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PREFACE TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL REéORT

The present report is intended to supplement the results of the overall survey
concerning the education, tvaining, and deployment of client-serving staffs in
probation departments and In the California Youth Authority. 'The overall survey
results, reported in May 1973, dealt with statewide statistics and included pro-
bation departments categorized accarding to county population sizéel Because of

the interest expressed in the report, it was felt that mere detailed statistical

.9 ¥
tabies would be useful if broken down by individual probation departments and by
Youth Authoriiy instituticns versus parole units. Consequently, the California
Council on Criminal Justice contracted with the Youth Authority to develop such
detailed tables and compile them in a statistical report.
o No attempt was made in the preseht report to analvyze and interpret the data
contained in the detailed tables. Such an analysis would not’oniy be beyond the
: : | | o 5 is ject, but would rhaps e to b ther superficial without
This project was funded under Contract #1A~6-34 by the California cope of this project, but would, perhaps, prove to be rather sup ,
Council on Criminal Justice a more in-depth exemination of staff deployment and training needs in the individ-
ual probation departments.
The organization of the supplemental report is similar to that of the overall
survey report. Presented initially are two tablies which show the number of staff
Project Staff: j : surveyed in probation departments (Table 1) and in the Youth Authority (Table 2).
Virgil LaCornu - Project Director o n Following Tablies 1 and 2, there are four groups of tables, each providing infor-
Joachim P. Seckel - Project lnvestigator ini
' , ‘ mation about a slightly different aspect of staff characteristics and training
Jane Ward - Project Consultant .
Jackie Sessions - Statistical Clerk R , t needs. The first group (Tables 3 through 8) provides information about personal
Lanette Franklin - Clerk Typist 11 c o traits of staff, such as age, sex, and ethnic background. The second group

Robert Angei Student Assistant
' I (Tables 9 through 20) defines the organizational character of staff, including

Rex Cole

)

Student Assistant
‘ ' staff level, job assignment, caseload size and type, subsidy/non-subsidy status,

: ‘ 4 ‘ : . . 1 Educatifon, Tralning, and Deployment of Staff: A Survey of Probation Departments
& , N o o x and the California Youth Authority, Sponsored by: The California Council on
Criminal Justice, Submittedby: The California Youth Authority, May 1973,
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and jurisdiction.. The third group (Tables 21 through 24) indicates the education
and work experience requirements for entry level. positions in probation depart-
ments. The fourth group (Tables 25 through 34) covers the preparatﬁon of staff
for their jobs. The areas of ;taff preparedness included are yeérs of education,
formal training received whiie in present job, and.pfeparation in various areas
of skills and knowledge. fhe final group (Tables 35-36) deals with’staff judg--

ments about whether or not formal training contributes Substantially to promo-

tion in their departments.

To facilitate comparisons, each table is cross-referenced (by footnotes) to the
original report of the overall survey. In addition, the number of staff who
did not respond (No. of NR) to an item on the questionnaire is shown whenever

possible so that table totals reflect total staff surveyed.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT. . .

L'ST OF TABLES' e ® & o ®» & € & I & @ ) ]

TOTAL STAFF SURVEYED. ¢ o o o ¢ o o o &
Includes Tables 1 and 2

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF STAFF
includes Tables 3 through 8

ORGAN{ZAT IONAL. CHARACTERISTICS OF STAFF
tncludes Tables 9 through 20 « « «

ENTRY LEVEL JOB REQUIREMENTS IN PROBAT |ON

includes Tables 21 through 24

»

DEPARTMENTS

STAFE EDUCATION AND PREPARATION FOR JOBS. « « o « «

Inciudes Tables 25 through 34

STAFF JUDGMENTS ABOUT TRAINING EFFECT ON PROMOTION. .

includes Tables 35 and 36

14

31

45

102



Table No.
1 QUESTIONNAIRES COMPLETED FOR STAFF SURVEYED IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS . . .
2  QUESTIOHNAIRES COMPLETED FOR STAFF SURVEYED IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS
AN% PAROLE * L 3 @« - - Y ] (] ] L ] [ [} . . . L] o ] . . . . . . » » » » . » -
3  STAFF AGE D!STR!BUTION FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS « v v v o o o v o v « o .
4  STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PARCLE . . . .
S  DISTRIBUTION OF PROBATION STAFF BY SEX « o & ¢ ¢ 4 o 4 o o o o o o s & o«
6  DISTRIBUTION OF YOUTH AUTHORITY STAFF BY SEX ¢ v ¢ ¢« v v o v o m v v » o
7  STAFF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION FOR PROBATION DEPAR*MENTS v e s s e e e s e s
8  STAFF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROCLE . .
9 DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS :
TOTAL STAFF < L] ® - L - L ] L ] L] . . L] . . . [ ) . L] L] . L] » . L] . . . . .
10 DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS :
(;USTDB}AL STAFF LA D I RS e I I T D 2R T T T TR R Y TR B T S T S
1 DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS :
F’ELD S?AFF o ¢ b e * o L] ¢ 9 o & o '- e o . e & 6 @ . . L] * o » o . . .
12 DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBAT ION DEPARTMENTS :
CUSTODIAL AND FIELD STAFF COMBINED. . & o v v v v v v 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ v 0 o o &
13  DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL FOR YCUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE. .
14 DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SIZE FOR CUSTODIAL STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
15  DISTRIBUTION OF CASELCAD SIZE FOR FIELD STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS . .
16 DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SI1ZE FOR COMBINATION OF CUSTODIAL AND FIELD STAFF
RN PROBAT‘ON DEPARTMENTS ¢ e © ¢ o * o @ * e o L] . LI ] L] s & . w0
17 DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SIZE FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE.
18 DISTRIBUTION OF SUBSIDY AND OTHER FiELD STAFF BY JURISDICTION IN PROBATION
DEP‘ARTMENTS . [ L] ° . . . * . . . . . . . . o . » [ . . . . L . - - [ .
19 PERCENT OF STAFF WITH SPECIALIZED CASELOADS 'IN PROBATION DEPARTMENT, BY
JOB ASSIGNMENT W v v o v 4 v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e
20  PERCENT OF CASELOAD CARRYING STAFF WITH SPECIALIZED CASELOADS IN YOUTH
AUTHORETY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE & . & ¢ v & ¢ o o o v o o v o s o o « &
21  EDUCATIONAL REQUIREMENTS OF LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF AT ENTRY INTO
PROBATIOH DEPARTMENTS :  PROBATION OFFICERS. ¢ & v v v & ¢ o v v v
22  EDUCATIONAL REQUIREMENTS OF LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF AT ENTRY INTO
PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: GROUP SUPERVISOR OR GROUP COUNSELOR ., . . . . .
23  RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF AT
ENTRY INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: PROBATION OFFICERS . . & v . . . . .
24  RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF AT
ENTRY INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: GROUP SUPERVISOR OR GROUP COUNSELOR.
25  YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS . . « + « +. v « = « .
26  YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE . .
27

LIST OF TABLES

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE IN PROBATION‘DEPARTMENTS T

iv

Page No.

10
11

14
17
19

21
23
24
26

29
31

32
34
36

a7

41
43 -
45

55
56



it

LIST OF TABLES (Continued) '
o TABLE 1
Table Ho. . Page Na. QUESTIONNAIRES COMPLETED FOR STAFF SURVEYED IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
28 YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE OF STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS
AND PAROLE . I AR IR IL R PR RN TR 66 ; ) _ Total Number of Quest ionnaires
29 EXTENT OF FORMAL TRAINING PROVIDED AS JUDGED BY STAFF IN PROBATION | Probation Departments | C}ient=Serving Questionnaires Completed As
DEPARTMENTS o o o o o « o o o o o o s s s o o v o s o oo oo eawaes B8 taff Surveyed Completed | Percent Surveyed
30  EXTENT OF FORMAL TRAINING PROVIDED AS JUDGED BY STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY
INSTITUTIONS AND'PAROLE & & v v v v e v oo v o oo e m e e oo u e 69 Alameda 542 a7 .
31 TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION "o - . Anador . . oo
DEPARTMENTS o = o o o o o o o v o o o o o o o o v o o s oo o n o oo .
52 TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY i Putte 26 & 96.2
INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE o o & « o o o o o o = o s « o s s o s o o v 82 L Colusa 3 3 : 100.0
%5 AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED BY Contra Costa 281 195 69.4
STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS « ¢ v o o o o = o o o o « o « o + o« + o s 86 bel Norte | 2 " .
R O T v GUT AR 1oy, INGT IUT1ONS 0 PRROLE o IR e €1 dorado " : 72.7
35  PERCENT OF STAFF WHO JUDGED FORMAL TRAINING AS CONTRIBUTION SUBSTANTIALLY. Fresno 169 151 84.3
TOWARD PROMOTAON IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS « v « o o o o « o « ¢ o o « o 102 Glenn 5 3 50.0
36 PERCENT OF STAFF WHO JUDGED FORMAL TRAINING AS CONTRIBUTION SUBSTANTIALLY Humbo I dt 19 18 94.7
TOWARD PROMOTION IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE . . . . . . 104 - imperial 5 e -
| ., inyo 5 a- | 80.0
Kern ‘ 168 Toor . 63.7
Kings 21 16 " 76.2
Lake 5 2 40.0
Lassen 2 2 100.0
Los Angeles 2,420 - 2,119 87.6
Madera 6 14 87.5
Marin i22 90 7%.8
Mariposa 3 1 33.%
Mendocino 22 19 86.4
"loe Merced 25 25 o 100.0
Modoc 2 1 50.0
- Monterey 100 - 77 , 77.0
Napa 28 24 ' 85.7
Nevada 12 11 91.7
Orange 586 362 61.8
Placer 19 " 26 , 136.8
Plumas 4 3 75.0
Riverside 233 193 82.8




-2 a -3 w
TABLE 1 (Continued)
QUEST IONNAIRES COMPLETED FOR STAFF SURVEYED IN PROBATIOM DEPARTMENTS
- Total Number of Questionnaires
Probation Departments Client=Serving Quastionnaires Completed As
Staff Surveyed Completed Percent Surveyed
Sacramento 320 193 60.3
San Benito 9 6 6647 . “
San Bernardino 325 265 81.5
San Diego 653 450 68.9 . '
San Francisco
Adult 73 62 84.9
Juvenile 264 77 29.2 : TABLE 2
San Joaquin 177 99 55.9 QUESTIONNAIRES COMPLETED FOR STAFF SURVEYED IN YOUTH AUTHORITY
San Luis 0bispo 20 22 110.0 INSTITUTICNS AWD PAROLE
San Mateo 2886 207 72.4
i ) _ Total No. of Questionnaires
Santa Barbara ilo 96 87.3 Institutions Client-Serving Questionnaires Completed As
Santa Clara and Parole Staff Surveyed Completed Percent Surveyed
Adult 75 6‘ 8'03 l st'tut' S
Juvenile 269 246 91.4 n ; ton 1678 1155 68.8
p
Santa Cruz 50 36 72.0 arofe 519 400 77.1
Shasta 22 18 81.8 —Fotal
Siskiyou 15 5 33.3 'nszi;uti?ns
an aro 21
Solano 130 63 48.5 = 97 1555 70.8
Sonoma 131 73 55.7 Reference: original survey Tables 1A and 18
Stanistaus 61 63 103.3
Sutter i 7 100.0
Tehama 19 4 13.7
Trinity 2 2 100.0 - -
Tulare 90 70 77.8
Tuo lumne 6 6 100.0 . -
Ventura 133 123 92.5
Yolo 33 28 84.8
Yuba 23 20 87.0
Total
Probation Departments 8,213 6,276 76.4

Reference: original survey Table 1-A




TABLE 3

STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(in Percentl)

Total Under 55 or No. of
Probation Departments | Number 25 25029 | 30-34 | 35239 |40-44 | 45-49 | 50-54 | Older | Median® NR
Alameda 402 2.5 21.9 27.8 | 14.7 12.4 9.2 7.0 4.5 34.6 15
Amador 2 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | s0.0 | s0.0
Butte 25 4.0 24,0 | 16.0 | 16.0 8.0 8.0 0.0 | 24.0 36.9
Colusa 3 33,4 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 33.3 0.0 0.0 0
Contra Costa 184 3.8 24.5 25.4 | 13.6 | 13.6 8.7 6.0 4.4 | 34.3 11
Del Norte 18 0.0 16.7 11.1 | 11.1 5.6 0.0 | 16.7 38.8 | 51.7 0
E1 Dorado 8 0.0 37.5 37.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Fresno 148 4.7 40.7 18.9 | 10.8 7.4 8.8 4.0 4,7 31.2 3
Glenn' 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 66.7 33,3 0.0 0.0 0
Humbo | dt 18 5.6 zg.8 | 22.2 | 16.7 5.6 | 0.0 11.1 0.0 | 31.2 0
Imperial 28 |14.3 28,5 | 14.3 3.6 | 10.7 3.6 | 21.4 3.6 32.5 0
Inyo 4 |25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 25.0 | 50.0 0.0 0.0 0
Kern ic4  J10.8 28.9 15.4 | 15.4 8.6 8.6 1.9 | 10.6 | 33.4 3
Kings 16 21.2 25.0 -| 6.3 | 12.5 12.5 | 12.5 0.0 0.0 | 28.8 0
Lake 2 0.0 0.0 | 0.0.| 50.0 | 50.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0
Lassen 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 50.0 0.0 0.0 | 50.0 0
Los Angeles 2008 4.7 21.4 | 20.1 | 16.4 | 12.9 16,3 8.2 6.0 | 35.6 111
Madera 13 |15.4 53.8 0.0 7.7 7.7 0.0 7.9 7.7 28,2 1
Marin 88 4.6 25,8 | 35.2 13.6 2.1 6.8 | 2.3 4.6 | 33,1
Mariposa 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 100.0 0.c | 0.0




TABLE 3 (Continued)

STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(in Percentl)

Total Under 55 or No. of
Probation Departments | Number 25 25429 | 3034 | 35-39 | 40<44 | 45-49 | 50-54 | Older | Median? NR
~ Mendocino 16 |[12.5 37.5 6.3 | 25.0 0.0 6.2 | 12.5 0.0 30.0 3
Herced : 24 | 16.7 29.1 | 12.5 8.3 | 12.5 4.2 | 12,5 4.2 | 31.7 1
Modoc | 1 { oo |2000| 00| 00| 00] 00| 0.0] 0.0 0
Monterey 75 5.3 44,0 | 13.3 | 14,7 | 12.0 2.7 4.0 4,0 | 30.2 2
‘Napa _ 24 | 1847 16,7 | 25.0 | 12.5| 8.3] 12.5| 830 o0.0| 33.3 0
Nevada 11 0.0 18,2 | 18.2 | 18.2 9.1 00| 0.0! 3.3 38.8 0
Orange 343 | 9.0 35,0 | 15.2 | 1449 9.0 7.0 6.4 3.5 | 32.0 19
Placer : 26 | 11.5 7.7 | 23.1 7.7 | 11.5 | 23.2 | 11.5 3.8 | 40.0 )
Plumas 13 0.0 66.7 0.0 |~ 0.0 0.0 | 33.3 0.0 - 0.0
Riverside ] 188 | 9.7 31,8 | 15.6 | 11.8 9.1 8.6 9.1 4.3 | 32.8
Sacramento 183 | 1.6 27.9 | 23,0 | 20.8 | 10.9 8.7 4.9 2.2 | 34.5 10
" San Benito 6 | 1647 50,0 0.0 | 33.3| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 |
San Bernardino 256 5.9 32,3 | 23.4 9.8 5.1 9.8 8.2 5.5 | 32.5 9
$an Diego 430 4.7 29,0 | 19,3 | 11.9 | 10.0 9.8 9.5 5.8 34.2 || 20
San Francisco . _ ' :
Juvenile 74 5.4 20.2 | 18.9 8.1 | 17.6 9.5 | 8.1 12.2| 38.3 3
Adult 58 | 3.4 20,7 | 24.1 3,5 | 15.5 | 12.1 8.6 | 12.1| 37.5 4
San Joaguin - 95 8.4 | 27.4| 23.0 9.5 7.4 | 13.7 5.3 5.3 | 33.1 4
~ San Luis Obispo 22 | 0.0 | 182 22.7| 13.6| 9.1 | 182| 9.1 9.1| 383 0
San Mateo 202 3.0 24,8 | 28.6 | 16.3 | 12.4 6.4 4.5 4.0 | 33.9 5




TABLE 3 (Continued)

STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(in Percentl)

Total Under ' 55 or No. of
Probation Departments | Number 25 25+29 | 30-34 | 35439 | 40-44 | 45-49 | 50-54 | Older | Median? NR
Santa Barbara 93 Bad 23,6 | 14.0 | 12.9 5.4 | 10,8 | 16.1 ] 10.8 37.3 3
Santa Clara
Adult 60 3.3 30,1 | 23.3 | 15.0 | 15,0 8.3 3.3 1.7 33.6 1
Juvenile 234 8.1 | 42.7 21.8 | 10.7 9.8 4.7 1.3 0.9 29.9 12
Santa Cruz 36 | 13.9 30.5 25,0 { 11.1 | 1l.1 2.8 5.6 0.0 { 31.1 0
Shasta 18 5.6 | 16.7 0.0 | 16.7 22.1 | 1l.1 | 22.2 5.6 42.5 0
Siskiyou 5 0.0 80.0 0,0 | 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ' 0
Solano . ” 61 9.8 | 26.2 21.3 8.2 | 8.2 6.6 11.5 8.2 33,3 2
Sonoma ' 73 8.2 26,2 | 21.9 9.6 | 16.4 6.8 4.1 6.8 33.6 0
Stanislaus 62 17.7 30.8 14.5 | .14,5 16.1 3.2 1.6 1.6 30.6 1
Sutter 7 |28.5 28.6 14.3 14.3 0,0 0.0 0.0 | 14.3 0
Tehama 14 (14,3 42.9 21.4 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 14.3 7.1 29.2 0
Trinity 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 |. 50.0 0.0 | 50.0 0.0 =~ 0.0 0
Tulare 63 9.5 27.1 12,7 11.1 7.9 7.9 | 4.8 19.0 | 30.3 7
‘Toulumne ‘ 6 | 33,3 16.7 16.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 | 0.0] 0.0 0
Ventura 120 | 5.0 33.4 13.3 | 15,0 5.8 6.7 10.8 | 10.0 | 34.4 3
Yolo | 26 7.7 | 38.8 19.2 7.7 3.8 3.8 3.8| 15.4 | 31.0 2
Yuba i 20 [20.0 35,0 | 20.0 5.0 0.0 10,0 0.0 10.0 | 29.3 0
Total _ i :
Probation Departments 36,012 5.9 26.8 20.4 14.1 11.0 8.9 7.2 5.7 35.7 264

1 Percent based on Total Number shown in first column.
Medians are not shown for counties whose total staff is less than 10,

Reference: original survey Table %

(] 2. . o X - >



TABLE 4

(tn Percentx)

STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

" No. of.

