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Prior to the passage of the 1967 Oklahoma Corrections Act, 

parole supervision and probation supervision were separate 

governmental funct.ions. A single Pardon and Parole Officer and 
thirteen Assistant Officers warp responsible for the supezvision 

of all Oklahoma '''parolees. probation services at that time were 

provided on the county level and, usually, as a subsidiary' 

function of the indivi'dual Court of jurisdiction. 
The 1967 Corrections AJt provided the structural base 

'1ecessary to combine these func,tions into a single Division of 

Probation and Parole wi thin the newly .. created ot):ahoma Department. 

of Corrections, w"'hich began operation on July Iff 1967. 
The folloTtling resbdxch report v;as undertaken by the Planning 

and Research Division of the Oklahoma Department of Corrections, 

in pa.rt, to serve as an evaluation of the Oklahoma Crime COItlIt.ission 

Gran-t 7d-df-959, ti-tied IMPROVED AND EXPANDED PROBATION AND PAROLE 
',,: 

SERVICES. This Grant hegan expending funds in August,. 1971, and 

terminated at. the end of December, 1972. Oklahoma Crime commission 

Gran't 72-f-ll, also titled IMPROVED AND EXPANDED PROBATION AND 

PAROLE SERVICES, is a continuation of Grant 7~-df-959 and 
currentLY in operation within ,the Division of Probation and Pal:·ole. 

I. GRANT REQUIREMENTS 

Since July 1, 1967, the Oklahoma Department of Correction's 

Division of Probation and Parole has experienced a tremendous 

and on-going growth in the size of its state caseload and, 
consequently, its responsibilities. Because of this over.vhelming 

rate of growth, in addition to numerous other factors t many of 

the goals and requirement:s of Grant 7~-a.f-959 have proven, 

retrospectively, to be unrealistic and/or unfeasible at this 

point in time. 
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Specific objectives of thi~ project include: , 
A. Reduce adult pronation and pa.role caseloads during 

FY 72 to approximately 90 units per Officer, with 
a long-range goal of 50. 

Bo Expand t.be use of pre~SEhltence investigations and 
reports to a minimum of 50 percent of all felony 
offenses, and improve the usefulness of pre-sentence 
worku.pso 

C. Encourage the use of probation o with improved 
supel."Vision and services g as an alternative to 
commitment to the state prisons. A 25 percent 
increase in the use of probation is projected as a 
goal for F'Y 72. 

Do Determine manpower needs and develop a comprehensive 
plan for an expanded use of probation in the area of 
mi.sdemeanant offenses. 

It is expec·ted that significant expenditures will be 
made in ensuing years from bloc grant funds and legislative 
appropriations. However, this program is expected to provide 
a foundation and rationale for future efforts in this ar.ea. 

It is important to note that while the goals of the 
proj eC"l:. are to reduce caseloads and expand the use of 
alternatives to incarcerationp an oyerriding objective 
persistsg to more effectively control crime through the 
use of enlightened corrections~ Therefore, implicit in the 
abovementioned goals is that of developing more successful 
treatment methods. Reducing caseloads implies a search for 
better results in probation and parole supervision v and 
expanded use of alternatives to incarceration implies an 
effort to develop be·tter T;.7ays to treat offenders than that 
which traditional jails and prisons offer. 

IMPLEMENTA'l' ION 

The implementation of this project will result in the 
recruitment, tra:Lning, and placement of 20 p:cofessional 
Probation and Parole Officers and eight subprc,fessional Aides Q 

At current levels, caseloads will be reduced from over 140 to 
90. Such a reduction will allow more intensive supe:r:vision 
and provision of better servicGs~ The 423 proba.tion and parole 
violations occurring in FY 71 are expected to be Im.rered by CIt 
least 50 percent and general recidivism rates are projected 
to bexeduced by 20 percent in FY 72. 

Pre-seQtence investigations are projected to be used in 
50 percent of-_,all felony cases in FY 72 and 75 percent in the 
following year 0 ,:[Ihe increased use 0;1: pre~sBntence 
investigations together with lower caseloads and improved 
supervision will enco~1rage a greater use of pr.obation as an 
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alterna'tive tc. incarceration. If the estimated 25 percent 
increase in the use of probation is achieved, at least 500 
offenders will be diverted from t.he institutions for 
community treatment during FY 72. This will result in 
considerable savings! both in terms of dollars and human 
resources. 

The development of data and a comprehensive plan. for 
enlarging probation as an alternative to incarceration at 
·the misdemeanant level is also part of this project. While 
hard prOjections of results are difficult, it is expected 
that recommendations and supportive documenta'tion will make 
a strong case for bloc grant funding and legislative 
appropriations for improvements in this area. A preliminary 
goal of increasing the use of misdemeanant probation to at 
least the extent now used at the felony level would reduce 
jail populations by approximately 40 percent in the sentenced 
offender category_ If this were in effect currently, about 
69,000 roisderoeanants would be diverted from the jails. 

The proj ect obj ecti ves of reduced proba'tion and parole 
caseloads , expanded use of pre-sentence workups and 
probation, and the development of a program for misdemeanant 
probation services will be achieved through a combination of 
increased manpower resources and improved sys·cems f techniques r 
training and liaison vvith other elements of the criminal 
justice system. Both aspects of the project will run 
concurrently. 

Upon receipt of the grant award, ·the Oklahoma Department 
of Corrections will begin recruitment of 20 Probation and 
Parole Officers and eight subprofessional Aides. The 
standards will be based on the Manual of Correcttons Standards 
issued by the American Correotj onal Associa·tion. Preference 
will be given to Probation and Parole Officer candidates 
with a degree from an accredited college or university with a 
major in the social or behavioral sciences and either one 
year of gradua-te study in social work or the behavior~l 
sciences or one year full-tiroe paid social work experJ..ehce 
under professional supervision. Subprofessional Aide 
Candidab~s will be preferred who have a bachelor I s degree in 
behavioral scIences. However, all carididates will be subject 
to the Oklahoma Merit System. 

The Deputy Di):-ector r Division of Probation and ~arole I 
will supervise recruitment "\<1hich is expected to req'lure 
several months. Upon completion of recrui-tment f the 
Probation and Parole Officers and subprofessional Aides 
will undergo a basic training course of 120 hours in 
conte,mporary corrections theory with particular emphasis on 
supervision of probationers and parolees and pre-sentence 
investigation and reporting. The training methods developed 
under programs 70-f-2 and 70-f-3 of the 1970 State Plan will 
be utilized. Following b~5ic training, the new personnel 

3 



will be assigned to the five probation and parole districts 
of the Division of Probation and Pax'ole. The majority of 
Officers and Aides will be assigned to district offices 
serving the mei:ropoli t.an areas where there are the largest 
workloads and highest incide,:.ce of criminal activity. 

Case assignments will be made( with no Officer 
supervising moxe than 90 units, includin.g pre-sentence 
inves'cigations. Methods of assignment developed under 
program 70-f-3 will be used. Subprofessional Aides will 
assist Probation and Parole Officers and will perform duties 
requiring less skills, including routine supervision of less 
difficult cases. A Project Coordinator, working directly 
under the Deputy Director, Division of Probation and Parole, 
will 000rdinate the operations of the five district offices 
and supervise records keeping and the collection and tabulation 
of relevant data, The Deputy Director will supervise the 
development of alternative methods in caseload assignulents 
and improved proba'cion and parole organizational structures. 

Continuing liaison will be maintained with the Oklahoma 
Court Administrator, in an effort to develop expanded use 
of pre-sentence \'JOrkups and proba'tion as an alternatiye to 
incarceration. .?i systematic reporting system will be 
developed to reflect statewide success rates of proba·tion 
and parole, to be made available to the courts and other 
interested componen't.s of the Criminal Justice System. An 
annual compilation will be made to assist the Department of 
Corrections ( the Oklahoma Crime Commission, and the state 
legislature in corrections planning and funding. 

A special committee under the direction of the Deputy 
Director will be organized to direct a study of manpower 
needs to effectively expand pre-sentence investigation and 
probation supervision to misdemeanant offenders. This 
study will run concurrently with the other aspects of the 
program of probation and parole improvement. Emphasis will 
be on the young offender, but will i11.c1ude all misdemeanants 
in the final analysis. Each district will supervise a 
representative sample of misdemeanant probationers and 
provide relevan'!: data for use in the study. At the end of 
the project period, a final report will be made to the 
Director of the Department of Corrections and the Oklahoma 
Crime Commission. 

W 0 R K S C H E D U L E 

PHASE I - PROJECT INITIATION 

J?reparejob descrip'!:ions( qualifications, notices, and 
other recruitment aids; meet State Personnel Board and State 
Employment service requirements; hire personnel; develop 
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alternative programs and approaches, including detailed 
project desi3'n. The following tasks will be pelrformed 
during phase I: 

Task A - Personnel Assi'=I,nment and orientation 

1. Notify administrative and clerical personnel of 
assignment to project and orient to: 
a. Duties 
b. Length of project 
c. Scope of project 

2. Design de·tailed work EJchedule to project personnel 
and consultants, specifying: 
a. Project planning and control meth?d~ 
b. Work assignments for project partlclpan'!:s 
c. Timetable for all work assignments 

Task B - Recruit Personnel 
1. Develop written job descriptions 1 including: 

a. Requirements and qualifications 
b. Duties and responsibili,ties 

2. Clear requiremen·ts with State Personnel Board and 
state Employment Services. 

3. Advertise ror personnel, including: 

a. Probation and parole Officers 
b. District Coordinator 
c. Subprofessional Aides 
d. Clerical personnel 

4. Hire personnel and orient to project. 

Task C - Develop Training Program 

1. Identify training needs. 
2. Develop Probation and Parole Officer/subprofessional 

,Aide training curriculum. 
3. Incorporate ·training methods developed in special 

probation and parole project (70-f-3). 

4. St.ress pre-sentence investigation methOdS and 
techniqu.es and probation case supervision~ 

Tas){ D - Select study Corami ttee and Orient t.o pro~ct> 

1. Prepare wri t'ten and oral orientation to: 

2. 

a. Familiarize Committee with nature and 
objectives of study. 

b. Define working relationships and procedures of 
Committee(project personnel and <?onsultants. 

c. Describe evaluation, data collectlon, and 
tabulation techniques and methodology. 

d. Design detailed work schedule to project 
/'personnel and consultants. 

T:r:ansmi t wri+-,·ten orientation and brief Committee. 
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PHASE II - PROJECT DEVELOP~ 

Task A - Train Probation and Parole Officers/ 
---- Subprofessiona.l Aides 

1. Implement training developed under Task C, Phase I, 
above. 

2. Provide 120 hours basic training to personnel. 

Task B - Assign O(ficers and Aides, DevelopfCaseloads 

1. Assign Officers and Aides to district offices. 

2. Develop ca,se1oads i utilizing new methods developed 
under program 70-f-3, 1970 State Plan. 

3. Implement, test alternative methods of caseload 
assignment. 

Task C - Develop Probation and Parole Data 

1. Design statistics and data collection system for 
subsequent evaluation and reporting. 

2. Col1ect:' r tabulate, report relel/3.!1't data to: 
a. Director, Department of Corrections 
h. Stu.dy committee 
c. Oklahoma Crime Commission 
d. Court Administrator 

3. Coordinate district office activities and operations, 
stressing uniform data collection, records keeping. 

Task D - Maintain Liaison with Courts and Court 
Administrator 

1. Develop regular meeting schedules for: 
a. Courts and District Supervisors 
h. Deputy Director and Court Administrator 

2. Provide regular probation reports to courts and 
Court Administrator. 

Task E - Conduct Misdemeanant Probation Supervision --- Manpower Study 

1. Collect, tabulate and evaluate data collected from 
municipal and district courts. 

2. Determine ~urrent and projected misdemeanant probation 
supervision manpower needs, costs and available 
resources. 

3. Develop alternative programs for meeting existing and 
projected needs. 

4. prepare \vritten report and present to: 
a. Oklahoma Board of Corrections 
b. Oklahoma Crime Commission 
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Therefore, in order to provide the reader with some 

perspec'tive( the complete text of the application for Grant 

70-df-959 has been included below in its entirety: 

OBJECTIVE 

The primary goal of this project is to improve the 
overall operatiol1s<and capabilities of the Probation and 
Parole Division of i:he Oklahoma t:'epartment of Corrections, 
and to bring:it more closely in line with recognized 
national s'tandards. 

By statute, the Department of Corrections, Division of 
Probation and Parole, is respon:Jible for supervision of all 
adult probation and parole cases, both felons or misdemeanants. 
Pre-sen'tence investigations and reports are also the 
responsibility of the Divisiorl when requested by the Court. 
In October, 1970, 53 Probation and Parole Officers supervised 
a total of 6,667 probation and parole cases for an average 
caseload of 126, not including an estimated 1,100 pre-sentence 
investigations. As of April 30, 1971, caseloads had risen to 
140 per officer, and there are indications that the total 
persons under supervision will continue to incx:;ease. The 
President I s Commission of Law Enforcemen't and Adrrd.nistration 

.of Justice recommends caseloads of 35 1 and the American 
Correctional Association recommends caseloads of 50 units. 
A major need exists for large scale expansion of the 
probation and parole manpOiver resources in order to bring 
caseloads in line with accepted minimum .standards. 

.. Other significant problems axe evident. In 1970, 
approximately 3,000 persons were committed to the state's 
prisons, while approximately 2,100 were placed on probation 
for felony offenses. Less than 1,000 Fre-sentence reports 
were made to facilitate these dispositions. Courts utilized 
pre-sentence investigations in only 20 percent of these 
cases, while 60 percent of the offenders were sent to prison. 
A.lthough courts are not requesting pre-sentence investigations 
consis,tently, the Division of Probation and Parole would be 
unable to effec'!; them \.<rith the available manpower resources 
even if requested. 

The Division is also responsible, by statute p for 
supervision of misdemeanant probation cases. Colt1IDitment of 
sentenced offenders to jails reached 173,877 in 1970, and 
only 122 of these were based on written pre-sentence reports. 
A vastly expanded use of misdemeanant probation supervision 
is needed. 
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The maximum benefits of this project, i.e., a successful 
first step in the continued improvement of the probation and 
parole services of Oklahoma, will depend to a large extent 
upon a sound evaluation design. 'l'he design outlined below is 
intended to be an integral part of the overall project and, 
as suchl evaluation will be an ongoing process from the 
beginning. The evaluation will be under the direct supervision 
of the Oklahoma Crime conuni,ssion, and competent personnel will 
be assigned to the project. 

:One of the first tasks of the evaluation team will be to 
develop a detailed evaluation plan which will be forwarded to 
the Regional V Office, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. Upon approval by LEAA, evaluation will be 
performed according to the following outline. 

L Objectives of Evalua'tion 

a. To determine the extent to which the stated 
goals of the project are being accomplished. 
b. To determine the need for modification for more 
effective accomplishment of s·tated goals. 
c. To measure cost-effectiveness of select.ed methods 
relative to alternates. 

2. ~e-thoc1ology 

a. Develop sta-tu.s history repor-t indicating present 
situation relative to probation and parole services 
and related programs wi-thin the state - showing 
manpower operating costs, and other relevant 
variables. 
b. Develop schedule indicating periodic progression 
of 'i'lOrk to be accomplished - relate to proj ect work 
schedule. 
c. Schedule progress meetings and written progress 
reports. 
d. Pre~test program personnel. 
e. Develop longitudinal studies to measure effect 
of project on recid~vism. 

SUBGffi\..Nrr DA':£lA 

A single sUbgrant in the amount. of $250,000 will be 
awarded to the Oklahoma Department of Corrections. 

BUDGE'l1 

1. LEAA Discretionary 'Support Requested $250,000 
2. State Block Grant Support -0-
3. state or Local Hatching Support 83,400 
4. Other Support (Federal or Private) -o-
S. Program Total 333,400 
6. Applicable Federal/State Contribution Ratio: 

75% Federal 25% State/Local 
7. Prior Funding for Program (c1iscretiona_ry 

or block grant) -0-
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II. GRANT ACHIEVE~ENTS 

Grant 70-d£-959 stipulates that evaluation "be an integral 

part of the ovel-all project and, as such, evaluation will be an 

ongoing process from the beginning." To a limited extent, this 

was accomplished: some revisions were made in the method of 

collecting routine data feedback on the Division of Probation 

and Parole's activities, and ongoing narrative Progress Reports 

were submitted to the Oklahoma Crime commission by Grant personnel. 

For the most part, howeve.': 1 the following evaluation design 

was developed and implemented after the termination of the Grant. 

Between the date on which Grant 10-df-959 was a'\\I'arded and the 

date it terminated, a change in the internal structure of the 

Department of Corrections was effected which has altered this 

evaluation process. On July 1, 1972, -the Department was a,,·,rarded 

another LEAA Grant, under the auspices of the Oklahoma Crime 

Commission, creating a Planning and Research Division respol1sible 

for all Federal Grant evaluation T,vithin the Department. 

As a consequence of this, and because of the time and staff 

available -to complete this evaluation, many measures presen-ted 

here represent the best apparent compromise between the most 

reliable measure possible and the most expedien-tly obtained 

measure. Da-ca vlhich might have been compiled w'ith relative ease 

over the course of -the Grant could not be feasibly compiled 

retroactively. Project personnel were not pre-tested prior to 

receiving Gran·t training, and longitudinal studies were not 

sufficiently developed during the Grant period to allow an 

accurate deterrnina-tion of the effect of the project on recidivism. 

Moreover, these difficulties did not develop merely out of 

neglect on the part of Giant facilitators. The scope of this 

Gran-c itself was so extensive as to preclude the possibility of 

truly thorough implementati<;m or evaluation. The Gran-t makes 

specifications governing virtually every aspect of probation. and 

parole supervision and its effects. 

The Grant requires changes in the Division's hiring, training ,) 

and operating procedures, as ~;ell as certain SUbstantive results 
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to be achieved both in areas over which the Division can exercise 

some influence or control and in areas governed by other, external 

(or I in a fet.". instances, undetermined) forces. 

Projections were made initially in Grant 70-df-959 on the 

basis of poor or scant information, and theoretical assumptions 

were made concerning theories and concepts which are currently the 

subject of literally hundreds of co:crect:ional research projects 

across the nation. FinallYr almost the entire administratiye 

staff of the Di.vision of Probation and Parole has changed since 

Grant 70-d£-959 was originally formulated, and subsequent 

altera.tions in administrative philosophy have resulted in a few 

of the areas relevan.t to this Grant's implemen'tation. 

The following evaluation attempts to dea.l briefly with each 

of the rl1ajor aspects of this ·Grant to dete:l:.1uine both "the extent 

to which the s·cat.e goals of the proj ec't are being accomplished" 

and Hthe need for modification for more effective accomplishment 

of stated goals. lJ In addition, this evaluation also considers 

possible ways ,to narrow the. scope of this Grant (infutt.re 

applications for its continuation) in order that the successful 

accomplishment of stated Grant goals can lie within the realm of 
possibility. 

Chapter I is devoted to personnel matters, Chapter 2 deals 

with the description of the caseload under supervision, and 

Chapter 3 is a discussion of some relevant aspects of supervisory 

activities. The feasibility of expanded probationary services 

for misdemeanants is the topic of Chapter 4, and the fifth Chapter 

concerns -the administra.tive implementation of the Grant. 

Grant funds were initially expended during August of 1971, 

although the first additional Grant personnel were not hired until 

October of 1971. Consequently, all references contained in this 

report to the effective Grant period indicate the time interval 

from October 1, 1971, through December 31, 1972. 
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CHAPTER 1: PROBATION AND PAROLE PERSONNEL 

Grant 70-df-959's main objectives are directed toward the 

personnel of the Division of Probation and Parole. By far, the 

greatest portion of this Grant's funds are allotted for staff 

salaries. Requirements and specifications are cited pertaining 

both to the increase in personnel to be achieved and to the· 

demographic characteristics of that personnel, as well as to the 

development and implementation of new staff training prosrrams. 

The increase in staff size is dealt with in section A of Chapter 5 

on administrative implementation. Both demographic changes and 

personnel tll7aining, however t are discussed in this Chapter as 

sections A and B respectively. 

Although the wording is somewhat ambiguous, it appears that 

the original Grant formulators intended this Grant ·to be an 

experimental design r with the Of.ficers and Aides hired under the 

Grant as the experimental group and the Officers employed prior to 

Gran-t 1 s award as the control group. The Grant stipulates that 

training will be preceded by testing, that Grant Officers will be 

as~igned caseloads not in excess of 90 un{ts, and that these small 

caseloads should cause a decrease in recidivism rates. 

If an e}rperiment '\overe the in-cent, the subsequent implementation 

of t:.he Grant does not permit such a comparison among Officers. All 

new Officers and Aides employed under the Grant were treated in the 

same'f\l.anner as, pre-Grant Officers; the method of assigning cases 

and the size of the caseloads were identical to those previously 

in use, al·though th~ provision of additional staff itself did cause 

all caseloads to be somewhat reduced. '11he sole exception to -the 

identical. treatment of all Officers w'as the fact that trainin.g was 

provided to ·the nei,v Grant employees only. (Even this distinction 

was not clearly maintained, as discussed in section B following) . 

Numerolls considera tions f most of which become apparen-t .,in the 

course of this report, are responsible for the decision (whether 

explicit or implicit) not to maintain an experimental design. By 

necessity, however, this evaluation deals only with changing brends 

'i~li thin the Division and not with differences r if any, between 

groups of Officers and/or their performance. 

11 
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In the evaluation of any program, consideration must be given 

to the personnel who implement that program. The subjects of this 

Section are defined as all Supervisors, Assistant Supervisors, 

Officers and Aides in the employment of the Division of Probation 

and Parole at 'the time periods indicated below, vli th the exception 

of Special community Supervision Project personnel (S.C.S.P.). 

These personnel will hereafter be referred to as staff and/or 

staff menfuers except when dealing with a specific segment of the 

staff, attvhidh points identification by job position will be used. 

The period of time from March If 1970, to July 31, 1972 (17 months) 

~las chosen to allow a comparison of the Personnel in thf~ employment 

of the DivisiO'11 of Probation and Pa:r:ole during the time period 

subsidized by Grant 70-df-959, (August 1, 1971, through becember 31, 

1972) ~ 

Personnel data were collected largely from ckvision of 

Probation and Parole ,personnel files, but also were supplemented 

by Department of Corrections personnel files, and District 

Supervisors' files. Supplementation Was necessitated by obsolete 

application forms, incomplete files 6 and delays in implementing 

files of new employees. 

