optimization costs as an added data point in decision-making about facilities could make more
effective use of DOC’s limited resources. Yet in 2019, 2020, and 2021, the three years for which
DOC had data available, efficient facilities were underutilized while less efficient facilities were at or
above capacity.
Staffing
Perhaps the biggest challenge facing DOC is a staffing shortage, particularly among Correctional
Officers. Currently, DOC operates most facilities with approximately 40 to 45 percent of the needed
staff, based on shift demands.35 DOC has implemented a variety of tactics to work around this shortage. For example, only prisoners over the age of 37 are housed in certain critically understaffed
facilities because DOC has learned that this population is statistically less likely to engage in violent
behavior. The Department also places well-behaved medium security inmates in the Joseph Harp
Correctional Center. This facility has access to leather-working and furniture-making shops, which
pay significantly more than the average DOC job.36 Since general population inmates must exhibit
good behavior to get into the facility, there are fewer problems, allowing staff to devote more of
their attention to the medical and mental health units housed in the same facility.
While these tactics help DOC manage its population despite staffing shortages, they are not a replacement for a long-term strategy to address workforce challenges. DOC is also seeking a statutory
change to lower the minimum age of correctional officers to 18. The impact of this change would be
delayed due to DOC’s greatest need being experienced correctional officers, not entry level.

35. Each facility maintains a master roster detailing the staffing needs for each shift throughout the week. The relief
factor, multiplies the number of positions from the master roster by a coefficient to show the total number of staff
needed to fill every shift, accounting for sick leave, personal time off, and absenteeism.
36. Observation from field work.
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DOC has instituted a $42 million department-wide pay raise in an attempt to improve recruitment
and retention. Additionally, DOC has increased its marketing activity to promote career opportunities at career fairs, college campuses, and active recruiting by the facilities themselves.37 However,
these actions may not be enough based the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) labor force outlook for
correctional officers.
According to the BLS, the national labor force for correctional officers is expected to decline by seven percent between 2020 to 2030.38 Oklahoma is projected to lose approximately eight percent of
its correctional officers from 2018 to 2028, outpacing the national average.39 Data provided by DOC
shows the number of correctional officers has declined 8.71 percent from FY17 to FY21 (Exhibit 20).
Though DOC is attempting to find solutions for staffing shortages, the changing tides of labor market
trends make those positions difficult to fill. Due to workforce shortages in the industry, DOC needs
short-term and long-term plans for not being fully staffed. This will likely impact every aspect of operations and requires strategies to maximize the effectiveness of available workers.
Exhibit 20: Oklahoma Correctional Officers Workforce Projections vs Actuals. (This bar chart compares the U.S. Bureau of Labor’s workforce projections against DOC’s actual decline in correctional
officers. As illustrated within the chart, DOC’s workforce decline between 2018 and 2021, a four year
span, has already surpassed the U.S. Bureau of Labor’s 10-year projection.)

37. According to stakeholder interviews, “word of mouth” continues to be one of the best recruiting tools for DOC positions such as correctional officer, kitchen staff, and other facility specific positions.
38. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Outlook Handbook
39. Projections Central, Long-Term Occupational Projection (2018-2028) for Oklahoma
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LOFT analyzed five years of Serious Incident Reports (SIRs) across five facilities and found a strong negative
correlation between staffing levels and inmate violence incidents. This trend followed at four of the five
facilities, with the Oklahoma State Penitentiary being the one outlier. While the relationship is not linear,
there appears to be a critical point where the number of COs becomes too low to manage the inmate population, which could result in a rise in violence.
In the course of conducting field work, LOFT learned that in early 2022, approximately 750 inmates were
transferred from North Fork Correctional Center to other facilities, in the hopes of reducing a rash of violence. North Fork is a privately-owned facility which DOC leases and operates. North Fork personnel are
DOC employees, but the cost of facility upkeep is managed by the private owner, not the state.
Exhibit 21: Correlation Analysis of Serious Incidents Reports (SIR) and Staffing Levels. (This exhibit shows a
negative correlation between correctional officers and the number of SIRs for each facility type. The negative correlation shows as staffing levels decrease, number of SIR’s increase.)

Understaffing and serious incidents create legal liability for the state. From the early 1970’s through the
mid 1990’s, DOC was under supervision of a federal district court, stemming from ongoing civil rights violations. Staffing shortages were one driver of these conditions, with too few correctional officers available to
maintain safety and discipline unless inmates were kept in cells most of each day. Some of these conditions
are reemerging. Determining the appropriate correctional officer staffing levels is complex due to varied
training requirements, security needs, and recruitment efforts.
Offender Management System
Electronic offender databases and networks are critical management tools for correctional agencies. OMS
networks manage the inmate and parole population, providing correctional staff and policymakers with
real-time information about the inmate population, including demographics, offense history, transfer
records, program involvement and sentencing information. While DOC is currently implementing a new
OMS, LOFT identified critical operational inefficiencies of the Department’s current OMS system which call
into question its accuracy, functionality, and reliability.
For each offense committed the court assigns a sentence, which determines the length of time DOC is
responsible for the inmate. Depending on the conditions of the court’s sentencing, as well as subsequent
actions by the inmate, there are several dates that need to be calculated to verify where an inmate can
serve their time and when they have completed their sentence. Currently, DOC relies on manual sentencing calculations, a process that DOC acknowledges creates human error risk that an inmate may either be
released early or held longer than their sentence dictates. 40 DOC currently estimates 1 to 1.5 percent in
data entry errors on inmate Consolidated Record Cards (CRC). Assuming a 1.5 percent error rate, DOC staff
could potentially make 3,925 errors per year.41 As CRCs are the primary tool used to determine inmate’s
sentence calculations, the risk of premature or delayed release is real.