Institutions Total Under 55 or
and Parole Number 25 25-29 30-34 | 35439 40-44 | 45-49 50-54 | Olider Median NR
institutions 936 4,9 18.6 15.8 14,5 t1.3 112.4 "11.6 10.9 38.7 159
Parole 36C 5.0 20,3 2.7 18.4 1z2.5 13.86 3.1 4,4 35.8 40
Total Institutions : : .
1358 4,8 18.0 17.3 15.8 11.7 12.8 8.3 2.2 37.8 199

and Parcle

* Percent based on Total Number shown in first column.

Reference:

original survey Table 2
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TABLE TABLE 5 (Continued)
DISTRIBUTION OF PROBATIG?)STAFF BY SEX

(In Percent _ DISTRIBUTION OF PROBATION STAFF BY SEX

(In Percent®)

Probation Departments Total Number Male Female No." of NR Probation Departments Total Number Male Female No. of NR
Alameda 410 72.0 1 28.0 7 San Benito 6 83.3 16,7
Amador 2 50.0 20.0 0 san Bernardino 260 72.3 27.7 5
Butte 25 72,0 28,0 0 : .
. - San Diego 439 61.5 38.5 . 1l .
Colusa 3 66.7 33.3 Y .
San Francisco
Contra Costa 1983 67.4 32.6 2 Juvenile 786 54.0 46.0 1
Del Norte 18 72,2 27.8 0 T Adult 62 66.1 53.9 0
El Dorado 8 87.5 12.5 0 San Joaquin’ a7 73.2° 26.8 2
Fresno 151 75.5 24.5 " 0 San Luis Obispo 22 £3.6 36.4
Glenn ‘ 3 6647 33.3 0 San Mateo 203 80.8 19.2
Humbo1dt : 18 ge.9 | 1.1 0 Santa Barbara 96 70.8 29.2 0
imperial . 28 75.0 25.0 0 Sa"taAgl?;a 50 | 95.3 | - 6.7 1
Inyo . 4 75.0 25.0 0 Juvenile 24l 67.2 32.8 5
Kern 107 73.8 26.2 0 Santa Cruz - 36 63.9 36.1 0
Kings i6 62.5 37.5 0 Shasta 18 77.8 22.2 0
Lake 2 100.0 - 0.0 0 Siskiyou 5] 80.0 20,0 0
Lassen 2 100.0 0.0 0 Solano 61 78.7 " 21.3 2
Los Angeles 2088 73.2 26.8 31 Sonoma 73 71.2 28.8 0
Madera ’ 13 76.9 23.1 1 Stanisiaus B3 16.2 23.8 ¢
Marin 90 64.4 35.6 0 Sutter ‘ 7 71.4 28.6 0
Mar iposa | 1 | 100.0 0.0 0 Tehama - 14 57.1 42.9 0
Mendoc ino 16 68.8 31.2 3 Trinity | R 100.0 0.0 0
Merced 25 76.0 24.0 0 Tulare 70 87.1 12.9 0
Hodoc 4 1 100.0 0.0 0 Toulumne 6 66.7 33.3 0
Monterey 76 82.9 17.1 1 ) i Ventura | 121 67.8 32.2 2
Napa 24 6647 33.3 0 Yolo . 28 | 67.9 2.0 0
Nevada 11 63.6 36.4 0 T Yuba 20 65.0 | #5.0 0
Orange 350 61.7 38.3 |l 12 L ~
Placer ' 26 65.4 34.6 0 Total
Plumas 3 100.0 0.0 0 Probation Departments2 6,179 76.3 23.8 97
Riverside 193 - 75.6 24.4 0 1 : , '
Sacramento , 186 82.3 17.7 7 . Percent based on Total Number shown in first column.
: tn the corresponding table of the original survey report, fewer cases are shown
for the Tota! Number. {n the original report, the total was limited to staff

who responded to the items pertaining to both sex and ethnic background, while
in the present table the Total includes all staff who responded to the item
under consideration.
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TABLE 6

RITY STAFF BY SEX
)
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TABLE 7

STAFF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(in Percent! )

io. of NR
Institutions and parole Total Number Male Female No
. 16.2 29
institutions 1126 83.8
pParole 204 8l.2 18.8 6
Total ’ 16.8 35
institutions and Parole? 1520 83.2

! percent based on Total Num

2 See footnote 2 of Table 5.

ber shown in

first column.

Total Mexican- No. of
Probation Departments | Number White Black American Other NR
Alameda 403 75.3 19.8 1.2 3.7 14
Anador 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Butte 24 95.8 4.2 0.0 0.0 1
Colusa 3 100,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Contra Costa 191 87.0 7.3 0.5 5.2 4
Del Norte 17 100,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1
El Dorado 8 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Fresno 148 85.2 2.7 7.4 4.7 3
Glenn 3 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Humboldt .18 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Imperial 28 85.7 0.0 10.7 3.6 0
inyo 4 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Kern 107 98.1 0.0 1,9 0.0 0
Kings 16 87.6 6.2 6.2 . 0.0 0
Lake 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Lassen 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Los Angeles 2042 60.3 28.6 " 6.8 4.5 77
Madera 12 91.7 0.0 0.0 ‘8.3 2
Marin 88 86.4 6.8 3.4 3.4 2
Mar iposa 1 100, 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Mendocino 16 93.8 0.0 0.0 6.2 3
Merced 23 86.9 4.4 8.7 0.0 2
Modoc 1 100.0 i = 0.0 ; 0.6 0.6 | G
Monterey 74 707 4.0 16,4 SCSEE
Napa 4 95.8 | 0.0 | 4.2 0.0 i o
Nevada 11 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 % 0
Orange 548 935.7 1.7 2. 2.6 1 16
Placer 26 100.0 | 0. 0.0 c.0 | 0O
Plumas 3 100,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0
Riverside 192 83.9 5.2 8.8 2.1 |
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TABLE 7 (Continued) - 18-
STAFF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION FOR P?OBAIION DEPARTMENTS
(In Percent')
o Total Mexican~ No. of o
Probation Departments | Number White Black American Other NR a ‘
Sacramento 180 87.3 4.4 3.9 4,4 13
San Benito 6 66.7 0.0 33,3 0.0
San Bernardino 259 86.2 4,2 8.1 1.5 6 -
San Diego - 433 95.2 203 0.7 1.8 17 )
San Francisco )
Juvenile {73 83.6 6.8 1.4 8.2 4 T |
Adult 62 74,2 11.3 1.6 12.9 0 TABLE 8
San Joaquin 97 80,4 11.3 - 3el 5.2 2 EA ‘ .
San Luis Obispo 21 | 100,00 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 | STATF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE
 San Mateo 202 87.7 5,9 1.0 5.4 5 | ;
bar 96 88, 2 - 0l
Santa Barbara 5 4. el 4 0 Total , Mexican- No. of
Santa Clara institutions and Parole Number White Black American Other NR
Adult 59 91.5 1.7 0.0 6.8 2 ‘ '
Juvenile 236 7947 5.5 7.6 7.2 10
Santa Cruz 35 97.1 0.0 0.0 2.9 1 Institutions 1104 76.8 11.3 6.5 5.3 51
Shasta 17 94.1 0.0 5.9 0.0 1 Parole 384 63.5 20.1 9.6 6.8 16
Siskiyou ) 100.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0
Solano 61 91.8 6.6 1.6 0,0 2 Total ,
olan . . g ’ Institutions and Parole?| 1488 3.4 | 136 | 7.3 5.7 67
Sonoma 72 95,8 2.8 0.0 led 1 :
Stanislaus 62 95,2 0.0 3.2 1.6 1 ! Percent based ¢n Total Number shown in first column.
2
Sutter 7 100.0 0,0 | 0.0 0.0 0 See footnote 2 of Table 5.
Tehama 14 78.7 Tel 7ol T.1 0
Trinity 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Tulare 67 94,0 0.0 4.5 1.5 3
- a
Toulumne 6 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Ventura 120 20.8 4.2 245 2.5 3
Yolo 27 | 85.2 0.0 11.1 3.7 1 -7
Yuba 20 90,0 10.% 0.0 0.0 0
Total o
Probation Departments® 6074 78.4 13.3 4.4 3.9 202

i'Percent based on Total Number shown In first column.
2 See footnote 2 of Table G,



TABLE g

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: TOTAL STAFFl

(ln Percentz)

8.0

Probat ion Departments Total Sec?né Line Staff First Ling Lin?-Client Other Client
Number Supervisor or Above Staff Supervisor Serving Staff Serving Staff
Alameda 415 5.3 15.0 79.5 0.2
Amador 2 50,0 0.0 50.0 0.0
Butte 25 12.0 12.0 76.0 0.0
Colusa 3 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Contra Costa 191 663 14.7 78.5 0.5
Del Norte 18 16.6 16.7 66,7 0.0
El Dorado 8 12.5 25.0 62.5 0.0
Fresno 143 3,5 13.3 83.2 0.0
Glenn 3 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Humbo 1 dt 18 .0 16.7 83.3 0.0
Imperial 27 3.7 7.4 88.9 0.0
Inyo 4 25.0 0.0 75.0 0.0
Kern 107 5.6 7.5 86.9 0.0
Kings 16 8.2 25.0 68.8 0.0
Lake 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Lassen _’2 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Los Angelos 2081 3.1 10.6 86.2 0.1
Madera 13 7.7 23.1 69.2 0.0
Marin 8 6.8 15.7 77.5 0.0
Marinosa 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Mendoc inc : 19 10.5 0.0 82.5" 0.0
Merced E 25 12.0 80.0 0.0
{

-?T-



DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS:

TABLE 9 (Continued)

(1n Percent?)

TOTAL STAFFY

Probation Cepartments

Second Line Staff

r First Line

Line-Client

Other Client

Ezgzér Supervisor or Above Staff Supervisor Serving Staff Serving Staff

Modoc 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Monterey 74 0.8 . . 13.6 74.3 1.3
Napa 24 8.3 12.5 79.2 0.0
Nevada 11 g.1 9.1 81.8 0.0
Orange 360 3.9 12.5 83.6 0.0
Placer 26 0.0 26.9 73.1 0.0
Plumas 3 . 33.3 0.0 66.7 0.0
Riverside 186 5.4 14.5 80.1 0.0
Sacramento 191 3.7 13.6 82.7 0.0
San Benito 6 16.7 0.0 83.0 0.0
San Bernardino 265 3.4 147 81.5 0.4
San Diego 441 3.4 13.4 82,5 0.7
San Francisco | ‘ :

Adult 60 1.7 8,3 90.0 0.0

Juvenile 77 1.3 10.4 " B88.3 0.0
San Joaquin 97 T 12.4 10.3 76.3 0.0
San Luis Obispo 21 4.8 14,3 80.9 Q;o
San Mateo 204 4,9 -12.3 82.8° 0.0
Santa Barbara 95 5.3 11.6 83.1 0.0
Santa Clara

Adult 60 3,3 10.0 86.7 0.0

Juvenile 238 2.9 14.3 82.4 0.4
Santa Cruz 36 . 13.9 77.8 .0

-g’{_



TABLE 9 (Continued)

DISTRIBUTIGN OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB A?SEGNMENT Fg% PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: TOTAL STAFFL
' In Percent :

Probat fon Departments Total . Seco?d Line Staff Fjrst Lin§ Lin?—CIien; Othef Client

Number upervisor or Above Staff Supervisor Serving Staff Serving Staff
Shasta 18 12.5 12.5 75.0 0.0
Siskiyou 5 20.0 0.0 80.0 0.0
Solano 63 2.5 14,3 76.2 0.0
Sonoma 71 4.2 16.9 78,9 0.0
Stanislaus €3 4.8 12.7 82.5 0.0
Sutter ; 7 0.0 14.3 85.7 ) 0.0
‘Tehama 14 7.1 14.3 78.8 0.0
Trinity 2 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0
Tulare 70 10,0 10.0 80.0 0.0
Toulumne 8 0,0 | 0.0 1100.0 0.0
Ventura 123 4.9 11.4 v B3.7 . 0.0
Yolo 28 3.6 : 10.7 ' B85.7 0.0
Yuba 20 10.0 5.0 85.0 0.0

Total

Probation Departments 6176 4.4 12.3 83.1 0.2

‘ This table,which represents the total of Tables 10~12,does not include 100 non-respondents to the Job
Assignment question (Custodial, Field, and Custodial and Field Staff Combined).

2 Percent based on Total Number shown in first column.

Reference: original survey Table A-5

- 9‘[-.
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TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSlGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS:
) CUSTODIAL. STAFF
(1n Percent*)

. Second Line (First Line|Line-Cllient}Other Client
Probation Departments} Total |Staff Supervisor Staff Serving Serving
: Number Or Above Supervisor Staff Staff

Alameda | 11e 9.5 - 13.8 75.8 0.9
Butte 8 12.5 - .. 0.0 87.5 0.0
Contra Costa 64 10.9 17.2 70.3 1.6
Del Norte . 12 16.7 - T16.7 6646 0.0
Fresno 61 3.3 . " 18.0 78.7 0.0
imperial 18 5.6 5.6 88.8 0.0
Kern 36 8.3 2.8 88.9 0.0
Kings : 6 1647 1647 66.6 0.0
Los Angeles 1 849 3.1 ' 8.6 88.2 - 0.1
Madera . 3 333 .| 0.0 6647 0.0
Marin 38 7.9 13,2 78.9 0.0
Mendoc ino 12 8.3 0.0 91.7 0.0
Herced 7 .14.3l : 0.0 - 85.7 0.0
Monterey 30 13.3 1343 70.1 3.3
Napa 9 11.1 0.0 88.9 0.0
Nevada ‘ 4 0.0 | " 0.0 100.0 0.0
Orange .} 1.7 6o 4 . 13.4 $80.2 0.0
Placer . 9 0.0 - 22.2 77.8 0.0
Riverside 52 9.6 © 11.5 78.9 0.0
Sacramento . 34 8.8 17.7 73.5 0.0
San Benito ‘ 4 25.0 0.0 75.0 0.0
San Bernardino w2 | 3.9 - . 18.6 - 76.5 | 1.0
San Diego | 133 6.C 10.5 £1.2 2.3
san Joaquin 30 20.0 R 70.0 3.3
San Luis Obispo 4 0.0 . 25.0 75.0 0.0
San Mateo 62 8.1 9.7 g2.2  t 0.0
Santa Barbara - 40" 10.0 " '10.0 . 80.0 0.0
Santa Clara » V ‘

Juvenile - 110 3.6 14.6 8Q.9 ! 0.9
Santa Cruz 18 11.1 © 16,7 72.2 L. 0.0
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TABLE 10 (Continued)
DlSTRIBUTlON OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNHENT'FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS :

CUSTODIAL STAFF
(1n Percent*)

- 19 -

TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL‘AND JOB ASS|GNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS :

FIELD STAFF
(tn Percent*)

, | : Second Line |[First Line[Line-Client|{Other Client
Probation Departments | Total [Staff Supervisor Staff ~ Serving Serving
. Number Or Above Supervisor] Staff Staff
‘Shasta 5 40,0 0.0 60.0 0.0
solano ' 29 13.8 . 13.8 72.4 0.0
Sonoma 27 11.1 14.8 74,1 0.0
 Stanislaus . 14 (51 7.1 - 85.8 0.0
Tehama ‘ 6 ~18.7 0.0 83,3 0.0
Tulare 29. 20.7 " 3.5 75.8 0.0
Ventura 49 8.2 8.2 83.6 0.0
Yolo 9 0.0 ' 1l.1 88,9 0.0
Yuba 9 11.1 0.0 88.9 0.0
Total _
Probation Departments | 2205 6.3 10.9 - 82.4 0.4
¥ Percent based on Total Number shown in ffrst column,.
Reference: original survey Table A-5 N )

Second Line First Line|Line-Client{Other Client
Probation Departments| Total |Staff Supervisor Staff Serving Serving
Number Or Above Supervisor Staff Staff
Alameda 285 3.9 14.7 81.4 0.0
Amador 2 50,0 0.0 50.0 0.0
Butte 15 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0
Colusa 3 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Contra Costa 112 2.7 15.2 82.1 0.0
Bel Norte 5 0.0 20.0 80,0 0.0
£l Dorado 7 0.0 28.6 71.4 0.0
Fresno 76 1.3 8.2 895 0.0
Humbo 1 dt 17 0.0 11.8 88.2 0.0
lmperial 9 0,0 11.1 88.9 0.0
Inyo 4 25.0 0.0 7540 0.0
Kern 69 2.9 10.1 87.0 0.0
Kings 9 0.0 33.3 6647 0.0
Lake 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Lassen 2 0.0 0.0 100,0 0.0
Los Angelcs 1173 3.1 11.9 85.0 0.0
Madera 9 0.0 22.2 77.8 0.0
Marin 46 4.3 17.4 78.3 0.0
Mariposa 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Hendocino 6 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
" Merced 18 5.6 16.7 77.7 0.0
Monterey 44 S 9.1 13.6 77.3 0.0
Napa. 13 0.0 - 23.1 76.9 0.0
Nevada 6 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0
Orange 197 2.0 11.7 86.3 0.0
Piacer 15 0.0 33.3 6647 0.0
Piumas 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
‘Riverside 118 3.4 - 13.8 82.8 0.0
Sacramento 147 2.0 11.6 86.4 0.0
San ‘Benito 2 - 0.0 0.0 100,0 0.0

)



-20 -

TABLE 11(Continued)

lSTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS :

FIELD STAFF
(1n Percentx)

- , Second Line First LinejLine=Client|Other Client
Probation Departments| Total [Staff Supervisor Staff Serving Serving
- ~ " | Number Or Above Supervisor Staff Staff

San Bernardino 156 2.6 12.2 85.2 0.0
San Diego 291 1.7 15.1 83.2 0.0
San Francisco ~ ‘

Juvenile 75 1.7 8.5 89.8 0.0

Adult 59 1.3 10,7 88.0 0.0
San Joaquin 62 B.4 1.3 82,3 0.0
San Luis Obispo 16 0.0 12.5 87.5 0.0
San Mateo 130 3.1 13,1 83.8 0.0
Santa Barbara 54 1.8 13.0 85.2 0.0
Santa Clara

Adult 58 3.5 10.3 86.2 0.0

Juvenile 118 265 13.6 83.9 0.0
Santa Cruz 17 5.9 11.8 B2.3 0.0
Shasta 11 0.0 18.2 81.8 0.0
Siskiyou 4 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Solano 32 0.0 15.6 B84.4 0.0
Sonoma 41 0.0 17.1 82.9 0.0
Stanislaus 47 2.1 12.8 85.1 0.0
Sutter 7 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0
Tehama 8 0.0 25,0 75.0 0.0
Trinity 1 0.0 0,0 100.0 0.0
Tulare 40 2.5 15.0 82.5 0.0
Toulumne 6 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Ventura 71 2.8 14,1 83.1 0.0
Yolo 17 0.0 11.8 88.2 0.0
Yuba 11 9.1 9.1 8l.8 0.0

Total

Probatijon 3,744 2.8 12.9 84.3 0.0
Departments

* Percent based on Total Number shown

Reference:

original survey Table A-5

in first column.