The charaC:l'teristics of the staff \\,hich were examined were 

limited to five demographic categories: Age; Sex; Race; Education; 

and Prior Military and Law-Enforcement Exp2rience. No attempt has 

been made in 'I::,his section to' evaluate the performance of the staff 

member, but rather, to provide a descrip-tive analysis of the 

profile of the Division of Probation and Parole's staff. (For 

information relcl.ting to job performance, refer to Chapter 3 of 

this evaluation). 

Characteristics of the Probation and Parole staff were 

.considered for '1:11e Division as a whole rather than for each of the 
five . 'Districts \r?i,thin the Division~ However I some significant 

differences in '!the makeup of the s'taff surface when particular 

staff characteristics within the indivi~~~l Districts are isolated. 
,',. 

'X'hese differences '-Jill be pointed out in the discussion of the 

category in which the differences occur. 

12 

i 
r 

.J 

J 
., 

-J ,'" 

j . , 
""'" 

.. , , 
.1 

:J 
I' ,~I 
II, 

l 

• ! 
1 

(I) Age 

The age distributions of the Probation and Parole staff 

members were viewed from two different perspectives. One was 

a poin't-time study considering the last OF.l.y of each of the 

three time intervals designated. The other was a study over 

time of the ages of the staff members at the time hired, for 

only those hired during the 'th:r:ee different intervals. 

In the point-time study, at the end of the Pre-Grant 

period (July 31, 1971), the mean age of the staff in employment 

was 44.4 years. The median age was 46.5 years. The most 

predominant aspect of this grDup was the fact that 58.3% of the 

staff members were between the ages of 41 to 60 yea:es, and only 

36.7% were 40 years of age or less. (See '.B'igure I 1 PRE~GRANT). 

The next point-time study deals with the age of the staff in 

employment at the end of the Grant period (December 31, 1972). 

The mean age dropped to 42.9 years r and the median age dropped -to 

46.0 years. However I' 50.1% of the staff were still over 40 years 

of age, and 5.9% were over 60 years of age. (See Figure I 

POST-GRANT) . 

The distribution of the staff's ages changes somewhat more 

from the end of the Grant period (December 31, 1972), to the end 

of the Post-Grant period (March 31, 1973). The mean age of this 

group decreased to 40.8 years and the median was 40.5 years. The 

most noticeable change was that employees who are 40 years of age 

or less now comprised SO .0% of the entire staff. I],'his change vlas 

due primarily to the number of younger persons hired during the 

Grant and Post-Grant periods and the number of older staff members 

terminating employment due to death or other reasons. (See Figure 
I , CURRENT). 

Age at time hired analyzed over '!:.ime for those staff members 

hired during the three time intervals p:coduced the following 

results. 

Of those Proba'tion and Parole Division staff members hired 

during the Pre-Grant period (March 1, 1970 t through July 31, 1971}, 

61.9% were 40 years of age or less. The mean age of the total 

" 
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Pi;!. 1. Pre-GIant, Post-G:cant r and CUrlent distributions of ages 
of Supervisors, Assistant Supervisors, Officers, and Aides in the 
omp1Cllmf)nt of the Division of l'robatiolJ and Pr'lrole. 
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g.r:oup hired was 36.1 years 1 with a median age of 35.0 years. 

(See Figure 2f PHE-GRANT). 

Analysis of the ages of those h.it'ed during the Grant period 

(August lr 1971 "through December 31, 1972} showed a significant 

increase in the percent.age of those hired who were 30 years of 

age and. under. Of -the total hired, 68.0% were 30 years of age or 

less. The mean age was 31.2 years, and the median age was 26.0 

years (lit" = 4.1297; signifioant at 0.001) .. Even though 68.0% 

of this grOtl,p were 30 years of age or younger, the mean age was 

dis'corted somewhat because 24. OS/:. of the people hired during this 

time were 41 to 60 years of age. (See Figure 2 I GRAN '1' PERIOD) . 

During the Fos·t-Grant period under oonsideration (January I, 

1973 through March 31,1973), 92.4% of Prubation and Parole 
• Division staff hired were 4U years of age or less, with half of 

the~e (46.2%) being 30 years of age or less ("t» = O.4812~ not 

significant). The mean age of this group was 30.5 years,. and the 

median was 31. 0 years. (See Figure 2 r POST-GRANT). 

As the number of persons hired during anyone of the 'Chree 

time intervals was small, (N=21, 25, and 13 persons respectively), 

it would be unwarranted to claim a definitive trend toward ohanging 

the age composi,t:ion of the Division of Probation and Parole from 

older to younger persons, possi=ly more carp.er-oriented in 

correotions. However! a significant change did OCQur in the age 

level of those being hired, and, if this continues I it 1;l\fould be 

safe to assert that the age oompos;i,tion of the entire staff will 

ohange significantly. 
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(2) Ethnic O!i~in and Se~ 

All agencies receiving and implementing Federal LEAA Grants 

"1 are required to oomply wi·th the Civil Rights Ad: of 19641 and 

the Regulations of ,the Departmen1: of Justice (28 CFR Part 42) 

concerning fair eJrlployment practices. No complaints nor 

allegations of discrimination have been made against the bivision 

of Probation and Parole during' the Gran'ting period. The following 

data are presented in conjunction with this evaluation1s analysis 

of the basic composition of the Division's staff. 

For the purposes of this analysis, distribution by ethnic 

origin utilized Black and White categories only. Due to the high 

incidence of mixed Indian and Caucasian blood-line.s among many of 

the people i.n the state of Oklahoma, and due to the fact that 

percentage of blood-line presents grave definitional problems in 

classifying persons of both Indian and Caucasian heritage 1 these 

two ethnic grou.ps are combined in the oa.'t.egory designated White. 

It should be noted that some of the Probation and Parole staff 

are full-blood or part Indian but are classified as White in 

this study. 

Three point-·time studies were made of the distribution of sex 

and. ethnic origin for staff members in the employment of the 
" 

Prd~ation and Parole Division. An analysis over time was also 

madEi:wLth respect to the distribution; of ethnic origin and sex 

amor.fg those staff members being hired·~.:during the three different 

time intetvals .. 

The first point-time distribution dealt with staff members in 

the employment of the Division of Probation and Parole on July 31, 

1971, the end of Pre-Grant period. (See F:bgure 3 I PRE-GRANT). 

Of the 6'0 s·t.a·ff members in employment r 85. O%:were White males, 6. 7% 

were White females, 6.7% wer~ Black males, and 1.7% were Black 

females.. In combination, 91. 7% were White and 8.3 % Black. 

1 Civ.il Rig1:rt,:'1.., /ict oj:- 1~, 78 [J·tat. 241 (1964, U.s. Code Annotated, 

Tit 1 e\~;F8I::' :5 e c . 1 4 47 )'~ 
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All y~hite males were Probation and Parole Officers or Supervisors; 

all White females were Probation and Parole Officers, three Black 

males were Probation and Parole Officers and one Black male was a 

Probation and Parole Aide; and the one Black female was a Proba·tion 

and Parole Officer. 
T;he second point-time distribution was at the end of 'the Grant 

Period (December 31, 1972)., (see Figure 3 I POST-GRANT). l1'he 

distrihutions by sex (x: 2 = 1. 3943; not significant) al1d by a'thnie 

origin (Fisher Exact Probability 0.7349; not significant) changed 

only slightly, but not statistically significantly, from the 

Pre-Grant period with respect to Blac1<:-. :emales and White females. 

Instead of the 1. 7% represent.ation of Black females in the Pre-Grant 

period, 4.4% occurred at the end Qithe Grant Period. It should 

be pointed out that only one Black female was an Officer and the 
! 

other two Black females in this group were Probation and Parole 

Aides. The White female representation increased to 14.5% (N=lO); 

however, by position l only five were Officers, and the other five 

were Aides. 
A point-time analysis on March 31 r 1973 t (Post-Gran't) showed 

that the distribution by sex and ethnic origin had changed only 

slightly from the previous periods. (See Figure 3 , CURRENT). 

The total Black representation was 9.0% of the staff in employment 

on March 31, 1973. 

Hiring practices as related to distribution by sex and ethnic 

origin wex:e analyzed over·time for the Pr.~-Grant F Grant Period I and 
Post-Grant intervals. Three Black male~!(' currently in employment 

:'J 

were hired, before the&/e time intervals a:'flcl therefore are not 

included in the follo'(,olinc:f':·2.f~.stributio!lS.~_ I 

During the; three time intervals under study, hiring practices 

relating to distributibn by ethnic ·origirtfwere relatively unchanged . 
. , '=,i~, 

In the Pre-Grant period, only one Black wiiis hired and represented 

. ·4~·{3% of the twenty-one st<:;l,ff members hired during this interval. 
• ;;t~{l(r';< /'!~: 

DUring the Grant perloc1 r;·.':2S" staff member~'were hired, of which 
, ·'t 

8.0% (N=2) were Blacks (Fisher Exact Prooability 0.5665; not 

significantj ~'" Thirteen staff members were hired during the Post-Grant 

l?er~?;4;.9£ which 7.7% (N::::l) were Blacks (Fisher Exact Probability 
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0.7349; not significant). The percentage of Blacks hired over the 

three time intervals comprises 6.8% of the total s'taff members 

hired.' 
Though the proportion of females hired increased over the 

three time periods considered, (x 2 
=: 8.52:11; significant: at 0.001), 

S6.3% were hired as paraprofessional Probation and Parole Aides 

rather than Officers. 
Grant 70-df-959 did not specify any particular dist.ribution 

of new personnel hiiv?d with respect to sex or ethnic origin, 
·f ,I 

although requirements'were made concerning educational achievement 

and job exp§rience. However,ana1ysis of these two variables would 

not, be cOrri~'lete without the inclusion of the respective distributions 

among both the Probation and Parole DivisionIs c1ient-caseload and 

the Oklahoma popula,tion in gen~~ral. 
Data concerning the sex and ethnic distribution of the clients 

comprising the Division!s caselbad under supery:~sion at the various 

points in time analyzed in this section were ~otfeasiblY'attainable, 
and therefore, were not collecte~L._/ However, a dlstribution was 

J,~ " 

obtained from the Division of pr6~ation and Parole for all new 

probation cases op_~ned from July 1, 1971, to December 31, 1972, a 

period of 18 mont~s. This data reflected that, of 4,796 new 

probation cases ope~ed, 18.7% were~~lack and 14.9% were female. 

The most recently documented population distribution by ethnic 

origin for the State of Oklahoma indicated that Blacks represented 

6.7% of the total population for the state according to the 1970 

Census. 2 In June, 1972, females comprised 51. 29 sI; of the total 
;' 

population~of the State. 3 

2 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, United States 
yCensus of Population: 1970, Number'pf Inhabitan~s of Okl~ho~a, 

PC (I) ~ A38, Oklahoma. Washington" D.C.: Government Pr~nt~ng 
Offioe, July 1971. 

3 Oklahoma Employment Security Commission, :!i2men and Minorit.Y. Groups, 
(Oklahoma City: Oklahoma Employment Security Commission, November, 
1972) r P, 1. 
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(3) Education 

The educational level of the Probation and Parole staff was 

analyzed from two different perspectives: (1') educational level 

at time hired of the entire staff in the employment of the 

Division at the end of the three time periods~ Pre-Grant (July 31, 

1971), Grant Period (December 31, 1972) r and Post Gra~t (March 31, 

1973) and; (2) educa'tional level at time hired of the staff 

members who WeJ:'3 initially hired during the Pre-Grant period, during 

the Grant Period, and during the Post-Grant period. 

Analysis of the educational level at the time hired of the 

staff in employment on July 31, 1971 (PRE-GRANT, N=60) f indicates 

that all of the staff had graduated from highschool and more than 

one-fourth of these had gradua-ted from college. Among these 60 

staff members, the educati~nal level for one employee CQuld not be 

determined as he has since terminated his employment and his 

personnel record did not reflect his educational level. Considering 

the 59 staff members whose educational level was computed, -t.he mean 

educational level was 14.1 years of school, ,the equivalent of 

slightly more than two years of COllege. (See Figure 4 y POST-GRANT). 

The educational level at time hired of the staff in employment 

on December 31, 1972, the end of 't.he Grant period, showed a slight 

increase. Of the 69 staff members employed at this time, -the mean 

educational level was 14.4 years. (See Figure 4 , POST-GRANT). 

The mean educational level at the time hired for the Proba,tion 

and Parole staff on March 31, 1973, {CURRENT, N=78) I was 14.5 years. 

(See Figure 4 f CURRENT). This r ~.gainr was another slight increase 

from the previous period. However, theBBdian education le,;,el for 

each of the ,three periods '\'las 14.0 years. 
\,'-

A more noticeable change in the sta'ff's education level is 

evidenced when viewi11g the educational level cf only those staff 

members who were hired during the three time intervals \mder 

consideration. , 

During the Pre-Grant period (Marcii~; 1, 1970, throug11 July 31, 

1971) 1 -twenty-one staff members were h~;:red; of this group, 65% were 

oollege graduates! 15% oE r"lhich had soYne Post-Graduate wOl.~k. The 
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F~g. 4. Distributions of years of education at time hired of Supervisors, 
Assistant Supervisors I Offic€~rs f and Aides in the eml;:>loyment of the 
Division of ~rcbation and Pa~ole before Grant 7C-df-959 was implemented, 
at end of Grant, and currently. 
1 tata for one (1) of N unknown. 
E: ,1 mr 1 (' 0 f 59. 
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mean educational level for this group -.;."as 15.1 years f and the 

median was 16. a years of educa.tion. (See Figure 5 I PRE-GRANT). 

Within the Grant Period (Augus:: 1, 1971rthrough Deoember 31, 

1972), there was a drop in the percentage of college graduates 
, 2 . 

h~rea (x ;:::: 2.~ 7637 i not significan't). Of -the twenty-five staff' 

members hired, 40% were oollege graduates. The mean educational 

level of this group w~s 14.4 years. Though the mean educational 

level decreased from the Pre-Grant period, it was not significant 

(lit" =: 0.7662; not. significant). The median educational level for 

these staff mernbers was 15.0 years. (See Figure 5 I GRANT PERIOD) . 

In the Post-Grant period (January I, 1973, through·March 31, 

1973), there was a sharp increase in the percentage of college 

graduates hired (x 2 ;:::: 4.6705; significant at 0.05). Though the 

total nUJl1ber hired during this pe~iod was only thirteen, 76.9% of 

these were college graduates rand 7.7% of ·the college graduates 

hired had some Post·-Graduate work. This group t s menn eduoationa1 

level was 15.2 years (nt" = 1.3902, not signifioant), and its 

median was 16.0 years of education. (See Figure 5, POST-GRA.NT}. 

Even though larger percentages of college graduates were 

being hired in the Post-Grant interval, college graduates were also 

terminating their employment at a higher rate than non-college 

graduates. Consequently, the educational level of those terminating 

tended to stabilize the overall educational level in the Division. 

(Many of -t.hese terminations ",rere the result of promotional transfers 

to other segments within the Department of Corrections, or resignations 

to acoept higher paying jobs elsewhere). 

Should the hiring practices continue in ·t.he direction shown in 

the Post-Grant "period, the overaJ.l level of education among the 

Division of Probation and Parole I s staff ';'1ill rise in the future. 

·'1'his 1 of cou:t"se, will hold true only if those with college degrees 

currently employed in the Division terminate their employment at 

the same or a lower rate than those \-li thout a college degree. For 

further information on hiring practices, refer to the Staffing 

section of Chapter 5 in this evaluation. 

Some of the differences between Districts in educational 

level are noted here~ Though the mean and the median of the 

various Districts are not i11cluded, the.- percentages of oollege 

gradUates at the time hired \>lho 'V,Tere in employrnent on March 31 r 1973, 
23 
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Fig. 5. Distributions of vears of educationa't time hired of all 
Supervlsors/ Assistant Sup~rvi90rs, Officers, and Aides hire~ by the 
Division of Probation and Parole before ~rant 70-df-959 was J.mplemented, 
hired during Grant period, and hired after ~rant period. 
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24 

i 
, 
• ,,-. r\1 , •• 

:;, •. '11 

i 
I, __ ;~.--~ I ~,-' 

' .. ""' 

-----------------.-----------------

were calculated within the individual Districts. The staff in 

District I, Oklahoma City, is composed of 50.0% college graduates. 

District II, Tulsa, shows 41.2% of its staff to be college 

graduates~ District III, McAlester, has no college graduates. 

Of the staff in District IV, Duncan, 16.7% are COllege graduates. 

College graduates composed 33.3% of the staff il1 Distric'c V, 

Arnett. 

(4) Prior Experi~ 

The Oklahoma State Merit Board requires that a Probation and 

Parole Officer's minimum qualifications be: 

Graduation from an accredited college or university 1irith 
a major, or the equivalent ntur.ber of semester hours, in 
psychology, sociology, law or a closely related field of study; 
or an equivalent combination of education and experience, 
substitut'ing one (1) year of successful full-time paid 
employment in Probation and Parole work t rehabilitation work, 
social wo:r:k, vocational counseling or lavJ enforcement for each 
year of the required college education, with a maximum 
substi tution of four (4) years . .' . 11 

Grant 70-df-959 specifies that in hiring Probation and Parole 

Officers, the following qualifications be taken into consideration: 

Preference will be given to Probation and Parole Officer 
candidates with a degree from an accredited college or university 
with a major in the social or behavioral sciences and either one 
year of graduate study in social work or the behavioral sciences 
or one year full-time paid social work experience under 
professional supervision • . . However, all candidates will be! 
subj ect to the Oklahoma :M.eri t System. 

The specifications cited in Grant 70-df-959 are more rigorious 

than those established by the S·tate Merit Board. Although the 

Division is required by law to hire the top-ranking applicants on 

Merit Board registers, whether those applicants have a college 

degree or not t 76% of those hired by the Division during the Grant 

period did have some college education. 

4 Oklahoma State Merit Board. Probation and Parole Officer Job 
Specifications, Code 4171: Adopted 7-1-67; Revised 10-24-72. 

25 

- - -- --------------~~~~~ 



I. 
f ' 

The Division has also been able to upgrade the quality of its 

new employee.s by conduc,ting rigorous background investigations on 

each applicant prior to hiring. (A copy of this Investigation 

Form is included as Appendix I). 

A majority of the Proba'tion and Parole Officers who did not 

graduate from college gained their qualifying experience from 

Law Enforcement work, Qr 'through Military experience. AS the 

composition of Probation and Parole Officers having had Law 

Enforcen1ent experience and/or Military experience did not change 

significantly from one to another of ~he three time intervals under 

s'tUdy, the analyses of these intervals are not presented individually 

in this evaluation. Instead, data from the Post-Grant period 

(January 3l[ 1973, through March 31, 1973) are presented because 

the results are representative of the other two time intervals. 

Records reflect that, on March 31, 1973, of the 78 Probation 

and Parole Staff members under study, 28 had no Military experience. 

Of this number, however, fifteen were women. Forty-eight male staff 

members had less than five :years Military service; however, almos"t 

one-fifth (19.5%) had more than five yea:cs service. Of these with 

more than five years service, the distribution was as follows: 

5.1 to 

STAFF IN E1-'lPLOYMENT ON I!1ARCH 31, 1973, HAVING MORE 
THAN FIVE YEARS MILITARY SERVICE. (N=15) . 

10.1 to 15.1 to 20.1 to 25.1 to 
10 years 15 years 20 years 25 years 30 years 

5 2 4 3 1 

Four of the fifteen probation and Parole Officers having more 

than five years Mili"tary Service also had a college degree at time 

hired. The mean months of Military experience of those staff 

members with any Mi li tary experience was 77. 3 months. rrhe median 

for this group was 36.0 months, which underscores the fact that 

while 19.5% have more than five years service, most of the Probation 

and Parole s-t::aff .members had less than five years Military Service. 
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Changes in prior experience in the Law Enforcement field 

among Officers and Aides hired during "the three time intervals 

under consideration in this evaluation ("til = 1. 4 732; not 

significant, and 1Vt ll = 0.5849; not significant) were similiar 

,to changes in prior Military experience (ntll = 1.1254; not 

signigicant, and Ut ll = 0.0.799; not significant). Consequently, 

Law Enforcement experience will not be discussed separately. 

The records of the Probation and Parole Division indicated 

that 67.5% of the staff in employment on March 31, 1973, had no 

pr.evious Law Enforcement experience at time hired, with 32.5% 

having had such experience as shown belm'T: 

any to 
5 years 

STAFF IN EMPLOYMENT ON MARCH 31, 1973, HAVING 
ANY PRIOR LAW-ENFORCEMENT EXPERIENCE. (N=24) . 

--
5.1 to 10.1 to 15.1 to 20.1 to over 
10 years 15 years 20 years 25 years 25.1 years 

---
6 3 1 5 6 3 

Only one of the twenty-·four Probation and Parole Officers 

wi th prior La"V'l Enforcement experience had a college degre.e at 

time hired. Nine of this group, however, had two or more years 

of college at time hired. 
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section (B): PERSONNEL TRAINING 

Grant 70-df-959 specifies that a basic training course of 120 

classroom hours in contemporary corrections theory, with particular 

emphasis on client-supervision and pre-sentence investigations, 

would be provided to the additional twenty Officers and eight Aides. 

Moreover, the Grant states that the training methods developed in 

the Special Community SUpervision Proj ect would be util~,zed ':;l.Dd 

that the ne",r perscnnel would be pre-tested as part of the Grant's 

evaluation. 
A synopsis of the five training seminars conducted by the 

Division of Probation and Parole reveals that 120 classroom hours 

of training were presented in the general areas specified. The 

-training consisted of lectures, classroom exercises, and practice 

sessions taught or conducted by professionals in the behavioral 

sciences and the field of law-enforcement. (See Appendix-.II) . 

Due to a continuing turnover among staff personnel, both by 

reason of terminations-and promotions, the same set of Officers 

and Aides did not attend all of the five training seminars which 

were conducted. Moreover, because attendance lists and tabula.tions 

obtained for t.he five training seminars were in conflict both with 

each other and with respect to other available personnel records, 

it is not possible to present an accurate record of which Officers 

and Aides paid from Grant 70-df-959's funds were also in attendance 

at each seminar. Nevertheless, from all records available, it. 

appears that an approximate average of 24 Officers and Aides were 

in attendance at each session. 

During -the Grant period, and for the :Lirst time since the 

formation of the Department of Corrections in July of 196'" all 

Officers in ·the Division (except the most·-recently hired) have 

complied with Title 70, Section 3311 (g), Oklahoma Statutes 1971. 