40. DOC email to LOFT, March 15, 2022
41. Based on May 9, 2022 DOC inmate population, 3,925 errors could impact 24 percent of inmate’s sentencing calculations.
Further cited in Persimmon Plan provided by DOC.
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LOFT identified duplication of effort in tracking inmate records and use of
inefficient manual processes. Currently, DOC is collecting and maintaining records of an inmate’s Consolidated Record Card (CRC) in both paper and electronic form. Instead of relying on the current OMS system, DOC reported staff
members are using Microsoft Excel and other tools to manually collect and
log information for operational purposes. The resulting duplication of effort
decreases staff member availability to perform other strategic tasks. According to DOC, “OKDOC staff spend just over 2,300 hours each month reviewing,
calculating, and updating the CRCs. The CRC process alone represents nearly
13 ½ full-time equivalent (FTE) hours of lost productivity each month.”42

42. Based on May 9, 2022 DOC inmate population, 3,925 errors could impact 24 percent of
inmate’s sentencing calculations. Further cited in Persimmon Plan provided by DOC.
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Part II: Findings and Opportunities to Improve Operations
LOFT found opportunities to enhance efficiencies across all phases of DOC’s operations. This section
of the report outlines strategies for improved operational decision-making and creating cost savings,
which could be redirected to facility investments, staffing, IT needs, or reintegration efforts.
Management
In order to adapt to changing circumstances, DOC must shift its approach from managing just the
immediate needs of individual facilities to considering the long-term needs and system sustainability.43
This shift requires engaging in evidence-based budgeting, which necessarily begins with accurate estimates of inmate population for the coming year.
As inmate population is the primary factor driving DOC’s budgetary demands, using trend data about
the State’s inmate population can assist DOC, the Legislature, and other stakeholders within the criminal justice community in developing evidence-based strategies and long-term budgetary projections.
Current trends indicate a decreasing inmate population. If savings can be maximized, it could create
opportunities to invest in future-proofing the correctional system by investing in the most staff-efficient
facilities available. While strategic planning must account for current trends, DOC should also prepare
for the possibility – and build in flexibility – for an increasing population. This consideration should not
prevent DOC from reducing facility capacity, but rather ensure that a contingency plan be maintained.
Exhibit 22: Evidence-based Budgeting for Oklahoma Corrections. (This exhibit illustrates how DOC can
leverage existing data to improve efficiency, provide more realistic budgetary expectations, and identify
points where the agency needs to create flexibility though short- and long-term investments.)

43. Identified as a previous recommendation from the MGT of America, 2007 Performance Audit.
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Another crucial step in evidence-based budgeting is conducting a holistic review of all facilities
to determine which can be upgraded to meet the Department’s needs, based on realistic staffing
levels. Regular facility audits and analysis of facility costs would allow DOC to determine which
correctional centers operate the most efficiently so inmates can be moved to these facilities and
best practices can be implemented throughout the entire system. Any long-term facility plan should
include flexibility to adapt to continued trends of both a decreasing inmate population and declining workforce to manage that population. DOC must carefully consider how proposed facility investments will improve operations, increase efficiency (especially efficiency of staffing), and realize cost
savings. Finally, the Department must become more transparent in its decision-making process to
ensure that projected improvements are achieved.
LOFT finds that lack of communication is a major barrier hindering a strategic, evidenced-based approach to DOC’s operational needs. An example is DOC’s current budgeting process, as referenced
in Part 1 of this report. The agency does not communicate its needs in a way that informs strategic
decision-making by the Legislature. DOC communicates the amount of money it needs but masks
the true cost of operating facilities by reporting several facility expenses as system-wide costs. As
demonstrated earlier, in DOC’s FY21 budget request, a facility is shown as needing $10.1 million in
operational funding, but the actual needs of the facility were $24.5 million to fund all operations.
The remaining $14.4 million was wrapped into system-wide costs, even though it was spent at a
specific facility.
An effective statewide strategic plan for corrections would begin at the facility level so that real-time data on inmate population, operational capacity and facility needs can be communicated
directly to corrections to allow for an evidence-based strategic budget request. Below, LOFT proposes an evidence-based framework to use for DOC appropriations.
Exhibit 23: Proposed Budget Framework for DOC, based on Prison Population. (This exhibit illustrates the actionable steps required to incorporate a bottom-up and data-driven approach to appropriate the Oklahoma Department of Corrections based on actual operational needs.)
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Despite a significant decline in the total number of inmates held in DOC correctional facilities in recent years, spending on prisons continues to rise. As
demonstrated in Part I of this report, the annual average inmate population
in DOC correctional facilities dropped 17 percent, yet correctional funding
increased by 12 percent.
Several states, including Colorado, Iowa, and Oregon, use prison population
projections as the basis for estimating their budgetary needs to their legislators.44 Oregon law requires the state’s Department of Administrative Services
to produce a 10-year forecast, providing month by month projections, and to
update the data twice a year. These projections are used to guide both budgetary and policy development where the inmate population is concerned.45
Iowa has been producing prison population forecasts for 30 years.
The proposed framework shown in Exhibit 23 is similar to Oregon’s approach. This model could be adapted by DOC to establish a foundation for
applying evidence-based budgeting and maximizing public safety resources.