-2]1 =
TABLE 12

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBAﬁlﬁN DEPARTMENTS

CUSTODIAL AND FIELD ST

(In Percent

%FF COMBINEDL

Second Line  |First Line|Line-Client}Other Client
Probation Departments}Total |Staff Supervisor Staff Serving Serving
Number Or Above Supervisor Staff Staff

Alameda 14 0.0 28.6 71.4 0.0
Butte 2 100,0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contra Costs 15 13.3 0.0 86.7 0.0
Del Norte 1 100,0 0.0 0.0 0.0
El Dorado 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fresno 6 33.3 16.7 50.0 0.0
Glenn ] 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Humboldt 1 0,0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Kern 2 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0
Kings 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Los Angeles 59 3.4 1.8 84.7 0.0
Madera 1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0
Marin S 20.0 20,0 60.0 0.0
Mendocino 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Modoc 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Hapa 2 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0
Nevada 1 100.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0
Orange 6 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0
Placer 2 " 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
P lumas 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Riverside 18 5.5 27.8 . 66.7 0.0
Sacramento 10 10.0 30.0 "~ 80.0 0.0
San Bernardino 7 14.3 14.3 71.4 0.0
San Diego 17 11.8 5.9 82.3 0.0
San Francisco - :

Adult 1 0.0 - 0.0 100.0 0.0

Juvenile 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
San Joaquin 5 40.0 20.0 40.0 L 0.0
San Luis Obispo 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
San HMateo 12 8.3 16.7 75.0 0.0
Santa Barbara 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0




DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PR
CUSTOD{AL AND FIELD STAFF COMBINED
(1n Percent?)

- 22 -

TABLE 12 (Continued)

QBATION DEPARTMENTS :

S . Second Line First LinejLine-Client]Other Client
Probation Departments|Total |Staff Supervisor Staff Serving Serving
Number Or Above Supervisor Staff Staff
Santa Clara
- Adult 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Juvenile 10 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0
Santa Cruz 1 C.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Siskiyou 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Solano 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 .0
Sonoma 3 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0
Stanislaus 2 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0
Trinity 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tulare 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Ventura 3 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Yolo z 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0
Total
Probation Departments| 227 13.7 14.5 71.8 0.0

1 poes not include 100 non-respondents to Job Assignment question.

Percent based on Total Number shown in first column.

Reference:

original survey Table A-5

TABLE 13

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY IMSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE
(In Percent 1)

Institutions

Second Line

First Line

Line-Client

L Other Client|] No.

72.4

and Total Staff Supervisor Staff Serving " Serving of
Parole Number "Or Above Supervisor Staff Staff NR
{nstitutions®| 1155 7.3 12.1 72.8 7.7
Parole 400 10.8 18.2 71.0 0.0
Total
Institutions I
" and Parole 1555 8.2 13.7 5.7 i 0

] .
' Percent based on Total Number shown in first column.

2 Includes 15 staff involved in both institutional and parole job assignments.

Reference:

original sur&ey Table A-5



TABLE 14

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELCAD SIZE FOR CUSTOD'A& STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS!
(in Percent®)

Caseload Size
Probation Departments 222?; 1-20 | 21-40 | 41-60 | 61-80 | 81-100]101-120]121-140]141-160]261-180 33§r&
Alameda 19 | 89.4{ 5.3| s5.3] 0.0} 00] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0
Contra Costa 10 | 70,0 10,0 | 20,0] o0.0| 0.0} 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0
Del Norte 6 |100.0{ 0.0 | 00| o0.0| 00} 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o.0
Fresno 14 | 78.6| 21.4 | o0.0] o0.0] 00} 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0
imperial 5 |100.0| 00| 00! o0.0] 00} 0.0 | 0,0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0
Kern 2 0.0} 1000 | 0.0} o0.0} 0.0} 0,0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0
Los Angeles 270 | 915! 6.7 | 071 o0} 00| 1.1 | 00 | 0.0 | 0.0 |0.0
Marin 18 | 944] o0.0] 00| s56) 00}] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o.0
Mendoc ino 4 |100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Monterey 6 |100.0] 0.0 ] 00| 00 00} 00 | 00 | oo | o0 }o.0
Napa -1 |100.0{ 00 { 00{ 00| 00| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 }]o.0
Nevada 5 |100.0| 0.0 { 00| 0.0] 0.0] 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o.0
Orange 58 91.4 { 0.0 5.2 1.7{ 1.7 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 }o0.0
Riverside o [ 89| 11! o0o0{ 00| 00 ] 00 | 00 | 00 | 0.0 lo.0
Sacramento 12 | 97| 00 ; 83| 00| 00 {00 | 00 ; 00 | 0.0 [0.0
San Benito 1 [10.0| 00 ; 00| 0.0] 00 00 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 }0.0
San Bernardino | 27 | 85.2 | 3.7 % 7.4 0.0 37 {00 | 00 | 60 | 0.0 [0.0
San Diego 19 | 947! 531 00! 00| 00 00 |00 | 00 | 00 [0.0
San Joaquin - 3 {1000 00! 00 00| 00| 0o |[T00 ;0o |00 foo
! { 3




TABLE 14 (Continusd)

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SiZE FOR CUSTODIAL STAFF 1M PROBATION BEPARTMENTSL
(in Percent?) '

Caseload Sixe
Probation Departments | 1°8' | 120 |21-40 | 41-80 | 61-80 |81-100102-1201121-140]141~156 161 ~180 3gzr&
San Hateo 16 93.8 0.0 6.2 0,0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Santa Barbara 16 75.0 6.2 | 18.8 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Santa Clara
Juvenile 35 85.7 | 14.3 0.0 0.0/ 0.0} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Solano s 1100.0 | o0.0] o00] o00] 00} 0.0 | 00 | 00 | 0.0 |o0.0
Sonoma 4 | 100.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 |- 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Stanislaus 1 | 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Tulare 1 0,0 | 0.0 }100.0| 0.0} 0.0| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 o
Ventura 11 63.6 | 27.3 9.1 0.0 f 0.6 { 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 7
4
Total g ,
Probaticn Departments 577 89.5 6.4 3.0 0.3 % 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1 The original survey report shows 18 more caseload-carrying staff in custodial functions for tLos Angeles
County Probaticn Department thanr are shown in this table. The reason for this disparity is not clear,
as the project researcher who compiled the original statistics was not available for probing into this
matter. It should be pointed out, however, that the generaiizations made in the original report would
not change if the revised figures shown in this table had been used.

2 percent represents. proportion of Total staff with specified range of caseload size.

Reference: original survey Table A-5



TABLE 15

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SiZE FOR FIELD STAFF iM PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
{In Percent¥*)

Caseload Size
Totai 181 &
Probation Departments | Staff [1-20 | 21-40 {41-81 | 61=-80 | 81-100 | 101120 { 121~140 | 141-160 | 161-180'| Over

Alameda 148 13,5 23.0} 27.0 6.1 267 2.7 6.1 5.4 1.3 1z2.2
Butte 11 3.1 9.1 | 45.4] 18.2 | 18.2 0,0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0
Colusa 3 0.0 66s7 | 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0:
Contra Costa 53 [1l.3] 22.6 | 26.4 5.7 1.9 7.5 11.3 5.7 3.8 3.8
Del Norte 20,0 40.0 0.0f 20,0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
El Dorado 0.0} 50,0} 25.0 0.0 0.0 25,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Fresno 41 9.8 21.9 7.3} 17.1] 12.2 0.0 4.9 4.9 2.4 19.5
Humboldt 10 | 0.0] 40.C| 50.0| 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Imperial 7 114.3 0.0] 42.8 0.0 | 28.6 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0
Inyo 4 125.,0] 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0
Kern 38 |10.5| 2643 15.8] 13.2 5.2 7.9 0.0 5.3 2.6 13.2
Kings 0.0 57.1 0.0| 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 14.3 0.0
Lake 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lassen 2 150.0 0,0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Los Angeles 705 112.8) 32.6| 14.9| 10.2 2.8 1.4 1.4 11.9 7.7 4.3
Madera 5 |40.0 0.0 | 40,0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Marin 23 4.4| 30.4] 26,1| 34.8 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mariposa 1 [J00.9O 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mendocino 0.0 6647 1647 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 16.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Merced 12 0.0] 66.7 8.3] 25.0| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Monterey 23 | 2641 2641 1l7.4| 26.1 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0



TABLE 15 (Continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SIZE FOR FIELD STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(1n Percentt)

Caseload Size
Total 181 &
Probation Departments | Staff {1-20{ 21-41 [ 41-61 | 61=81 { 81~100 { 101-220 { 122~140 | 141~160C { 181~180 | Over
MNapa 13 0.0 7.7 38,4 TeT ] 15.4 TeT 0.0 7.7 0.0 15.4
Nevada 5 120,01 20.0} 40.0 0.0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0.0 20.0 0.0
Orange 120 }115.0 3.3 27.5 5.0 5.8 16.7 13.3 8.7 4.2 2.5
Placer 6 }50.0 0,0 16.71 1l6.7] 16.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Plumas 2 0,01 50,0 0.0 0,0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Riverside 63 11l.1{ =22.2 30.2 563§ 14.3 9.5 1.6 1.6 0.0 3.2
Sacramento 80 |10.0} 20.0} 12.5} 20.0} 1l.2 21.3 3.8 0.0 0.0 1.2
San Benito 2 0.0 0.0} 100,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
San Bernardino 78 2.6] 20.,5] 28.2} 21.8 2.6 5.1 7.7 5.1 1.3 5.1
San Diego 131 |13.0] 19.8| 13.0} 10.7 2,3 18.3 14.5 3.8 0.0 4,86
San Francisco
Adult 47 0,0f 1l1l2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 85.1
Juvenile 45 13,3 33.3| 37.8 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9
San Joaquin 28 Tol} 50.0f 14.3| 10,7 0.0 7.1 3.6 3.6 0.0 3.6
San Luis Obispo 1e B.31 41,7 8.3 873 16.7 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 16.7
San Mateo 67 10.4) 11.9}1 28.91 23.9) 26.9 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Santa Barbara 35 5.7} 20.0]| 28,6 5.7 5.7 2.9 1l.4 0.0 11.4 8.6
Santa Clara _
Aduilt 23 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0,0 0.0 8.7 17.4 26:1 43.5
Juvenile 67 7.5] 31.3) 35.8{( 20.9 3.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Santa Cruz 9 |11.1{ 11.1{ 1.1} 11.1] 33.4 | 11,1 | 11.1 . 0.0 .
Shasta 10 0.0} 10,0} 20,0} 20.0] 40,0 10,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .
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TABLE 15 (Continued)

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SYZE FOR FIELD STAFF IH PROBATINN DERPARTMENTS
(In Percent*)

Caseload Size

Total _ 181 &

Probation Departments| Staff| 120 {21-41 { 41-60 | 61-80 | 81=100 { 101~120 | 121~140 { 141-160 | 161-100 | Ouer
Siskiyou 3 | 33.3 | 0.0! 33.3| 33,4| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0.
Solano 16 | 6.2} 25.0} 31.3| 6.3| 6.2 18.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2
Sonoma 20 | 10.0| 15.0] 35.0| 15.0] 0.0 5.0 10.0 0,0 10.0 0.0
Stanislaus 30 | 167 | 33.4| 26.7| 3.3 3.3 3.3 0,0 0.0 10.0 3.3
Sutter 0.0 57.1| 28.6| 0.0| 0.0 0.0 Q.0 14.3 0.0 0.0’
Tehama 0.0 | 28.6| 28.6| 42.8| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Trinity 14{ 00| 0.0| 0.0{100.0{ 0,0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tulare 24 | B8.3] 45.9| 8.3| 12.5| 4.2 0.0 8.3 4.2 0.0 a.st
Toulumne 6 | 0.0 50,0 33.3] 16.7| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ventura 34 | 5.9 | 47.1| 5.9 17.7| 14.7 0.0 2.9 2.9 0.0 2.9
Yolo 12 | 16.7 | 41.7| 33.3| 0.0| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3
Yuba 6 | 0.0} 66.7] 0.0| 0.0} 0.0°]| 16.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 16.7

. Total :

Probation Departments|2,118 | 11.0 | 26.3| 19.9| 11.2| 5.3 5.2 4.1 6.1 3.9 7.0

¥ Percent represents proportion of Total Staff with specified range of caseload size.

Reference:

original survey Table A-8

[}
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TABLE 16

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELDAD S!1ZE FOR COMBINATION OF CUSTODIAL AXD FIELD STAFF N PROBATION DEPARTMENT!
{in Percent*)

Caselpad Size

_ iz NS
brobation Departments | 1otal| 1.20 | 21-40 | 41-50 | 61-80 | 81-100101-1201 121140} 141 ~130] 1€1~180 gggriqa, of

Iy Uveryd NR
Alameda 8 |62.5| 0.0 00| 0.0f 125 0.0 |12.5 | 0.0 | 0.0 |12.5] 6
Butte o | 0.0/ 0.0 o0.0f o00f 00| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o.0f 2
fontra Costa o | 445 22.2| 13.1| o.0| 0.0 11 | 00 | 0.0 |121.1 | o0.0f &
Del Norte 1 |100.0{ 0.0{ o0.0{ 0.0{ 00| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0f o0
E1 Dorado o | o.0| 0.0 o0.0] 0.0] 00| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o.0f 12
Fresno 3 | 0.0|/100.0{ 0.0] 0.0/ 00| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 [ 0.0 |o0.0f 3
Glenn 3 | o.0f o.0| 33.3{ 0.0l 6.7 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0f o0
Humbo ldt o | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 0of 00 | 00 [ 00 | 00 |oo0f 1
Kern 1 |100.0| o0.0] o0.0] o0.0] 00| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0f 1
Kings o | oof o.0f o.0] 0.0l 0.0f 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 [ 0.0 |o0.0f 1
Los Angeles 18 | 22.2| e1.1| 0.0) 18.7) o0.0) 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 00 |o.0f 4
Madera o | o.0f 0.0 o.0f o0.0] 0.0f 0.0 | 0.0 | 00 | 00 [o.0f 1
Marin 2 |100.0] o0.0] o0.0] o0.0] 0.0 00 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0f 3
Mendoc ino o | 0.0 0.0 o.0] o0.0] 00| 0.0 | 00 |-00 | 0.0 |o00f 1
Modoc 1 | o.0{100.0f o0.0] o0.0{ 00| 00 | 00 | 00 | 0.0 |o0.0f o0
Napa 1 | owo| o.0{100.0] o0.0f 00| 00 | 00 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0f 1
Nevada o | oof o.f o0 0.0 00 0.0 | 0.0 | 0w | 0.0 |o00f 2
Orange ¢ | 25.0| 25.0| 25.0] 0.0 00| 0.0 | 0.0 | 2z5.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 2
Placer 2 | so.0| o0.0] o0.0| o.0f s0.0| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o0.0f o
Plumas 1 | o.0]100.0| 0.0 o0.0] 00| 0o | 00 | 00 | oo |oof o
Riverside 7 | s7.1] 143 14.3] 14.3] 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |o.o0f 1
Sacramento 5 | 80.0f 20.0{ 00| 00| 00| 00 | 00 | 00 | 00 |oof 5
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TABLE 16 (Continued)

DISIRI:TIION OF CASELOAD SI1ZE FCR COHBINATION OF CUSTODIAL AND FIELD STAFF IN PRUBATION DEPARTMENTS
. . - — {(in Percent*) <

Caselioad Size (
. 1 131 Mo, of
Probation Departments Tota 1-20 | 21«40 |41~60 | 81-80 [81=100[101-120(121-1401141~16Q{131~180] and NR
staff ’ O\qer

San Bernardino s | so.0| 20.0! 0.0} o0.0] 0.0 0o | o0 | 00 | 0.5 o.0f 2
San Diego 9 z2.2 ] 33.4 1] 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0lﬂ 8
San Francisco

Adult 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 C.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 [100.0 0O

Juvenile 2 0.0f{ 50,0} 50,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
San Joaquin 2 0.0} 50.01 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3
San Luis Obispo 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1
San Mateo 6 18.8 86.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 6
Santa Barbara 1 ]100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Santa Clara

Adult 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0

Juvenile 7 71.4 0.0 14.3% 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3
Santa Cruz i 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 |100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Siskiyou 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 g.0 0.0 1
Solano 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2
Sonoma 2 0,0 50,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 1
Stanislaus 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2
Trinity 1 0.0| 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Tulare 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 C.0 ¢.0 1
Yentura 1 0,0 0,0 0.0 0.0 {100.0 0.0 0.0 Q0,0 0,0 0.0 2
Yolo 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2

Total ; :

Probatlion Departments} 106 47.2} 21.7 | 10.4 4.7 5.7 0,4 2.8 0.9 1.9 3.8(1121

¥ Percent represents proportion of Jotal Staff with specified rangs of caselosd size,
Reference: original survey Table A-8

o
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TABLE 17

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOCAD SIZE FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE
(In Percent¥)

Caseload Size

Institutions | Tota!l " . . . - . 181 and { No« of
and Parole Staff 1-20}21~40}41-60]61-80}81-1001101~120§121~140§141-160}161~1B0 over NR
institutions] 492 193.1} 2.8 2.2 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Parole 285 |21.8{27.4 {43.5 | 7.0 | 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total

Institutions | 777 }66.,9§11.8 {17.4 | 2.6 | 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

and Parole

% Percent represents proportion of Total Staff with specified range of caseload size.