This Statute requires an additional 120 classroom hours (beyond any 

in-ser~Tice or Grant training) of professional law-enforcement 

education conducted by the Oklahoma Center for Continuing Education 

at Norman in order to obtain certification as a state Peace Officer. 

All new personnel hired by the Division of Probation and Parole 
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currently receive this training during the first year of their 

employment, as required by law. 

'rhe block of 120 hours train Lng required by Grant 70-df-959 

constituted a great improvement over prior condi.tions within the 

Division of Probatior and Parole when little or no on-going 

training was conducted. Although t.he Division of Probation a.nd 

Pa-role more than satisfied the Grant's requirements as specified, 

certain deficiencies in the original Grant specifications are 
appa .... ~nt. 

More than half of the session Instructors were qualified 

professionals drawn from related fields outside of the Department 

of Corrections, and over half of the hours of training were 

conducted by the professional staff of the Division and the 

Department. 

Secondly, no provisions were made for in-service training for 

non-Grant Officers. Besides the obvious advantages of providing 

-training for the entire staff f one consequence of training only 

Grant personnel ,.,as -that the training seminars came to be viewed 

by some staff members as a discriminatory burden placed on the 

newer Officers who, by the Gran-t's very design, were younger and 

in possession of more formal education. The result may have been 

to prejudice negatively the effect of the training p~ovided. 

Consequently, any new Grant application which requires training 

should provide training for all Officers and Aides employed. 

However, both the excessive utilization of the Division's 

adminis-trative and supervisory staff in training seminars and the 

lack of on-going training for the en~ire staff are close to being 

eliminated entirely. Currently, plans are being formulated by the 

Department of Corrections to provide a.'comprehensive and continuing 

staff ·training program at its Lexington Regional 'I'reatment Center, 

which would periodically include a.ll Probation and Parole staff. 

Additionally, training facilities will be available to the Divisi~n 

at the new Law Enforcement Training Academy being construc1:ed by 

the Department of Public Safer __ . 

Finally I the Grant expre;;;;.Jly provided that ·the new personnel 

would be pre-tested. The formulators of Grant 70-df-959 apparen·tly 

did not intend to refer to the State Merit Sys·tem's competitive 
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examination as "pre-testing" inasmuch as this has been required for 

employment since the formation of the Department in July of 

1967. Beyond this Merit examination, no testing was designed nor 

implemented to evaluate the effect of training on new employees. 

(However, the staff training program currently being developed a~ 

Lexington will include pre-testing and post-testing of all personnel) . 

The only testing during the Grant period that could be 

located were two short papers prepared for graduate course work by 

a Probation and Parole Officer who had been delegated to instruct 

two brief sections originally assigned to a District Supervisor. 

These have been included in this evaluation as a description of some 

of the problems inherent in correctional training. (See Appendices 

III and IV) . 

As will become evident throughout the remainder of this 

evaluation, one form of pre-training and post-training ·testing which 

could be of great benefit in a variety of areas is the administration 

of one or more relatively simple, standardized personality tests now 

available. The changes occurring (or not occurring) among Officers 

af~er ·training and over time may provide valuable information for 

explaining the rate of personnel turnover f the quality and nature 

of the supervision provided, and the occurrence of revocations, 

among others. 
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.. """:'"f- CHAPTER 2: STATE CASELOAD OF PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES 

Chapter 2 of this evaluation is concerned with the nature of 

the caseload u.nder supervision by the Division of Probation and 

Parole. The first section itiil1 discuss some basic characteristics 

of the offenders currently being provided community supervision. 

The second section concerns the total size of the caseload being 

afforded supervis1.on and will attemp·t to proj ect the current rate 

of growth for thE next five years. 

rEhe third section is a discllssion of the current method of 

assigning cases to individual Officers and Officer-Aides. This 

section also attE.~mpts to analyze some of the difficulties in.volved 

in devising and interpreting a cases-per-Officer ratio as it 

relates to alternative methods of case assignment. 

The fourth s€~ctionwill consider the current dist.ribution of 

both the caseload and the Division's Officers and Aides among its 

fi ve regional Dis·trict Offices. 

Throughout~ this chapter of the evaluation, particularly, many 

problems were encountered concerning both the reliability and the 

validity of data available. When exact figures were not available, 

best es·timates were used; however, all estimates are clearly 

indicated as such in the results presented. Optimal intervals of 

time, variables, and categories of variables were not always 

either available or feasible for collection, due to current 

considerations of manpower and time allowed for this evalua·tion. 

Specifically, unl~~ss otherwise stated p all data presented has 

been collected from its original source and tabulated by these 

evaluators. Mistakes in transmission of data at both the 

Officer-District level and the District-Div~sion level have been 

corrected wherever found.. Moreover, certain categories of data 

have not b'een analyzed because of a lack of uniform reporting, 

either from the Officers or the Districts. (These omissions, however, 

are clearly indicated in the results). Finally, data prior to 1970, 
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even when available for analysis, were incomplete at best. 

Consequently, most data presented for the period from 1967 to 1970 

are best available estimates and should be interpreted with caution. 

Nonetheless, within".these limitations, certcdn trends do 
.:}~':: -
/~: 

,.':' emerge. 

Section (A): OFFENDER CHAR1\CTERISTICS 

Preliminary searches revealed no data concerning the personal 

characteristics of the Probationers and Parolees for whom the 

Division of Probation arrd Parole affords community supervision, 

prior to the granting p~riodfor Grant 70-df-959. One possible 

explanation for this can be found in the current procedures for 

caseload management. The Division office maintains the Master 

file on Parolees, while tl'1e District offices maintain only working 

files. Parole revocatioriis an Executive function in the State 

of Oklahoma (the Governor having the sole power to revoke a 

parole)t consequently reqlJiring the Division office to maintain 

closer control over the disposition of Parole cases. 

On the other hand, the District offices maintain the Master 

file,o~ Probation cases because Probation revocation in Oklahoma 

is a Judicial function (the sentencing Court having the sale power 

to revoke a probationary sentence). Unless a Probationer requests 

and is granted a transfe~!to another District, the Haster file in 

t,he original District is \9}SO . the only case file maintained wi thin 

the Division of Probation and Parole. The Division does, however, 

keep an index card file on all current Probation cases un~er 

supervision. These cards contain minimal information concerning 

personal characteristics. 

ConsequentlYf in the absence of computerized facilities for 

the main'tenance of records and files 1 the task of evaluating 

offender characteristics for Parolees and, especially, for 

Probationers is overwhelmingly time-consuming. However, during 

the implementation of Grant 70-df·-959, the Project Coordinator 

instituted the use of log books within the District Offices for the 

purpose of recording aLL new Probation and Parole cases for which 
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supervision is initiated. Although these log books could provide 

a valuable source of data concerning offender characteristics! 

considerations of time and manpower and of the total scope of this 

evaluation. permitted only a synopsis of the data collected by the 

Project Coordinator·dllring 1972 and 'che latter half of 1971. 

Supervision was initiated for 4,796 new probation cases 

from the beginning of July, 1971, to the end of December, 1972, a 

period of one and a half years. Of these cases opened, 50.7% had 

received a suspended, ra'ther than a deferred, sentence. In the 

major metropolitan counties (Oklahoma and Tulsa), ~:8.0% received 

deferred sentences, although 51.2% of those convicted in 

non-metropolitan counties also received deferred sentences. 

Of all new probation cases opened, 85.1% were male. In the 

major metropolitan counties, 18.7% of all offenders for whom 

probationary supervision \lJas lni tiated were female, while 9.6% of 

the offenders rece~ving probation in non-metropolitan areas ~ere 

female. 

Of all new probation cases for 'iv-hich supervision Was initiated 

during this period, 76.1% were White; 18.7% were Black; 4.2% were 

Indian; and 1.0% were of other ethnic orJ.gJ.n. The major metropolitan 

counties; however, showed a higher percentage of Black probationers 

than the non-metropoli,tan counties r which showed a somewhat higher 

percentage of American Indian probationers, (See Table 1 ). 
~' . 

Data concerning the ~~:istribution of sex and ethnic origin for 

all new parole cases for':~_~~Vhich supervisio~ was initiated from the 

beginning of January, 1972, to the end of December, 1972, (a period 

of one year) were not distinguished by county of conviction. During 

1972, 495 new parole cases were afforded supervision. Of these, 

92.5% were male. The e-thnic origin of these 495 parolees was 

distributed as follows: 66.9% were Whi~e; 29.1% were Black; 3.6% 

were Indian; and 0.4% were of other- ethnic origin. (See Table 2). 

The last variable which was available to describe the 

personal characteristics of the Probationers and Parolees under 

supervision was the general offense category for which the client 

was convicted" Of 495 parole cases opened during 1972, 34.3% were 
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TABLB 1. 

DISTRIBU'l'JON OF' TYPE OF SENTENCE, SEX, AND ETHNIC ORIGIN FOR ALL 
NEW PROBATION CASES FOR WHICH SUPERVISION WAS INITIATED 

FROM JULY If 1971, TO DECEMBER 31, 1972. 

- -
t~A,JOR NON-

METROPOLITAN METROPOLITAN STATE TOTAL 
(Oklahoma and (Other than (All Counties) 
'1'u1sa counties) Oklahoma and 

Tulsa Counties) 

Number Percent Number percent Number Pez:pent 

TOTAL CASES 2797 100.0% 1999 100.0% 4796 lo6:~ 0% 

SENTENCE TYPE 
Suspended 1455 52.0 976 48.8 2431 50.7 

Deferred 1342 48.0 1023 51. 2 2365 49.3 

SEX 
:Male 2273 81.3 1808 90.4 4081 85.1 

Female 524 18.7 191 9.6 7J.5 14.9 

ETHNIC ORIGIN 
White 2055 73.5 1595 79.8 3650 76.1 

Slack 
l 

634 22~7 265 13.3 899 18.7 

Indian 78 2.8 122 6.1 200 4.2 

Other 30 1.0 17 1.0 47 1.0 

,\1'1 -'10.-, offenses were: Drug offenses (16.9%); Burglary offenses (16.6%)~ 

For~ery and Bogus Check offenses (14.3%); and Larceny and Theft 

offenses (13.7%). In general, 54.8% of the new probation cases 

op'ened in Oklahoma were for crimes against property. Only 7.9% 

were for assauli~ive crimes. Sex offenses f Drug offenses, and all 

others accounted for 37.2%. Eowever y this phenomenon cannot be 

adequa'tely explained until a further breakdown of the "All 

Others" categol~y Cl,8.3%) is avai1ahle. 

Distinguisbing all nerN probation cases for which conviction 

occurred in 'the 1::.wo maj or metropoli tan counties from those for 

which conviction. occurred in ,the remainder of the state 1 several 

trends eme.rge. Of all new probation cases open.ed, Drug Offenses 

accounted for 19.1% of those convic,ted in a major metropolitan 

count.y, while 'this category· accounted for 13.9% of all those 

convicted in non-metropolitan counties. Conversely, of all new 

TABLE 2. 

DISTRIBUTION OF SEX AND ETHNIC ORIGIN FOR j~LL NEW PAROLE 
CASES FOR WHICH SUPERVIS ION WAS IN!TDiTED FROM 

J'ANUARY 1, 1972, TO DECEMBER 31, 1972. 

Number Per, cent 

IrOTAL CASES 495 lC 0.0% 

SEX 
Male 458 2.5 

Burglary convictions; 19. 0 % were Forgery and Bogus Check 7.5 

convictions; and 12.1% were Larceny and Theft convictions. The 

fact that no drug offenders were received for parole supervision 

during 1972 can be readily explained by the current Governor's 

policy against paroling drug offenders and by current legislation 

prohibiting the parole of drug sellers. (See Table 3 ). 

~) 
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During 1972 and the latter half of 1971, 4,796 probation 

cases were opened" Of these, the most frequently-occurring 
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ETHNIC ORIGIN 
White 

Black 

Indian 

Other 

331 6 6.9 

144 2 9.1 

18 3.6 

2 0.4 
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TABLE 3. 

DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL OFE'ENSE CATEGORIES FOR ALL NEW 
PAROLE CASES FOR WHICH SUPERVISION WAS INITIATED 

FROM JANUARY 1, 1972, to DECEMBER 31 f 1972. 

NUMBER PERCENT 

TOTAL CASES 495 100.0% 
-
ASSAULTIVE 

Homicide 3 . 6 

Mans laugh·tar 16 3.2 
Assault 21 4.2 
Robbery 36 7~3 

Rape 3 .6 
Subtotal 79 15.9% 

PROPERTY I 
Burglary I 

I 170 34.3 
Forgery and Checks 94 19.0 
Larceny and Theft 60 12.1 
Auto Theft 39 7.9 
Other Fraud 16 3.2 
Subtotal 379 76.5% 

OTHER OFFENSES 
Sex Offenses 7 1.4 
Drugs 0 . 0 
All O-chers 30 6.1 
Subtotal 37 7.5 

-

probation cases opened, Burglary Offenses account.ed for 21. 2% 

of all convic·tions in non-metropolitan counties, while this 

category accounted for 13.3% of all convictions in the major 

metropolitan counties. (See Table 4 ). 

36 ... ".: " 
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TABLE 4. 

DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL OFFENSE CATEGORIES FOR ALL NEW 
PROBATION CASES FOR WHICH SUPERVISION WAS INITIATED 

FROM JULY 11 1971, TO DECEMBER 31, 1972. 

MAJOR NON-
METROPOLITAN METROPOLITAN STATE TOTAL 

(Oklahoma a.nd (Other than (All Counties) 
Tulsa Counties) Oklahoma and 

Tulsa Counties) 
Numbe].: Percent Numbe~' Pel.'cent Number. Percent 

TOTAl) CASES 2797 100.0% 1999 100.0% 4796 100.0% 

ASSAULTIVE 
Homicide 6 0.2 5 0.3 11 0.2 

Manslaugh'cer 29 1.0 16 0.8 45 0.9 

Assault 141 5.0 72 3.6 213 4.4 

Robbery 53 1.9 31 1.6 84 1.8 

Rape 14 0.5 14 0.7 28 0.6 
Subtotal 243 8.6% 138 7 ~ O~f, 381 7.9;'6 

PROPERTY 
Burglary "373 13.3 424 21. 2 797 16.6 

Forgery and 
Checks 393 14.1 294 14.7 68:7 14.3 , 

Larceny and 
Theft 375 13.4 380 14.0 655 13.7 

Auto Theft 178 6.4 107 5.4 285 5.9 

Other Fraud 133 4.8 71 3.6 204 4.3 

Subtotal 1452 52.0% 1176 58.99.; 2628 54.8% 

OTHER OFFENSES 
Sex Offenses 63 2.3 33 1.7 96 2.0 

Drugs 534 19.1 278 13.9 812 16.9 

All Others 505 18.1 374 IB.7 879 18.3 

.' """. 
,.::./iubtotal 1102 39.4% ! 685 34.3% 1787 37.2% 
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Section (:B): CDRREW£I CASELOAD SIZE AND PROJECTED GHOWTH 
.... --~~ 

Grant 70-df-959 projected a 25 percent increase in the use of 

probation. services during fiscal year 1972, as a. result of the 

encouragement of Courts to expand the use of probation as an 
alternative to penal incarceration. 

Since the inception of the Department of Corx;E:!ctions on the 
first of July, 1967, the use of community supervision has increased 

immensely. On June 31, 1967 i' the then newly--created Division of 

Probation and Parole inherited a total state caseload of 997 clients 

from the previous, decentralized probation and parole systems in 

Oklahoma. According to the most recent data available, on February 

31, 1973, the total state caseload had ri~en to 8367 clients, an 
increase of nearly 1300 cases per year. 

The Grant's projected growth of 25 percen't was to have occurred 
between July 1., 1971, and June 30, 1972. At the beginning of this 

period, the total number of cases under supervision in Oklahoma was 

6676. By the end of June, 1972, the number had increased to 7966, 
a difference of 1290 cases (a 19.3% increase). 

There is, hOvlever, no indication that this growth was the 
res'l.11t. of c1eliberat:.ely encouraging Courts to expand. the use of 

probation; the total state caseload has continued to grow at a 

rapid rate, irrespective of any attempts to influence it, either 
in a positive or negative direction. 

Data concerning case load growth prior to the Grant period were 
, <. 

collected from June of 1967 through September of '1971. All of these 
figures were obtained primarily from the five Districts' Monthly 

Act:.ivi ty Reports, some of which could not be located during the 

early stages of the Division's existence. The data concerning 

caseload growth during the effective Grant period (from October of 

1971 1 'through December of 1972) were collected and tabulated from 

the individual Officers' Activity Reports in order to correct errors 
in transmip$;i.on and .. :.o.});t:ain the most accurate account possible. 

.",,"i' 

A~'::':'rrhe total number of cases· under supervision in the State has ~~'<'i:. 

irlc.t::eased at: a fairly constan'c rate since 1967,::.·Wiil:;l;l:,~i;19 indica'tions 
that th~~ rate is c1iminishing. (See Fig~re:'i6·). The~~if~~i§~'~b'f 
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growth experienced by the five Districts, although showing 

increases, are not as consistently smo0th as the cumulative (state) 

growth rate. (See Figures 7 and 8). A possible explCH'lation for 

these irregularities may lie in the number of various repor.ting 

procedures utilized over ,time.~ any change in the method of 

tabulating or the category of caSes counted by a given District 

would cause many irregularities from month to mCflth. 

In order to ob-cain a fi ve--year proj ection of the number of 

cases under the supervision of the Division, the mean average 

percent of increase experienced per mont,h was computed for a three 

year period (January, 1970, through December, 1972). Next, the total 

state case~oad on December 31, 1972, was projected at this rate for 

60 months. 

Earlier datal prior to January of 1970, were not included in 

the computation of the mea.n average percent of increase for two 

reasons. First, as s·l;.ated previously, the data available were not 

comple'!::e. Secondly 1 during the first two and one-half years of the 

Division's operation, many counties W8re still in the process of 

oon.verting from t.heir prior, county-based probation system to the 

n~qf centralized system offered by the Division of Probation and 

Parole. Thus, early growth rates experienced were both irregular 

and likely to be u11usually higb,. 

The mean average percent of increase per month. exhibited by 

the total State caseload from 1970 through 1972 was 1. 5352%. If 

t:.he number of cases supervised by the Division contin1.les to grow 

at this rate, the projected number of cases under supervision will 

be 20 , 870 by January 1, 1978. (See Figure 6 ). 

This projection, however, is based on the assumption that:. all 

relevant factors will remain constant. This is a tenuous 

assumption at best because a change in any of ·the following factors 1 

among others I would affect. the growth rate: the state's popUlation; 

the state or na'ciona1 crime rate; statutory criminal codes; the use 

of probatiol1services by individual Judges; the policies of the 

l?a~x1on and Parole Board; the paroling policies of the Governor i the 

rate of misdemeanant: cases remanded for communi ty supervi6~ion i or 

the average length of sentences being imposed. 
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Fig. 7. Grmvth in number Qf cases under supervision of District If 
D;Lstric,t II, and District III from .Jul',', ,1967, to December, 1972 I and 
proj ec'tecl.SJJ;oi\7th for ne}~t fi va years ba.sed on mean averacr6 percent of 
increasepsi·rribnth expe.riBnced from ,Januarv I 1970 ,thru December I 1972. 
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For an example of the above, in Sep'tember of 1971 the first 

offense of Possession of Marijuana was changed from a felony to 

a misdemeanor by statute. In the first half of 1972, the statutory 

age in Old.ahoma for automa'cic adjudication of males as adults was 

ra.is8d from sixteen to eighteen. Both of 'these factors logically 

should have reduced the caseload ~ s ra.te of growth, al th6ugh no 

s1.1cb decrease is apparent. Possibly either sufficient time has 

not ye·t elapsed in order to experience the full impact of these 

legislative changes F or the caseload1s growth has stabilized at 

its current rate because of other, undetermined factors. 

If the current growth rate were to change by as little as 
one-ba.lf of one pe~'cent (0.5;;;), the result would be a dramatic 

increase or reduction in the projected number of cases to be 

afforded supervision. If the case10ad on December 31, 1972, were 

to IJrow at a reduced rate of 1. 0% per month, then the Division 

can anticipate supervising over 14,500 cases by 1978. Conversely, 
if the curren't growth rate ,.,ere 'co increase to 2.0% 1 then over 

27,000 clients would require supervision by 1978. (See Figure 6). 

Projections ",ere also computed for each of the five District 

Offices based on the same data and method of projecting described 
above. (~hese projections have been presented on two different 

qraphsg using the same scale for each, in order to facilitate 

comparisons of base levels and slopes of projection) . 

projections were also computed for each of the five District 

Offices based on the same data and method of projecting which 
were described above. ('l'hese fiVe projections are presented on 

bl0 different graphs, using the same scale for each, in order to 
facilitate the comparison of base levels and slopes of projection 

among Districts). Marked differences among Districts appear. 
(See Figures 7 and 8). 

District I, with a 2.2124% increase per month, shows the 

g;r.ea'test amount of change f with a proj ected caseload of 16,248 in 

1978. District II (0.5903%) and District III (1.1909%) have the 

lowest growth rates, with projected case10ads of 2399 and 905 

respectively. District IV, with a 1.3545% of increase per month, 

has a projected caseload of 3022 by 1978, and District V has a 

proj;~pcted increase to 1359 cases at a 1. 6205% increase per month. 
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Fig. 8. Growth in number of cases under supervision of Dis'l:J.:-.ict IV 
and Dist.!:ict V from July 0 1967, to December, 1972 , and 'Projected 
growth for next five years based on mean average percent of increase 
experienced from January, 1970, through December, 1972. 

District V demonstrated the second largest rate of growth 

bet'l.veen 1970 and 19'12. Also, District IV I although currently sII1.aller 

in size, demonstrated a greater rate of grm<lth and a lal:qer nroiect~ld 

caseload by 1978 than District II. 
The total of the projections ob-tained for each of the District 

Offices is larger than the State's total projected case load due to 

the geometric quality of projecting rates of growth. As the number 

of cases to be projected grows over time, even a small crrowth rate 
will begin netting increasin,gly larger numbers. As a consequence 

to this, and because of the fact that the highest rate of qrm']t.h 

among all Districts ~':as eXgerienced by the most populous Dis(::rict, 

it appears that the most reliable measure would be the more 
conservative projection \·lhich. was computed for the -total St,ate 

caseload over the nGxt fl~e years. 
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section (e): CASELOAD ASSIGNMENT ~~ONG OFFICERS AND AIDBS 

Grant 7C-df-959 stipulated two different (and conflicting) 

requirements concerning the assignment of Case loads to Officers 

and ,Aides. One major object.ive stated was to reduce the size' 

of the caseloads to 90 units-per-Officer during fiscal year 1972, 

with a long-rang'e goal of 50 units. "Case assignments will be 

made, with no officer supervising more than 90 units f including 

pre-sentence investigations. H The second stipulation was ,that 

"methods of assignment developed under 70-£-3 (special Community 

Supervision Project) will be used." 