Population
Forecasting prison population trends is critical to anticipating how many
inmates DOC will be responsible for and the related impacts on the Department’s budget, policy development, and long-term strategic plans.
LOFT conducted an independent forecast analysis, as illustrated in Exhibit 24
on page 25, that projects an average annual four-percent decline in Oklahoma’s inmate population through 2027. This analysis projects that DOC’s
inmate population could be as low as 13,805 inmates in May 2027, 17 percent below the incarcerated population of 16,646 in May 2022.46

44. LOFT correspondence with NCSL and research of other state correctional systems.
45. ORS 184.351
46. Based on DOC Weekly Count Report as of May 9, 2022.
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Exhibit 24: Five-Year Projection of Oklahoma’s Prison Population (May 2022 – May 2027). (This chart
illustrates the historical trend of Oklahoma’s prison population with the projected forecast into May
2027. Inmate forecast plotted with 95 percent confidence interval.)

DOC’s inmate population should be the primary driver of whether capacity reduction measures are
warranted, such as full or partial facilities closures, while facility design and staffing needs should guide
which facilities are selected for reduction. After reviewing DOC’s operating costs, LOFT concludes that
most facility costs are variable, meaning that as prison population declines, the cost of operating the
prison should also decline. As noted in the chart above, DOC’s inmate population has shown a pattern
of steady decline.
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Exhibit 25: Fixed, Stepwise, and Variable Costs from DOC Operations from FY19 to FY21. (According
to LOFT’s correlation analysis, these stepwise costs are 81 percent variable, meaning most facility costs
are variable in nature.)47

Exhibit 26: Average Yearly Oklahoma Inmate Population with State Appropriations for Corrections.
(This chart provides the legislative appropriations for the Oklahoma Department of Corrections and the
State’s average annual inmate population over time.)

From 2016 to 2022, DOC’s inmate population decreased by 17 percent while funding increased by
12.16 percent.48 Even after adjusting for inflation, DOC should have realized savings from the decreased inmate population.
47. Stepwise costs are costs which have both a fixed and variable cost component. Eyeglasses would be an example of a
stepwise cost. The cost of eyeglasses is fixed, but not every inmate needs glasses. Population shifts into and out of facilities
would observe some shift in these types of costs, but not at a one-to-one ratio observed by fixed or variable costs. See LOFT
in Appendix A-1 for full definitions and description.
48. When adjusting for inflation, DOC’s budget has remained relatively flat according to Bureau of Labor Statistics, Historical
CPI Database.

LOFT: Operational Assessement of Department of Corrections

LOC DRAFT

27

Exhibit 27: Evidence-Based Option to Determine Minimum Security Operational Needs. (This table
shows a projected cash need for minimal-security facilities using FY20 data to project FY21 needs. The
operating needs of DOC minimum security facilities in FY21, including salaries, was $173.26 million;
approximately $5.7 million less than shown in this table.)

Exhibit 27 provides an example as to how the Legislature could use evidence-based budgeting to
determine DOC’s operational needs for facilities.49 Currently, DOC budgets payroll on a facility-by-facility basis but does not show how other operating costs will be allocated.50 DOC’s appropriation could
instead be based on its full budget for facility operations. Funds above DOC’s three-year average occupancy levels could be reserved in the event of cost overruns.
Exhibit 28: Operational Savings (This table reflects the operational savings DOC should have realized
between FY19 to FY21, broken out by minimum, medium, and maximum-security facilities. These savings are based on the decreased number of inmates within the DOC system multiplied by the Average
Optimization Cost for the given Fiscal Year.)51

As shown above, DOC should have realized at least $56 million in savings across FY20 and FY21 due to
a 12 percent decrease in inmate population. Instead, DOC’s total operating costs increased by approximately 3.5 percent. Exhibit 28 illustrates the need for mindful population trends.

49. Exhibit 27 is based on the average of all minimum-security facilities, meaning this type of calculation could be done on
a security level, as shown in the Table, or on a facility-by-facility basis.
50. This is based on DOC BWP’s FY19 through FY21.
51. The savings from the closure of William S. Key are factored in to the $56 million operational savings.
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Facilities
Since 2005, at least 13 states have either closed or announced closures of a total of 144 adult correctional facilities, representing an eight percent decline nationwide.52
Exhibit 29: Adult Correctional Facilities by Year. (This bar chart demonstrates the decline in the number
of adult correctional facilities in the United States over the last 14 years.)

The national decrease in correctional facilities follows a nationwide decline in inmate population, due
largely to a shift to treatment and diversion initiatives and other criminal justice reforms.53 DOC closed
William S. Key in FY22, due in part to these trends. As discussed in Part I, DOC’s decision to close that
facility was based on incomplete data. LOFT examined factors other states used in making closure determinations, as well as the specific challenges facing Oklahoma’s correctional system, to discover the
data needed to make a well-informed closure determination.
Prison Closure and Investment Metrics
A review of other states’ processes found the following selection criteria were the four most commonly
used in determining which correctional facilities to close:54
•
•
•
•

Proximity to another correctional facility
Physical infrastructure/cost of facility
Economic impact on the local community
Staffing needs

LOFT constructed a criteria list for Oklahoma to consider adopting, using the four selection factors
identified above, as well as Oklahoma-specific criteria. Exhibit 30 shows the top criteria which should
be considered by DOC and the Legislature when determining either facility closures or long-term facility
investments, whether through routine upkeep, expansion, or capital outlay.
52. Census of State and Federal Adult Correctional Facilities (CCF, Formerly CSFACF) | Bureau of Justice Statistics (ojp.gov)
53. See e.g. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2021/08/16/americas-incarceration-rate-lowest-since-1995/
54. States examined by LOFT include New York, Texas, California, North Carolina, and Tennessee.
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Exhibit 30: Decision Criteria to Determine Facility Closure or Reinvestment. (This table shows the
base criteria which should be considered prior to closing a facility or making capital improvements to
ensure maximum use of State Funds).