Reference:

original survey Table A-E

_‘[ga
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TABLE 18 [ . TABLE 18 (Continued) '
DISTRIBUTION OF SUBSIDY AND OTHER FIELD STAFF L DISTRIBUTION OF SUBSIDY AND OTHER FIELD STAFF
BY JURISDICTION IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS BY JURISDICTION IN PROBATION DEPARTHENTS
_ (In Percent*)
Total Subsidy Staff - __[Other Staff With Caseloads ' ' Total Subsidy Staff _|0ther Staff With Caseioads
Probation Departments | _.c|Totall Juv.jAdultiCombin~-} Total |duv. |AdultiCombin-|No. of frobation Bepartments Szaff Total| Juv.|Adult|Combin~| total] Juv.|AdultjCombin- || No. of

StafflCourtfCourt| ation | Staff|Court{Court]| ation NP : " |Staff{Court{Court| ation | Staff|{Court|[Court| ation NR
Alameda 148 | 27 | 10.8f 5.4f 2.0 | 109 | 38.5| 33.8] 1.4 fi 1= $an Diego 1531 | 23 | 5.3] 6.9] 5.3 94 | 29.0| 4.7| 0.0 14
Butte 11 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9 45,5 36.4 0.0 z San Francisco :

c 3 1 0.0 0.0 33,3 2 0.0 0.0 R I'y) Juvenile 45 11l 24.4 0.0 0.0 21 48,7 Q.0 . ‘0.0 13
Cojusa 3 86.7 . Adult 41 | 7| o0.0|l 14.9] o0.0 | 25| o.0|s3.2] 0.0 | 15
Contra Costa 52 41 7.7 0.0{ 0.0 41 | 46.2| 30.8| 1.9 7 '

Lo San Joaquin 28 | 13 | 25.0] 17.9| 3.8 14 | 32.1| 17.¢{ 0.0 1
i’ 1| o.0f o.0! 20.0 4 | 40.0{ 0.0{ 40.0 G
Dol Norte 0-9). . San Luls Obispo 12 6 |50.0] 0.0] 0.0 6 | 0.0 41.7] 8.3 0
£ d 2| 0.0{ 0.0 .0 2 .0| 25.0{ 25.0 0 : :
£l Doraro 50 0-0) 25 San Mateo 8 | 5 | s5.9] 1.5| 0.0 | s1|27.9] 47.1] o0 | 12
Fresno 41 | 10 | 12.2{ 12.2| 0.0 27 | 36.6] 29.3] 0.0 4

¢ K Santa Barbara 35 6 | 5.7] 0.0| 11.4 23 | 40.0} 22.9] 2.9 || &

Humbo}dt 10 4 | 20.0| 20,0 0.0 6 | 30.0{ 30.0| 0.0 o -

; Santa Clara )
imperial 1 0.0f 4.3 0.0 5 | 28,5 28.8] 145§ L Juveniie - 57 1| 1.s| 0.0f 0.0 46 | 68.7| 0.0] 0.0 20
{nyo a} 2| o.0f 0.0/ 50.0 2 | 0.0/ 0.0] 50,0} o Adult 25 | 0 0.0} 0.0p 0.0 20 0.0} 87.0} 0.0 >
Kern 38 8 21.0 0.0 0.0 26 47.4f 21.1 .0 ;l‘ & Sant2 Cruz 9 0] G.0 0.0‘ 0.0 4 11,11 33.3 0.0 5
Kings . 2 | 28.8] 0.0l 0.0 5 | 28.60 14.51 0.0 o Shasta 10 1| 0.0/ 1c.0{ 0.0 7 | 30.0] 40.0| 0.0 z
Lake - 1 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 i Siskiy@u 3 0 0.0 g.0 0.0 3 0.0 0,0}! 100.0 0
Lassen 2 1 0.0! 50,0 0.0 1 50,0 0.0 0.0 0 Solano 16 3 0.0 6.2 12.5 9 25,0} 31.2 0.0 L&
Los Angeles 704 | 243 | 12.6| 15.3| 6.5 | 396 |=24.9] 29.7] 1.7 || 65 Sonoma -} 20 | 10 |30.0}20.0| 0.0 9 | 15.0} 30.0; 0.0 2
Madera 5 2 0.0 0.0 40.0 3 20,0 0.0 40.0 : ) Stanisiaus 30 10 10.01.16.7 6.7 18 40,0! 20,0 0.0 2
Marin 23 0| 0.0 0.0 0.0 18 |30.4f 47.8] 0.0 f 5 Sutter |7 2| 0.0{ 0.0} 28.6 51 0.0p 0.0 7l.4 ¢
Mariposa 1! o o.0f 0.0 0.0 1| o.0| 0.0 100.0 0 Tehama 7 3| 0.01 0.0 42.9 4| 0.0, 0.0} 57.1 0
Mendocino 6 3 0.0] 16.7 | 33.3 3 | 33.3] 16.7] 0.0 O Trinity i 0} 0.0y 0.0} 0.0 9 0.0; 0.0 0.0 1
Merced 12 6 0.0l 0.0 50,0 5 o.ol 0.0 41.8 i Tulars .24 12 | 37.5| 8.3 4.2 11 2095 25.0 0.0 1
Monterey 24 | 4| 42| o.0f 12,5 | 16 |37.5| 20,20 o0 4 Toulumne 6 1 0.0p 0.0} 16.7 5| 16.7] 33.3; 33.3 ©
Napa 13 0 0.0l 0.0 0.0 12 61.51 23.11 7.7 1 Yentura 34 14 0.0y 2.9} 38.2 17 | 32.4f 14.7f 2.9 3
Nevada 5 2 | 0.0 0.0| 40.0 2 20,0/ 0.0| z0.0 1 ) Yolo 12 4 1 0.0 8.3} 25.0 8 | 16.7) &l.7| 8.3 0
Orange 120 | 39 | 14.2| 3.3 15.0 73 | 24.2] 35.8| 0.8 || & N Yuba 6 4 116.7| 0.0 50.0 2 | o.0 16.7] 16.7 0
Placer 6 | 1|16.7| 0.0| 0.0 4 |16.7{ 0.0| 50.0 || 1 » ' .
Plumas 2 1 . . . , . 50. - Total ‘

o 0.0/ 0.0} 50.0 1 .01 0.0 50.0 © Probation Departments [21182 | 544 | 10.1{ 8.6 6.9 | 1330 | 22.4 29.9 3.5 244
Riverside 83 7 0.0| 0.0 11.1 50 | 39.7] 36.5| 3.2 6 2 — ‘ - ,
Sacramento ‘80 | 1s 2.5 6.21 10.0 57 1 32.5!0 36.2 2.5 g ¥Percent based on Total Staff shown for Subsidy Staff and Other Staff, respectively.
San Benito 2 1 o.0l 0.0l so.0 1 0.0l 0.0l s0.0 0 Reference: original Survey Table A-~7
San Bernardinc 78 | 21 {12.8| 14.1| 0.0 49 {25.8| 20.5 | 16.7 8
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TABLE 19 | TABLE 19 {Continued)
PERCENT OF STAFF WITH SPECIALIZED CASELOADS, IN PROBATION PERGENT OF STAFF WiTH SPECIALIZED CASELOADS IN PROBATION
DEPARTMENTS, BY JOB ASS |GNMENT: DEPARTHENTS, BY JOB ASS 1GNMENTL
roaston ooparcents | Toaf | il | gl | e | [ e s | | e | S | S |
Alameda 175 4.8 23.4 1.7 0 San Barnardine | 110 1.8 | 10.9 | 58 I o
Butte ‘11 | oo o0 T 0.0 0 San Dicge 159 5.0 34.0 Lak 0
Colusa 3 0.0 33,3 . 0.0 0 N San Francisco
Contra Costa 72 6.9 12.5 5.6 0 3332231e i? 8:8 g;:g §:§ g
Del Morte 12 16.7 0.0 0.0 0 1. Sem Joaquln <5 00 .o o .
E1 Dorado 4 0.0 c.0 0.0 0 San Lais bispo 12 250 o 6.0 S
Fresno 58 6.2 10.3 0.0 0 San Mateo 82 5.6 6.9 . s o
Gilenn 3 0.0 0.0 ‘ 0.0 0 Santa Barbara < 5.6 25 0 o0 .
Humbo1dt 10 0.0 30.0 0.0 0 Senta Clara
imperial 12 8.3 0.0 0.0 0  Adult 25 0.0 16.0 4.0 0
Inyo 4 0.0 25.0 0.0 0 Juveniie 109 7.3 20.2 4.§ 1
Kern 41 0.0 9.8 2.4 0 Santa Cruz 10 0.0 20.0 0.0 0
Kings 7 0.0 28.6 0.0 0 Shasta 10 0.0 10.0 0.0 0
Lake 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 Siskiyau 5 0.0 33,5 0.0 0
Lassen 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 Solane 22 0.0 9.1 0.0 0
Los Angeles 993 7.2 | 19.4 0.8 0 Sonoma ‘ 26 0.0 19.2 3.8 0
Madera 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 Stanislaus 31 0.0 9.7 0.0 0
MarIn 43 7.0 2.3 2.3 I o Sutter 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Mariposa ' 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 V 0 Tehama 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Mendoc Ino 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 Trinlty 2 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0
Merced 12 0.0 25.0 0.0 0 Tulare 25 0.0 20,0 0.0 0
Modoc 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 T?u‘umﬂe § 0.0 16.7 0.0 0
Monterey 29 6.9 20.7 0.0 1 o Ventura 46 13,0 13.0 2.2 0
Napa 15 0.0 0.0 6.7 0 Yolo 12 ‘ 0.0 ;3;5 0.0 0
Nevada 8 25.0 0.0 0.0 ) o Yuba & 0.0 66,7 0.0 0
Orange , 182 9.9 17.6 | 0.0 0 Tote
Placer 8 0.0 25.0 0.0 0 Probation Dapartments 2801 6.4 18.7 1.6 3
Plumas 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 1 :
Percent based on Total Staff with caseloads as shown in the first column.
?iverside ’ [ 65 10-1 5.8 ] © 2[ha original survay report shows more caseload-carrying staff in custodial
ST S R Rt R ° - tiom Department. than sre. shown i thie tante. The remem for vhi drsponity
San Benito 3 35.3 ©-2 0.8 o k is not clear, as the project researcher who compiled the original statistics
: - was not avaijable for probing into this matter. It should be pointed out,
however, that the generalizations made in the original report would not
cosnge If the revised figures shown in this table had been used.
i‘ Raference : aé?gina? survey Table 3C



-~

Sy

- . | | | D57
TABLE 21

EDUCAT HOMAL REQUIREMENTS OF LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF AT ENTRY
iNTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Probation Officer

, Less Than | Two Years M.A. /KRGS,
Prohation Repartments | Less Than ;| Two Years {College Gr | B.A./B.S., Degree
follege College Associate Degree Or More

2 1ameda X
Amador X
Hut e : X
CLousa %
* Contra Costa X
Bel Hovrte X

TABLE 20
£l Dorado X

PERCENT OF CASELOAD CARRYING STAFF WITH SPECIALIZED CASELOADS .
IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE 1 Frasnao

glenn X

Total staff Carrying No. of Humboldy
tnstitutions and Parole Staff Specialized Caseloads NR Imperial

0 Inyo

>xX X > X

Instltutionsz 492 13.8

Parole 285 12.3 0 Kern

Kings X
l.ake X

Total
Institutions and Parole

777 © 13,3 0

: Lassen i
'Percent based on Total Staff who carried caseloads as shown in first ; X
. l.os Angeles

~column.
Includes 10 staff involved in both institutional and parole job Madera

assignments :
9 . Marin

Mariposa X
! Mendocino
‘ Merced
Modoc X
Monterey
- ~ Napa
Nevada
Orange
Placer

Plumas

HKoX X X XK X X

e S

Riverside
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TABLE 21 (Continued)

EDUCAT IONAL REQUIREMENTS OF LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF AT ENTRY
INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS :

Probation Officer ‘
Less Than Two Years | . M.A./MLS,
Probation Departments ! Less Than | Two Years | College Or | B.A,/B.S. Degree
College College Associate Degree Or More

Sacramento
San genito
San Bernardino

>x X X X

San Dieqo

San Francisco
Adult
Juvenile

San Joaquin

San Luis Obispo
San Mateo X
Santa Barbara

MK XX

bod

Santa Clara
Adult
Juvenile

- Santa Cruz
‘Shasta |
Siskiyou

. Selano
Sonoma
Stanislaus
Sutter
Tehama
Trinlty X
Tulare

LM XX X XX X X XX

Toulumne
Ventura
Yolo
Yuba

o
X X X X X

Tatal
Prubation Departments 4 1 3 47 1

¥An effort was made to obtain the information for an additional number of agencies
than responded in the original survey. Hence, for Tables 21-24, the education/work
experience Information is shown for more agencies than in the original survey repert.

Kafarence: original survey Table 4A.
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TABLE 22

EDUCATIONAL REQUIREMENTS OF LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF AT ENTRY
INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Probation Departments

Group Subervisor or Group Counselor

Less Than
Less Than Two Years
College College

Two Years
College or
Associate

B.AI/B.S‘
Degree

"'Au/“oS'
Degree
Or More

Alameda
Butte

Contra Costa
Del Norte

El Dorado
Fresno
imperial
Kern

Kings

Lassen

Los Angeles
Madera

Marin
Mendocino
Merced
Monterey
Napa

Nevada
Orange
Placer
Plumas
Riverside
Sacramento
San Benito
San Bernardino
San Diego

San Francisco
Juvenile

San Joaquin

> X

> X X X

X




EDUCATIONAL REQUIREMENTS OF LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF AT ENTRY
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TABLE 22 (Continued)

INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Probation Departments

Group Supervisor or Group Counselor

- 41 =

TABLE 23

RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF
AT ENTRY INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

L.ess Than
College

Less Than
Two Years
College

Two Years
College or
Associate

B.A./B.S.
Pegree

M.A./M.S.
Degree
Qr More

Probation Departments

Probation Qfficer

No Previous
Work
Experience

One Year
Previous Work
Experience

Two Years
Previous Work
Experience

Three Years
Previous Work
Experience

San Luls Obispo
San Mateo

Santa Clara
Adult
Juvenile

.Santa Cruz
Shasta
Siskiyou
Solano
'Sonoma
Stanislaus
Sutter
Tehama
Tulare
Ventura
Yolo

Yuba

X

X

X X xX X

Total

~ Probation Departments

12

ee

Reference: original survey Table 4A

Alameda
Amader
Butte
Colusa
Contra Costa
Del Norte
El Dorado
Fresno
Glenn
Humbo idt
imperial
Inyo

Kern
Kings
Lake
Lassen
Los Angeles
Madera
Marin
Mariposa
Mendocino
Merced
Modoc
Mohterey
Napa
Nevada
Orange
Placer
Plumas

Riverside

>

X X X X

X
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TABLE 23 (Continued) TABLE 24
RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR LINE CL{ENT-SERVING STAFF
. " AT ENTRY INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS AT ENTRY INTG PROBATION DEPARTHENTS '
Probation Officer Group Supervisor or Grou
) No Previous One Year Two Years Three Years . No Previous One Year Two $eg::n5e]o;hr v
rohailap Dapartments Work Previous Work [ Previous Work ! Previous Work Probation Departments Work Previous Work | Previous Work Prev?su esrsk
Experlience Experience Experience Experience _ Experience Experience Experience Expéri:nczr
SaCra#cntn X Alameda X -
S5 Gonito s -l - Amador X
San Farnardlne p Butte X
5an Diego X | .| Colusa X
Nan #rancisco "ontra Costa X
CAduls X : Del Norte X
v X '
RV q?le El Dorado X
Fan Joaqui : X ‘ Fres.o X
OF i Iy
San Luis Oblispo X Glenn .
o
San Hateo X Humbo 1dt X
Santa Barbara X ]
Imperial X
Ganta Clara fnve
Adult X nyoe X
Juvenile X Kern X
Santa Cruz X Kings X
Shasta X Lake X
Sterra X Lassen X
Siskiyou X Los Angeles X
Solano X Madera : X
Senoma X Marin X
Stanislaus X Mariposa X
Sutter X Mendocino X
Tehamo X - N Merced X
Trinity X : Modoc X
Tulare X . ‘ Monterey X
Toulumne X Napa X
Vantura X Nevada X
Yolo ; ' Orange X
Yuba X Placer X
_ ‘ b Plumas X
Total T ‘ ; Riverside X
Probation Departments 41 -n 5 0 |

Referencer original survey Table 4B



TABLE 24 (Continued)

“44-»

RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE REQH[REMEHTS FOR LINE CLIENT-SERVING STAFF
AT ENTRY INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Probation Departments |

Group Supervisor or Group Counselor

No Previous
Work
Experience

One Year
Previous Work
Experience

Two Years
Previous Work
Experience

Three Years
Previous Work
Experience

Sacramento
Benito
Bernardinm’

nan
San
San Diego

Francisco .
Adult .
Juvenile ~

an

Joaquin
Luls Obispo
Mateo

San
San
San
janta Barbara

“anta Clara
Adult
Juvenile

Santa Cruz
Shasta
Sioerra
Siskiyou
Solano
Sonoma
Stanlslaus
Sutter
Tehama
Trinity
Tulare
Toulumne
Ventura
Yola

Yuba

4
..x'

KO OX X KX X

XX

>

e

PO OB XM XK XK XK X XX X

Tbtal

probation Departments

S5&

Refarence:

origlnal survey Table 48



YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF

TABLE 25

(In Percentx)

IN PROBATICN DEPARTHMENTS

Total Less More
Probation Departments Staff Than High {1 Year |2 Years|2 Years|4 Years|S Years{6 Years] Than No.
tati High School |SchooljCollege|College|College|College|College|College|6 Years NR

Alameda

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 84 0.0 1.2 4.8 4.8 1.2 44,0 20.2 8.3 15.5 0

Client=Serving ‘

Staff , "333 0.0 l.2° 0.9 5.7 4.2 57.4 17.4 S.7 745 0
Amador

First Line Staff _

Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 100.0 0,0 0.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 G

Client-Serving

Staff 1 ¢.0 0.0 1100,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Butte
"First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 6 0.0 0,0 0.0 16.7 0.0 50,0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0

Client=Serving

Staff 19 10.5 10.5 } 5.3 5.3 0.0 36.8 3.6 0.0 0.0 0
Colusa

Client=-Serving

Staff 3 G.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 0
Contra Costa

First Line Staff :

Supervisor & Above| 42 0.0 0.0 2.4 2.4 2.4 45.2 26.2 7.1 14.3 C

Client=-Serving

Staff 153 0.0 4.6 0.7 2.6 2.0 46.4 22.2 l12.4 g.1 ¢
Del Norte

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above] .6 0.0 16.7 0.0 33.3 18.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

Client=Serving :

Staff 12 33:3 4’1-7 ) Ooo 8!3 OQO 18.7 OQO 0.0 O'O O

-Sﬁ-
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TABLE 25 (Continued)

YEARS OF EDUCAT{ON OF STAFF ir PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

(tn Percent¥)

o

Total Less More
Probatiun Departments gyaff Than High |1 Year |2 Years|3 Years|4 Years|5 Years|6 Years| Than No. of
High School|School{College|Coliege|CollegeiCollege|College follege|6 Years NR

El Dorado

First Line Staff : .

Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33,3 66.7 0.0 0.0 O

Client-Serving

Staff S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 60,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 G
Fresno '

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above| 27 0.0 . 0.0 3.7 0.0 14.8 66.7 7.4 0..0 7.4 c

Client=Serving v : - '

Staff 124 © 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9 7.3 55.6 21.C 3.2 4.0 C
Glenn

Client=Serving .
Humbo 1 dt »

First Line Staff .

Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 33.4 0.0 0.0 335.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

Client=Serving

Staff 15 0,0 0.0 0.0 6.6 6.8 66.6 6.6 0.0 13.6 Q
{mperial ;

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 3 0,0 33.4 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

Client=Serving ‘ ) '

Staff 25 0.0 28.0 | 20.0 16.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 0
inyo

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 - 0.0-1100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

Client=Serving x . k .

Staff 3 0.0 - 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66,7 33,3 0.0 0,0 Y

-97-



TABLE 25 (Continued)

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(In Percent*)

Total Less E More
Probatinn Departments SOt?f Than High |1 Year |2 Years |3 Years|4 Years|5 Years|6 Years| Than No. of
ta High School {School [College{College [College|College{College{College |6 Years NR

Kern '

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above| 14 0.0 7.2 7.1 21.4 0.0 57.2 7.1 0.0 0.0 0

Client=Serving

Staff 93 0.0 1.1 | 3.2 | 10.8 8,6 | 62.3 | 1l.8 1.1 1.1 0
Kings .

First Line Staff :

Supervisor & Above 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 z20.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0

Client=Serving

Staff 1 0.0 9.1 | 18.2 18.2 9.1 45.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Lake

Client-Serving

Staff 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 Q.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Lassen ‘

Client=Serving

Staff 2 0.0 0.0 0.0" |100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Los Angeles '

First Line Staff : .

Supervisor & Above | 294 0.4 0.0 0.0 , 0.4 0.4‘ 43,9 26.0 1z2.7 16.4 0

Client=Serving ‘

Staff 1824 0,7 1.3 3.3 3.8 7.6 52.6 16.8 5.5 8.4 0
Madera '

First Line Staff o

Supervisor & Above S .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0

Client=Serving ) : ‘

Staff ) C.0 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 55.6 22,2 0.0 0.0 Q

-L? -



TABLE 25 (Continued)

YEARS OF EDUCAT!ON‘OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(in Percent*)

Total Less More
Probation Departments S:aff Than High {1 Year {2 Years|3 Years|4 Yzars|S Years|6 Years{ Than No. of
High School]SchooliCollege|College}College|College]CollegeiColleqge |6 Years NR

Marin :

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above| 20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40,0 25,0 10.0 25.0 0

Client-Serving

Staff 70 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 } 57.1 17.2 7.1 17.2 0
Mariposa

Client~Serving

Staff 1 0.0 100.,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Mendoc ino

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 2 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 }100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

Client=Serving

Staff 17 0.0 29.4 0.0 0.0 11.8 47.0 5.9 0.0 5.9 0
Merced = .

First Line Staff

SUper\/isor & 'Above 5 0.0 20.0 '. O‘O c.0 0.0 40,0 0.0 20.0 0.0 o}

Client-Serving o _

Staff 20 0.0 - 30,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0
Modoc

Client=-Serving , : ‘ :

Staff 1 0.0 0,0 0.0 {100.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Monterey

First Line Staff -

Supervisor & Above| 20 0.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 25.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 5.0 0

Client=Serving

Staff 57 0.0 5.2 7.0 14.1 49,1 14.1 0.0 1.8 0

8.7




YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

TABLE 25 (Continued)

(In Percent*)

Less More
Probation Departments |fotal Than High |1 Year |2 Years|3 Years|4 Years|5 Years|6 Years| Than No. of
Staff High School]School|Collegel LollegelCollegejCollege] College{Colliege| 6 Years NR
Napa '
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 20.0 20,0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0
Client~Serving
Staff . 19 0.0 15.8 5.3 10.5 10.5 42,1 15,8 0.0 0,0 0
Nevada
First Line Staff }
Supervisor & Above 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1100.0 0.0 0.0 o
Client-Serving
Staff 9 0.0 11,1 § 11.1 0.0 11.1 22.2 33.4 0.0 11.1 0
Orange
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above| 59 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 16.9 49.2 25.4 3.4 3.4 0
Client-Serving
Staff 303 0.3 3.0 2.6 5.0 8.6 57.5 17.3 1.7 4.3 0
Placer
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 7 0.0 14.2 | 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 0.0 0
Client-Serving
Staff 19 0.0 21.0 5.3 10,5 10.5 47.4 5.3 0.0 0.0 (6]
Plumas
First Line Staff .
Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 }100.0 0
Client-Serving ' o .
Riverside
First Line Staff _
Supervisor & Abovej} . 37 0.0 2.7 0.0 8.1 10.8 46,0 24.3 5.4 2.7 0
"Client=Serving ~ . :
Staff 158 0.0 . 348 3.8 Te7 13.5 58.4 B.4 1.9 4,5 0




TABLE 25 (Continued)

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(In Percen;*) -

Less More

Probation Departments ;Ot?; Than High | 1 Year |2 Years|3 Years|4 Years|5 Years|6 Years| Than No. of
ta High Schooll School| ColiegelCoilegejCollege{College{CollegelColliege|6 Years NR
Sacramento
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above| 34 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 44.1 | 23.5 8.8 17.6 0
Client-Serving
Staff 159 OOO 0.0 103 0.6 5-7 54:.6 21.4 603 lo-i 0
San Benito ’
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 1l 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ]100.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

Client-Serving :
Staff S 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

San Bernardino
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 48 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 22.9 31l.2 29.2 4.2 10.4 0

Client=Serving ‘
Staff 216 0.0 0.5 1.4 6.0 10.2 57.9 17.1 3.2 3.7 1

San Diego
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above | 786 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 48.6 | 31.6 6.6 13,2 0

Client=Serving
Staff 373 0.0 2.7 0.5 1.9 1.6 65.2 19.0 3.2 5.9 1

San Francisco
Adult

B

. First Line Staff | - , ' '
Supervisor & Above 6 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 83.3 0.0 - 0.0 16.7 0

Client-Serving ) :
Staff ' 56 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 | 73.4 14.5 1.3 10.8 0




TABLE 25 (Continued) =~

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENT .
(In Percent*)

Toral Less More
Probation Departments Sit?f Than High |1 Year |2 Years|3 Years|4 Years |5 Years|6 Years| Than No. of
a High School|School|College|College|College{College|College|College|6 Years NR
San Francisco
Juvenile
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.6 11.1 11.1 22.2 0]
Client=Serving
Staff 68 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.3 26.5 8.8 T4 0
San Joaquin
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 22 0.0 0.0 4,5 8.1 0.0 41.0 36.4 4.5 4.5 0
Client=Serving
Staff 77 0.0 7.8 1.3 2.1 5.2 58.4 11.7 2.6 3.9 0
San Luis Obispo
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20,0 40,0 20.0 20,0 0.0 4]
Client=Serving
.Staff 17 0.0 - 11.7 0.0 5.9 5.9 58.9 11.7 0.0 5.9 0
San Mateo
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above} 38 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 368.9 26.3 21,0 13.2 0]
Client=-Serving , :
Staff 169 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.4 25.4 5.2 10.7 0
Santa Barbara
First. Line Staff
Supervisor & Above| 16 0.0 0.0 6.2 0.0 0.0 50,0 18.8 12.5 12.5 0
Client-Serving
Staff 80 0.0 6.3 2.5 3.7 6.3 48.8 21.2 7.5 3.7 0

—lg-



TABLE 25 (Cont inued)

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(In Perc nt*)

Total Less More
Probaticn Departments Staff Than High 11 Year |2 Years|3 Years|4 Years!5 Years|6 Years| Than No. of
High School] School{CollegejColliege|College Co}lege College|College|6 Years NR

Santa Clara

Adult

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 8 0.0 0.0{ 0.0 0.0 0.0 62.5 25.0 0.0 12.5 0

Client-Serving , ,
_ Staff 53 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 18.9 0.0 5.8 0
Juvenile . )

First Line Staff : o

Supervisor & Above] 43 0.0 0.0 0,0 8.3 9.3 | 44.2 | 27.9 7.0 2,3 0

Client=Serving : o

Staff 203 0.0 2.5 2.5 3.9 6.9 62.1 13.8 3.2 4.4 0
Santa Cruz

First Line Staff ‘ ,

Client=Serving

Staff o 28 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 10.7 60.7 14.3 3.6 7.1 0
Shasta ‘

First Line Staff : .

Supervisor & Above S 0.0 0.0 0,0 20,0 | 0.0 40.0 | 40,0 | 0.0 0.0 "1

Client-Serving ’ h

Staff 12 000 . 0.0 865 1 0.0 2500 5804 8.3 000 Ooo i 4]
Siskiyou ' '

First Line Staff { . i

Supervisor & Above] 1 |. 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 }100.0 0.0 | 0.0 | =.0 0.0 0.0 I o

Client~Serving ’ i ‘ .

Staff . 4 Oto 0.0 2509 OQ X OIO 75-0 ; 0.0 0‘0 Ooo O




TABLE 25 (Continued)

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

(1n Percent*)

Less . More
Probation Departments |lotal Than High |1 Year |2 VYears|3 Years|4 Years|5 Years{6 Years| Than No. of
Staff High SchooljSchool|ColiegelCollegeiCollegelCollege| Colleae]|College|B Years NR
. Solano .
~ First Line Staff " »
Supervisor & Above| 15 0.0 6.7 0.0 6.7 13.2 60.0 6.7 6.7 0.0 0
 Client-Serving '
Staff 49 4.1 10.2 | 4.1 | 10.2 4.1 | 48.9 8.2 6.1 4.1 0
' Sonoma
i First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above| 16 0.0 6.3 6.3 0.0 6.3 62.3 12.5 0.0 6.3 0
Client=Serving ] 5 .
Staff S7 1.8 0.0 1.8 - 7.0 7.0 61.3 12.3 3.5 5.3 0
_ Stanislaus : .
First Line Staff .. , . - .
Supervisor & Above| 1l 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 81.8 9.1, 0.0- 0.0 0
Client=Serving L _ ' R L
‘Staff 52 < l.8 7.7 3.9 Te7 1.9 75.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0
Sutter _ ) - .
First-Line Staff | . . S ’ ) ‘ .
Supervisor & Above] 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0
Client-Serving . | . . : ' _
Staff ' : 6 0.0 1647 16.6 . 0.0 0.0" 66.7 0.0 7 0.0 0.0 0
Tehama ’ )
First Line Staff o : <
Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Client:S2rving ‘ . m ) o - '
Staff o 11 0.0 0.0 | 18.2 9.1 0.0 72.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Trinity
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Abovev 1 0.0 0.0 |100.0 0.0 0.0 |- 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o




TABLE 25 (Continued)
YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF [N PROBATION DEPARTMENTZ

(In Percent*)
Less .1 More
Probation Departments Total ~ Than High |1 Year |2 Years|3 Years|4 Years|S Years|6 Years| Than No. of
Staff,ﬂigh Schoolf SchooljCoilegejCollege{College|College{College{Colliege| 6 Years NR
Trinity (Continued)
Client=Serving
Staff : 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 {100,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Tulare
First Line Staff : :
Supervisor & Above| 14 0.0 28.7 0.0 21.4 7.1 21.4 14,3 0.0 7.1 0
‘Client-Serving.
Staff 56 1.8 17.8 7.2 10.7 7.2 42.8 10.7 0.0 1.8 Y
Toulumne
Client=Serving
Staff 6 0.0 0.0 0,0 16.7 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 33,3 0 '
Ventura g
First Line Staff '
Supervisor & Above 20 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 50.0 30.0 5.0 C.0 0
Client=Serving
Staff 103 0.0 5.8 5.8 9.7 6.8 47.6 17.5 2.9 3.9 0
Yolo
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 25.0
Client=Serving '
- Staff 24 0.0 20.8 0.0 4,2 0.0 58.3‘ 12.5 4.2 0.0
Yuba
First Line Staff 5 A
Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.4 33.3 | 33,3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Client-Serving
Staff 17 11.7 11.8 | 11.8 5.9 5.9 47.0 5.9 0.0 0.0
Jotal - :
Probation Departments 6273 0.4 2.7 2.4 4,5 6.1 53,9 17.7 5.0 7.3
* Percent based on Total Staff shown in first column.

Reference: original survey Tables 5 and A-1Z



TABLE 26

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE
(In Percent®*)

Less : More
Institutions and Parole|lotal Than High |1 Year |2 Years|3 Years|4 Years|5 Years|6 Years | Than No. of
Staff High School | SchooliCollege COlIege‘CollegeJCollege College|College | 6 Years NR
Institutions 1153 1.9 17.3 | 13.9 1l4.1 10.7 16.1 T.5 7.2 11,3 2
Parole 400 0.8 3.7 2.8 4.0 3.5 47.8 20,0 8.7 8.7 0
“Yotal institutions
and Parole 11553 1.6 13.9 | 11.0 11.5 8.8 24,3 10.7 7.6 10.6 2

* Percent based on Total Staff as showﬁ in first column.

Reference: original surVey Table §



TABLE27

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT. M DEPARTMENTS
(In Percent*)
. Total | 2 or . , 17 or } Mo. of
Probation Departments Staff | Less |° O 4 S5to6f{7 to8|9 tol0}j1l to 1213 to 14|15 to 16 More NR
Alameda
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 841 0.0 2.4 5.9 4,8 13.1 15.5 8.3 B.3 41.7 0
Client~-Serving :
Staff 222 { 10.8.{ 18.0 20.2 17.4 11.2 4.6 1.9 5.3 10.8 11
Amador '
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0
Client-Serving
Staff 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 c.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0
Butte
First Line Staff ‘
Supervisor & Above 61 0.0 0,0 0.0 16.6 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 50,0 H
Client-Serving
Staff 14 {28.6 | 21.4 21.4 14.3 0.0 0.0 14,3 0.0 0.0
folusa
Client-Serving
Staff 3 §166.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33,3
Contra Costa
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 42 0.0 4,8 9.5 11.9 7.1 7.1 11.9 11.9 35.8
Client-Serving ' . ) , ,
Staff 144 |22.2 | 21.5 16.0 | 16.0 4.8 4,2 - 3.5 5.6 6.2
Del Norte
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 6]16.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 16.8
Client~Serving
Staff 121 8.3 0.0 33.4 8.3 16.7 8.3 8.3 0.0 16,7




TABLE 27 (Continued)

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT?"N DEPARTMENTS

No. of

, \ ) 2 or ; 17
Probation Departments Total 3to4|5to6]|7 819 0 or
p Staff | Less to to 1 11 to 12 to 14} 15 to 16 More NR
El Dorado
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 31 0.0 0.0 33.4 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Client-Serving
Staff S 0.0 40.0 40,0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Fresno
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 271 0.0] 22.2 14.8 7.4 0.0 7.4 7.4 3,7 37.1 0
Client=Serving «
- Staff 117} 25.6 | 36.8 16.2 6.0 2.6 3.4 3.4 0.9 5.1 7
Glenn
Client-Serving
Staff 3 0.0} 0.0 0.0 33.4 33.3 0.0 33,3 0.0 0.0 0
Humboldt
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 31 0.0 0.0 33.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.3 0
Client-Serving
Staff 13| 46.1 15.4 15.4 7.7 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 7.7 2
Imperial
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 5| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 C.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 68.7 0
Client=-Serving. '
© Staff 19| 36.8 26.2 5.3 5.3 15.8 " 0.0 0.0 5.3 5.3 6
Inyo
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Abcve 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0
Client-Serving ‘
Staff 3! 66.7 c.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0




CONTINUED
102




TABLE 27 (Continued)

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT!"M DEPARTMENTS

; 2ori. al 17 or |f Mo. of °
Probation Departments Total 3to 4|5 toB|7 8|9 10 . .

p e Staff | Less to to 11 to 12 [ 13 to 14| 15 to 15 More © NR
Kern

First Line Staff :

Supervisor & Above 14| 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 42.8 0

Client-Serving : v

Staff 88 {31.7 2.6 18.2 5.7 5.7 . 3.4 2.3 2.3 9.1 5

| Kings

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 4 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 1

Client-Serving

Staff 8 137.5 25.0 12.5 12.5 0,0 - 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 3
Lake

Client-Serving ‘

Staff 2 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 50.0 0
Lassen

Client-Serving

Staff 2 150.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Los Angeles ‘

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 280 0.7 1.0 1.4 3.4 11.0 10.7 12.4 14.2 45.2 2

Client-Serving

Staff ’ 1734 {13.6 27.3 14.9 16.0 6.0 6.1 ; 3.3 3.5 9.3 93
Madera » ’

First Line Staff ‘ v

Supervisor & Above 4 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 1

leent-Serving '

Staff 7 142.8 28.6 28.6 - 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0 6.0 2
Marin

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 20 0.0 10.0 10.0 20,0 10.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 25.0 0




TABLE 27 (Continued)

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBATiuN DEPARTMENTS

. 2 or 17 No. of
Probation Depar - |Total or 0. ©
i epartments Staffl Less 3tod4{5toB]|7toB8]9 to 10|11 to 12| 13 to 14|15 to 16 More NR
Marin (Continued)
Client-Serving
Staff 69| 17.4 32.0 18.8 11.6 lO,l 4.4 2.9 1.4 1.4 1
Mariposa
Client-Serving
Staff 1{100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Mendocino
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Client-Serving
Staff 151 28.7 20.0 33.3 13.3 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 ¢
Merced g
First Line Staff N ' '
Supervisor & Above S 0.0 { 20,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 G.0 .0 20.0 ¢}
Client=Serving § ‘ Y
Staff 171 431.2 29.4 5.9 S48 5.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 5.8 3
Modoc
Client-Serving ' .
Staff 1§100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 C.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Monterey )
First Line Staff : ’ ,
Supervisor & Above 20 0.0| 15.0 | 5.0 | 15.0 | 10.0 20.0 5.0 20.0 10.0 0
Client=-Serving f
Staff 54 2718 3313 18.5 5-6 704 Ooo 3-7 0.0 3.7 3
Napa
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above S .0} 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 ° C.0 0
Client=Serving , .
Staff 16{ 50,0 | 25.0 6.2 | 0.0 6.3 0.0 6.2 0.0 6.3 3




TABLE 27 (Continued)

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL,FOR PROBATIC.. DEPARTMENTS
Probation Departments | Totall 2 O 1z 1o 415 15617 to 8] 9 to 10|11 to 12 | 13 to 14 |15 to 161 OF [fNo: of
Staff| Less More NR

Nevada

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 2 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 O

Client«Serving .