Before a discussion of either requirement, a distinction must 

be made between lIunits" and IIcases u • The American Correctional 

Association recommends caseloads of 50 units, under a system which 

assigns unit values to tasks requiring various amounts of time ana 

effort. For example, a pre-sentence investigation is equivalent 

to five units, although one client, assigned to an Officer for 

supervision, represents a single unit. 

Although one of the Division's five District Offices does 

evaluate its own activities in unit-values, no systematic use of 

unit-values is in operation within the Division at this time. 

Moreover, "90 units-per-Officer", as stipulated in Grant 70-df-959, 

has frequently been co~strued to mean 90 cases (or clients) per 

Officer. The remainder of this Chap·ter concerns itself with . 

analyzing the ratio of cases-per-Officer, rather than units. 

'1'he progress of the Division of Probation and Parole during 

the Grant period toward meeting the one-to-ninety ratio is presented 

in,the following Table. 

(The goal of a one-to-ninety ratio became an increasingly 

distant objective through the Grant period for reasons discussed 

1n section B of this Chapter and in Chapter 5 following). 

The use of this ratio, however, presents two conceptual 

diffieul ties. First, it is premised on the aSf3Umption that all 

cases would be equally distributed among all Officers. The premise 

itself is in 'conf1ict with the stipulation that S.C.S.P. methods 

of case 'assignmer-,t would be used. S.C~S .. P., which terminated in 
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TABLE 5. 

MEAN NUMBER OF CASES-PER~OFFICER PER MONTH 1 . 
NUMBER OF NUMPER OF 

MONTHS 1971 OFF.rCERS! l1IDES 1972 OFFICERS/AIDES 

January 128.0 59 112.8 67 
February 1.29.2 59 115.2 67 
March 123.9 61 114.7 68 
April 123.9 61 114.8 68 
May 130.8 58 113.8' 70 
June 133.8 59 120.1 68 
July 135.6 59 114.4 67 
August 137.5 59 124.4 63 
September 142.2 58 128.3 62 
October 137.5 61 125,7 65 
November 104.7 72 137.9 60 
December 

! 109.2 
'---

69 I 150.4 57 
1 

Total number of cases under supervision (Probation Parole and . ,. , 
Interstate Compact) divided by total number of Officers and Aides 
employed, as cited in Division's Summaries of Monthly Activity. 

July of 1972, recommended that District Offices discontinue their 

current procedure'of assigning clients to Officers according to 

the geographic area or neighborhood in which the client resides. 

Instead, assignments of case10ads of varying size were recommended, 

to be det~rmined by offender variables. S.C.S.P. developed an 

offender typology which 'Purports to define four basic types of 

offender, each requiring a different amount and quality of 

supervision, and it further recommended that assignments of 

case10ads be made according to these four offender types. 

However, both an overall reduction in case10ad size and 

differential assignment of cases to Officers based on an offeno.er 

typology could not be simultaneously effected. 
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The second conceptual difficulty with the 

ratio is that it is too simplistic a measure 

the typical caseload responsibilities of most 

cases-per-Officer 

to reflect accurately 

Officers. Although 

cases are not currently assigned according to the characteristics 

of the clients, some functional variations in the size and type of 

caseloads assigned among Officers do occur. A few Officers are 

assigned minimal or no caseloads in order to free their time for 

conducting client-related investigations only. A few others are 

assigned exceptionally large caseloads, the supervision of which 

entails mostly administrative correspondence with a minimum of , 
active field supervision. A simple cases-per-Officer ratio will 

not indicate the relative effect of these two extremes. 

In order to develop a more representative measure, the hlean 

average number of cases-per-Officer each month was computed for 

only those Officers assigned a caseload, eliminating all others 

who were not assigned a caseload. Four out of the five Districts 

had a fairly constant or decreasing mean number of cases-per-Officer 

during the effective Grant period. District I's ratio was 

substantially higher than the other four Districts, and it also 

increased markedly over the Grant period. The Sta'te mean remained 

fairly stable at the 130-cases level. (See Figure 9 ) . 

Even this measure has some limitations. A mean average is 

affected by extreme scores. Only a few exceptionally high or low 

scores .will dis,torta mean average in either a positive or negative 

direction. Consequently, the median (or middle) score of 

cases-per-Officer was determined for each month. The resul'ts 

indicate a convergence of the median cases-per-Officer scores in 

Districts II, III, IV and V, with the state median number of 

cases-per-Officer decreasing to a level approximately between 

100 and 120 cases. District I's median score of cases-per-Officer 

diverges noticeably from the other four districts, and it retains 

approximately the same level as its mean scores, indicative of the 

relative absence of extreme scores for individual Officers. (See 

Figure 10) . In conclusion, during the Grant period, Officers were 

typically supervising between 100 and 120 cases (clients) apiece, 

except in District I tllhere caseloads were between 160 and 180. 
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Section (D): DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD AMONG DISTRICT OFFICES 

Grant 70-df-959 required tha"t the majority of the new personnel 

hired were to be assigned to the metropolitan areas. As indicated 

in the preceding two sections of this evaluation, the majority of 

"the new Officers and Aides were placed in District I, Distric"t II, 

and District IV, which include the three major metropolitan areas 

in Oklahoma (Oklahoma City, Tulsa, and Lawton), in accordance with 

this Grant requirement. 

HmlJever r as also indicated in the preceding" section f this was 

not sufficient to allay the problem of rapidly-growing ratios of 

cases-per-Officer which are currently occur)::ing, especially in the 

District I office. The rationale for placing additional Officers 

and/or Aides in non-metropolitan areas is "that these Officers must 

travel more extensively in order to supervise their widely-dispersed 

caseload, as compared to Officers whose caseload resides entirely 

within one portion of a major metropolitan area. 

In light of the wi~e disparity in cases-per-Officer ratio 

between the District I office and the other four Distric"t offices f 

this reasoning does not appear to be sufficient justification for 

placing any additional s·taff in other Districts at this time. 

As a further analysis of the caseload situation in Oklahoma 

County, two additional measures were evaluated. The first measure 

considered was the current geographic distribution of residence 

for all Probationers and Parolees living in Oklahoma under the 

supervision of the Division of Probation and Parole. 

The data for this measure were compiled by District Supervisors 

at the request of the Grant Coordina"tor in mid-March, 1973. 

(N=7,613, of which 920 were Parolees, 6,158 Probationers, and 535 

clients convicted in other states but currently residing in Oklahoma 

and being provided courtesy supervision under In"terstat e Parole 

Compac"t) . 

In mid-March, 1973, only eleven of the 77 counties had more 

than 100 Probationers and Parolees in residence within their 

boundaries. Of these counties ( two had a disproportionate number 

of total: Tulsa County with 699 Probationers and Parolees in 
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residence, and Oklahoma County wi-th 3,637 in residence. Toge-ther, 

Oklahoma and Tulsa counties accounted for 57% of the total sample. 

(See Figure 11). When analyzed by District, District If Oklahoma 

City, and District II, Tulsa, together accounted for 71% of the 

'total sample. 

A similar measure was compiled by the Division of Probation and 

Parole in mid-February, 1972, slightly more than one year prior 

(N=6,476). At that time only nine counties had more than 100 

Probationers and Parolees in residence. Oklahoma County (2,690) and 

'IJ 
: ,~.~ 

-Ii 
1 

• J -." 
~ -.~ , ;...... .... 

TUddl~a. (1'1° 012) agalin accountehd ford 57% of th~ tOttadl sample. f 300 . :1" 
A ltlona y, Tu sa County s owe an approxlma e ecrease 0 ~ ln 

the number of Probationers and Parolees in residence from 1972 to 

1973, which decrease was apparently the result of a reorganization 

of District II and the institution of more accurate case load 

accounting ml'}thods. (See Figure 12 ) . 

The second measure evaluated was the distribution of all 

Probationers and Parolees currently under the supervision of the 

Division of Probation and Parole by the county in which they were 

originally convicted. This distribution is based on a count of 

Probation and Parole index files in the Division Office in mid-March, 

1-73 (N=7,804). This does not include Interstate Probation and Parole 

cases originally convicted in other states but currently residing in 

Oklahoma. Oklahoma a!1d 'I'ulsa counties accounted for 58% of the 

total sample. (See Figure 13) . 

This second measure should be interpreted with caution. It is 

not necessarily an indication of the rate of criminal convictions over 

time occurri.ng in given count,ies. For example, although a particular 

county may convict relatively few defendants per year, a tendency 

toward pronouncing relatively lengthy sentences would increase the 

gr.oss number of Probationers and Parolees appearing in this distribution. 

However, this measure does tend to confirm the distribution patterns 

present in the distributions by county of residence. 

Neither of the above-cited measures was necessarily chosen for 

its absolute predictive quality. Nevertheless, viewed in conjunction 

with the current cases-per-Officer ratios( these distributions do 

tend to emphasize the immediate prob 1 "m of the metropolitan areas. 
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Ind~cates current boundaries of District Offices. 

KEY 

26 16 

o to 49 Clients 
50 to 99 Clients 
100 to 499 Clients 
500 or more Clients 

Fig. 11. County of Residence for all Probationers and Parolees 
living in Oklahoma under the supervision of Division of 
Probation and Parole in mid-March, 1973. (Oklahoma and Tulsa 
ccunties account for 57% of the tota 1 ). 
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---- Indicates current boundaries of District Offices. 

KEY 

7 
c::J a to 49 Clients 

22 1 EZl 50 to 99 Clients 
~ 100 to 499 Clients 
~ sao or more Clients 

F~g: 12~ County of residence for all Probationers and Parolees 
~~v~n~.l.n Oklahoma l1n~er ~he supervision of the Division of 
Iroba~l.on and Parole In m~d-February, 1972. (Oklahoma and Tul 
count1es account for 57~ of total). sa 
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I : 
c=J a to 49 Clients 
e::.zJ SO to 99 Clients 

21 12 ~ 100 to 499 Clients 
~ 500 or more Clients 

Fig. 13. County in which convicted for all Probationers and 
Parolees under the supervision of the Division of Probation 
and Parole in mid-March, 1973. (Oklahoma and Tulsa counties 
account for 58% of the total). 
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District I, District II, and District IV all have heavy concentrations 

of clients in their major metropolitan counties. However, each of 

thes<~ Distx'icts are also responsible for the supervision of clients 

residing in counties with relatively sparse Probation and Parole 

populations, This phenomenon tends to weaken the argument for 

assigning such a large proportion of the Officer--positions available 

tO,the non-metropolitan District offices. For further data concerning 

this problem, refer to s~ction A of chapter 3, on Supervisory Reports 

and Investigations. 
~eapportioning Officers among the five District offices may 

not be the entire, nor even the only, possible solution. Redistricting 

the State in order to create one or more new Districts may also be a 

viable alternative. Such a consideration, however, is beyond the 

scope of this evaluation. Consequently, only a few considerations 

concerning redistricting in order to assuage the current crush on 

the metropolitan counties are cited. 
First, any redistricting would necessitate additional 

appropriations in order to locate and equip new District offices. On 

-I:he other hand, currently 1 a number of Officers reside at a 

considerable distance from the location of the in District Office, 

.:11 though -cheir residence is in or near the region for which they 

are responsible. Conseq11ently I redistricting would not necessarily 

require current Officers to relocate their homes. 

Ho.wever, the distributions by county of residence previously 

illustrated tend to indicate a need to locate any new District 

Offices created in metropoli,tan areas of at least moderate size. 

Moreover, in view of the general tendency for Probationers and 

Parolees to be somewhat less economically-stable and consequently 

mOre transient than the population at large, it would not appear to 

be in the best interest of District Offices to split major metropolitan 

areaS. 

A final consideral:ion should be given to the current boundaries 

of the State Judicial Districts. Currently, four Judicial Districts 

(Di~\tricts 4, 21, 22, and 23), each administered by a single presiding 

Judg[e, are divided by the current boundaries of Probetion and Parole 
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District offices. (See Figure 14). Although there is no apparet~t 
requirement that Probation and Parole Districts be consistent with 

the boundaries of Judicial Districts, some benefits would accrue 

from such an arrangement. The presiding Judge in each District 

would be able to establish his own consistent administrati't.18 policy 

with a single District SUpervisor, and each District Supervisor 

could maintain a closer rapport with the Courts in his District . 

55 



!. 

DIS~'RICT V 
1l.l~NEPT 

D.!STl?ICT IV 
l){!NC.I1N 

DISTRIC'l' I 
OKLA110NA CI~ly 

KEY 

+++++ 

DISTRICT II 
TULSA 

+ 
t 

+ 
+ 
+ 

~--tt 

+ 
+ 

DISTRICT III 
McALBSTER 

Probation and Parole 
Districts 

state Judicial 
D.istricts 

Fig. 14 CompCl.rison of current state Judicial Dist:-cicts and 
current boundaries of the District Probation and Parole Offices. 
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CHAPTER 3: SUPERVISORY ACTIVITIES 

In the first Chapter of this evaluation, some characteristics 

of -the current staff of the Division of Probatiol'l. and Parole and 

the training afforded to them were discussed. Chapter 2 dealt 

with the nature of the current caseload under supervision: its 

offender characteristics; its prior growth, current size, and 

projected growth; it:s distribution among individual Officers and 

Aides; and its g'eographic distribution among District Offices. 

Neither of those Chapters alone, however, attempted to measure 

the dynamic process called community supervision, a process which 

involves interaction between the supervisory agent and the c1.ient­

recipient of that supervision. 

All currently developed measures of the dynamics of supervision 

are tenuous ;~:t best. Numerous variables, some recognized and some 

possibly unknown, affect t.his process. Consequently, great caution 

should be exercised in the interpretation of the data presented in 

this Chapter which purport to be measure~' of either -che behavior 

of Officers or that of Probationers and Parolees. 
Section A vf this Chap'cer presents some mea.sures of reperted 

Officer activities, specifically the quantity of reports and 

investigations completed. However, the scope of this evalu.ation 

and the time available do not permit the design and implementation 

of any measures of the quality of those reports and investigations 

completed, with reference to the requirements specified by Grant 

70-df-959. Again, no measure could be readily designed to 

evaluate the relative quality of -chose investigations. 

Ser-':ion C of this Chapter concerns the rate of revocation 

occurring during the Grant period, with reference to the Grant's 

projected changes in recidivism. 

Section (A): REPORTS ~~D INVESTIGATIONS 

All data presented in this section were obtained from these 

evaluators' tabulations of the District Activity Reports. p~ior 

57 



" l 

to October of 1971, several versions of this Activity Report were 

utilized for various lengths of time. Beginning October of 1971, 

and coinciding with the date on which new personnel were first 

hired under 'chis Grant, a revised and improved version of the 

District Activity Report was implemented. This neVI versich, 

developed by the Division 1 s administrative personnel a::~d the Grant 

Coordinator, provided both more specific and more accurate data 
than had been retrieved previously. 

From October of 1971, to December of 1972, a total of 120,240 

reports and investigations were completed by the Officers and Aides 

of the Division of Probation and Parole. The maj o:ri ty of these 

(64.9% of the total) were routine Contact Reports. The next most 

frequent: category (17.3%) consisted of Special Reports, which 

incor,?orate both positive and negative developments. The information 

contained in these repor.ts is deemed more important thc:.n that in a 

routine Contact Report, but not demanding revocation action. 

Revocation and Violation Reports accounted for only 1.8% of the 
'total. (See Table 6 ). 

Differences did appear when these figures were analyzed for 

each District Office. Contact Reports accounted for 81.0% of the 

to'tal reports completed by District IV and for 56.6% of District 

lis total. Wide disparities among the Districts occurred in the 

utilization of Specia'l Reports: 29.8% of District I' s total; 15.0% 

of District III's total; ~.7% of District V's total; and 2.6% and 

2.2% respectively of District II's and District IV's totals. 

Revocation and Violation Reports accounted for 6.9% of 

District V's total reports completed, although no other D:J..strict 

showed a percentage greater than 1. 8% in this category. Both 

District II (7.0%) and District V (6.9%) had greater percentages 

e;f Cour't Appearances than the remaining Districts which had 

percentages under 2.1%. However, it is not clear whether the 

category Court Appearances was utilized consistantly t,o indicate 

appearances per Officer per day or appearances per Officer per 
case hearing. 

No rational interpretation of the meaning of this data is 

possible without further analysis. Disdrepancies in the percentages 
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among Districts may reflect little more than variations of 

emphasis in the reporting practices of the five Districts with 

respect to quantity. Another, more likely possibility is that 

different Districts utilize different types of reports or even 

reporting practices to record similar events. However, it is 

entirely possible that these figures indicate real differences 

in the behavior of the clients assigned to each District. 

In an attempt -to determine whether reporting practices have 

changed over ,time, that is, since Grant 70~df-959 was implemented, 

four measures of activity were analyzed in six-month intervals 

from January, 1970, to December, 1972. The four measures chosen 

are the mean number of reports completed per month; the mean 

number of cases under supervision; the mean number of Officers 

and Aides in employmenti and the mean total mileag'e per month 

which was reported as driven in the course of field supervision. 

Again, great caution is urged in the interpretation of 

mileage d~ta. First, different Districts are responsible for 

the supervision of clients residing in areas of varying size. 

Moreover, an increase in mileage reported as driven may indicate 

an increase in the amount of supervision afforded individual 

clients in field contacts, if the number of cases under supervision 

has not risen disproportionately. On the other hand, a decrease 

in -the mileage reported as driven does not necessarily indicate a 

decrease in the amoun't of supervision afforded: Officers with 

exceptionally large caseloads may be changing their emphasis from 

field contacts to office contacts in order to interview a greater 
number of clients each month. 

Addi tionally I· the mileage figures shown include the use of 

the sixteen state-owned vehicles assigned to District Offices in 

following manner: none in District Ii 2 in District IIi 1 in 

District III; 9 in District IV; and 4 in District V. The Department 

of Corrections reimburses the State Motor Pool at the rate of eight 

cen'cs per mile for the use of these automobiles, as compared to a 

rate of nine cents per mile paid to Officers for the use of their 
personal vehicles. 
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The mean number of cases under supervision has shown a steady 

increase over the past three years to a level of 7,979.83 cases 

during the last half of 1972. Throughout 1970 and 1971, the mean 

number of reports completed per month also showed an increase. 

However, reports per month showed abrupt increases during b9th the 

first and the last half of 1972. During 1972 (the major portion 

of the Grant period), the mean number of reports completed per 

month rose above the mean number of cases under supervision for 

the first time in the past three years. (See Table 7 ). 

The mean number of Officers and Aides employed by the 

Depar'tment of Correc'cions wi thin six-month intervals shows a 

steady increase through the first half of 1972, reaching 68.8I. 

In the latter half of 1972, however, a mean average of only 63.6 

Officers and Aides were in employment. (For fur'ther discussion of 

this phenomenon, refer to the section on Staffing in Chapter V) . 

The mean total mileage reported as driven per month by all 

five District Offices showed an increase until the latter half 

of 1971, at which time a slight decrease occurred. _ During the 

first half of 1972, an abrupt increase occurred in the mean 

monthly mileage reported, aI-though this measure declined sharply 

again during the latter half of 1972. For reasons cited above, 

no rational explanation of these changes can be made at this time 

without further analysis. 

The revised version of the District Activity Report, implemented 

in October of 1971, permitted an analysis of these same four measures 

of activity among the five District Offices during the effective 

Grant period (from October, 1971, through December, 1972). Although 

these measures were weak for reasons already stated, the results 

did tend to confirm the growing crisis in the District I office, 

which is responsible for the supervision of clients residing in 

Oklahoma County. 
With 37.4% of all Officers and Aides in employment, District 

I accounted for 48.8% of the mean number of cases under supervision 

and for 51.2% of the mean number of reports completed per month. 

District I accounted for 23.9% of the mean total mileage reported 

as driven per month during this same time period. All four other 
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TABLE 7 

.MEASURES OF AC'JlIVITIES REPORTED BY ALL FIVE DISTRICT OFFICES 
IN SIX-MOnTE INTERVALS FROM JANUJI.RY t 1970 t TO DECEHBER,1972. 

MEASURES OF ACTIVITIES 
<-

Reports Cases Officers Hileage 
Per Under And Aides Reported 

t·1.onth Supervision Employed Driven 
- - - -
X X X x 

January-Ju.ne '70 3719.16 5182.50 1 44.50 68,964.16 

July-December 170 4182.50 5709.16 49.6 74,359.83 

,1anua!'y-Jul1e 171 5104.16 6191.00 55.0 77,042.6 

JulY"'December '71 5538.0 6864. Y 60.6' 73 r 761.83 

January-June '72 7623.6 7473.16 68.83 85,285.0 

July-December '72 9380.5 7979.83 63.6 74 1 302.6 

1 Computed with estimate for one District's caseload for one month 
within the six~month interval because of missing data. 
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Districts, including District II which is responsible for Tulsa 

and District IV which is responsible for Lawton, had a greater 

percentage of the Officers and Aides employed during the Grant 

period than their respective percentages of cases under supervision. 

District III and District V, like District IF had a great~, 

percentage of the mean number of reports completed per montii. than 

their r:especti ve percentages of the mean number of cases under 

supervision. (See Table 8 ). 

(rrhe figures presen-ted above include data available only 

through DeceMber of 1972. Recent increases in staff since that 

time have changed these relationships somewhat. According to 

the most recent information obtained, District I still has a greater 

percentage of the total cases! 51.1% at the end of February, 1973, 

than of the -total staff, 42.3% at 'the end of tl1arch, 1973. District 

IV had 16.3% of the -total cases at the end of February f and 15.4% 

of the total staff in employment at the end of March). 

Section (B): PRE-SENTENCE INVESTIGATIONS 

The requirements of Grant 70-df-959 specify ,tha't the use of 

pre-sentence investigations be expanded to a minimum of 50% of 

all felony cases adjudicated in fiscal year 1972 and 75% in fiscal 

year 1973. The Grant further indicates that such an expanded use 

of pre-sentence investigations should resul,t in an estimated 25% 

increase in the use of probation, as opposed to penal incarceration t 

thus diverting at least 500 offenders from the institutions to 

community supervision . 
Any diversion from institutions -to community supervision which 

is the result of an expanded use of pre-sentence investigations 

would be extremely difficult to de'termine at this time because of 

the current decentralization of records between the Division of 

Probation and Parole and the Division of Institutions. currently, 

pre-sentence investigations are conducted at the specific request 

of the sentencing court, no'!: as a routine matter in all felony 

prosecutions (with the exception of some Courts in rl'ulsa county). 
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After a pre-sentence investigation is completed and forwarded 

to the requesting Court, judicial disposition on the case may 

be delayed several weeks or, in cases which are appealed, even 

several mon'ths. 