Using the criteria above, with the eventual scoring matrix, DOC and the Legislature will be better able
to utilize investments to capture operational savings. Additionally, this type of decision matrix would
allow DOC to better understand the investments needed to maximize workforce, achieve operational
efficiencies, and realize operational savings. Given State and national workforce trends identified in
the Part I of this report, particular attention should be given to staffing availability and facility design.
Facilities designed to function with lower CO-to-inmate ratios should be prioritized over less staff-efficient facilities.

Staffing
In 2022, DOC raised the pay of every employee in the department, using agency operational funds.
The annual cost of this across-the-board pay raise is approximately $42.5 million.55 According to DOC,
all employees within a classification are paid the same rate, regardless of location. LOFT found this
uniform compensation structure to be limiting in addressing staffing needs at different facilities. For
example, at the James Crabtree facility, the ability to offer differential pay was cited as the most helpful way to the address the shortage of correctional officers. However, the management of the Joseph
Harp facility would benefit from having more flexibility to offer higher pay to medical professionals
and kitchen service staff.
Each facility has different needs that cannot be efficiently addressed through an across-the-board
pay raise. In Exhibit 31, LOFT presents a scenario in which a targeted pay raise could be offered to all
employees who are below the 110 percent of the median salary of their county of operation. If this
strategy had been employed, rather than the across-the-board pay raise, it would have cost approximately $16.3 million per year. LOFT’s initial calculations show that DOC would have saved at least
$26 million by targeting their 2022 pay raise where it was most needed. However, this figure would
be higher when factoring in DOC’s “funded but vacant” positions. In FY21, DOC had 754 funded but
vacant positions, which carry an annual cost of approximately $26.6 million.56
55. See Appendix I for DOC Pay Raise Structure
56. DOC’s funded but vacant positions rose from 754 in FY21 to 950 in FY22.
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Exhibit 31: Application of Strategic Pay Raises. (This table represents the annual funding within DOC
that should have been saved through operational gains due to less inmate population and funded but
vacant positions. This table shows how DOC could be more strategic with their pay raises by bringing
all DOC employees to at least 110 percent of their county of operations median wage and maximize
their current funding).

Information Technology Should Provide Operational Efficiency and Savings
DOC has recently prioritized investments in information technology (IT), and those investments
should yield both efficiencies and savings. The final piece for DOC to improve its operations is to maximize technology to drive efficiencies and decision-making across all areas of its operations.
IT consolidates and organizes data, allows data entry by multiple users, streamlines processes, and
improves analysis. IT does not, however, create data, nor does it develop an organizational strategy.
For DOC to benefit from IT investments, it must collect the right data and incorporate it into a vision
for the organization’s long-term direction. Over the course of the evaluation, DOC provided LOFT with
sufficient data to inform its strategic planning. However, the data was cobbled together from various
sources across multiple requests. This leads LOFT to conclude that DOC is not fully informed when
making decisions with long-term impact on the direction of the Department.
IT impacts every component of DOC operations: Population, Facilities, and Staffing. LOFT evaluated
DOC’s use of existing data systems, as well as the potential gains to be realized as new IT systems are
rolled out. While the full implementation of new IT systems will make DOC more efficient, LOFT finds
that DOC has not maximized data available in previous systems. For example, LOFT was provided
raw data from DOC that enabled the correlation analysis of violent incidents and staffing levels, but
the data was not readily available, and had to be put into Excel from hard copies after LOFT’s request.
Throughout the evaluation, DOC expressed its greatest need as being IT, and specifically identified
limitations in its IT agreement with the Office of Management Enterprises (OMES). Though IT may
be DOC’s greatest day-to-day challenge, LOFT found DOC’s greatest need was staffing, particularly
staffing of correctional officers. Additionally, the agency’s focus on its day-to-day challenges may be
preventing the agency from observing the larger picture of operations needs or strategy.
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Offender Management System
As established earlier in this report, an integrated offender management system(OMS) can more
accurately track offender data, including release dates. The Department is currently three years into
a five-year implementation of a new OMS called ICON.
According to DOC, the new system is intended to have a comprehensive electronic offender database capable of managing all aspects of an offender’s incarceration, supervision, and reintegration,
able to quickly and efficiently access offender data. DOC officials stated the ICON OMS can currently
connect with the Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI), the Oklahoma State Bureau of Investigations (OSBI,) Oklahoma City Police Department (OCPD), Tulsa Police Department (TPD) and others.57
DOC also stated they are able to share data and interfacing with a limited number of other law enforcement entities through memorandum of understandings (MOUs). DOC’s stated goal is to have
the OMS completely operational and interfaced with more criminal justice entities across the State
by July 2023.
LOFT conceptualized the process of how OMS would track an offender, as illustrated in Exhibit 32.
Exhibit 32: DOC ICON System Framework. (This exhibit conceptualizes the process of how DOC’s
Offender Management System (ICON) tracks an offender through the criminal justice system.)