Staff 81 12.5 0.0 25.0 50.0 .0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1
Orange ’

First Line Staff )

Supervisor & Above 57 5.3 7.0 5.2 | 12.3% 12.3 12.3 7.0 10.5 28.1 2

Client~Serving ‘ n

Staff 262 | 27.9 30.5 11,4 9.2 7.2 - 8.7 2.7 2.3 3.1 41
Piacer )

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 71 14.3 0.0 .1 28,6 C.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 14.3 28.5 o

Client~Serving ) ' ‘ ) .

Staff 181 22.2 2242 0.0 22.2 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 1
Plumas '

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 1} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 4]

Client-Serving

Staff 2 1100.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Riverside ‘ k

First Line Staff ‘

Supervisor & Above 37 Q.0 5.4 2.7 Sed 18.9 13.5 5.4 10.8 37.89 ‘0

Client-Serving

Staff 1351 40,01 21l.4 14,1 7.4 T4 3.0 1.5 3.0 2.2 21
Sacramento

First Line Staff , : ,

Supervisor & Above 33 0.0 S.Q 12.1 15.2 3.0 : 6.1 21.2 z21.2 18.2 1

“09‘.



TABLE 27 (Continued)
YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE @Y STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT,ui DEPARTHEﬁTS

robation Departments Staffl Less 3to4|S5StoBi{7 toB}9 to 10|11 to 12} 13 to 14 |13 to 18 More NR

Sacramento (Continued)

Client-Serving

Staff 155 1 11.6 { 21.3 20,0 13.6 1z.9 5.2 4.5 6.4 4.5 4
San Benito

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 1] 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0

Client-Serving

Staff 3] 33.3 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2
San Bernardino

First Line Staff ‘

Supervisor & Above 481} 2.1 4.2 14.6 | 22.9 14.6 12.5 8.3 6.2 14.6 0

Client-Serving s |

Staff 202 | 24.8| 27.2 19.8 12,9 5.4 4.0 1.5 . 1.0 3.4 15
San Diego Lo i .

First Line Staff ‘ :

Supervisor & Above 741 0.0 C.Q 1.3 4.0 14.4 10.8 9.5 . 17.6 41.9 2

Client-Serving -

staff 350{ 17.7| 24.3 16.3 13.7 9.4 8.0 3.7 2.9 6.0 24
San Francisco

Adult

First Line Staff

Supervisor & Above 5{ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.'0 0.0" 0.0 20.0 20.0 60,0 1
" Client-Serving

Staff 491 4.1 8.2 20.4 8.2 8.1 4.1 6.1 6.1 34.7 7
~ Juvenile ‘

First Line Staff | '

Supervisor & Above 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 77.8 0

Client=Serving ’

Staff 681 13.2 c.1 11.8 10.3 5.9 8.8 2.9 5.9 22.1 0

=~ 18 -



TABLE 27 (Continued)

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERJENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT{™** DEPARTHENTS

Probation Departments

Total
Staff

2 or
Less

3 to 4

S.to 1t

7 to 8

g to 10

11 to 12

13 to 14

15 to 18

17 or
More

Na. of
NR

San Joaquin
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above

Client-Serving
Staff

San Luls Obispo
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above

Ciient-Se%ving
Staff

San Mateo
First Line Staff
‘Supervisor & Above

Client~Serving
Staff

Santa Barbara
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above

Client-Serving
Staff

Santa Clara

Adult

. First Line Staff

" Supervisor & Above

Client~Serving
- Staff

22

71

15

38

163

18

79

52

4.5

.1907

0.0

20.0

0.0

16.6

0.0

26.6

0.0

21.1

4.6

28.1

0.0

46.7

2.6

18.0

6.2

19.0

0.0

23.1

13.8

19.7

40.0

6.7

7.9

16.0

- 0.0

15.2

0.0

23.1

18.2

7.0

20.0

6.7

5.2

20.2

6.3

11.4

0.0

5.8

0.0
0.0
28.9

- 10.4

18.8

5.0

25.0

9.6

4.8

4.1

20.0
6.6
2.6
3.7

6.2

6.3

0.0

5.8

0.0

1.4

OGO

6.6

18.4

4.3

1z.5

5.1

25.0

- 0.0

20.0

OIO

7.9

3.8

0.0

3.8

22,7

7.4

0.0

8.7

43.8

7.6

50.0

7.7

n

~ 29 -



TABLE 27 (Continued)

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

. , 2 or i
Probation Departments |Total 3to4i5t 7 17 or || No. of
P secrr | Less o o § to 8|9 to 10 |11 to 12 | 13 to 14 |15 to 16 | o R
Santa Clara
Juvenile
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above &2 2.4 4.8 7.1 7.1 19.0 9.5 19.1 14.3 16.7 1
Client-Serving ' ’
Staff 188 i 26.6 28.7 18.1 10.6 5.9 3.7 3.2 l.1 2.1 15
Santa Cruz . ' ‘
First Line Staff '
Supervisor & Above 8}25.0] 25.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 12,5 12.5 0.0 0
Client-Serving . )
Staff . 23(52.2] 21.8 13.0 4.4 4.3 . 4.3 - 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 5
Shasta '
First Line Staff ‘ . :
Supervisor & Above 6| 0.0 16.7 0.0 16.7 16.6 16.7 0.0 16.7 16.6 0]
Client-Serving |- ' ’
Staff 12} 16.7| 25.0 8.3 0.0 8.4 8.3 16.7 8.3 8.3 0
Siskiyou ‘
First Line Staff : .
Supervisor & Abovc 1} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 "‘ 0.0 100.0 - 0.0 o]
Client-Serving , : 5 S ( | _
Staff 2| 50.0 0.0 | 50.0 0.0 ! 0.0 . 0,0 , 0,0 . : 0.0 0.0 2
Solano ‘ ‘
First Line Staff ' : K : ‘
Supervisor & Above 15 0.0 6.7 67 ‘ 6.7 : 20.0 26.6 | 0,0 c.0 33.3 0
Client-Serving i : ‘
Staff 45 2709 1106 7.0 . 7‘0 700 Ooo 203 2.3 5

34.9




TABLE 27 (Continued)
YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT!”™ DEPARTHENTS

. 2 or - 17 or No. of
Probation Departments | Total 3tod|5to6|7 to 89 to 10 2
n partment staff | Less (o} o o to 11 to 1 13 to 14|15 to 16 More - NR
Sonoma
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 151 13,3 0.0 0.0 26.7 0.0 6.7 20,0 6.6 26.7 1
Client-Serving
Staff 53| 34.0 17.0 la.8 9.4 13.2 3.8 0.0 c.0 3.8 4
Stanislaus
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 11 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 18.2 27.2 18.2 18.2 9.1 0
Client-Serving
Staff 4] | 43.9 17.1 12.2 14.6 7.3 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 11
Sutter
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Client-Serving
Staff 6]50.0| 16.7 | 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.6 0.0 0.0 0
Tehama
First Lipe Staff .
Supervlsor & Above 3 0.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0
Client-Serving ' ; !
Staff 10| 60.0| 30.0 0.0 | 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1
Trinity ;
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 c.0 0.0 100.0 0
Client-Serving
Staff 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1000 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Tulare
First Line Staff
Supervisor & Above ’ 14 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 7.1 28.6 7.1 7.2 2l1.4 0




TABLE 27 {Continued) _
YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

5 2 or : 17 o No. of
Probation Departments Total 3to4|5to6]7 to8]9 tol10]|11 to r | Ne
o ion epar men Staff| Less to 6| o to to 12 | 13 to‘l4 15 to 16 More NR
Tulare (Continued)
Client-Serving : | . ;
Toulumne ' ‘ '
Client-Serving ‘
Staff 61685.7 0.0 0.0 16.7 16.6 0.0 0.0 ‘ 0.0 0.0 0
Ventura
First Line Staff o :
SuPervisor & Above 201 0.0 0.0 5.0 50,0 5.0 15,0 25.0 5.0 15.0 | 0
Client-Serving . ] . ' ;
Staff 93] 19.4 | 30.1 19,4 10.8 B4 . 8.4 2.1 B it 4.3 10
Yolo A o ' ’ a e ' '
First Line Staff ‘ . ‘ . [ DR B
Supervisor & Above | - 4] 0.0 0.0 25,0 25.0 | 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0-ﬁ. 25;0 0
Ciient-Serving : o - a e S ' T A
Staff 22 | 18.2 36.4 22.8 9.1 0.0 - 4,5 4.5 . 0.0 4.5 2
Yuba ' . | ‘ '
First Line Staff -] . : : : '
Supervisor & Above 3| 0.0 0.0 | 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 ¢ . 0.0 0.0 33.4 0
Client=Serving . | .| =~ : A L o 1 . : o
Staff f 14 28.6 | 21.4 0.0 21.4 } 0.0 .} 21l.4 . 0.0 - 0.0 7.2 3
Total . ‘ . ‘
Probation Departments 5915 | 16.4 | 21.4 | 14.37 | 12.5 | 8.1 6.2 . | 4.5 4.5 12,0 361

*percent based on Total Staff as shown in first column.

Reference: original survey Table §



YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE OF STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHOR‘TY4QNST|TUT|0NS AND PAROLE
(in Percent¥) ‘ _

TABLE 28

institutions Total 2 or . 17 or | No. of
and Parole Staff Less 3~4 5-6 7-8 9«10 11-12 13-14 15-16 More NR
Institutions
First Line Staff , :
Supervisor & Above 219 1.8 1.8 6.8 13.7( 12.3 17.4 8.2 4.1 33.8 B
Client-Serving Staff 829 17.6 18,2} 1l6.6 l1.6 | 11.1 8.8 6.5 3.5 7.4 101
Parole '
First Line Staff : ;
Supervisor & Above 115 0.0 0.0 4.3 9.6 | 12.2 17.4 7.0 12.2 37.3 | 1
Client-Serving Staff 248 18,1 18.8 } 12.5 B.5 1 10.9 11,7 5.8 3.6 10.5 36
Fotal ‘ — ; ‘
institutions 1411 . | 13.8 13.5 1 13.4 11,2 | 11.3. 11.3 6.7 4.3 14.5 144
_and Parole , : '

¥ Percent based on Total Staff as shown in first column.

Reference: original survey Tables § and A-12

- 99 -
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TABLE 29

EXTENT OF FORMAL TRAINING PROVIDED AS JUDGED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS
(In Percentl)

No. of Extent of Formai Training ProvidedZ' No. of
Probation Departments | Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 NR
Ajameda 402 5.9 15;7 20.7 | 25,1 | 34.6 15
Amador 0 0.0 0.0/ 0.0 o0.0] o.0 2
Butte 24 20.8 | 33.4| 12.5 ] 8.3 25.0 1
Colusa 3 0.0 33.3 | 66.7 0.0} 0.0 0
Contra Costa 188 7.5 | 31.9] 51.5 |. 4.3 4.8 7
Del Norte 16 68.7 | 18.8| o0.0| 0.0] 12.5 2
El Dorado 8 0.0 25.0( 715.0{ o0.0! 0.0 0
Fresno 149 2.7{ 6.2 45.71 9.4 6.0 2
Glenn 3 0.0 | 100.0| 0.0 0.0} 0.0 0
Humbo 1 dt 18 0.0| s5.6| 44.4] 0.0 0.0 0
imperial <26 3.9 46.1| 38.5). 7.7| 3.8 2
Inyo i 4 . 0.0 0.0 | 25.0 0.0 | 75.0 0
Kern © 106 10.4) 28.3] 44.3| 85| 8.5 1
Kings 18 0.0 2| s0.1] 32| 12.5 0
Lake ’ 2 0.0 | 50.0{ 50.0{ 0.0| 0.0 0
Lassen 2 0.0 0.0 | 50,0 * 0.0] 50.0 0
‘Los Angeles 2045 10.6 | 22.1| 33.9| 15.6| 17.8 74
Madera 13 7.7 | 7.7] 6L5| 23.1| 0.0 1
Marin = 88 9.1 | 20.4| 35.3| 13.6| 21.8 2
Mar iposa 1 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 100.0 0
Mendoc i no 17 0.0 52.9| 47,1} 0.0] 0.0 2
Merced 24 12.5 | 12.5| 16.7] 33.3| 25.0 1
Modoc 1 . 0.0 0.0]100.0{ 0.0 0.0 0
Monterey . 74 2.7 | 41.9] 39.2| 12.2| 4.0 3
Napa 24 8.3 | 4s5.8| 41.7| o0.0| 4.2 0
Nevada 1 27.3{ 0.0] 0.0f 9.1| 63.6 0
Orange 350 11.7 | 28.0] 27.1) 1e.6| 16.6|] 12
Placer 26 3.8 19.2| 50.1] 11.5| 15.4 0
P lumas "3 0.0 | 33.3| 66.7| 0.0| 0.0} 0
Riverside 186 7.0 z20.4| 27.5| 1s.0| 30.1 7
Sacramento 187 7.5 | 25.7| 42.2| 13.4{ 11.2 6
San Benito 8 0.0 33.3|{ 50,0 0.0} 16.7 0
.



- 68 - ‘
TABLE 29 (Continued)

EXTENT OF FORMAL TRAINING PROVIDED AS JUDGED BY STAFF .IN PROBAT!ON DEPARTMENTS
(In Percentl)

No. of Extent of Formal Training Provided? No, of
Probation Departments | Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 NR
San Bernardino 259 1l.6 27.8 37.4 9,3 { 13.9 6
San Diego 438 11.9 23.7 32.6 1 1l2.8 ] 19,2 12
San Francisco T
Juvenile 76 16.0 | 36.7| 43.31 3.31 6.7 1
Adult 60 2.6 18.4; 26.3 23.7 29.0 2
San Joaquin ‘ 93 8.6 | 25.8] 43.0] 9.7} 12.9 6 ' | TABLE 30 .
San Luis Obispo 22 22.7 31.9}1 13.67 13.6] 18.2 0 EXTENT OF FORMAL TRAINING PROVIDED AS JUDGED BY STAFF IN
. YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE
San Mateo 207 6.3 22.2 3l.9 | 12.1] 27.5 0 : (ln Percentl)
Santa Barbara ' 93 4.3 31.2 | 46.2 7.5 ] 10.8 3
Santa Clara . . . e 0
Adult 61 18.0 21.31 39.4 9.8 1 11.5 0 Inst:;uti?ns and : Rego'nzznts Extent pf Formal Training Provided No&Rof
Juvenile 240 6.2 | 24.6| 45.0| 14.2| 10.0 6 arofe po 1 2 3 4 5
5 34-‘ 5. L ] L] . L] - . i !
anta Cruz o) 7.7 L7 5.8} 8.8 2 Institutions 1113 7.5 | 26.0 | 44.6 | 14.3 | 7.8 42
Shasta 18 11,1 50.0f 33.3 5. 0. 0 '
© 0 Parole 396 8.1 27.8 37.6 | 11.6 |14.9 4
Siskiyou S 20.0 40,01 40.0 0.0 0,0 0 :
Solano 61 14.8 36.1| 39.2 3,31 6.6 2 Total institutions ‘r
i s 7 4 - and Parole 1509 7.6 26.4 42.8 | 13.6 9.6 46
onoma o 33. 43,7 8.4 9. 2 ‘
° ? 9 1 percent based on No. of Respondents. :
Stanislaus 61 6.6 18.01 23.0] 18.0| 34.4 2 Extent is stated in terms of: 1) Infrequently, and generally is not needed more
Sutter 7 0.0 0.0l 71.a 0.0 1 28.8 0 often, 2) infrequently, but it should be provided more often, 3) Infrequently, but
Ny it should be provided more often and on a regular basis, 4) On a regular basis,
Tehama 135 7.7 15.41 38.4 | 38.5 0.0 1 but it should be provided more often, and 5) On a reqular basis and often enough.
Trinit : 2 0.0 50,0 0.0 0.0 50.0 o
Y Reference: original survey Table A-13
Tulare 66 lz,1 | 28.8] 25.8 | 13.6 19.7 4 '
~ Toulumne S 0.0 40,0} 60.0 0.0 0.0 1
Ventura 121 9.9 35.5| 43,91 2.5 8.2 2 - -
Yolo 27 11.1 14.81 37.1 ] 14.8 | 22.2 1
Yuba 19 10.5| 10.5] 36.8 | 42.2 0.0 1 . e
Total - _
Probation Departments 6082 9.3 24,6 35.1 | 13.8} 17.2 194
1

Percent based on No. of Respondents.