Each District has developed its own method of determining 

in which new probation cases remanded by the Courts a pre-sentence 

investigation was previously conducted. Conversely, when the 

State Penitentiary receives a new inmate, a standard fo~m letter 

is mailed to the District containing the county of conviction, 

requesting a copy of the pre-sentence investigation if such an 

investigation were conducted. 

Consequently, District Offices are able to report how many 

pre-sentence investigations are conducted in a given period and 

how many new probation cases are opened in which a pre-sentence 

investigation was conducted. However, according to personnel 

in the State Penitentiary's Classification Department, current 

maintenance of records do not readily permit a determination of 

the number of inmates received in whose cases a pre-sentence 

investigation was conducted. 

From tabulations of District Activity Reports, the staff of 

the Division of Probation and Parole conducted 1,338 pre-sentence 

investigations in fiscal year 1971; 1,028 investigations in fiscal 

year 1972; and 394 investigations from July of 1972 to December of 

1972 .. In fiscal year 1971, according to data obtained from the 

Classification Department of the State Penitentiary I 2,125 new 

commitments were received in Oklahoma's penal institutions, and 

1,963 new commitments were received in fiscal year 1972. From 

July of 1972 through December of 1972, 901 new commitments were 

received by Oklahoma prisons. 

Data, compiled by the Grant Coordinator, from the Districts' 

log books of all new cases opened, indicated that 3,287 new 

probation cases were opened during fiscal year 1972. No figures 

were readily obtainable for the nu~ber of new probation cases 

opened during fiscal year 1971; however, 15,009 new probation 

cases were opened from July of 1972 through December of 1972. 
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From the same compilations of the Districts' log books, 244 

new probation cases were opened during fiscal year 1972 in which 

a pre-sentence investigation had been conducted. This comprised 

7.4% of all new probation cases opened during tha't. time period .. 

F'rom July of 1972 through December of 1972, 207 new probation 

cases were opened in which pre~sentences had been conducted, 

comprising 13.7% of all new probation cases opened. 

Beyond this, few conclusions can be drawn from these figures. 

A decline in the number of new conunitments to Oklahoma penal 

institutions did occur, and as evidenced in preceding Chapters 

of this evaluation, the total state caseload is growing rapidly. 

Bowever 1 it is not clear tha't the difference between the 1,028 

pre-sentence investigations conducted during fiscal year 1972 

and the 244 J;1,ew probation cases opened during fiscal 1972 in which 

pre-sentence investigations had been conducted is the equivalent 

of the number of adjudications which resulted i~ prison incarceration. 

Among other possibilities, pre-sentence investiqations conducted 

during that time period may have been for cases in which a final 

Court disposition was not obtained until the following fiscal year. 

Most likelyv however, the decentralization of the maintenance 

of records which overlap institutional incarceration and conununity 

supervision has resulted in the apparent discrepancies which appear 

in these figures. 

Another measure of the use of pre-sentence investigations 

which was available is the distribution of such investigations 

between the ,two major metropolitan counties (Oklahoma and 'rulsa) 

and the remaining 75 counties in Oklahoma. For all new probation 

cases in which supervision was initiated be'tween July 1, 1971, 

and December 31, 1972, 12.3% of all cases convicted in the major 

metropolitan areas were accompanied by pre-sentence investigations. 

Of all new probation cases convicted in the non-metropolitan 

counties and in which supervision was initiated during this one 

and one-half year interval, 5.3% were accompanied by pre-sentence 

investigations, although 9.4% of all cases opened in the State had 

pre-sentence investigations conducted (See Table 9 ). 
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TABLE 9. 

DISTRIBUTION OF USE OF PRE-SENTENCE REPORTS FOR ALL NEW 
CASES FOR WHICH SUPERVISION WAS INITIATED FROM 

JULY I, 1971, TO DECEMBER 31, 1972. 

PROBATION 

MAJOR NON- STATE TOTAL Mf:TROPOLITAN METROPOLITAN 
(Oklahoma and (Other than (All Counties) 
Tulsa Counties) Oklahoma and 

Tulsa Count,ies) 

Number Percent Number Percent Numbe~' Percent 
TOTAL CASES 2797 100.0% 1999 100.0% 4796 100.0% 

PRE-SENTENCE 
REPORTS 
With 345 12.3 106 5.3 451 9.4 
Without 2452 87.7 1893 94.7 4345 90.6 

A final measure of the use of pre-sentence reports was 

presented in the preceding section of this Chapter, devoted to 

reports and investigations. Of all reports and investigations 

completed within the Division of Probation and Parole from October 

of 1971 through December of 1972, 1% were pre-sentence investigations. 

The only District with a higher percentage was District II, with 3.3% 

of its total reports as pre-sentence investigations. Again, thii can 

be explained by the fact that certain Court:s in Tulsa county 

routinely request a pre-sentence investigation in all felony 
adjudications. 

In order to evaluate adequately What effect a pre-sentence 

investigation has upon the Court's disposition of a criminal case , 
some method mus't be developed to provide each District with 'feedback 

concerning the disposition of cases in which pre-sentence 

investigations are conducted. 
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Recording results of pre-sentence investigations is not the 

full extent of problems created by Grant 70-df-959's requirement 

for the expanded use of pre-sentence investigations. Pre-sentences 

are lengthy and comprehensive reports, concerning virtually every 

aspec'!;: of a criminal defendant I s prior behavior. These 

investigations are time consuming, and any increase in the quality 

of these investigations would likely necessitate a reduction in 

the quantity which could be conducted. Only pre-pardon and 

pre-parole investigations approach the amount of time and effort 

ordinarily required by a pre-sentence. 

To illustrate, one Officer, who was assigned no caseload in 

order to conduct pre-sentence, pre-parole, and pre-pardon 

investigations exclusively, during 1972 averaged 9 pre-sentenC!:=s, 

22 pre-paroles, and 6 pre-paraons per month, in addition to all 

incidental client contacts and required court appearances. 

Recallin(3' that a pre-sente:nce investigation ordinarily requires 

more time and ~ffort than a pre-parole or pre-pard~l investigation, 

and assuming that one Officer could complete 30 pre-sentences per 

month (a liberal estimate), 9 additional Officers would have been 

required to devote their full time in order to conduct a 

pre-sentence investigation in each of the 4,796 probation cases 

opened from July of 1971 throlJgh December of 1972. 

Large and rapidly growing caseloads currently provide little 

incentive for District Supervisors or Division Administrators 

actively to encourage Courts to expand their present use of 

pre-sen'!;:ence investigations. Grant 70-df-959 appears in retrospect 

to have been most unrealistic in its projections concerning 

pre-sentence investigations. 
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Section (C): REVOCATIONS 

For fiscal year 1972, Grant 70-df-959 projected a reduction 

by at least 50 percent of the "423 probation and parole violations" , 

occurring in fiscal year 1971. Also, general lI recidivism" rates 

were projected t,o be reduced by 20 percen'!;: in fiscal year 1972. 

However, these somewha'!;: ambiguous requirements do not define 

either "violation" or II recidivism rate". Inasmuch as coinciding 

figures were not located, it could not be determined whether 

"violations" was intended to refer to all violations which occurred, 

all violations which were reported, or all violations which resulted 

in a disposition of revocation of sentence. 
Similiarly, a IIlower recidivism rate" could refer to a decrease 

in the number of new crimes committed by Probationers and Parolees, 

or to a reduction in ,the number of new criminal convictions which 

result. Recidivism could also be defined as the actual rate of 

return to prison or as the rate of violations which are observed 

and reported for administrative or judicial action, regardless of 

the disposition. 
For the purposes of this evaluation, 'the measure chosen for 

analysis is the rate of revocation of sentence. However, this is 

not intended to be a definitive measure of recidivism. Beyona the 

possible limitations cited above, a Probationer or Parolee could 

'also satisfactorily complete his' term' of community supervision and 

subsequently be convicted of a new crime and incarcera'ted.' 
Moreover, revocation rates are far from an ideal measure for 

other reasons. For example, a lower revocation rate could indicate 

merely a reduction in the number of violation reports prepared by 

Officers. These reports are time-consuming to compile and prepare. 

Consequently, as the caseload of an individual Office, increases, 

fewer reports can be expected. Nevertheless, the rate of revocation 

is the most accessible objective measure that can be retrieved from 

the data currently main'tained by the Division. 
The underlying assumptiol!- of the Grant appears to be that as 

the caseload-per-Officer ratio declines, better supervision will 

occur and a decrease in the recidivism (revocation) rate will result. 
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Xn :fact; the caseload-per-Officer ratio increased during the Grant 
period, but the percentage of cases for which supervision was 

terminated due to revocation of sentence declined slightly 
nevertheless. 

Over the past three years, the Division of Probation and Parole 
experienced a continuous rise in the mean number of cases under 

supervision per six-month interval. The mean caseload-per-Officer 
ratio declined slightly (from 116.5 'co 109.0) until the latter 
half of 1972, a'!: "4hich point an abrupt increase to 125.5 

cases-par-Officer occurred. However, the percentage of case 

t::erminations due to revocation showed a decline from 20.6% of all 
cases terminated to 10.1%. (See Table 10). 

However, the District Activity Reports r from which the data 
were collected, did not distinguish between Parole and Probation 

revocations prior to December, 1971. By that month, revised forms 

which separated Probation revocations from Parole revocations were 
£1..1l1y implemented. Consequently, during the Grant period, with 

more specific data available, a somewhat different trend emerges. 

The total number of cases under supervision in the State for 
both probation and Parole showed a steady increase over the 
t:.hir'/:een-month period, with a conconunitant rise inl::he mean 

cases-per-Officer ra'cio from 102.2 to 146.8. (See Tables 11 and 12). 

The percentage of terminations due to revocation fluctuated greatly 

from month to month. NevertheJ.ess! over the entire thirteen-month 
interval, a gradual decline in the rate can be observed. (See 
Figure 15). 

As could be expec·ted, the percentages of revocatiOl:l among 
Parolees (ranging from 11.8% in July to 33.3% in June) are higher 

than among Probationers (ranging from 7.9% in September tv 17.9% in 
Juno). Abrupt declines occur in July, 1972, for both Parolees and 
Probatloners. VacCI"::ions for Offioers and Court recesses could 
partially account for this decline. 

(The da'tc;l in this Chapter do not include other States' cases 
for which courtesy supervision through the Interstate Parole 

Compact was provided in Oklahoma bEwause the type of termination 
in those cases is not distinguished) . 
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TABLE 11. 

~RE~~DOWN OF TYPES OF TERMINATION FOR ALL OKLAHOMA PROBATION CASES 
CLOSED FROM DECEMBER, 1971; THROUGH DECEMBER, 1972 • 

--

CASELO~D I, TOTAL PROBATION CASES IN h~ICH SUPERVISION TERMINATED PROBATION 
! CApES UNDER PER IN GOOD 

StJ'!:'ERVISION OFFICERl 

--

I PARDONED I STANDING DP.CBASED REVOKED TOTAL i- ,...._--; I 
X 

NO. PER MONTH NO. % NO. -t NO. % NO. % NO • . ---
DEC. 1971 5952 102.2 181 88.7 0 0.0 .j 1.5 20 9.8 204 
JAN. 1972 5991 105.7 182 82.0 a 0.0 1 0.0 39 17.6 222 
FEB. 1972 6192 106.2 184 85.6 1 O~O 2 0.1 28 13.0 215 
MAR. 1972 6250 105.8 262 87.9 1 0.0 1 0.0 34 9.1 298 
APR. 1972 6345 105.9 261 88.5 1 0.0 4 1. 4 I 29 9.8 295 
MAY 1972 6387 107.9 225 86.2 0 J.O 4 1.6 ' 32 12.3 261 
JUNE 1972 6573 110.6 193 80.4 2 0.1 I 2 0.1 43 17.9 240 

f JULY 1972 6397 110.0 230 89.5 0 0.0 4 0.2 23 8.9 257 
AUG. 1972 I 6391 I 119.6 I 190 84.4 3 1.3 2 0.1 30 13.3 225 
SEPT. 1972 6477 123.7 240 90.6 1 O.G 3 1.1 21 7.9 265-
OCT. lS72 6574 120.0 291 88.9 0 0.0 6 1.8 30 9.2 327 
NOV. 1972 6501 133.0 247 91. 5 0 0.0 2 0.1 21 7.8 270 
DEC. 1972 6820 146.8 179 88.2 0 0.0 7 3.4 17 8.4 203 
X=MEAN X= X= X= X= X= X= X= X= X= X= X= AVERAGE 6373.1 115.2 220.4 87.1 0.7 0.1 3.2 0.9 28.2 11.2 252.5 

Mdn= 

I 
Mdn= Ndn= Mdn= Hdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= I Mdn= MEDIAN 6391 110 225 88.2 0 0.0 3 0.2 29 9.8 257 

I Measure used was the total number of all cases (including both Probation and Parole) under 
supervision at the end "of month divided by total number of Office~s and Aides in employment. 

-
DEC. 1971 

JAN. 1972 

FEB. 1972 

MAR. 1972 

'" APR. 1972 

MAY 1972 

JUNE 1972 

JULY 1972 

AUG. 1972 

SEPT.1972 

OCT. 1972 

NOV. 1972 

DEC. 1972 

X=,tIT-EAN 
AVERAGE 

Mdn= 
MEDIAN 

T~BLE 12. 

BREAKDOWN OF TYPES OF TEID4INATION FOR ALL OKULBOMA PAROLE CASES 
CLOSED FROM DECEMBER, 1971, THROUGH DECEMBER, 1972. 

TOTAL 'PAROLE CASES IN WHICH SUPERVISION TERMINATED 
PAROLE CASELOAD 

CASES UNDER PER IN GOOD 
SUPERVISION OFFICER1 STANDING PARDONED DECEASED REVOKED 

X 
NO. PER P.~ONTH NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % 

814 102.2 23 59.0 2 5.1 4 10.3 10 25.6 

812 105.7 23 65.7 1 2.9 4 11.4 7 20.0 

836 ,106.2 18 64.3 1 3.6 0 0.0 9 32.1 

853 105.8 39 78.0 1 2.0 0 0.0 10 20.0 

861 105.9 25 71. 4 1 2.9 0 0.0 9 25.7 

876 107.9 24 75.0 0 0.0 1 3.1 ,7 21. 9 

852 110.6 , 20 60.6 2 6.1 . 0 0.0 11 33.3 I 
904 110.0 14 82.,4 0 0.0 1 5.9 2 11. 8 

884 119.6 20 80.0 1 4.0 0 0.0 4 16.0 

920 123.7 21 75.0 2 7.1 0 0.0 5 17.9 

936 120.0 24 72.7 0 0.0 2 6.1 7 21. 2 

933 133.0 23 62.2 2 5.4 4 10.8 8 21.6 

996 146.8 26 I 72.2 0 0.0 3 8.3 7 19.4 

X= X= X= X= X= X= X= X= X= X= 
882.9 115.2 23.1 70.7 1 3.0 1.5 4.3 7.4 22.0 

Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Mdn= Md~= I Mdn',: 
876 110.0 23 I 72.2 1 2.9 1 3.1 21.2 

TOTAL 

NO. 

39 

35 

28 

50 

35 

32 

33 

17 

25 

28 

33 

37 

36 

X= 
32.9 

Mdn= 
33 

1 MeaRure used was the total number of all cases (including both Probation and parole) under 
supervision at the end of month divided by total numcer of Officers ana Aides in employment. 
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Fig. 15. Percentage of Probatio~ and Parole cases in 
which supervision was terminated due to revocation of 
sentence from Gecember, 1971, through December, 1972. 

Contrary to Grant 70-d£-959's projections, the revocation 

rate declined slightly despite the fact that the cases-oer-Officer 

ratio increased. A number o£ recent studies, includinn Oklahoma's 

~':F'ecial Community Supervision Project, have concludc;d. t~at caseload 

size alone will not determine revocation rates, and that a reduction 

in t.he quantity of superivision provided clients ffii;=lY even result in 

·a decreased revocation rate. On the basis of the data available, 

this evaluation cannot reach such a conclusion. A satisfactory 

explanation for the decline j n revocation rate T,d1ich did occur 

cannot be advanced until more information becomes available. 

The District Activity Reports, from which the data for this 

Cha?ter were gathered, did not. distinguish b~tween revocations 

which resulted from technical rule violations and revocations due 

tc new criminal convictions. 
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Obtaining this information would have entailed searching 

thousands of closed files t one by one, in order to distinguish 

the type of revocation. Although tim~-consuming, such a project 

would be of great value i~. analyzl'ng the t' , " revoca lon process as lt 

relates to caseload size for the reasons stated below. 

As the cases-perM-Officer ratio increases I a reasonable 

hypothesis would be that the number (although not necessarily 

the percentage) of revocations due to new criminal convictions 

would increase because the Offi.cer would be supervising more 

clients. Conversely, the percentage as well as the nmnber of 

revoca·tions due to technical violations might be expected to 

decline because the Officer would have less time per client to 

discover, investigate and report such violations. 

Un-!:il data becomes available to determine to what degree 

changes in each of these types 0f revocation rates contributes to 

the overall (but slight) decrease in revocation rate which was 

demonstrated, certainly no rational interpretation is possible, 

much less conclusions about the quantity or quality of supervision 

afforded. 

Moreover, little is known at this time concerning the 

characteristics of the Oklahoma Probationer or Parolee who is 

revoked. Within the time available and the scope required for this 

evaluation, the only readily-available measure presented is a 

distripution of the crimes for which clients were originally 

convicted among the types of case-termination for all Parole cases 

closed in 1972. Of this ~ample, Burglary offenses accounted for 

32.5% of all revClcations; Forgery and Bogus Check offenses accounted 

for 21. 3%; and Auto Theft accounted for 13.8%. (See Table 13 ) . 

The above can be interpreted only as a measure of the types 

of cases for which Parole revocation in 1972 occurred, however, 

and not as an indication of the offenders most likely to be revoked. 

To determine the latter, it would be' necessary to evaluate over 

time the behavior of all Perolees who had been convicted of a 

particular crime, rather than the behavior of all whose case, 

cvincidentally or not, terminated in a given time period. Among 
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TABLE 13. 

DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL OFFENSE CATEGORIES WITHIN TYPES OF 
DISPOSITION FOR ALL PAROLE CASES CLOSED FROM 

JANUARY 1, 1972, TO DECEMBER 31, 1972. 

PAROLE CASES CLOSED DURING 1972 
-

PARDONED EXPIRED DECEASED REVOKED STATE TOTAL 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

TC)'lIAL CASES 7 100% 240 100% .'1. 100% 80 100% 331 100% 

ASSAUL T " VE 
Homic:Lde 1 14.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 

Mansli:tughtcr 1 14.3 10 4.2 1 25.0 1 1.3 13 3.9 

Assault 0 0.0 10 4.2 a 0.0 4 5.0 14 4.2 

RobbEu:y 1 14.3 13 5.4 0 0.0 7 8.8 21 6.3 

Rape 1 14.3 4 1.7 0 0.0 1 1.3 6 1.8 

SUbtotal 4 57 . .l 37 15.5 1 25.0 13 16.4 55 16.5 

PROPERTY 
Burglary 2 28.8 73 30.4 1 25.0 26 32.5 102 30.8 

Forgery/Checks 1 1~\. 3 34 14.2 a 0.0 17 2l. 3 52 15.7 

Larceny/Theft 0 0.0 33 13.8 1 25.0 7 8. 8 41 12.4 

Auto Theft 0 0,0 24 10.0 a 0.0 11 13.8 35 10.6 

Other 'Fraud a 0.0 13 5.4 1 25.0 1 1.3 15 4.5 
--I--, 

Subtotal 3 42.9 177 73.8 3 75.0 62 77.7 245 74.0 

OTHER 
Sex Offenses 0 0.0 3 l.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.9 
Drugs. 0 0.0 6 2.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 1.8 
All Others 0 0.0 17 7.1 a 0.0 5 6.3 22 6.6 

Subtotal 0 0,.0 26 10.9 0 0.0 5 6.3 31 9.3 

-
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other reasons, the time served in prison and the time served on 

Parole most likely affect this rat~ of revocation. 

The data does indicate, however, that in 1972 over 67% of all 

Parole revocations occurring were for clients originally convicted 

of three major crimes against property. 

(These figures were data compiled by the Grant Coordinator 

from the Dist:rict's log books of all cases opened and 010se0, and 

they indicate 331 Parole cases terrninating in 1972. The tabulation 

of District Activity Reports by these evaluators indicated 389 

Parole cases terminating in 1972, and the cause of this discrepancy 

could not be determined). 
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CHAPTER 4: FE~~IBILITY OF MISDEMEANANT SUPERVISION 

Grant 70 .... df-959, as cited at the beginning of this evaluation, 

required that the Division of Probation and Parole undertake a 

study and develop a comprehensive plan for the 

probation services for misdemeanant offenders. 

this was Task E of Phase II of the Grant's Work 

expanded use of 

Specifically, 

Schedule. 
The Division of Probation and Parole implemented this task 

by requesting one of its Officers to undertake such a study by 

interviewing District Judges from five of the most populous 

Judicial Districts in the State of Oklahoma. The results of that 

study were presented to the Oklahoma Crime Commission as part of 

the Grant Progress neport submitted on June 3D, 1972. The 

conclusions which that study reached are sUIT@arized as follows: 

(a) The opinion of the JuJges interviewed was that the 

current Oklahoma Statutes do provide for pre-sentence 

investigation services and supervisory services for 

misdemeanant cases. However, most of the Judges perceived 

no need for manctatory pre-sentence investigations of all 

misdemeanant cases prior to sentencing, rather, that such 

investigations be conducted on a select basis at the 

discretion and request of the Courts. 

(b) All Judges interviewed agreed that misdemeanant cases 

should not be supervised at the expense of sacrificing the 

supervision of felony cases, especially those involving 

l~ to 25-year-old first offenders. 