57. LOFT Meeting with DOC on Dec. 27, 2022.
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As illustrated in Exhibit 32, data and information on offenders is entered
into the OMS at various stages of the criminal justice process. Under the
new system, the process would start in the courts with criminal sentencing and track the offender as they continue to carry out their sentencing.
Timely, accessible, and accurate data on Oklahoma offenders is critical to
public safety. An OMS is designed to track an offender from criminal sentencing, through their time in the correctional system and the end of their
parole. Real-time data should provide efficient communication between
stakeholders, from the court system, mental health facilities, and the
correctional system, allowing each stakeholder to observe inmates’ status
as their sentencing is served and into their reintegration. As inmates are
released into the community, multiple law enforcement entities and other
service providers can be simultaneously responsible for the supervision of
an individual case. All entities require access to critical offender information to understand historical criminal activity and make appropriate case
planning decisions.
Additionally, enhanced data and governance could elevate the administration, accountability, and transparency within the State’s criminal justice
system.
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Appendix A. Methodology
Report Methodology
During the months-long assessment of DOC’s operations, LOFT reviewed agency budgets, actual costs,
staffing analysis, prior reports on the Department, and performed a review of relevant statutes. LOFT
also conducted field work to selected correctional facilities and to DOC’s main office and interviewed a
variety of facility personnel.
Oklahoma Constitution, Statutes and Agency Policies
LOFT incorporated legal research methodology for a detailed analysis of state laws and governing policies found in various sources (constitution, statutes and administrative rules) to assist with the legislative history of corrections, supplemental appropriations and policy considerations.
Prison Population
For inmate data, LOFT used only inmates housed within State correctional facilities. The population
excludes inmates supervised and managed at halfway houses, private prisons and county jails awaiting
transfers. This same methodology and population was used for the cost per inmate per day analysis.
Prison Population Forecast
To understand future trends, LOFT used historical time-series data from the Department of Corrections’ weekly count reports to forecast future prison population trends. The forecast assumes that
current laws and criminal justice practices continue as they are now. It also assumes trends in criminal
activity and population growth follow analyzed trends. If those or other assumption deviate, the forecast is at risk. LOFT recommends conducting annual forecast projections as criminal activity, demographics and criminal justice policies have a high likelihood of adjusting annually.
LOFT ran a Pearson correlation and found law enforcement arrest data and DOC’s offender population
to be heavily correlated (.87) and statistically significant.
Cost Structure for Prisons and the Cost of Unused Capacity
Upon receiving the cost data for FY2021 from the Department of Corrections, the evaluation team
assigned three categories to the different types of expenditures:
•
•
•

Fixed Costs: Expenditures that do not change based on the number of inmates. Examples include construction and renovation.
Variable Costs: Expenditure that vary directly with the number of inmates. Examples include
food, prison uniforms, and recreational supplies.
Stepwise Costs: Expenditures that do vary with the number of inmates, but not on a 1:1 basis.
Examples include FTE salaries (data indicates a relationship of roughly 7 inmates for every 1
FTE). Stepwise costs can have both a fixed and variable component.

The initial categorizations were then checked by two staff members not on the evaluation team.
Variable costs were ignored completely since they don’t relate to capacity but utilization. Fixed costs,
across all institutions, equaled $4.5 million, while stepwise costs equaled $245.4 million. The evaluation team then conducted a correlation analysis on stepwise costs to determine the effect of the
number of inmates on those expenditures. The analysis revealed that 79.45% of stepwise costs could
be explained by the number of inmates and were thus excluded from this analysis. The remainder of
20.55% are attributable to fixed portions of stepwise costs. 20.45% of $245.4 million is $50.4 million:
therefore, total fixed costs are $50.4 million plus $4.5 million, or $54.9 million.
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According to data from DOC, there are 19,636 beds in the prison system, which means that fixed
costs per bed equal $2,795.88 per year. One percent of 19,636 is 196.36, and 196.36 * $2,795.88 =
$548,832.24, which is the cost of every 1% of unused capacity.
Cost Aversion for SQ 780 and 781
Upon receiving the cost data for FY2021 from the Department of Corrections, the evaluation team
assigned three categories to the different types of expenditures:
•
•
•

Fixed Costs: Expenditures that do not change based on the number of inmates. Examples
include construction and renovation.
Variable Costs: Expenditure that vary directly with the number of inmates. Examples include
food, prison uniforms, and recreational supplies.
Stepwise Costs: Expenditures that do vary with the number of inmates, but not on a 1:1 basis. Examples include FTE salaries (data indicates a relationship of roughly 7 inmates for every
1 FTE). Stepwise costs can have both a fixed and variable component.