(c) Most were of the opinion that little Lenefit could be 

derived from supervising misdemeanants with sentences less 

than six months in dUration. Most agreed, however, that 

some serious misdemeanor cases could be beneficially provided 

with supervision. Offenses ~entioned included: Driving 

Under the Influence of Intoxicants; Aggravated Assauli:~; 
Possession of Marijuana; Child Beating; or any offense which 

requires a sentence of six months to .. :ne year incarceration. 
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(d). During 1971, Oklahoma Courts terminated 174,128 

~isdeme~norcases, of which approximately five percent 

(roughlY,9 r OOO cases) resulted in placing the defendants on 

. probation' for bne' ,to two years deferred sentences or in 

sentencing defendants to one year jail incarceration. In 

'order to provide probationary services for these 9,000 

·additiona1 cases and in order to retain a rc.tio of 90 cases 

per Officer, the Department of Corrections would be required 

t.o hire ,an additional 100 Probation and Parole Officers. 

(e) Legislation passed during 1971, whi6h reduced the first 

offense of possessing some types of controlled drugs to a 

misdemeanor, will likely result in an increased number of 

misdemeanant offenses adj'udicated in Oklahoma in the' future. 

The study described! 'undertaken by the Division of Probation 

and Parole in accordance with the requirements of Grant 70-df-959 r 

concluded that further study is necessary to determine more 

accurately what volume of increase in misdemeanant crime in 

Oklahoma can be expected. Additionally, that study suggested 

that the number of misdemeanant cases placed under probationary 

supervision within the Department of Corrections be compared to 

the number of misdemeanant cases which could have been (but were 

not) placed under the supervision of the Department. 

In addition to the conclusions reached in that study, these 

evalua't~ors would add only three additional points, all of which 

underscore the unrealistic nature of the Grant's requirement that 

the Division of Probation and Parole develop a comprehensive 

plan fo~ the expanded use of probationary supervision for 

misdemE~anant cases. 

First, records maintained at this time present no readily­

accessible means of distinguishing what percentage of cases currently 

under superv'ision are misdemeanor convictions rather than felony 

convictions .. Typically 1 however 1 the Courts refer only some 

serious misdemeanor cases ,to the Department for supervision. 

consequ.ently, the Division of Probation and Parole necessarily 
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requires time and manpower to improve its current client-population 

accounting procedures before it can effectively evaluate either 

the impact of current levels of misdemeanant supervision or the 

potential impact of expanded supervisory efforts in this area. 

Secondly! the very nature of misdemeanant. supervision 

presents unusual problems for the supervising Officer. Ordinarily, 

locating and interviewing a new probationer and processing the 

forms nece€saryto open such a new case require considerably more 

time and effort on the part of the supervising Officer than 

routine supervision of a case. which has already been opened. 

ProcedUres for' closing cases also require greater expenditures of 

time and effort -than routine. supervision. Misdemeanants, by 

definition, have received sentences of considerably shorter 

duration than felons. ConsequentlYi misdemeanant supervision 

necessarily reqnires a much smaller ratio of cases per Officer 

than felony supervision. Without a smaller ratio, an Officer 

would most likely spend the greatest portion of his time merely 

opening and closing cases, rather than providing effective corrununity 
supervision. 

Third,as indicated in the Division'S study, providing 

misdemeanant supervision for only ·those cases in which a one-year 

sen·tence was imposed would require that the Division of Probation 

and Parole more than double its current staff of Officers. 

Considering the difficulties already described in this evaluation, 
which result from a rapidly growing caseload and a continuing 

shortage of manpower, understandably, the Department of Corrections 

does not look favorably upon developing comprehensive plans to 

expand supervisory services further without some real prospect of 
solving its current manpower shortages. 
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CHAPTER 5: ADMINIS'rR.i\TIVE IMPLEMENTATION 

This Chapter is devoted to answering various questions conoerning 

Grant implementation'by the recipient agency for which responses are 

required in each G,rant Progress Report and Evaluation submitted to 

the Oklahoma Crime Commission. 

The scope of Grant 70-df-959 inclUdes both administrativ~ 

changes and substantive results which Cl.re inextricably meshed. For 

example, the projected ratio of 90 cases-per-Officer is premised 

upon hiring an additional 20 Officers and eight paraprofessional 

Aides. As sp~cific topics in this Chapter relate to other results 

presEnted in this evaluation, references will be made to appropriate 
, 

'chapters. Nevertheless, the substance of this Chapter should be 

interpreted in light of the entire report. 

The ~irst section deals with cost-benefit factors (cost per 

client treated) and related issues, such as: evidence of local 

and s-tate support received; evidence that local and state 

expenditures did not decrease as a result of the Grant~ and plans 

for assumption of financial support of the project after LEAA 

support is discon·tinued. 

The second section is devoted to gen~ral aspects of staffing 

Grant 70-df-9 59: number of e~ployees hired wi·th Grant funds; 

incidence of discrimination in hiring practices, if any; and 

problems related to employee turnover rates. 

SECTION (A): COST-BENEFIT FACTORS 

Grant 70-df-959 does not lend itself easily to an analysis of 

the cost per clien·t treated because the nature of the Grant itself 

was to increase the personnel available to provide client-supervision. 

The hypothesis was that additional supervisory personnel would 

improve the quality of trea·tment afforded. 

As discussed earlier, utilization of funds for Grant 70-df-959, 

originally intended for complete expenditure between July 1, 1971, 

and June 30, 1972, did not begin until August of 1971; when 

preliminary arrangements were made for the purchase of equipment. 
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No personnel (Officers and/or Aides) were hired with Grant money 

until October of 1971, and the total allotment of $250,000 was not 

fully expended until the end of December, 1972, a period of fifteen 

months. 

During that time period, the Division of Probation and Parole 

expended $880,827.55 of appropriated State funds. Approximately 

$12,650.00 were spent by the State Employment Securities Commission 

to employ three people subsidized by E.E.A. (one as an Officer in 

District V and two as clerical aides in District II). Thus, a 

total of $893,477.55 was utilized from October of 1971, through 

December of 1972, for the supervision of Probationers and Parolees 

adjudicated as adults in Oklahoma. 

J\1"ain, during the same time-frame, a mean average of 7,688 

clients were afforded community supervision by the Division of 

Probation and Parole. Thus, the cost per client treated during 

the effective (but not technical) Grant period was almost 26¢ . 

per day_ If the total Grant allotment of $250,000 is included 

in these computa'cions I the cost per client per day rises to 

slightly more than 33¢. 

However, such analyses are virtually useless. If Grant 

70-df-959 had not been awarded to the Department of Corrections, 

no reason exists 'co believe that the mean average number of 

clients remanded by the Courts and the Governor (as the State's 

paroling. au-thori ty~ for community supervision would have decreased. 

The cor!cept of providing community supervision for criminal 

offenders is an expensive proposition under any circumstances, 

although considerably less costly than incarceration. (Current 

estimates of the cost per client per day of penal incarceration 

in the State of Oklahoma vary between $4.00 and $7.00, depending 

upon the type of facility and treatment program) . 

Section 303 (10) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 

Stree-cs Act requires that state or local funding not be reduced as a 

result of Federal Grants. Inasmuch as Grant 70-df-959 was designed 

to increase 'che quantity of staff personnel ,to le.vels not in 

existence prior to the Grant's award, no decrease in state or 

local expenditures occurred as a result of this project. 
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A decrease in State appropriations shortly preceeding the 

award of Grant 70-df-959, however, had great influence in 

minimizing many of its intended effects. In the spring of 1971, 

contrary to the Department's requested budget, the Oklahoma State 

Legislature reduced appropriations to the Department of Corrections' 

Probation and Parole Division fund by an ffiuount equivalent to the 

salary, of -ten of the 54 Officer positions then funded by the State. 

This was due to a limited amount of State Funds available for 

appropriations. 

This actioh occurred between the time at which the application 

for Grant 70-df-959 was prepared and its subsequent award date. 

As a consequence of t,his, all results of this Grant were achieved 

and must be interpre'ted in view of the fact that a net-gain of 18, 

rather than 28, additional supervisory agen'ts was acquired. A 

ratio of 90 cases per Officer as a project goal was, in effect, an 

impossibili'ty before 'the Gra,nt began. (For more information on 

this point refer to section C of Chapter 2). 

The assumption of financial support for this project after 

LEAA grant funds are discontinued can be derived,· at this time 

from two possible sources: the State Legislature in increased 

appropriations, or ~he Probation and Parole Fund, established by 

legislation in 1972 permitting Courts to impose a fee (not in 

excess of $5.00 pe~ month) upon criminal defendants as a condition 

of probation. Currently, the Division of Probation and Pa'ole is 

expending funda from LEAA Grant 72-f-l1 in the amount of $300,000, 

which provides salaries for 25 Officer and eight Aides as a 

continuation and expansion of Grant 70-df-959. Thus, when LEAA 

funds for this project are discontinued, the Division of Probation 

and Parole will be confronted with finding sources -to assume 

nearly 0ne-third of its annual operating budget. 

The State budget requested for Fiscal Year 1974 reflects an 

increase of 19 personnel in the Division of Probation and Parole, 

17 of which are professionals in the field. 

SECTION (B): STAFFING 

.' (Fair hiring practice as required by the 1964 Civil Rights Act 

~., 

I 
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and by LEAA regulations has been discussed in section A, Chapter 1, 

of this evaluation). 

Staffing Grant 70-df-959 has presented continuous problems 

for the'Division of Probation and Par.:')le. These problems have 

noticeably affected the results obtained to date by this project, 

as will be discussed later. Additionally, however, staffing was 

the primary cause for the necessity of extending Grant 70-df-959 

six months beyond its originally-scheduled termination date. 

(Part of the need for extension was the fact that the Grant 

allotted sufficient monies for the salaries of all twenty Officers 

and eight Aides over the entire, twelve-month fiscal yeldr 1972, 

although, by the Grant's mm design, personnel were not scheduled 

to be hired until the end of the first three months) . 

The origin of the staffing difficulties is a complex set of 

circumstances. As discussed in the-preceeding section, Legislative 

cut-backs in appropriations to the Division of Probation and Parole, 

which preceeded the award of this Grant, comp~lled the Division to 

reduce its professional staff by ten Officer position~. The 

personnel occupying these positions were retained by the Division, 

however, as the first ten of the 20 additional Officers funded by 

Grant 70-df-959. 

(A synopsis of the distribution of personnel paid with Grant 

funds each month from October, 1971, through December, 1972, is 

included here as Table 14). 

As a consequence, it was necessary to request extensions of 

Grant 70-df-959 in order to expend all funds. Another difficulty 

observed had even wider ramifications. As pre-Grant and Grant 

personnel would terminate, replacement was not effected immediately. 

During the middle and latter months of the Grant period, personnel 

previously returned to the state budget were resumed on the Grant 

for shor.t periods to compensate for this lag. Not only did the 

lag in replacing personnel affect the expenditure of Grant funds, 

it alse had noticeable effects on the cases-per-Officer ratios. 

(refer to section C of Chapter 2). Much, but not all, of the 
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and by LEAA regulations has 'been discussed in section A, Chapter 1, 
of this evaluation). 

Staffing Grant 70-df-959 has presented continuous problems 

for the Division of Probation and Parole. These problems have 

noticeably affected the results obtained to date by this pr0ject, 

as will be discussed later. Additionally, however, 3taffing was 

the primary cause for the necessity of extending Grant 70-df-959 

six months beyond its originally-scheduled termination date. 

(Part of the need for extension was the fact that the Grant 

allot-ted sufficient monies for the salaries of all twenty Officers 

and eight Aides over the entire, tv,r~lv'e-month fiscal year 1972 , 
althoughr by ./.;he Grant 1 s own design, personnel were not scheduled 

to be hirea until th'3 end of the first three months) . 

The ori-Jin of the s'taffing difficulties is a complex set of 

circumst.ances. As discussed in the preceeding section, Legislative 

cut-backs in appropriations to the Division of Probation and Parole, 

which preceeded the award of this Grant, compelled the Division to 

r~juce its pr02essional stafZ by ten Officer positions. The 

personnel occupying -these posi"i::ions were retained by the Division, 

however, as the first ten ,of the 20 additional ,Officers funded by 
Grant 70-df-959. 

(A synopsis of the distribution of personnel paid with Grant 

funds each month from October, 1971, through December
p 

1972, is 
includ~d here as Table 14). 

As a consequence, it was necessary to request e~tensions of 

Grant 70-df-959 in order to ~xpend all funds. Another difficulty 

observed had even wider ramifications. As pre-Grant and Grant 

personnel would termi~ate, replacement was not effected immediately. 

buring the middle and latter months of the Grant period, personnel 

previousl::,r returned to the State budget were resumed on the Grant 

for short periods ·to compensate for this lag. Not only did the 

lag in replacing personnel affect the expenditure of Grant funds, 

it also had noticeable effects on the cases-per-Officer ratios. 

(refer to. section C of Chapter 2). Much, but not alIt of the 
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TABLE 14. :',. 

BREAKDOWN OF ,PERSONNEL PAID FROM .GRANT 70-DF-959 FUNDS· 
BY POSITIONS FROM OCTOBER,1971,THROUGHDECEMBER,1972. 

MONTH OFFICERS AIDES CLER~CAL SU.~TOTALI 
Oct.aber 
November 
December 
January 
F'ebruary 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 

, August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

X==MEAN 
AVERAGE 

~Idll::: 

MEDIAN 

'71 
171 
'71 
'72 
'72 
172 
l72 
f 72 
v72 
'72 
172 
'72 
172 
'72 
'72 

13 
20 
20 
21 
17 
18 
11 
11 
12 
20 
16 
20 
25 
25 
25 

X= 
18.3 

Mdn== 
20 

1 
::J 

5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
6 
6 
1 
7 
7 
7 

X= 
5.2 

Mdn::: 
5 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
5 
4 
4 

X= 
0.9 

Mdn= 
o 

14 
25 
25 
25 
22 
23 
151 
151 
171 
26 
22 
28 
37 
36 
36 

X= 
24.4 

Mdn= 
25 

ity to expend State 1 Temporary cutback was the result of a necess d 
. t';ons for F~scal Yeax 1972 before the fun s lapsed. appropxla ~ . ~ 

, '_ la·tter months of the Grant period, occurrance of rising ratlos ln 

. 11 l' n District I . coincide with the period in which especla Y f 

terminating Officers had not yet been replaced. (See Table 15). 

Hiring Probation and Parole Officers and Aides has been 

, t of factors. Prior to very recent yearsr complicated by a varle y 

t d · the position. Salaries few qualified applicants were interes e ln 

available under 

(See Table 16). 

the State JYleri t System vlere below regional averages. 

Moreover f the position itself w'as vie\ved as an ineffectual 
4 • 'ad the low-s'i:atus occupation. However, during the Granclng perl I 

Probatl' 0' n and Parole, was able to obtain the Stclte Division of 
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TABLE 15. 

PERSONNEL TURNOVER AMONG OFFICERS AND AIDES FROM 
AUGUST, 1971, THROUGH MARCH, 1973. 

NU.MBER NUMBER NET GAIN CUMULATIl 'rERMINATED HIRED HONTHLY INCREASE 
August 0 0 0 0 September 0 1 + 1 + , 

..L. October 1 2 + 1 + 2 November 0 11 + 11 + 13 December 0 0 0 + 13 

DATE 

1971: 

January 1 1 0 + 13 February 1 1 0 + 13 March 0 2 + 2 + 15 April 1 1 0 + 15 May 0 0 0 + 15 June 1 0 ]. + 14 July 1 0 1 + 13 August 4 1 3 + 10 September 2 2 0 + .LO October 1 3 ;- 2 + 12 November 1 0 1 + 11 December 2 0 2 + 9 

1972: 

January 2 2 0 -I- 9 February 2 3 -I- 1 + 10 March 0 8 + 8 + 18 

1973: 

Personnel Boardls approval for a grade level change in the Officer's 

position which resulted in a $65.00 per month increase for Officers. 

Also! approval was received for a nev? position of Assistant Supervisor, 

providing a mid-management position at a somewhat higher salary to 

relieve a groY'ling administrative problem as the Districts expand and 

to provide nevl promotiona.l incentives for Officers. 

A change in the nar~nal outlook toward the concept of community 

supervision as an alternatlve to penal incarceration and rising 

educational levels amo,ng the general population have created great 

interest in the job of Probation and Parole Officer. A more abundant 
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'rABLE 16. 

COMPARISON OF STARTING SALARIES FOR PROBATION AND PAROLE 
OFFICERS AS OF JULY I, 1972. 

STATE I MONTHLY SALARY 

Texas 
Arizona 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Kansas 
Missouri 
Oklahoma 

, Arkansas 

$768 
$670 
$660 
$660 
$638 
$572 
$550 
$508 

is now available on Stai.:e Personnel supply of qualified applicants 

Board registers for employment. 

Another change in personnel structure desired 

d ' , ,t ators aimed both at eliminating problems a mlnlS r p , • 

lowered;.~,ualifications and at creating promotional lnCell'~lVeS 

by Department 

which result from 

a bolition of the paraprofesslonal within the Division, is the 

establishment of grade levels \'1i thin Officer-Aide position and the 

, . . osi+ions of Officer I, Officer II, the Officers' posltlon. Havlng p ~ .. 

Id 'ncrease J'ob lncentlve, and Officer III available hopefully wou l 

'f 1 education, and general morale motiva"tion "to continue one s orma 

among the field Officers. 
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1111 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Many positive changes were achieved during the time in which 

Grant 70-df-959 was operative. The Division of Probation 2.;1d 

Pa,role has made great strides in improving its operations in order 

to upgrade the quality of community supervision afforded clients. 

NOhe-theless r many Grant objectives were not attained. Two 

interrelated themes underlie almost all instances of Grant goals 
which were not achieved. 

First, severe deficiencies in the existing data-feedback 

systems within the Division ha~dicapped not only the implementation 

and evaluation of this Grant but also its original formulation. 

Secondly, the Scope of Grant 70-df-959 as written was so broad as 

to preclude ,any possibility of successfully reaching all f or even 

most, 'of its stated goals. These ,two -themes rUn throughout the 

following summary of major re::mlts evidenced in this evaluation. 

Personnel, Staffing t and Training: 

Grant 70-df-959 specified hiring Officers with college degrees 

in the social or behavioral sciences or closely related fields, 

with a preference for applicants who have completed advanced studies 
' , 

a more rlgorous standard than imposed by the State Merit System. 

Vvnether this was accomplished could not be fully determined because 
of incomplete personnel data available. 

Hiring practices did, howe'v'er f indicate an increasing trend 

toward employing younger Officers, with a concomitant decrease in 

the mean age for the entire staff. Evidence also indicated that 

significantly more college graduates were hired 'than before, 

aJ.-though the mean educational level for the entire staff at time 
hired did not change significantly. 

Attempts were made to meet the 
Grant's requirement of providing 

120 classroom hours of in-service training for Offic'9rs and Aides 
paid from Grant funds. 

However, a definitive conclusion as to the 
effect of this training cannot be reached primarily because 

evaluative testing was not implemented and because the membership 
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of the training group did not remain consistent . 

Caseload Characteristics, Size, and Projected Growth: 

Of all probatloners remanded to the custody of the Division of 

Probation and Parole from July of 1971 through December of 1972, 

nearly half (49.3%) were on deferred sen-tences. Of the total sample, 

85.1% were male. The ethnic composition was 76.1% White, 18.7% 

Black, 4.2% Indian, and 1.0% other categories. Convictions for 

crimes against property accounted for 54.8% of all probationers 

received, assaultive offenses for 7.9%, and sex offenses, drug 

offenses, and others for 37.2%. 

The mean average percent of increase per month exhibited by 

the to'tal state caseload from 1970 through 1972 was 1. 5352%. At 

this rate, the projected number of cases under supervision by the 

firs't of January, 1978, would be 20,870. District I, with a 2.2124% 

increase per month, showed -£;:.he grea'Lest rate of change among the 

Districts, with a projected caseload of 16,248 by 1978. 

Caseload Assignment and Distribution By-District: 

Grant 70-df-959 did not substantially affect the pre-Grant 

cases-per-Officer ratios, which continued to increase, in part 

because the provision of sufficient manpower has not kept pace 

, 1 d nd in' part because of a with the rapidly-growing state case oa , a_ 

time-lag in replacing Officers who terminate employment. The median 

caseload size per month in four of the five District Offices during 

- ]20 District I, however, the Grant period was between 100 and _ cases. 

demonstrated substantially hlg er me lan s , . h d' cores typically between 

160 and 180 cases-per-Officer. 

Distribution of the -total caseload across the State is heavily 

concen'trated in urban areas. Oklahoma and Tulsa counties alone 

account for 57% of all probationers and parolees currently residing 

in the state. 

, Actl.' v.; ties and Misdemeanan_t Supervision: Supervlsory -'- _ 

, t' 'to s revealed that, during the Analysis of supervlsory ac lVl le 
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Grant period, the mean ntunber of reports and investigations which 

were completed per month exceeded the mean number of cases under 

supervision for the first time in the past three years. District I 

alone evidenced both a smaller percentage of the staff employed and 

a larger percentage of reports and investigations completed than its 

percentage share of the total sta~2 caseload. 

Total numbers of pre-sentence investigations conducted by the 

Division of Probation and Parole declined during the Grant period. 

The effect of these investigations cannot be adequately evaluated 

until feasible means are developed to determine the disposition of 

cases in which investigations are conducted. 

Over the past three years, the mean number of probation and 

parole cases under supervision has continually increased, and the 

cases-per-Officer ratio has shown concomitant increases. For the 

same time period, however, the percentage of cases terminating 

due to revocation has shown a slight decline. 

Over 67% of the parole revocations occurring in 1972 were for 

clients originally convicted of three major crimes against property: 

Burglary, Forgery and Bogus Checks, and Auto Theft. 

The projections for caseload growth for the next five years 

all but eliminate the possibility of expanded misdemeanant services 

without considerable increases in manpower. 
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'VI SYNOPSIS OF MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS 

(1) IMPROVE DATA FEEDBACK SYSTEM. THE CURRENT SIZE OF THE 
CASELOAD NECESSITATES A COMPUTERIZED, CLIENT-ORIENTED 
DATA SYSTEM. UNTIL SUCH A SYSTEM CAN BE IMPLEMENTED, 
CERTAIN REVISIONS AND IMPROVEMENTS ARE URGENTLY NEEDED 
IN BOTH CURRENT POPULATION ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS AND 
PERSONNEL RECORDS. 

ESPECIALLY ESSENTIAL IS A REVISION OF THE CURRENT 
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT TO PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING 
CHANGES: (1) ACCURATE RECONCILIATION AMONG THE OFFICER, 
DISTRICT, AND DIVISION VERSIONS, (2) FORMS DESIGNED 
TO BALANCE ON THEIR FACE, (3) EITHER PRECISE DEFINITION 
OF CATEGORIES OR ELIMINATION OF NON-MUTUALLY EXCLUSIVE 
CATEGORIES, SUCH AS "EXPIRED" AND "RELEASED", (4) 
INCLUSION OF VALUABLE DISTINCTIONS, SUCH AS TYPE OF 
REVOCATION, AND (5) UNIFORMITY IN THE UTILIZATION OF 
CATEGORIES, THAT IS, ALL 6FFICERS/DISTRICTS REPORTING 
LIKE ACTIVITIES IN SIMILAR MANNERS, 

(2) CONTINUE CURRENT PRACTICES OF HIRING YOUNGER, MORE 
CAREER-ORIENTED PERSONNEL WITH COLLEGE DEGREES. DEVELOP 
MEANS OF EXPEDITING THE IMMEDIATE REPLACEMENT OF 
OFFICERS AND AIDES WHO TERMINATE EMPLOYMENT. IMPLEMENT 
PRE AND POST-TESTING OF PERSONNEL IN ORDER TO MEASURE 
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF IN-SERVICE AND ON-THE-JOB TRAINING. 

PHASE OUT OFFICER-AIDE PROGRAM, DEVELOP GRADE DISTINCTIONS 
WITH THE DIVISION BY CREATING OFFICER I, OFFICER II, AND 
OFFICER III JOB POSITIONS, 
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(3) EQUALIZE THE GROWING IMBALANCE IN THE CASES-PER-OFFICER 
RATIOS BETWEEN DISTRICT I AND THE OTHER FOUR DISTRICT 
OFFICES. 

INVESTIGATE THE POSSIBILITY OF DIFFERENTIAL ASSIGNMENT 
OF CASES TO OFFICERS BASED ON OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS. 

CONSIDERATION MIGHT ALSO BE PROFITABLY GIVEN TO THE 
POSSIBILITY OF REDISTRICTING CURRENT BOUNDRIES OR 
CREATING AN ADDITIONAL DISTRICT TO ALLEVIATE THE CURRENT 
CONCENTRATION OF THE CASELOAD IN METROPOLITAN AREAS" 

(4) REDUCE THE SCOPE OF THIS GRANT IN FUTURE APPLICATIONS 
FOR ITS CONTINUATION TO INCLUDE ONLY REALISTIC 
OBJECTIVES WHICH ARE ACTUALLY WITHIN THE CONTROL OR 
INFLUENCE OF THE DIVISION OF PROBATION AND PAROLE. 

(5) DEVELOP LO~GITUDINAL STUDIES OF THE FOLLOWING: 
(1) THE TYPES OF REVOCATIONS OCCURRING AND THEIR 
RELATIONSHIP TO THE CASES-PER-OFFICER RATIO, AND 
(2) THE DISPOSITION OF CASES IN WHICH PRE-SENTENCES 
ARE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE THE EFFECT OF SUCH 
INVESTIGATIONS. 
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APPENDIX I 

The following is a complete copy of the Background 

Investigation currently conducted by the Division of Probation 

and Parole fo:.: each new applicant for a. position as a Probation 

and Parole Officer. 

The first sec·tion is the Application for Employment, 

Personal History Statement to be completed by the applicant. 

The second section is the Investigating Officer's Report 

form. 

The last section is copy of the dral Examiner's Rating 

Form to be completed during each applicant's personal interview. 
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Application No. ------

Applicant1s Last Name 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
315 N.W. EXPRESSWAY 

OKLAHOMA CITY. OKLAHOMA 73118 

Your application for employment will be thoroughly investigated by 
a member of the Department of Corrections. All references will be 
contacted as ~ell as your present and former employers. If you 
pass the field investigation, you will be requested to undergo 
further screening processes, consisting of an Oral Interview Board 
and evaluation. All successful applicants employed by the 
Department will be required to attend a Departmental training program 
as prescribed by the Division of Probation and Parole. 

NOTICE: Do not remove any page from this application form. This 
form must be completed by you. You must sign the letter of 
introduction on the following page. 

If you decide not to complete this application, mail this form to 
the address below, signifying that you wish no further consideration. 

Mail all applications to: Department of Corrections 
Division of Probation and Parole 
315 N.W. Expressway 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73118 

Issuing Officer Date Issued 

THIS APPLICATION FORM MUST BE RETURNED OR A REPLY RECEIVED IN 5 DAYS, 
OR WE MUST ASSUME YOU ARE NOT INTERESTED IN THIS POSITION. 



Dear Friend: 

'. 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
315 N.W. EXPRESSWAY 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOMA 73118 

LETTER OF INTRGDUCTION 

DATE: 

I have applied for a positton as a Prob8ti~n & Parole 
Officer. A s you lmm'v ~ I have listed your name as a reference. 

The position eal1s for a complete investigation of each 
applicant. When a representative of the Oklahoma Department 
of Corrections shC:it;rS JTCU this letter of introduction., your 
frankness and help in answering any questions asked about ilie 
will be appreciated. 

Sinc~rely yours, 

Signature of Applicant 
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DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
315 N W. EXPRESSWAY 

UI<:LAHOMA CITY. OKLAHOMA 73118 

PERSONAL HIS~0RY STATEMENT APPLICATION FOR EMPLOYMENT 

A. 

B. 

D. 

E. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

All entries, except signature, must be typed or printed legibly and in 
blue or black ink. statements complbted in pencil or returned unsigned 
will not be accepted. 
All questions and statements must be completed. If proper answer is IIno II 
or "none" so state. Leave no blank ·spaces. 
Photostatic copies of: 1. High"School Transcript 

2. College Transcripts (Complete) 
3. G.E.D. "Score Shee'i;" (if applicable) 
4. Military Discharge (00214) 

It is neceflsary that these items be attached to the application before 
processing can be commensed. 
Tho~e IIWho have intentionally made a false statement of a material fact, 
or attempted to practice any deception, or fraud in this questionnaire, 
examination, or in securing eligibility for employment, II will be rejected. 
Read the statement at the end of this questionnaire before filling in 
your answers. 

1. Full Name 
(First) (Last) Age 

2. . Home Addres s 
Street & Number Town Zip Code 

(If Gene'rc.<l Delivery, Rural Route Number, P.O. Box Number--Give 
Directions to find. your home.) 

3~ .Business Address ________ _ 
Street & Number Town 

Name of Employer __ , ____ _ 

3 A. Te 1 eph 0 n e - H 0me _____________ ~_B us in e s s _________ ......;.. ___ _ 

4 . I have bien a legal resident of Oklahoma ----- ____ years. 

.' 5. Da te 0 fBi r th_--,-__ -:--:--___ .,--_-:-___ ,__,_------, 
(Month) (Day) (Year) 

6 . P lac e 0 fBi r th _______ .,... __ ~_---__ -----_:_----:__----,__,_--_:_-
(Town) (County) (State) 

7. Height (stocking feet) feet inches. 
----~ ---- Weight (stripped) 
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lrp one J leJi(,\'r.~cr .\IOI<Jh~dc 0 1\ I 0 ISIO'O 
bpl,ln .11 SU'r"'"1l'" or leVO,.1l,o"" u'l. 1"01- HI.,," "." .. 

". -••.••••• ". wi", suspended or 

9. 

/-I,m, of 5<.11001 
Lo~,Hlon 

(lfy .md StJtc 

f Dale expires 

f 
Have, you L'VCr hiul a Ii!.:!!!!.!>e 
suspcntJctl Or n:'lOkecJ? 

Gr.IIJ\! Dr hour ... 
('OII1"h.-fL't! 

Hour~ l ':Hllpktcu 
m DegN~i .. ) 

r::::::::1::::::::]:::::::~~:::::::t:::::::::::::::::::::::::l:::::::::::::::::::::::::J~:::::::S:"J:':,:":r:(:,':":n':r~::::::::;t::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: _ ',m." ",",' ~l 

--------------_ .. _-----
SOCIAL 

I n,~IT·5,I~L 
,15. N;.h1!L~ of 'puu\!!' rrir\! Ililml.:' ~ tlliudk u.unc . IJ,l or rnJujclI il;j.l11C} 

I 
12. o o 

Smgk M,Htlt'U 

17. PrC\CIH ()\:I.:U\'1JtlOn ---]~~n,.,l-'--'".,.P-:-IO-Y-'-r -a-IId.,-a":"d,:-II-"-,-----

10. h'W1t,'r ',PlltlW 111",,1 I1JllH.' • InlL1dh.> n~!IlII' . I,I'it I)r mtllJ~l1 n.l1n.', 

Sl'Polt,ltl'd \luml!\!,j ur 
nl~!)tl.l .. t ')!.1t'.' whkh 

OfL'ilJ\JI!! I'Jrlv J' 

t.h;l..r-\!,.' I hy 1.l\v 

lHy & S"!lI,'l 

St,Il,,' n.·..I .. nn !I~'h: 

r------------------r------------------~----------·---"---------------··----·------------------,---~ 

26 

~L .. ( Pl:t~\.· nl IhrUt 

27 

1--------------------------------~------------------------------------------------------4 29. 1.1~1 l',ww Ch'r) pl.'f',lm wh(; h dt'rl'ntknt urOIl rOil III[ ~Upj1"rt h'\tr~'." "\"'1 Wit!.' tluj ,I'ddn.'u 

la~1 ) 11-:!,I!H'll-111i' 

!----+---------,--~--------------.---

~30~.~FJ-I~I"-'~-~[i~,,71~"~"=m7c--~'.~li{~IU~h7---~I~~~~t7\=\;)7m~"----------J-~~------------·ilr,_3~1_-_~r:r'_.~'_'::n~l~._,~,I~l'_r~'_-~.'~~i'_i:\_~,,:h,:-r:i:'n:":':t~:":-l::":I):':J':":I:'1:':":::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.------1 DhHN' 

Ulh,;.!."r,! 

32. Pr~ .. cnt o.:t:upJllllrl .;nJ t'mrhlY":: (n.tnlt! 1.111:1 JdrJrl'''', 

1-._-\'_l._~_j_Ol_h,_cr_'_fi_"_'I_''7':',..n'_JJ_I_._'_'''_'t_r_'_''' .. '' _________ ;_ .. ~_i _____ 1';;4 PH~c~!lt ... ~r\.·" ll\!l\lhr .. 1'\.1 Io.tru t .. H~ "1]_"_'_'"_1<_' ___________________ _ L"Jhl,'lm~ 

L'~],h'\.l'J~:..r.i 

-----------------------------------.--------------------------------_. --~---
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35. List all membership in schoo! societies, fraternities, or clubs. Use page if necessary. 

36. Are you living with your parents7 ______ With your in-laws? ______ . _______ _ 

37, Dv your parents or ill-laws liv.e with you? _________________________ _ 

38. Has any member of your family or your wife's family ever held public office? __________ _ 

If so, give details: ___________ ..,..,-____________ _ 

Have you ever held public 0ffice? ____ Or baen a candidate for public office? ________ _ 

If so, give details: ______ _ 

EMPLOYMENT RECORD 
'.',' 

39. Explain your duties where you are presently employed._' _________________ _ 

EMPLOYMENT 

In CtuonoJo{:I..'.d ordet list tlU cmrlo'YJ"l~nl, beginning with prcs¢nt cmployer (Including PAft tune) 

• t~l 

(oJ 

• tn) 

• 10) 

- 10) 

" 10) 

number JfIll ... trl.!l!t CIIY ,.!old SI.:.I1I.') 
• 

C:~y ~u:J Statel 

41. What is your average monthly salary? ______ _ How long have you been employed in your 

present pDsition? ______ How many times have you been promoted in your present or last 

employment? ___________________________________ _ 

'~2. Are you drawing compensation of any kind from any of your previous employers? ______ _ 

If so, give details: __ \..::,..::' _________________________ _ 

MILITARY STATEMENT 

SELECTIVE SERVICE 

43. Your selective service classification _______ (If 4-F or I-Y, explain) _______ _ 

-, . 
44. Sclecllve Service NumiNlr I (l."Il1,,,tion 

r
5 Drart lloard Number 46. Address Qt~ and State 

---_.-
47. rs [",t JU 0 1 the d;wilrh.ilf!on\ >uu have had'" r9

. 

Were }'t'll given & phy~!,JJ prior ttl 
How nlan), ;;;ele,tivc SC!rvH,e d.:lS-~lrhJf!l.lnr oy" 0 No 
cIQ\\jficJlion., 11.)Ye you tIJJ'! ( , 

- ,,--_. 
MILITARY 

SO. How many periods ~f active ml~itary s\:~,,,:e had )'QU had ( ) ItI\Jude drarts. enh':t~mcnts. nnd rec.tl/s. but nUl recnlh',ments 

I 
-. Rotnk when Mel and/l1:' Tn!~ fJ ~ Ws,;hJrgl! 

Dale entered D,1te dl~l.hargeJ Hlghesl ,"ok 
Branl;h Seri.l 

m' !o.l!p:lMted iltt.W:~~ separated Specially HOf1 .. Plllwn.{)th.r 
Number nJ:hve duty _. 

-----
" 

iJram:h Sena) I'-!umber R.lnk Spc'" rtti)" ;::'1' MjO U3tC' 'JNt~::.tll!n cxpJt!~" 

51. Inliu:ate St~tus 

Al~ you now 1I member uf the ActLve, DYes [JNv LJ A,t"" 
In~:;tlYc Reserve, or National G\Urd'~ D 1o."IM, 

- TY~l D'sl.:hMge F" ".,' · ." ..... "." Nation PCriol1 of Service Bran~h Sonal Number 

of a fllHhlm natIOn? 0 Yes 0 No 

- . 
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FINANCIAL STATEMENT 

53. I-'t j'} Are "ou buying a home? ____ . __ 
Do you have a savings accoun t? __ ::lOW muc l.______ J 

What model car do you own? _____ Make ----------

54. Excluding home, household furnishings, appliances, car, etc., how much money do you owe?_. __ 

Have you ever been sued for a dilbt? , ___ If so, give details: -----------

55. I-lave you (or your wife) ever fUod for Bankruptcy? -'>.-----

56. Do you carry life insurance? ___ How much? ________ _ 

What Company? _______________ _ 

What kind of insurance do you carryon your family? ----.,.-----.-----------

ORGANIZATiONAL AFFILIATIONS 

(lAlIS AdJrt's,\ ('Ity Jrld Slate type of Org;oflllJtwn 

1 .. 

!':;}i; 

•. 

ic:';i~,_ ... 
.. 

. .., 

, r,\' .', 
i ' 

•
. ,!. 

" .... / 
.' 

.l 

J..,j 
~.-
~', [', 

-~ 
•

1., -
", 

, 

•

"1,::' 
.. 

..... ' , 

.. 

~_"-1---L------·~--~.~~-----------------+--------------1 

58, To what church do you belong? ----------------------------

'-~,--,---'-'------------------------
. ~;·i)'--:" 

~ 8 -

~-~---- .... -~----. .. -----........---I 59. emB.<1~!AJ...Rl'HR.t~. 

Name 

Ust flw IS} d1at<!.,~tcr refete'lH:.es and their aJ.l.Ire:nes. who have knowti you for I1t.l~g~t.fb·~,~.~"'ea'1 (Plt!r~reP.!Y r~)IJ!m.& It) YPJI,t ~O~lttWt'l,l1.Y) Do not 
list rcl311ves, 

Add(C\.<,; Number and Street • OW Jrtd Stat!.! 

::',:: 

!lom. 
1110M 

Bmdm:.S3 
PhM~ 

i L-______________ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~ _______ • _____________________ .~ ____ . ______ • __ ~ __ ~ ______ ~ ______ ~ 

62, 

63. 

PERSONAL HABITS 

60. Do you now, or have you ever used narcotics, except those prescribed' by or administered by a 
physician? _____ _ 

Do you drink alcoholic drinks? _____ _ Occasionally D Socially 0 
Frequently 0 

61. Are ?OU familial' that the Department of Corrections forbids 
its members to drink alcoholic beverage in excess, which 
would hrjng embarrassment to the Department? 

.--------------~-------------------
ARRESTS, SlJ'I1\IONS, ETC 

Ua ... e you e\-;H heen ,lrre\lt:',l. t.tkt'rt mto t.:U,lt1Uy '"t.lh:;,ah.'~l m \.;lln\,ld~d 1M .iny VIUt.illOll of !.JW (uldudmlo! t1".lII.1. 
Y[olarion",) In Ihl" "IJlc Llr dll:.'whci'C"') [J Yco, 0 No fr )'i!~. Iww m.lo) r.tlw .. (,_~_ ) ~ntl !'ill 1M hduw 

I A[!,C' .it 
Tn~:: 

lu~·.llwtl 

C'il)' .lIn! Slo.llc-
Cou.rt (It (11.'11...:., Ut"'~i,l'ttnlH 
"'In~ "S\'JH~'m.c ftdl,:.J\c 

'bve ),.lu ever hL't'n .,,\.'f\'!;'d v.lth .1 "';J1llnWrb ur \Ul1Plh!nJ, ~'thcr Ihan in a "'I\oil ,hrmn In U,!'!. I,.ity. ',Iutc or 
r,hewhl'~\! .. " 0 Yes 0 N? If 'Y\''t, hil\\1 maf1)' tllll!!\- ( -.-. __ < ) lI".t ~..t~h bdow 

LOI.'.tIIOli 

(It),' .md Stale 
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PHYSICAL MAKE-UP 

64, Other than the usual childhood diseases and ailments, list all 
intjurl.es, diseases" and ailments you have had or now have up to 
this date. 

65. t'll'hat is the maximum amount of Sick le£lvl:: you have taken at any 
one time? Give reBson for taking Sick 
Leave. 

------------------------------------------------------------
66. Employment as a Probation and Parole Officer shall be considered 

as a full-time job, and working hours will be for the convenience 
of the Department and not for the convenience of the employee. 

NOTICE 

67. In the pr~per and efficient administration of the Department of 
Cor,rec'tLons, it ma~; be necessary to transfer officers from one 
10eallty to.anot.her. Do you and your wife understand thA.t this 
may be :ceq1.ured of you? 

Your Signature 

" ", ()('. PLACE HERE: 

3'ULL LENG1'H SNAPSHOT OF 
YOURSELP MADE WrrHIN THE 
LliWe rrHREE MONTHS. 
(AllY type piloto will do.) 

Your Wife ISS igris ture 

69. PIJWE HERE: 

-10-

HEAD AND SHOULDEH VImT 
OF YOURSELF MADE WITHIN 
THE LAST TP..REE MONTHS. 
(Any type photo ~ .. i.ll dO.) 

"e';:"~'~"i.";<~-~_~_~~,"'!mwc""Ij),,,Q,;i- .... 'iff_;'_;-·O~..-:r'-"~~~ 
.,~~~...,rpJ'~.om.~.--ujO;t 'Ii .... 101 '" "'_"" 

1,,"'~1 . .~, 

~~: 
"L -~,:!'1 

\.'j 

I, 
~'~ 

I' 
I 
fill, 
~ 

\ .' 
t 

• ,.,! 
II': 
"" ,. ,l/, 

I 

• 
III 

,~~ 

• 
•
,.,~, 

" 'I ..... ; ; 
i l\:~ .\' 

'"- <, , 
I •'.' •. ,." f; 

{ ~ 

'10. Have you ever submitted an application previously with t.he Oltla.homa 
Departmen~of Corrections? 

If flyes rr, when? 

--------------------------~.----------------~-------------------
I '::!eptify that, I Elm the pel'son named above and that I signecl the foregoing 
statement and that the f;:n'egoing answers are true, correct, and complete 
to the best of my knowledge and belief. In signing this statement J do so 
with ~he understanding that the veracity of all statements made herein will 
be investigated and i.1:' founq incorrect, incomplete" or misleading in any 
particular wU,l su1:wequently render me l.nelegible for employment. 

D3 t e Signa t 11 re._-r::=-:----,:-""'t-_r:;:-;; .-="""'.,.....-.----r=---,.--",,~~,.._ 
(Month) "{Day)' (YGar) (F:Lrst) (Mfddle) (Last Name) 
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INVBSTIGAT1NG OFFICER'S REPORT 

DATE: __________________________ ___ 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
315 N,W, EXPRESSWAY 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLAHOM/~ 73119 

NAME OF APPLICANT ____ --__________ ~-------------------APPLICATION NO . 
First Middle Last 

1. MILITARY RECORD: 

Has served in Service Serial Number 
~----------,-------(Branch of Service) 

Is the applicant drawing any type of compensation? (If yes, explain full 

details 

Doe~ the applicant still owe any military obligation? If yes (active or 

inactive), give organization ___________________ and expiration of 

obligation ____________ ~ ____________________________________________________ __ 

2. EMPLOYMENT: 

Investigator's description of Applicant's present job 

Name of Firm 

City 

Were you able to determine reputation with present employer? -----
If yes, explain 

Rep uta t i 01'1 '.q i th l? re vi 0 us emp 1 oyer s _________________________ --..-~ __ 



3. CREDIT' RATING:, 

How' obtainedl ____________________ • __ ~~----~~------__ -----------------------------
(From what source) 

Remarks from credit source: ______________________________________________________ ___ 

Remarks from applicant about credit: _______ .~ _____________________________ . ____________ _ 

4. ARRES'i' RECORD: 

A. D. P. S .. Driving Record, _________________________ __ 

B. Sheriff's Office and Police Department of each place of Residency_' ___ ___ 

C. State Bureau and Other. __________ . _____________________________________________ __ 

5, PHYSICAL APPEARANCE: (Circle adjective that best describes the applicant). 