The initial categorizations were then checked by two staff members not on the evaluation team.
Fixed costs were ignored completely, since they should not vary with the number of inmates. Variable costs, across all institutions, equaled $47.2 million, while stepwise costs equaled $245.4 million.
The evaluation team then conducted a correlation analysis on stepwise costs to determine the effect
of the number of inmates on those expenditures. The analysis revealed that 79.45% of stepwise
costs could be explained by the number of inmates. The remainder of 20.55% are attributable to
fixed portions of stepwise costs and were thus excluded from this analysis. $245.4 million of total
stepwise costs times 79.45% equals $195 million, which is the dollar amount of stepwise costs attributable to the number of inmates.
$195 million plus $47.2 million equals $242.2 million, which is the total amount of variable costs
attributable to inmates. $242.2 million divided by 16,493 inmates (also provided from the Department of Corrections) equals $14,688 in costs per inmate per year. This equates to $40.24 per inmate
per day. Using OMES’ provided 804,394 days of incarceration aversion through SQ780 and 781, this
would indicate that the total fiscal impact of these state questions was $32.37 million.
Fieldwork Prison Selection
LOFT requested DOC provide two facilities which DOC believed to be “in a good state of repair” and
a separate facility in a “state of disrepair.” DOC stated the two facilities which the Agency believes
to be in a good state of repair are “good state of repair” are Joseph Harp Correctional Center in
Lexington and Mabel Basset in McLoud. Both facilities were stated to have the “best preventative
maintenance departments over the years.” For the facilities which DOC believes to be in a “state
of disrepair” are Oklahoma State Penitentiary in McAlister and Mack Alford Correctional Center in
Springtown. DOC stated the age of the facilities played a part in the deterioration of infrastructure.
Based on DOC’s response, LOFT then evaluated maintenance costs from all facilities DOC operates,
as well as proceeds from bonds expended on each facility. Additionally, LOFT analyzed the FY23 capital outlays DOC was conducting. The intent was to determine the level of DOC’s investment within
each facility. Secondary items LOFT evaluated were the age and purpose of the original construction
of the facility. Using this criteria, DOC’s recommendation, and analysis, LOFT determined the facilities best suited for fieldwork were James Crabtree Correctional in Alva and Joseph Harp Correctional
in Lexington. James Crabtree was constructed in 1904 as a high school, represented 3.73 percent of
DOC’s general maintenance costs in FY21, $997,316 expended in bond funds, and had planned capital outlays of $6.326 million in FY23 capital. Joseph Harp was constructed in 1978 with the intended
use as a correctional facility, represented nine percent of DOC’s general maintenance costs in FY21,
$11.515 million expended in bond funds, and had $13.8 million in planned capital outlays for FY23.
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Serious Incident Report (SIR’s) Requests and Analysis
LOFT requested SIRs for five facilities based on stakeholder interviews stating safety issues concerns
within correctional facilities due to chronic understaffing. LOFT selected two facilities from minimal
security and medium security, with the last request being from the Oklahoma State Penitentiary
(the lone State maximum security facility). LOFT used the retention data provided by DOC to select a
facility which showed “low” turnover and contrasted this facility with a “high” turnover facility within
the same classification. The facilities selected were Bill Johnson Correctional Center (10.42 percent
turnover FY21), Jim E. Hamilton Correctional Center (36 percent turnover FY21), Lexington Assessment and Reception Center (26.32 percent turnvoer in FY21), North Fork Correctional Center (37.82
percent turnover in FY21), and Oklahoma State Penitentiary (23.20 percent turnover in FY21).
Across the Board Pay Raise / Economic Conditions of Counties with Prisons
DOC provided the number of employees and the average wage for many positions. To avoid asking
for each job title in every prison, LOFT utilized a weighted average methodology in which each salary
was multiplied by the quotient of the number of people in that job category divided by the number of
total full-time employees. DOC also provided the average state salary for each position and how much
DOC would need to increase their salaries to the average state salary level, so LOFT took the former
and subtracted the latter to determine average DOC salaries for the job. If that information was not
available, LOFT used the midpoint provided by DOC.
LOFT then downloaded the median wage information from Bureua of Labor Statistics (BLS) and compared the weighted average salary to that. Currently, the weighed average salary is in excess of the
county’s median wage in 7 cases. With the straight-line increase pursued by DOC, that would change
to 11 counties. LOFT then show what it would take to get for the agency to get to 105% in each county it operates in ($11.8 million) and 110% ($16.7 million). In addition,LOFT show that it would cost
only $1.6 million to increase the weighed average salary to 130% of Blaine County’s median salary,
where that state of the art facility resides which DOC states their difficulity in staffing.
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Appendix B: Stakeholder Interviews
This evaluation report summarizes and utilizes collected information from key stakeholders working
within the criminal justice system with an emphasis in corrections.
Interviews were conducted with stakeholders from:
Oklahoma Department of Corrections
Oklahoma State Legislature
National Conference of State Legislatures
Oklahoma Corrections Professionals
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Appendix C: Offender Management System Policy Brief
The Department has had a few offender information systems implemented over the years. During the entrance
conference, DOC officials noted upgrading and implementing its OMS was a top priority for the Department.
They noted the system prior to 2019 was out of date and the Department was forced to periodically add on
expensive modules because the older OMS lacked the capability to add new features to keep pace with new
technological advances in corrections technology.
Legislative Investments for an Offender Management System
State officials with DOC shared the creation
and implementation of ICON OMS will cost
the state $30 million. Over recent years,
the State Legislature has earmarked supplemental appropriations for DOC’s OMS as
shown in Exhibit 32 on page 31. In 2018,
the State Legislature authorized DOC to
utilize up to $4.8 Million to coordinate with
the Office of Management and Enterprise
Services (OMES) to begin implementation
of a new OMS. In 2021, the State Legislature authorized the creation of a revolving
fund dedicated to further implementation
of DOC’s OMS. In addition, the State Legislature added $9.2 million to the fund
during this session. As of the writing of this
report, the State Legislature has allocated
$14,035,258 to support the implementation and operations of DOC’s OMS. To date,
$11,052,207 has been expended for the
purposes of DOC’s OMS.
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Appendix D: Oklahoma Correctional System by Facility
Exhibit 33: Oklahoma Correctional System by Facility. (This sunburst chart illustrates the categorization
of the State’s correctional system by both security level and operational capacity.)
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Appendix E: Oklahoma Prison Population Forecast
Exhibit 34: Baseline Oklahoma Monthly Prison Population Forecast. (This table provides a comprehensive
breakdown of Oklahoma’s prison population forecast by month and year into January 2028.)
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Appendix F: DOC Prison Population Forecast
Exhibit 35: DOC Oklahoma Prison Population Projections. (This chart, an exerpt from DOC’s FY19 Appropriations Request, illustrates the Department’s prison population forecast into 2026.)
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Appendix G: All Arrests in Oklahoma (2005-2020)
Exhibit 36: All Arrests in Oklahoma (2005-2020). (This chart provides a 15-year historical trend of arrests made
in Oklahoma as reported by OSBI.)
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Appendix H: DOC Note Regarding Funded by Vacant Positions
This continued rise combined with BLS data showing workforce trends to DOC begs the questions as to if all
positions listed are needed or if they could realistically be staffed. Understanding the current status of the
DOC and what said system will look like in the future is critical to determining if these positions can or should
be filled. Repurposing these funds to higher critical staff or facility investment may be of better use to the
correctional system, which is why LOFT is including said funds in this analysis. It should be further noted DOC
eliminated 300 funded but vacant positions to help fund a portion of their pay raise, illustrating DOC believes
some positions are no longer needed.
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Appendix I: DOC Across the Board Pay Raise Structure
Exhibit 37: Across the Board Pay Raise (This table was provided by DOC to show how their across the board
pay raises would be applied).
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Appendix J: Oklahoma Inmate Population Trend
Exhibit 38: Oklahoma Inmate Population Trend (January 2016 – May 2022). (This grouped column chart
illustrates the comparison trends between prison population declines in both State-operated facilities and the
State’s entire correctional system. The entire correctional system includes halfway houses and private prisons.)
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•

LOFT’s Response to DOC Response, June 8, 2022

•

DOC Response to LOFT, May 31, 2022
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June 8, 2022

LOFT’s comments on the response from the Oklahoma Department of Corrections
As part of LOFT’s protocol, agencies are granted the opportunity to respond to the evaluation report
and findings. For this priority program evaluation, LOFT conducted an operational assessment of the
Department of Corrections (DOC), including the agency’s general management strategy and budgeting
practices, and its ability to adapt to current and projected challenges facing the system.
Portions of DOC’s response warrant further clarification and correction, which will be addressed. With
this response LOFT seeks to address questions of fact, and not differences of opinion.
Scope of Project and Evaluation Process
During the months-long assessment of DOC’s operations, LOFT reviewed agency budgets, actual costs,
staffing analysis, prior reports on the Department, and performed a review of relevant statutes. LOFT also
conducted field work to selected correctional facilities and to DOC’s main office and interviewed a variety
of facility personnel. Using the agency’s raw data and assuming current criminal justice reforms remain in
place, LOFT forecasted future prison population trends. Additionally, LOFT conducted independent analysis
to determine the operational efficiency of individual facilities.

Throughout its response, DOC questions the accuracy of data presented due to the exclusion of
contracted facilities and inmate populations not managed by DOC. As this evaluation is an operational
assessment, LOFT evaluated only those facilities managed and operated by DOC. Similarly, analysis of
inmate population data reflects the population housed in facilities that DOC is responsible for
managing and excludes inmate populations at facilities not owned or managed by DOC. LOFT’s
calculation of cost per inmate is based on 16,646 inmates in DOC managed facilities as of May 9, 2022.
LOFT’s full methodology is detailed in Appendix A of this report.
LOFT’s response to claims of inaccuracy within report:
1. LOFT addressed minor scrivener’s errors, as identified by DOC in its response.
2. LOFT maintains the report’s accuracy of the following items claimed by DOC as incorrect or
incomplete:
a. DOC asserts that LOFT’s presentation of legislative investment should note the agency did
not expend all funds in the same year given. Exhibit 12 on page 11 of the report includes
DOC’s reconciliation of all appropriations for the offender management system. LOFT
presents the total amount of funds remaining. When the funds were unspent is immaterial.
b. DOC claims the prior audit by MGT did not identify issues with transparency in the agency’s
budgeting. Page 7-1 of the audit poses the question of whether DOC’s management
systems support adequate levels of accountability and transparency in its budgeting
process. MGT’s assessment on pages 7-17 through 7-24 leads the reader to the conclusion it
does not. As the audit summarizes on page 7-24, the agency’s budget “artificially inflates”
fiscal needs, staffing assumptions do not reflect actual practices or operational
requirements, use of bond funding is not “fully explained,” and “the rationale for program
and operational initiatives should be more fully developed.”
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c. DOC claims LOFT’s report does not provide an example of failure to share operational best
practices across the system. On page 8 of the report, LOFT provides the example of facilityspecific programs for reducing food waste.
d. DOC claims LOFT’s presentation of total operational costs is inaccurate, based on omission
of funding for hepatitis C treatment and COVID-19 expenditures. LOFT’s analysis includes all
expenses, as provided by DOC, which includes $8.45 million for Hepatitis C pharmacy
treatment in FY21. $11.01 million was spent on this category in FY20.
e. DOC claims LOFT’s calculation of unrealized savings is inaccurate based on internal
budgeting decisions. LOFT’s assessment is based on actual operating figures. Operational
savings are attributable to fewer inmates. LOFT did not analyze how DOC used those
savings.
f. DOC offers various explanations for its current budget practices. DOC may be determining
costs in accordance with requirements, but this alone does not fully represent DOC’s
budget. LOFT maintains that DOC can improve its budget management beyond minimum
requirements.
g. DOC questions the accuracy of LOFT’s inmate population projections, based on an
assumption that point-in-time figures were used. LOFT did not use point-in-time numbers in
its forecast, instead using DOC’s publicly available data to compute annual averages, as
explained in LOFT’s methodology located in Appendix A of this report.
3. LOFT made the following adjustments in response to DOC’s feedback:
a. Updated the governance structure depiction (Exhibit 4 on page 3) to reflect that the
Secretary of Public Safety monitors the Department of Corrections on behalf of the
Governor.
b. Updated the summary of agency appropriations (Exhibit 5 on page 4) to reflect the $13
million supplemental for FY14, which was provided in 2015 in response to DOC’s reported
increase in prison population.
c. Updated the report to reflect only the date the raise was approved (April) and not when the
raise was paid (May).
d. Added a footnote detailing the bond repayment schedule.
e. Updated the statement on page 8 of the report to define “management” as being regional
directors.
f. Updated Exhibit 9 on page 10 of the report to clarify that while both columns present a
scenario for unrealized potential savings, one reflects “actual” and the other reflects
“optimal.”
g. Added a footnote to page 12 with the expected date for DOC to realize operational savings.
h. Updated Exhibit 14 on page 14 to reflect new information provided by DOC in its response
regarding facility transition dates.
i. Updated the total estimated costs for updating William S. Key, based on information
provided by DOC after LOFT’s exit conference.
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Evaluation Report: Priority Evaluation: Operational Assessment of
Department of Corrections
I.