A. Dress: Ordinary, flashy, rural 

B. Features: Ordinary, coarse, dissipated 

C. Neatness: Well-groomed, neat, untidy, dirty 

D. Complexion: Healthy, normal~ defective (Specify) 

E. Investigator's observations: 
---------------------.-------------------

6. PERSONALITY: 

A. Approach: Friendly, quiet, hesitant 

B. Handshake: Too hard, firm, average, weak 

C. Poise: Hell-pOised, steady, lacking 

D. Voice: Average, too weak, harsh 

E. Assurance: Self-confident, average, coekYf timid 

F. Nervousness: None, slight, very nervous 
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6. PEI~SONAL ITY : 

G • Accent: None, slignt, noticeable 

H. Courte.sy: Tactfu'l, average, lacking 

1. Enthusiasm: Enthusiastic, average, indifferent 

J. Force: Aggressive, average, lacking 

K. Maturity: Mature, responsible, immature 

L. Alertness: Alert, responsible, dull 

7. INTELLIGENCE: 

A. Answers questions: Deliberately, without thinki.ng, vaguely 

B. General intelligence: Above average, average, below average 
c 

Common sense: C. Above average, average, below average 

8. APPLICANT'S ATTITUDE: 

A. Law Enforcement: Interested, acceptable, resents 

B. Community: Active, in-active 

C. Military Service: Has served~ willing if called, reluctant 

D. Family: Responsible, fails responsibility 

E. Salary 

F. Hours 

Q 
; . WIFE'S ATTITUDE: TO: 

A. vJorking hours: Agreeable, acceptable, objectionable 

B. Relocating: Agreeable, acceptable, objectionable 

C. Shift work: Agreeable, acceptable, objectionable 

D. Law Enforcement: Interested, acceptable, resents 

E. Employment: .. 
(Previous and Preient) 

Investigator's commen.ts on applicant·s wife's attitude toward Probation and 

Parole Officer career, _____________________________________________________________ __ 
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ORAL EXAMINER.'S RATING FORM 

APPLICANT'S NAME DATE ----------------
RANK OR POSITION FOR WlIICH HIS SUITABILITY IS APPRAISED 

Ask yourself how this applicant compares with those who are doing work of this kind. 
Consider whether his voice, appearance, etc., would be a liability or an asset ill,such 
a position. Rate him by making a check (x) at that point on each scale where, irt'your 
judgment, the applicant stands. Rate the following traits. 

1. VOICE AND SPEECH. Is the applicant's voice irritating or pleasant? Can you easily 
hear what he says? Does he mumble or talk with an accent which offends or baffles 
the listener? Or is his speech clear and distinct; his ~oice so rich, resonant and 
well modulated that it would be a valuable asset in this position? 

(1) (3) (6) (8) (11) 
Irritating Understandable Neither Definitely I Excepti.onally 

or but rather conspicuously pleasant clear and 
indistinct unpleasant pleasant nor and distinct pleasing 

unpleasant 
-'--

2. APPEARANCE. What sort of fjrst impression does he make? Does he look like a well 
set-up, healthy, energetic person? Has he bodily or facial characteristics which 
may seriously hamper him? Is he well groomed or slovenly? Erect or slouchy? 
Attractive or unattractive in appearance? 

(l) (3) (6) (8) (11) 
Poor No evidence Generally neat, Very careful Immaculate 
appearance of special good appearance of dress in dress 
careless care in dress and person and person 
unkempt 

3. ALERTNESS. How readily does he grasp the meaning of a question? Is he slow to 
apprehend even the more obvious points, or does he understand quickly, even though 
the idea is new; involved or difficult? 

11) (3) (6) (8) (11) 
Slow in Slow to under- Nearly always Rather quick Exceptionally 
grasping stand subtle grasps inJcent in grasping keen and 
obvious points. ReqL!ire of interviewer questions and quick to 
points. Often explanations. questions. new ideas. understand. 
misunderstand 
meanings. 
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ORAL EXAMINER'SP~TING FORM ~ Page 3 

8. PERSONALITY. Is he likeable? Will his fellow workers and subordinates be drawn to 
him or kept at a distance? Does he command personal loyalty and devotion? 

(1) (3 ) (6) (8) (11) 

, '"A 

Not sui table Personality Personali'cy outstanding Very desireable 
for this job. questionable satisfactory personality pers.onali ty 

for this job . for this lob. for this lob. for'this job. 
.. 

9. PERSONAL FITNESS FOR POSITION. In light of all the evidence regarding his personal 
characteristics (whether mentioned or not) how do you rate his personal suitability 
for this position. Recalling that it is not in his best to recommend him for such 
a position if he is better suited for something else, would you urge bim to accept 
this position? Do you endorse his application? 

(1) (3) (6) (8 ) '(11) 

Unsuited for Endorsed with Endorsed. Endorsed \V'i th Endorsed with 
this work. hesitance. confidence. enthusiasm. 
Not endorsed. --

TOTAL INTERVIEW POINTS 

AVERAGE INTERVIEW POINTS 

MAXIMUM POINT VALUE 

POINT VALUE 
.:~ .. ,~ 

Signature of Rater 

'" .j 
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ORAL EXAMINER'S RATING FORM - Page 2 

4. ABILITY TO PRESENT IDEAS. Does he speak logically and convincingly? Or d'Oes he 
tend to be vague, confused or illogical? 

(1) (3) (6) {8 j r (II) _______ J 
Confused and 
illogical. 
Scatters and 
becomes 
involved. 

Tendency toward 
"snow job". 

Gets ideas 
across well. 

Log-ical u Superior-- "'} 
clear and ability to ! 
convincingQ express I 

himselfG I 
5. JUDGMENT. Does he impress you as a person whose judgment would be dependable o even 

under stress? Or is he hasty, erratic or swayed by his feelings? 

(1) (3) (6) (8) I (11) . t 
Notably lacking Shows tendency Average Gives reassuring 1 Inspires 

f in balance to react impul- .organization .. evidence or I confidence 
! and restraint sively, without of thought considered 1 in probable x 

poorly restraint. and judgment. judgmento I soundness of II 
j 

orqanized. I iu?g:ment$ I 
I 

6. EMOTIONAL STABILITY. How well poised is he emotionally? Is he touchy? sensitive to 
criticism, easily upset? Is he irritated or impatient when thin~s go wrong or does 
he keep an even keel? 

(1) (3) (6) {8}' I (II; _ 
Shows extreme Occasionally Well poised Exceptionally ---I Superior self; 
sensitiveness, impatient or most of the poised v calm I cOTIm1ando . 
easily irritated. time. and good humoro I 
disconcerted._____ ____ . ..-L ______ ~"'" 

7. SELF-CONFIDENCE. Does he seem to be uncertain of himself1 hesitant ff lacking in 
assurance, easily bluffed or is he wholesomely, self-confident and ass~red? 

(1) (3) (6 ) (8) I (II} 
Timid, hesitant, Appears to be Moderately Apparently 1 Shows superb 
easily overly self- confident of eI?-tirely at self= 
influenced, ill 'ease, self- assurance~ 

! 
J 

I 
I 
~ 

l conscious, himself. I 
embarrassed. at ease. confident" 
.-- -- - - _ .. - -- - - -- -~-----.-.- ------- --------.J 
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AP,PENDIX II 

SYNOPSIS OF IN-SERVICE TRAINING SEMINARS 
PRESENTED BY DIVISION OF PROBATION A..ND PAROLE 

PUKSUAJ.I.IT TO OCC GRANT 70-0£-959. 

December 6-'8 r 1911 
(24 hours) 

TOPICS:: 

Department Policy 
Di,lision. Policy 
Caseload Hanagement and 
Supervision--Probation 

CaseloadHanagement and 
Supervision--Parole 

Interstate Compact Ser,rices 
Pre-Sentence Investigations 
Other Investigations 
Special Procedures-Probation 
Special Procedures-Parole 
Parole Board Procedures 
Pre-Sentence Investigations 

(Part II) 
Special and Violation 

Reports 
Revier.'ii 

Februar"J 14-16, 
(24 hours) 

TOPICS: 

1972 

Ne;;'7 Procedures 
Budget and Travel Claims 
Case File Documentation 
statutes Relating to 
Proh~tion and Parole 

Special and Violation 
Report Writing 

Case Preparatlon for 
Revocation 

Institutional Work Release 
Process 

Oklaboma Judicial System 
Eight;s r Arrest, Sean:;h 

and SeiZure 
Probation Revocation 
Hearings 

Parole Revocation He\~rings 

114 

SPEAKERS: 

Acting Director 
Deputy Director 
District Supervisor 

District Supervisor 

Compact Administrator 
District Supervisor 
District Supervisor 
District Supervisor 
District Supervisor 
Parole Board Member 
District Supervisor 

District Supervisors 

District Supervisors 

SPEAKERS: 

Deputy Director 
Administrative Assistant 
District Supervisor (officers) 
Referee, Court of Criminal 
Appeals 

District Supervisor (officers) 

District Supervisor 

Direct.or, Work Release 

Legislative Counselor 
Assistant District'Attorney 

Assistant District Attorney 

Legal Advisor to Governor 

,j: 

/1 
~: . .... -O! 

, j~~ 
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I", :"r: 
~ ~;iJ 

March 27-28, 1972 
(16 hours) 

TOPICS: 

I-Iuman Relations, Social 
Organization and 
Corrections: 

Theory, Film, Discussion, 
Exercise in Group' 
Problem-Solving, Evaluation 

Probation Revocation Review: 
Six Mock Revocation 
Hearings (including 
practice in giving 
testimony) 

June 19-21, 1972 
(30 hours) 

TOPICS: 

Department Administration 
Alcoholic Treatment Program 
IfCrirninal Justice and the 
Poor" (film) 

Results of S.C.S.P. 
Resocialization of the 
Offender: the Family 

Volunteer Programs 
Drugs 
Volunteers in Corrections 
Halfway House Programs 

Ex-Offender program 
Governor's LINK Committee 
Transactional Analysis 
Cross-Cultural Patterns and 

New Trends in Corrections 
cuI tural Social Behavior' 

Determinat.es 
Blacks and, Corrections 

September 11-12, 1972 
(26 hours) 

TOPICS: 

SPEAKERS: 

Professor of Psychology 

District Judge 
Assistant District Attorneys 
Assistant Public Defender 

SPEAKERS: 

Department Administration 
Doctor, Mental Health Department 
KTOK Assistant News Director 

Professor of Sociology 
Professor of Sociology 

Volunteer Program Director 
City Police Officer 
Director, VIC 
Administrator, Oklahoma Halfway 

House 
Employment Commission official 
Deputy Director, LINK 
Psychologist, Guidanc~ Counselor 
Professor of Sociology. 

Professor of Sociology 

Newspaper Editor, Member of 
Oklahoma Crime Commission 

SPEAKERS: 

Procedural Review of District sup~rvisor 
Caseload Management: 

Opening and Closing Cases; Transfers; , 
Revocations; Special and Violation Report 
Writing; Travel Claims; Miscellaneous 
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APPENDIX III 

Officer and Aide Training Seminar, February 14, 1972: 
PRACTICAL EXERCISE--VIOLATION REPORT WRITING 

PROBLEM 

Ordinarily, the in-service intra-departmental training 
sessions for new Probation and Parole Officers and Officer-Aides 
that concern case management, report '\'Tri ting, and operating 
procedures are taught by District su~e7v~sors. In,Feb:uary of 
1972, because of heavy job responsib1llt1es, one D1str1ct 
Supervisor delegated the task of instructing such a course on 
the submission of Violation Reports to this author. 

Having attended several previous courses of a similar 
nature this author foresaw the following problems. Almost 
invari~blY, such sessions emphasize exclusively the ~dminis~rative, 
procedural requirements; for example, \;yhen a report 1S requ1red. 
Most previous courses have been somewhat repetitious of the 
material already contained in the official Officer's Manual. 
Moreover, the courses seem simplistic in retrospect, after an 
Officer has begun work and is invariably confronted with far 
more complex cases than were presented in training sessions. 
More succinctly, training sessions present the usual and work 
presents the unusual, the exceptions. 

Consequently, this au'thor' s primary concern was to make the 
training session on Writing Violation Reports interesting and 
useful in preparing new Officers and Aides for the complexities 
of the job they were facing. 

METHOD 

The training group consisted of sixteen new Officers and 
five new Aides. At least one member of the group had not yet 
begun work. Several, however, had had five or six months 
on-the-job experience. The author, at that time, had twenty-three 
months working experience. 

Initially, a handout in outline form was prepared and 
distributed to the groupt from which the author spoke. Four 
basic areas of consideratjon were presented: administrative 
requirements, functional guidelines, structural guidelines, ahd 
stylistic guidelines. "Administrative Requirements" was covered 
simply by referring the Officers to the relevant sections of the 
official Officer's Manual. "Functional Guidelines" was intended 
to be an examination of how ;u-iolation reports develop and operate. 
"Structural Guidelines ll was a blue-print or plan for organizing 
and building a report. "stylistic Guidelines" was described as 
the finishing touch or the polish which could either increase or 
decrease the professional reputation of the Officer in the eyes of 
Judges. 

116 

"'."',' 
, , 

/!~(1' 

'11 
11 
11 
11\ 

11 
11 
,II 
11 

11 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
lfI; II,! 

Deliberately, little time was spent reviewing the outline. 
One exception to this, however, concerned the section on 
"Functional Guidelines", for which a brainstorming technique was 
utilized. Four basic questions were listed on a blackboard, 
under the titles: Reasons, Goals, Readers u and Use. The group 
members were asked to provide as many possibilities as they could. 

Finally, a purely fictitious case was prepared and distributed 
to the group. The case was intentionally designed to repre~ent 
one of the more complex situations which might face an Officer. 
(Due to time considerations and an effort not to bore the group, 
the alternative of requiring the group to write an entire report 
from raw data was rejected). The entire mock case was already 
written except for the recommendation to the Court. 

The group was instructed to read the case and to write their 
own recommendation in the words and style they would choose to 
present to the Court. The group was also requested to place their 
name on their paper (with tl}.£= assurance ,that the papers would 
not be graded in any way) in order to return the papers to them in 
the afternoon session. 

After all group members had finished the exercise, the papers 
were collected, analyzed, and returned to the group members in the 
afternoon session. A short feedback session was conducted in the 
afternoon, and the composite results were presented to the group 
for their consideration~. (~he morning session consumed 
approximately one hour; the aft~~noon se~~ion lasted only one-half 
hour) . 

~ ~ ~ ~. i -. ", '. J 

lmSULTS AND CONCLUSLONS, , 

'The brainstorming technique used op,the:':IlPunctional 
Guidelines II section"had two' .ip,tE?J:estingcorf§equences. First, a;Ll 
group'membef:"sseemed to participate eagerly} eveh though 
disag:r;-;eement$ were riot ~ac:king . "'At' one point j .one answerW,as 

. claiD,lE;q ,to b~ "wr,ong',' by 'a"Distric'C supervisor, :who was observing 
·,the session., He 'stated thatVi'olat:Loll Reports were not ~fistributed 
for a parti'cula~ ,read~:r:'ship. 'An Oft:icer'~ however, responsed that 
whethe;r- the ;r-e,poi:ts were supposed ;to be or not ,they w~r~ in fact 
of,ten distributed" ift that;manner: p~r~his own direct expE~d~~ience. 
The author views tlii;s as a heal thy consequence, one which ' 
encourages the Offiicers to consider DC?t only what should happen, 
but als'o what doeS' in fact happen occasJonally in their .job. 

Secondly, more than twice as many:·;;:.valid answers wer:e provided 
by the collecti vegroup during brainsto:pning than ,this author had 
personally anticipated. This also is Vie\\I,e.d positively, being a 
good illustration of the benefits which can-accrue from 
cooperative efforts even in the field of Probation and Parole. Any 
one Officer's on-the-job experience cannot,}hegin to include the 
entire range of problems and solutions whi{ph might present them,selves. 

':, ·'.t':. 
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of this study have been omitted from the 
(Most of the resu~ts 

Appendix due to excess~ve length). 

One minor observation on the actual r~~ho~~:E3 t~:~~t~~(\~~up) 
the mock case exercise (WhiCfh was ~~ayr~fs:pl elled words (" deferred II I 

the fact that the most requen, tly 
;;:~celera te" and II j udgment ll

) were also the words most. frequen , 
used in Probation and Parole reports. 

Below is a bar graph representation of t~e nature of th~n 
recommendations made by the group members. GJ.,;en the fact!c'ented 

~the case, virtually every pos~~ble, ~:C~~~~~~:I~~n o~a~,h~e~~s~onses 
by the responses. Moreover, e Wl I h 
d·' ~ much to illustrate the fact that Probation ,and Paro e fas 
f~~ clear-cut situations which exist without dlfferences o. 

opinion . 
. , Finally verbal feedback from the qroup members" to this 

author afte~'the training session seemed to be positive an~ 
enthusiastic. 
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APPENDIX IV 

Officer and Aide Training Seminar, March 28, 1972: 
MOCK HEARINGS--PROBATION REVOCATION REVIEW 

PROBLEM 

A frequent criticism of past training provided to Probation 
and Parole Officers of the<Oklahoma Department of Corrections has 
been the lack of applicability and student-participation: 
training too frequently has consisted of lecture.s rather ,than 
practical exercises. Additionally, an oft-stated source of 
concern for Officers is the necessity of giving Court testimony 
without adequate practice. 

In an effort to meet these perceived needs, the follow~ng 
role-playing exercises were devised to improve Officer skills in 
giving testimony at Revocation/l\,Cceleration Hearings. 

METHOD 

On March 28, 1972, at the Division office in Oklahoma City, 
twenty-three Officers a,nd Officer-Aides were assembled for eight 
(8) hours participation in mock Revocation and Acceleration Hearings. 
The participants involved assumed their current positions as 
Officers and Officer-Aides on or after October of 1971. 

\ Six (6) mock cases were prepared to give a broad range of case 
sittiations and types of vi01ations. The format pertained to 
probation hearings only, primarily because Parole Hearings are 
administrative rather than judicial and are usually conducted 
much less formally. No case included subsequent felony convictions 
-- although subsequent felony convictions do not always result in 
revocation, exceptions are rare. 

Each of the mock Hearings was conducted as similarly as 
possible to a real Courtroom Hearing. Arrangements were ma.de 
for an Oklahoma District Judge, an Assistant Public Defender, and 
two Assistant District Attorneys to participate as Judge, Defense 
Counsel, and Prosecutors respectively. 

The major difference between the mock Hearings and an actual 
Hearing vTaS that all Officers and Aides not participa'ting in. a 
case were asked to be a "juryll - in order to provide feedba:'ck on 
th~ reactions of the Officers and Aides to the issues ~ais~d by 
the Hearings, (All Officers and Aides participated in at least 
one Hearing asa witness). Verdict Sheets were prepared and 
distributed in order to collect verdicts, sentences recommended, 
and opinions concerning the most significant factors in each case. 
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Procedure in conducting each Hearing was as follows: 

1) Distributio; of Data: Each case had three or four 
witness es =, Eac~ witness, the prosecutor, ,and the defense counsel 
w~re provl<;1ed wlth,a complete case outline. The Judge was provided 
wlth only ~nfon~atlon perta~ning to the original offense and the 
alledged vlolatlons. The "Jury" were provided with none of the 
above. 

v ,2) All, Officers , and ~ides were instructed to improvise on 
:~..L ln~ormatlon not gl\;<'8n ln the case outline l'1hen participating 
1 a Wl b:ess. Also, instructions were ,to attempt seriously to win 

t 1e Hearlng f whether chosen to play. the role of an officer or" a 
defendant. ' 

with 

3) Entire case is heard by the Judge. 

4) Ju.dg~ and jury complete Verdict Sheet without 
anyone (In order not to bias the responses). 

5) Jury's Verdict Sheets are collected. 

conferring 

6) Judge gives his decision and explains his ' the case. reaSOnlng on 

7). Jury's verdict only is read, th t ' 
t - a lS, how many vo'ted for revoca lon and how many against. 

8) Short break while information is -, t ' 
next Hearing. alS rlbuted for th~ 

9~ After all Hearings, Officers and A'd t ' ' 
on thelr testimony by the judge and th ,l,e~ o,be glven. feedback 
and to be given feedback on th " e partlclpatlng attorneys 
moderator. elr own responses to the cases by the 

RESULTS 

(Complete results are omitted from this 
length. The following synopsis of the r 7tAp~endix d~e to 

esu_ s ~s subst~tuted). 
In each of the six cases the" 'ur 'a" , 

the most severe possible di ' 't' J Y ~ verdlcts ranged from 
in five of the six cases thSPeOS1,lO~tto the least severe. However 

, , maJorl y of th d' , 
Wl th the disposition given by th' 'J d' e v~r lets corresponded 
an application to revoke a prob ~, u gee The Slxth case involved 
minor violations but who had st

a 1~ne7 who had, committed only 
an attempted night-time arrest r~c Wh~~~ Probatl(;:m Officer during 
and gross errors in arrest proc d _ the Offlcer made numerous 
to revoke the suspended senten~: u~~: tAlthou9h the Judge declined 
verdicts were for revocation. f - lr een of seventeen "jury" 

, In each of the six cases, the" 'ur" ' 
WhlCh they considered sign' f . ,,' t ' ] y, Cl ted, numerous factors 
Pe7haps typical of juries/lh~~:~erln mak~:g t~elr decision. 
'velgh~d heavily for the defendant in t~~e lae~t~cal factors which 
and Aldes were cited as wei hin he . OP1~10ns of some Officers 
other Officers and Aides ~ 9 aVlly agal,nst the defendant by, 

. n general, the results indicated a 
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wide disparity of values and attitudes among the participating 
Officers and Aides. 

COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS 

For the most part, the exercise appeared highly effect,ive 
in achieving three goals. Two in'tended goals which were 
sbudent-participation and applicability: all students appeared 
to participa.te eagerly and each, had an opportunity to practice 
giving testimony. A 'third, unanticipated goal was also 
accomplished: the mock Hearings provided an excellent vehicle 
by which to study and isolate significant and less significant 
violations and issues of supervision, as evidenced by the wide 
variety of jury responses. 

The use of fictitious cases also assured a wide variety of 
case situations and a minimum of hostility between participants. 

However, the following practical suggestions presented 
themselves. Mock case file preparation should include moc~ 
Summary of Facts sheets, which include both the sentence on the 
original offense and rules and conditions of probation for each 
specific case, and mock certified copies of all Judgments and 
Indic,tments on all new offenses, as aids to 'the parti~ipating 
attorneys and Judges. Mock cases should also be reviewed 
beforehand for any legal errors which might cause an actual case 
to be dismiss~d without a Hearing. Also in accordance with real 
Courtroom procedures, all surnames should be typed in capital 
letters for ease. 

It would also be helpful if all case data were distributed 
to the witnesses and attorneys well in advance (several hours if 
possible) in order to provide adequate preparation time. Some of 
the Hearings were un~uely confused because the witnesses did not 
have ample time to prepare. 

The responses of the jury members also appeared to indicate 
a lack of understanding concerning the laws of sentencing as 
applicable to suspended and deferred sen'tences which are revoked. 
It is possible that this is only a reflection of the difficulty in 
hearing each case as presented. Therefore, it is suggested that 
jury members be given the same case informa'tion a.s the Judge. 
If such sentencing errors persist, it may be necessary to review 
Officers more thoroughly concerning sentencing in Oklaho~a law. 

Finally, because of a lack of time, ~t was impossibl~ to 
conduct S'tep 9 in the ,timetable. The feedback cited would appear 
to be as valuable, if not more so, than the Hearings themselves . 
Consequently, it is suggested in the future that adequate time be 
allowed for feedback, if necessary after each individual Hearing. 
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