Introductory Comments from Agency regarding the subject of
evaluation
The Oklahoma Department of Corrections is currently undergoing a
transition in our offender management system, human resource
platform, training, time keeping, and budgeting leveraging the
recent decline in inmate population the agency will continue to
utilize available resources to identify efficiencies, increase safety,
and save taxpayer dollars.

II.

Technical response to findings and/or recommendations
Please see below response pertaining to the technical response.

III.

Policy response to findings and/or recommendations
The agency supports the recommendations and recognizes room for
improvement. The agency will continue to optimize current practices
that align with the recommendations.

Part I: Operational Challenges and Inefficiencies
Does the agency agree with the
facts as presented?

Does the agency agree with the
recommendations related to this
finding?

No, please see comments below.

Yes.

Agency Comments and Clarifications (Technical response)
Page
o
o
o

3 Exhibit 3 - Oklahoma Corrections by the Numbers
The number of correctional facilities does not include all facilities.
The population total of 16,646 does not include all incarcerates.
$83.78 cost per inmate per day is not accurate. The cost per
inmate per day differs depending on security level. FY21 costs
ranged from $60.40 to $109.96 with an average of $85.32.
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Page 3 Exhibit 4 - ODOC Governance Structure
o Secretary of Public Safety does not supervise the Board of
Corrections.
Page 4 Exhibit 5 - ODOC Annual Appropriations
o 2014 data point does not include 13 million supplemental.
o 2018 data point includes 8.7 million supplemental and 3.1
reduction.
o 2019 data point includes 8.7 million supplemental.
o Data points should be figured consistently.
Page 4 paragraph 1 - Corrections Funding Overview
o “$554.3 million” should be “$544.3 million”.
Page 4 footnote 8
o “2018 and 2021” should read “2018 through 2021.”
Page 5 paragraph 1 - Corrections Funding Overview
o “May of 2022” should be “April 2022”.
o 2048 is incorrect. The agency had three years to expend 80% of
the funds with a repayment schedule to be completed by 2039.
Page 5 Exhibit 6 – Timeline of Legislative Investments into DOC
o The 9.2 million in FY22 included unspent funds from the previous
year.
Page 5 paragraph 2 – Historical Issues and Future Outlook
o The MGT audit did not identify issues with transparency in the
agency’s budgeting.
Page 8 - Current Operational Strategy
o The report states, “Operational best practices were not shared…”
There is not an example of this finding to be able to determine a
possible issue.
o The reports states, “Management is not aware of the differences
that need to be reconciled.” There is not an example of this finding
to be able to determine a possible issue.
Page 9 Exhibit 8 – Oklahoma Corrections System Structure
o This exhibit should include private prisons.
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Page 10 paragraph 1 - Budget Management
o The total operating costs increase fails to account for hepatis C
treatment and COVID-19 expenditures.
o The $56.3 million in unrecognized savings is not accurate. OMES
calculation different, we absorbed a $24.4 million reduction and
closed multiple facilities.
Page 10 Exhibit 9 – Total Potential Operational Savings FY19 to FY21
o Columns 4 and 6 are labeled identically.
o Numbers do not account for county jail back up.
Page
o
o
o

11 paragraph 2 - Budget Management
IT costs calculation methods are an OMES requirement.
Food costs are included in the agency’s figure.
Medical, Education, and Programs costs are separated to align
with our organizational structure, and provide visibility, and
agencywide control.
o In accordance with state statute, the agency reconciles these
expenses annually.

Page 11 paragraph 3 and Page 12 paragraph 2 – DOC Budget Actuals
from FY19 to FY21
o The new ICON system is currently under construction the module
that creates efficiencies is not live. The “Operational Savings” are
not yet able to be realized.
Page 13 paragraph 3 – Inmate Population
o The population total of 19,968 does not include all incarcerates.
Page 13 Exhibit 13 – DOC Incarceration Forecast Compared with Actuals
o “Actual DOC incarceration” lists point-in-time numbers, while
internal projections use annual averages and are more accurate.
Page 14 Exhibit 14 - Oklahoma Prison Population Trend at State
Correctional Facilities
o The graph is labeled “Offender Population” instead of “Inmate
Population”.
o The graph does not include all incarcerates (ie. halfway houses,
county jail back up, and private prisons).

3400 N. MARTIN LUTHER KING AVE., OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73111 ∙ OFFICE: 405-425-2506 ∙ FAX: 405-425-2578
STATE OF OKLAHOMA ∙ DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ∙ DOC.OK.GOV

Page 17 Exhibit 17
o ** WSKCC inmate transfer process was completed on October 31,
2021.
o *** OSR completed transition to medium security on November
12, 2021.
Page 17 Exhibit 18
o The Durant Plan was from 2009. Those numbers are no longer
accurate.
o The Johnson Control costs did not include all associated costs.

Part II: Findings and Opportunities to Improve Operations
Does the agency agree with the
facts as presented?

Does the agency agree with the
recommendations related to this
finding?

No, please see comments below.

Yes.

Agency Comments and Clarifications (Technical response)
Page 26 Paragraph 2
o Inmate population, incarcerated population, prison population,
and offender population are utilized inconsistently throughout
this evaluation.
Page 26 Exhibit 24
o Fails to include all incarcerates.
Page 27 Exhibit 26
o Includes total appropriations without including private
incarcerates.
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