Extent is stated in terms of: 1) Infrequently, and generally is not needed
more often, 2) Infrequently, but it should be provided more often, 3) in-
frequently, but it should be provided more often and on a regular basis,

4) On a regular basis, but it should be provided more often, and 5) On a
regular basis and often enough.

2

Reference: original survey Table A-13




TABLE 31

TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS-REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Law as it Affects the Custody Control and Law

Probation Departments Total Offender and Staff Emergency Techniques Enforcement Techniques
Staff 1] 2 | 3 | 4 | M 1 2 | 5] 4 | AR 18 | 2 | 31 4 | NR

Alameda 417 199 | 56| 49 |113 | © 115 | 26| 16| 260 © 90 | 53| 19| 255 0
Amador 2 ol 1 1] 0 0 2| o o] 2| o
Butte 25 1 12 0 6 15 ) 18} O
Colusa 3 0 1| o 1 1y © 0 o 1] =2 0
Contra Costa 195 28 46| 32| 89 ) 9| 29| 17] 140 O 14 | 38| 10| 133 0
Del Norte 18 6{ 1{ 10} O 0 41 1} 13 0 3| o] 15 0
El Dorado 8 3 3 1/ 0 6 2 oo 0] o of 4 o©
Fresno 151 23 41| 28| 59 0 41 | 22 10f 78| O 15 31| 5{100} O
Glenn 3 0 0 3 0 2 of 1] O 1 2 ol o} o
Humboldt 18 7 0] 1 1} 14 0 7 0l 10 0
Imperial 28 0 6 6| 16| O 2{ 17 0 S| 17 0
Inyo 4 0 ol 4} o] O oo 1{ o 0 of 4| o] o
Kern 107 29 | 24| 32| 22 0 13 17 6] 71 0 18 | 22| 20 47 0
Kings 16 3 6 0 47 3, 6 O 6 8| O
Lake 2 0 0 0o © 0 2 0 0 0
Lassen 2 0 0 1] 0 0 of 1 1] o i ol 2| o} o
Los Angeles -2119 552 | 341|475 |'751 | O 376 | 215 152{1376 0 247 260 | 146 |1466 0
Madera 14 0| 2 3] 9| O 1{ 2| o0 11 o 0 31 of 11 0
Marin 90 15| 22 6| 47 0 15 9: 2] 64 O 8 15| 2| 65 0
Mariposa 1 ol o} 1] o 0 0; 0 1 0 oy 1{ o} O
Mendoc ino 19 2 2 2| 131 0 ) 31 0/ 18| O 1 3| o] 15 0

—oL—



TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Law as it Affects the vCustody Control and Law
Probation Departments Total offender and Staff Emergency Techniques Enforcement Techniques
Staff 18] 2 | 3 ] 4 ] MR 18] 2 ] 3] 4] M i3 | 2 | 31 4 ] NR
Merced 25 7 1 f 13 4 o 1l 41 15 0 1 3 12
Modoc 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Monterey a 77 9 | 20| 21| 27} o 51 10| 4| 0] o 2 | 23f 4| 48} o
Napa 24 7 ! 0 2 2] 18] o 1 sl 2] 15| o
Nevada 11 X 3 S 0 1 5 3 4 0 0 1 6 0
QOrange 362 98 61 791 124 0 127 54| 36| 145 0 73 52 33 | 204 0
Placer 26 7 5; 10 0 3 6 41 13 0 4 10 0
P lumas 3 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0] 0 1 ? 0
Riverside 193 45 41 47 60 0 20 33 171} 123 0 27 35 24| 107 0
Sacramento 193 1 4 3 41 181 3 0 0 a4 181 1 3 2 6 | 181
San Benito 6 0 zi of o 1] 4 | 4 2| o
San Bernardino 265 17 B9 351 124 0 15 54| 161 180 0 13 | 61 181173
San Diego 450 118 | 76 95) 161 o 122 53 31} 244 0 79 48 36 | 787 0
San Francisco g |
Adult 62 6 ! 19 5 32 0 1 g 2 50 0 1 13 5 43 0
Juvenile 77 50 { &6 8 13 0 1z 3] 1] 58 0 ?8 7 6| 38 0
San .Joaquin a9 11 l 32 ; 18 38 o 19 14 6 60 0 14 728 5 54 Q
San Luis Obispo 22 7 : 2 4 9 0 ol 1 47 17 0 2 3 41 13 0
San Mateo 207 83 37, 13 74| 0O 55 | 28| lz{liz| O 53 | 34| 8juz| O
Santa Barbara a6 ‘14 21; 24 37 0 8 19 11! 58 0 10 20 B 58 0
Santa Ciara : f '
Adult 8l 3] 25 13 17T 0 0 9 1! 51 0 0 14 4 43 0
Juvenile 248 51 552 75‘ 87 0 53 38 40! 115 0 40 55 37 1114 ¢

-lL—



TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECE!VED, AS REPQRTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

1

Law as it Affects the Custody Control and Law

Probation Departments Total Offender and Staff Emergency Techniques Enforcement Techniques
Staff "] 21 &1 4 TR 0 S OO T A S - - . 1)

Santa Cruz 36 3 1z 7] 14 0 2 11 of 23 0 1 13 2| 20 0
Shasta 18 4 5 5 4 0 1 3 1p. 13 0 2 5 2] 11 0
Siskiyou = 5 1 2 0 1 2] of 2| o 0 2t i =2| o
Solano 63 11 13 11} 28 0 10 1} 40 0 3 6 5{ 49 0
Sonoma 75 18 2z| 10| 23 0 10 17 3| 43 0 9. 23 31 38 0
Stanislaus 63 17 10f 18| 18 0 13 8 71 35 0 7 2] 51 42 0
Sutter 7 2 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 6 0 0
Tehama 14 2 1 4 7 0 2 2 1 0 1 2 2 9 0
Trinity 2 0 2]l ol ol o 0 2] o 0 0 el o 0
Tulare 70 20 11 12 27 0 8 9 41 49 0 9 18 7y 38 0
Toulumne 6 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 1 S 0 1 0 1 4 0
Ventura 123 a7 26l 24| 46 0 14 231 10y 76 0 15 23 9y 78 0
Yolo 28 6 6 8 8 0 S 2l 0 g 7 31 17 0
Yuba _ 20 4 7 2 7 0 3 5 11 0 o 7 1} 12 0

Total ,

Probation Departments 6276 1516 }119211229(2158 | 181 1098 | 801 | 440{3756 | 181 793 {1002 { 4653835 | 181




TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Social Investigation General Casework Specialized Diagnostic and
Probation Departments Total Techniques Techniaues Treatment Hethods
Staff 1] 2 | 51 4 [ M 1T 2 [ 3 |4 NR 1] 2] 3] 4 1 NR
Alameda 417 200 | 54| 54{103 | © 169| 63! 108| 77 0 203 | 38| 83f 95| O
Amador ~ 2 0 ol of 2 0 ) ol of 2 0 0 ol o] 2| o
Butte 25 9 2| 2] 12 0 3] 137 © 6| ol o
Colusa 3 0 3] o] o 1 il 1] o] o 1 of 1} 1| o
Contra Costa 195 is| 73] 31| 16| © 21| 91| 42| 41| o© 26 | 62| 45| 62 0
De! Norte 18 1 3] 2 12 0 2 1] 10/ o 1 3} 111 ©
E1 Dorado 8 3 il 3| 1| o 1y 3| o] o 3 3 0 ©
Fresno 151 17| s5{ 13| e8| o© 20| so| 28| s3] O 31| 34| 33| s3] o ,
Glenn L 3 1 2| o 0 o] 3] o 0 of 3| o &
Humbo1dt ‘ 18 o| 12] 2| 4] o 13 2| O 5 o '
imperial 28 1 20| ‘o 5 14| o0 13 0
Inyo 4 0 1 0 o] o © 1 0
Kern : 107 18 | 27| 20{ 42 0 13| 25| e7] 42| O 35| 16] 24| 32 0
Kings 16 3| 6| 4 3| o 7 4 4 1| o 6| 1| s 0
Lake 2 1| o] o 0 of o 2 0 ol o
Lassen . 2 0 ol 2y of o 0 of 2f o] o 1 ol 1y o} o
Los Ange\es 2119 533 | 354 | 402|830 | © 548 | 415| 629 527 0 471 | 319] 440|889 | O
Madeia 14 o] 2| 2] 10} o 0 1 s| s8] o 3 ol 2] 9] o
Marin ' 90 . 21 27 6{ 36 0 21 32| 19| 18 0 20 23| 22| .25 0
Mariposa 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.
Mendoc ino 19 8 1| 2 0 4 0 4 10 0




TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBAT ION DEPARTMENTS

Social Investigation General Casework ‘Specialized Diagnostic and
Probation Departments Total Techniques Techniques Treatment Methods
Staff 19 | 2 2 ] 4 ] MR 12 | 2 3 ] 4 ] NR i28 | 2 | 3 ] 4 | NR

Merced ' 25 4 9| 11} o© 6 11 0 10f 6| o©
Hodoc 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 . v 0 0
Monterey 77 9 | 21} 14| 33| o 8| 30| 18| 23] 0 14 | 23| 20| 20} O
Napa 24 0 5| 14| o0 3 8l s 0 51 3 14| o
Nevada 11 2 4l 4y 1| o© 0 31 7 0 2 31 0
Orange 362 103 | 62| 59{138) © 79 | 85| 110{ 88/ © 8L - 63| 96 (122 | O
Placer 26 8 4] 4] 10| O g| 6 8 o0 6 5 8| o
Plumas 3 2 of 1! o] o ol 1] 2l o - 0 o] 0
Riverside 193 34 | 39] 49| 71| O 42 | 52| 58] 41| O 8 ; 38| 55| 77| 0 W
Sacramento 193 1 4] 4| 3{181 0 4{ 7 1181 o 4! 4] afie1 !
San Benito 6 0 1l 1| 4f o 1 2 2 | e
San Bernardino 265 . |20 84§ 43{112| O 25| 110 61}-69] 0O 33 ! 85| 62| 87
San Diego 450 104 | 98] 8 |1683| O 77 | 118| 120| 137| © 114 | 86| 91179 | ©
San Francisco . . ' " ‘ :

Adult 52 s 331 7)1 17| o0 6] 38/ 7| 13| © 11 ] 11 1el 26| ©

Juvenile 77 31| 25{ 5| 16| © 2e | 26| 7{ 15| © 27 . 8] 13] 29| ©
San Joaquin 99 12| 20f 23] 44| o 18| 19| 27| 35| O 34 | 13| 18] 34| 0
San Luis Obispo 22 s 2| 9| 8] o 4| 2| 111 s| o s 1 1, 6| 7| o
San Mateo 207 89 | 43! 20| s5{ © 96 | 48| 39| 24/ O 103 ' 191 46§ 30! o0
Santa Barbara 96 8| 20! 21 47| O 16| 28| 32| 22{ © 16 : 18| 27{ 35| o0
Santa Clara ‘ ‘ _‘

Adult 61 31 29/ 91 20| 0 71 23] 18| 13/ o© 15 ; 27( 7111 O

Juvenile 246 62 471 71121 66| © 61| 40! 89| 58/ O 83 i 3175 47| ©




, TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Social Investigation General Casework Specializéd Diagnostic and
Probation Departments Total Techniques Techniques Treatment Methods
‘ Staff 1 2 3 4 NR 1 2 3 4 NR 12 2 3 4 NR
Santa Cruz 35 1 14 31 18 0 3 18 3 12 0 2 13 7 4] O
»Shasta 18 4 S 5 0 2 S 0 3 6 0
Siskiyou : 5 3 0 2 1 0. 2 0
Solano 63 6 11 101 36 0 6 2X| 11} 25 0 16 100 11{ 28 0
Sonoma 73 14 22 101 27 0 18 21| 15 13 0 14 12 25 22 ¢
Stanislaus 83 21 S 137 24 0 25 3} 20 15 0 25 3 ze 13 0
Sutter 7 0 2 0 3 0 3 0 0 0
Tehama - 14 4 1 0 2 0 0] 3 5 0
Trinity 2 0 2 0 0 1 1} © 0 z| 0 &
Tulare 70 8 a1 20 33 ¢ 11 9{ 22 28 0 16 7 19 28 o !
Toulumne 6 2 0 3 1 Q 1 0 4 1 0 3 0 3 0 0
Ventura 123 30 13 18) 56 0 18 29 31} 45 0 32 19 31 41 0
Yolo 28 4 11 0 7 6] 11 4 0 13 1] 10 4 0
Yuba 20 2 6/ 5|/ 7] o0 7 71 5| 0 11 o & 0
Total .
Probation Departments 627 1432 112701105 |2288 {181 1416 |1464{1661]1554 | 181 - 1579 | 996/1392]2128 | 181




TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

] Human Relations Deve!opment of UtTlEzation of
Probation Departments | Total Community Resources Community Resources
Staff | 191 2 |3 | 4 ] M 13 2] 3] 4 [ W 13 2 | 3] 4] ®R
Alameda 417 132 | 84| 71130 | O 54 | 52! 23] 288 O 78 | 60| 30| 243 o0
Amador 2 o} ol of 21} o 0 ol o 2} o 0 of o =2} O
Butte 25 2 14 0 2] 3 18] 0 | 17} 0
Colusa 3 0 21 o 0 ol 1 =21} o 0 ol i =2} o
Contra Costa 195 9| 8| 26| 72| O 9 | 43| 15| 128} © 151 48| 21 11| o0
Del Norte 18 1 3, 0|14 O 1 1] 1 15 © 2 1{ 1 14| o
E} Dorado 8 1 3 2 0 3 2 0 3 0 3 0 3 0
Fresno 151 6| 7e| 13] 58| O g | 29| 8 w5 O 12| 30 180 3| O
Glenn 3 0 of o} 3] 0 0 of 0 3| © 0 ol o 3| o
Humbo 1 dt 18 1} 1} 1| 5| O 1 o 1] o s 1] o
imperial 28 1l 10] 57 12] 0 0 21 231 © 3 23] 0
fnyo 4 0 2| 2| o] o© 1 2l o o 1 1l o
Kern 107 6| 47| 9| 45| O 15 | 13| 12/ 67| o o | 12| 12] s541 O
Kings 16 2 8! 6 é 2 ) 2 5; 4 5 0 2 3/ 5/ 8] O
Lake ! 2 0 1 1.0 ] 0 OE 1 1 0 0 1} 0
Lassen 2 0 of 2i 0| O 1 o; 4y 0| -0 of 2f 0} ©
Los Angeles 2119 283 | 668 | 380 f776 o | 145 | 392! 22311358 | © 266 | 360 | 302{1191( O
Maders {14 1] 7] 2 ; 9] O 2 1% of 11| © 1] 2] o 1} o
Marin L0 7| a7zl 7529 o 10 18 6 56| O 1) 11| 7} s4| o
Mariposa ’ ol ol o 1] ¢ Y o 1) o 0 of 1] o
Mendoc ino : I 3 6 2 E 8 0 3 1 1, 14 0 0 1y 1 o

.= 9L -



TYPES OF FORMAL T

TABLE 31 (Continued)

RAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Human Relations

Development of

Utilization of

Probation Departments | Totai Community Resources Community Resources
Staff @] 2 | 31 4 | MR 19 | 2 | 3] 4 | MR 18] 2 | 3 [ & MR
Merced 25 | 3 8 7 7 0 7 7 0 8 7 0
Modoc 1 ol ol ol 1| o o| ol of 0 0 ol 1| o
Monterey 77 1 5| 30 12{ 30| o0 2 | 19| 10} 4| © 8| 23| 11| 35| O
Napa 24 1 2 8| 3] 11] © 0 4 18] o0 0 2| 20l .0
Nevada 11 0 6l s5{ o] o0 0 2! 3| 8 o0 0 3| s| o0
Orange 362 35 | 144 | 66]117] O 30 | 83 s0|219{ O 62 | 54| 62 (184{ O
Placer 26 5 9| o 4 5, 4| 131 0 4| 18] ©
Plumas 3 ‘ 1l 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0
Riverside 193 25 | 80| 41| 47| o© 27 | 31! 31]104] o 22 | 34l 33| 88| o
Sacramento 193 0 6 41181 3 2 61 181 1 217 6( 181
San Benito 6 2. 0 0 3
San Bernardino 265 12 | 125 [ 44| 84 15 | 51 35| 164 24 | 50| 42 ]149
San Diego 450 115 lZBi 99108 © 45 | 62! 44299 o 87 | 71| e60|232| o
San Francisco ! _
Adult 62 11 28 6f 27| © 2 | 25y 3| 32| o0 6| 21| 7] 28] o
Juvenile 77 2| 33{ 6| 26| O 10 | 15! 6] 48] © 20! 17) 5| 35| 0O
San Joaquin 99 10| 26] 14| 39| o 12 | 18| 6| 65| O 18| 12 11| 58] o©
San Luis Obispo 22 1 9i -5| 7y © 31 o} s8] 13} o0 3 o} 7| 1] o0
San Mateo 207 | 87 553 32| 33| 0 s2 | 331 16| 106] O 68 | 29 20| 90| ©
Santa Barbara °5 el 45i 17} 25¢ O 6 | 21| 17} 52¢ O 10| 25! 16| 45] O
Santa Clara f E 3
Adult 51 3t 27" 3! 281 0O 1] 15) 4 1] o0 2| 18{ 7| 34| O
Juvenile FER 28 : 8C 58} 80| 0 26 | 47 40| 133} O 37 | 4l 42 126i 0




TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

. Human Relations Development of . —Utilization of
Probation Departments | Total Community Resources | Community Resources
staff 18] 2] 3] 4 | W 197 2 3] 4 | W 18] 2 37 4 | MR
" Santa Cruz 36 4] i9 3 14 0 1 21 ar 0 2 10 1} 23 0
Shasta 18 4] s/ 2/ 6| o 2 4 8 o | 2 2 0
Siskiyou 5 1 1 0 0 1l 3] o 0 i 3} o
Solano 63 4 24 5 30 0 3 14 4] 42 0 S 16 31 39 0
Sonoma 73 10 31| 10; 22 0 9 17 ] 41 0 17 17 6 33 0
‘Stanislaus 63 7 14 10| 32 0 23 3 g| =28 o] 24 1 11} 27 0
Sutter 7 ¢} 3 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 2 3 0
Tehama 14 2 o1 0 2| 1 0 1 31 8| o
Trinity 2 0 of 1| o 0 0 o 0 2 o
Tulare 70 9 21} 17{ 23 0 13 101 11j 36 0 18 6 14y 32 4}
Toulumne 6 0 4 0 2 0 0 1 1 4 0] 0 bi 1 4 0
Ventura 123 4 47 20| 52 o 13 241 10} 76 0 19 24y 16 64 0
Yolo 28 3 10 0 4 6|l 17 0 1l 6] 15 0
Yuba 20 2 10 0 3 9 0 8 0

Total ;

Probation Departments_ 6276 870 | 2102110382085 | 181 581 | 1072 | 6453797 | 181 929 11042 820{3304 | 181




TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF [N PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

, Management and Orientation to the
Probation Departments Total Administrative Techniques Correctional Field

Staff 1] 2] 3] 4 | W 137 27 31 4 [ W
Alameda 417 67 60| 27| 263 0 172 45 47| 153 0
Amador 2 0 0 0 2 0] 0 2 0
Butte 25 1 4 0ol 20 0] 4 13 0
Colusa 3 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0
Contra Costa 185 19 431 20) 113 0 22 44 34| 95 0
Del Norte 18 1 1} 1s 0 3 1 13 0
El Dorado 8 1 1 3 0 1 0
Fresno 151 12| 32| 8] 99l o 19| 32| 24| 76| o0
Glenn 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Humbo I dt | 18 1 1l 15| o 2 0
Imperial 28 1 6 of 21 0 16 0
Inyo 0 0 1 2 1 0] 0 2 1 0
Kern 107 8 24 4] 71 0 28 18] 28| 35 0
Kings 16 0 31 11 0 3 4 0
Lake 2 0 1l 11 o 0! 0
Lassen 2 0 0] 1 1 9] 1 0 0
Los Angeles 2119 149 | 370 200{1400 0 592 | 298| 414 ; 815 0
Madera 14 0 ¢} 2 12 0 2 2 O% 10 0
Marin 90 13 19 5| 53 0 22 14 6 48 0
Maripcsa : 1 ‘ 1 ¢) 0 0 0 0 0 1i O 0
Mendocino 19 | 2| 15| o 1| 2t 14| o0




TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Management and

Orientation to the

Probation Departments Total Administrative Techniques Correctional Field
Staff 18 [ 2 3 4 | _NR 18 | 2 | 35 | & ] NR__

Merced 25 3 4 16 0 5 11 0
Modoc 1l 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Monterey 77 6 g| 10] 52 0 8 | 21| 10} 38 0
Napa 24 3 5 1| 15 0 1 6 4| 13 0
Nevada 11 1] 6 1 3 0 1 5 0
Orange 362 27 72 | 41| 222 0 106 70| 67| 119 )
Placer .26 3 21 17 0 7 4| 12 0
Plumas 3 0 ol 1| =2 0 o | 21 o0
Riverside 193 11| 33| 29|120| O 51 | 32| 41| 69 0
Sacramento 193 0 1| 9181 2 2 4 -4|181
San Benito 6 l 1l 0 4 0 1 1f 1 317 0
San Bernardino 265 18| 58| 28] 161 21 | 71| 49| 114
San Diego 450 41 75| s2 282 0 136 | 82| 91| 141 0
San Francisco

Adult 62 2 o] 2| 49 0 6 | 21| 7| 28 0

Juvenile 77 16 3 37 49 0 30 17 31 27 0
San Joaquin 99 10 15| 10| 64 0 14 20| 14| 51 0
San Luis Obispo 22 2 2 31 15 0 3 3 8 0
San Mateo 207 5| 25| 13|124] o | 115 | 23| 20} 49| o©
Santa Barbara 96 8 211 10 57 0 14 19| 22 4] 0
Santa Clara ' , :

Adult 61 2 13| 4 42 0 7 31| 13} 10} O

Juvenile 246 35| 30| 33 0 67 41| 57175 0

150




TABLE 31 (Continued)
TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

. Management and Orientation to the

Probation Departments Total Administrative Techniques Correctlional Field
Staff 1] 21 3] & [ NR 1@ 2] 3] 4 ] W
Santa Cruz 36 3] 12 1| 20 o 18| 5] 13 0
Shasta ' 18 ol s| 2] 11{ o s| 31 6] o
Siskiyou 5 0 1] 1 3| o 2] 2 0
Solano 83 3 13 8] 41 0 17 8] 31 0
Sonoma 73 6| 13| 10| 44| o 17| 21| 12| 23 0
Stanislaus 63 5 6 8| 44 0 20 8| 11} =24 0
Sutter 7 0 1 0 6 0 1 3 0
Tehama 14 3 0 1} 10 o] 2 0
Trinfty 2 0 2 ol of o of ‘o o
Tulare 70 9 7 71 47 0 10 117 11 38 0
Toulumne 6 0 1] 1] 4] o 0 1l 31 2| o
Ventura 123 11| 23| 13| 76| O 51| 23| 22| 471) o
Yolo 28 4 4 2] 18) O 9 0
Yuba 20 2 51 3 12 0 4 3| 5{ 8| 0

~ Total . B S

Probation Departments | 6276 554 | 1049 | 579)3913 | 181 1582 | 1084 |1097|2332 | 181

8 1 = Through or with help of your department

2 = Independently or without help of your department
3 = Both through your department and lndependently
4 = Have not had formal training

~ Reference: original survey Tables A-15 and A-16



TABLE- 32

TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF
IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

institutions Total Law as it Affects the Custody Control and Law
and Parole Staff Of fender and Staff Emergency Techniques Enforcement Techniques
1@t 2 3 4 NR 1 2 3 4 NR 1 ? 3 4 NR
Institutions| 1155 98 | 255§ 153 | 649 0 S05 ] 6642001324 } O gCc l1e8) 98] 771} ©
Parole 400 74} 781 120})128} O 137} 38)] 5311711 © 48 1 78 421 232 o
) Total
Institutions | 1555 172 | 333} 273 § 7177 0 642 9512531565 | O 138 {276} 1381003 | O
and Parole :

- 28 -




TABLE 32 (Continued)

TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF
IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

‘Cﬁ .

lnst;tgtions | Total Social Investigation General Casework Specialized Diagnostic and
Techniques Techniques reatment hods

and Parole | Staff 8]z | 3[4 [ [ T 12713 4 W | T1z] 314 [®m[__ °
institutions{ 1155 f 1751164} 206 } 610§ O 339 | 169 1299 | 348 0 402 | 106 | 302 ] 345 0 [
Parole . 400 111 62 | 138 83 0} 105 _ 79 1176 40°'] O 1501 32{ 159 s9 | o
" Total N ‘ - "

Institutions 1555 286 | 226 | 344 | 699 0 444 | 248 [ 4751388 | © , 552 ] 138 461 | 404 ]

and Parole




TABLE 32 (Continued)

TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF
IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

Institutions

Development of

Utilization of
and Parole ;::;; Human Relatlons Community Resources Comunity Resources
P2 1351 4 | W 1 ]2 ]3[4 W 1 ]2 31 4 W
institutions 1155 2331 259 | 326 | 337 0 7041851 132 | 768 0 891193 4{115| 758 0
Parole 400 109 781 150 63 0 a0 78 98 | 134 ¢} 96 74 ] 110 120 0
Total
institutions 1555 342 | 337 | 476 | 400 0 160 | 263 | 230 | 902 0 1851 267 | 225 | 878 0
and Parole




TABLE 32 (Continued)

TYPES OF FORMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF
IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

Management and « Orientation to the
:::t;::gzzns ;::?; Adminnstrative Techniques - Correctional Field
19] 2 3 4 NR 1 2 3 4 NR
Institutions 1155 159 | 194 ] 199 | 603 0 138 | 205 | 154 | 658 0
Parole 400 80 59| 86195 | O 108 62| 114|116 ) ©
Total
institutions 1555 239 {2531265}798| 0 . | 246 |267|268]|774 | O
and Parole ’ 1
21 - Through or with help of your department
2 = Independently or without help of your department
3 = Both through your department and independent!y
4 = Have not had formal training

Reference: original survey Table A-16



TABLE 33

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPAREb, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATIGN DEPARTMENTS

College Courses in Law as it Affects the Custody Centrol and
Probatlion Departments | Total Soclal Sciences O0f fender and Staff Emergency Techniques

Staff 7T 2 |5 T 4 [N 18 12 |3 4 TNR 18 | 2 | o [4 |WR
Alameda 417 37 169 (145 | 42 | 24 83 1154 {124 32 24 203 (120 | 38 |20 | 38
Amador 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Butte 25 4 2 4 3 7 10 0 2
Colusa 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Caontra Costa 185 14 80 | 66 | 34 1 64 78 | 41 11 | 1 107 54 | 18 9 7
Del Norte 18 1 4 4 2 0 S 2 1 4 7 2
El Dorado 8 2 2 3 1 0 0 1 0 3 2 1 0
Fresno 151 18 78 | 45 7 ] 55 71 | 18 4 3 B6 42 | 15 5 3
Glenn 3 3 0 0 0 0 ] o 0 3 0 0
Humboldt 18 0 7 1 3 1 2 6 0 1 10 5 Q 2
imperial 28 13 5 1 1 15 .3 1 19 5 1l 1
inyo 4 0 3 1 0 (o] 1 3 0 1 2 1 0 0
Kern 107 14 54 1 27 10 2 25 46 | 27 8 1 48 3% 1 20 4 2
Kings 16 2 71 8 1 | s 1| 2 8 4 ol 1
Lake 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
Lassen 2 | o} z| o 0 o) 2] 1] o} o o | o 0] o
Los Angeles 2118 310 1996 452 1188 (173 744 1833 13500 85 157‘ 1181 545 j164 | 83 1166
Madera 14 4 5§ 2 11 2 8 2| 2 01 2 10 1{ © 3
Marin 90 2 lzo|s]|3m| o 0 | 28]les | 7 39 | 29| 17
Mariposa 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1} 0 0 0 1 0 0




AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED

TABLE 33 (Continued)

BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

College Courses in

Law as it Affects the

Custody Control and

20

Probation Departments | Total Social Sciences 0ffender and Staff Emergency Techniques
Staff 1312 ] 31 & ] N 12 | 2 ] 3 ] & ] M 1 2 13 ] & | NR
Mendoc ino 19 4 8 3| 2 7] 6]- 0] 2 9 71 1] o] 2
Merced 25 5 8 3| 3 10l 10} 1) 2 8 31 3] 3
Modoc 1 1 ol o] o] o ol o] o] o 1 ol o o
Honterey 77 g8 | «2l2}| s} o 21 | 29y 22] s} o 40 | 22| 8] 5 2
. Napa 24 31 130 6| 2| o 1] 7| 3] 1} o 0] 13 1] of o
Nevada 1 2 of s 41 0 0 8l o 0 ol 7 4 o) -0
Orange 362 27 | 131|130 | S6 | 18 87 | 138 | 95 | 26| 18 134 | 131 ] 53| 24
Placer 26 15 4| of 3 2 | 15 5 4 g 7| s| =
Plumas 3 o| 1] 2f o] o 2| 1§ o 0 3] o] of o
Riverside 193 24 | 8] 52 21| 14 s6 | 77| 35 ] 12| 13 107 53| 15 41 14
Sacramento 193 15 | 831 71| 20 4 49 | 88| 40| 13| 3 90 | 65] 27| s
San Benito 6 1] ol 2 ol 4| ol 2 31 1] 1] 1
San Bernardino 265 9 | 83|124| 41| 8 95 | 87 | 59| 17 171 | 83| 18| 6
San Diego 450 37 | 217|136 ] 4| 19 101 | 187 [107 | 34| 22 251 [ 113 48| 18] 20
San Francisco . ' . ] '
,Adult 62 4| a4}). 9] 3] 2 20 | 33] 6} 2 1 49 | 10} of 1} =2
Juvenile 17 6 | 39| 20 T 5 18 32,1 17 4 6 34 251 6 21 10
San Joaquin g9. 10 51| 22 9 7 32 27 | 24 9 7 54 27 6 4 8
San Luis Obispo 22 ot 4] 14t 21 2 1 8| 8] &4f 1 7({ 10| 4{ of 1
San Mateo 207 72| 80| 42| 5 s2 | 79| 55| 16| 5 83 [ 78| 33| 7| 6
Santa Barbara 96 9 | a9f 29| 7| 2 26 | 37|l 26| a| 1 0| 39| 10f 4f 3




AREAS OF SKILL AHD KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED

TABLE 33 (Continued)

BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

College Courses in

Law as it Affects the

Custody Control and

Probation Departments | Total Social Sclences Offender and Staff Emergency Techniques
$taff | 191 21 3 ] 4 | AR 1] 213 4 W 172 [3 T4 I'®R
Sapta Clara
Adult 61 4| 25| 20l 1} 12 6] 27| 21| 5| 2 54 s] of 1] 1
Juvenile 246 28| 96| 8 | 33| 7 8L | 96| 4417 | 8 105 | 89 |35 | 10]) 7
Santa Cruz 36 2| 121 13] 6| 3 10| 17 2| 3 18| 11| 4 of 3
Shasta 18 13 o| 2 5 7 1] 2 10 1| of 2
Siskiyou 5 0 2 o]l o i 2| 2| o} o 2 2| 1| o] o
Solano 63 10] 25| 16| 3| 9 22 | 23] 12| 1| s 22 | 21| 9| & 7
Sonoma 73 11} 21| 29} 11| 1 15 | 0] 20| 6| 2 2 16} 9| 51 1
Stanislaus 63 13| 28] 13| 7| 2 6| 34| 19| 3| 1 38| 17| 6| 1] 1
Sutter 7 0 1] o 0 2| 1| o ol o] o
Tehama 14 4 2| 2 4 3| o 2 1| o) 2
Trinity 2 0 0 ol o 0 2|0} o 2| ol o
Tulare 70 20 24| 17 2 7 24 23} 12 5 6 39 21 3 2 5
‘Toulumne 6 0 31 3] o o 0 4] 2| o} o 4 2| o] o} o
Ventura 123 22 | 41] 39 ] 12} 10 2| s2|] 29| 2| s 73| 29| 8| 3] 10
Yolo 28 9| 12 1 3| 13] 7] 4] 1 15 1] of 3
Yuba 20 2 71 7 2 4 71 s| 2| 2 7 4| 1
Total ;
Probation Departments | 6276 725 |2704 j1802 |692 |353 1830 |2473 1277 |366 |330 3254 {1796 |620 [226 |380

-98-



TABLE 33 (Continued)

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

, Law Social ' General
Probation Departments | Total Enforcement Techniques Investigation Casework Techniques
, Staff 1] 2 13 |4 | W 18] 2 [ 3] 4 | W 1@ ] 2 | 51 4 ] W
Alameda ‘ 417 149 | 145 ] 82 | 14| 27 66 | 111|169 | 50| 27 65 | 135 J1s2| 42! 23
Amador 2 0 2({-0] 0of O 0 2 0 0 21 of o o
Butte 25 71 10l 4] 1] 3 2] 10 3 1l 7! 3| 2
Coluss 3 ) 31 of o] o 0 i1{ 2 of o 0 1l 2] of o
Contra Costa 195 89 75 ] 19 6 6 43 76| 60] 15 1 37 81 59| 16 2
Del Norte 18 4 8 3| 2 2 3] 2 2 3| 2
El Dorado 8 0 5] 1] 1] o 0 2 0 1 2| o
Fresno 151 78| 54| 13 3| 3 &1 772 23} 11| 3 50| 64] 27 1| 3
Glenn 3 0 3’ 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0
Humbo 1 dt 18 8 71 21 o} 1 0 9.1 7} 1] 1 of 1
Imper (al 28 14 | 10 2] 1 ] 7| 1] 3| 1 17| 4 1] 1
tnyo 4 1 21 o]l 1{ o 0 o}l 1] 3] o 0 0 1| o

Kern 107 42 46| 13| 5| 1 25| 48| 27| S| 2 28 | 50| 24 4 1
Kings 16 5 7 1| 2 2 4 s| 2| 3 1 1| 2
Lake 2 0 1] of o 1 o o 0 ol o
Lassen 2 0 1] © 0 o] 1| 1| © 0 0 of o
Los Angeles 211 |1130 | 617|163 | 341175 | 580 790 | 447 | 122 | 180 © 519 | 837 | 435 | 164 |164

Madera 14 8 3 0 0 3 4 © 0 4 0 0

‘Marin 90 43| 30| 10 3 29| 34| 18 21| 36| 27
Mar posa S| 1 ol ol of o ol 1! o] ol o 1| o]l o] o

- i




TABLE 33 (Continued)

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE (N WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Law Social General
Probation Departments | Total Enforcement Technigues investigation Casework Technlques
Staff 12 2 [ 3 [ 4 [ W 1] 2 [ 3 ] 4 [ W 1] 2 [ 3 1 4 [ W

Mendocino 19 8 8 ol 2 3 9 2| 2 6 31 2
Merced 25 6 13 3 0 3 2 11 3 3 2 14 4 2 3
Modoc 1 h 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Monterey 77 32 29| 11 2 3 22 20| 25 8 2 18 27 22 9 1
Napa 24 15 S 3 1 0 10 5 6 3 0 8 10 2 4 0
Nevada 11 3 6 1 1 0 3 5 0 1 3 5 o
Orange 362 134 | 136} 37 1 13| 22 79 94 1123 | 421 24 44 | 1211136 | 41 20
Placer 26 7 11 4 o 1 16 S 0 4 15 3 4
Plumas 3 2 1l 0 Q 0 0 2 ¢} 1 1 1
Riverside 193 84 65 | 28 31 13 52 59 47 | 21| 14 34 61| 66| 181 14
Sacramento 193 94 69 | 23 21 39 87| 74 8 5 38 80! 57| 15
San Benito 6 Y 3 1 1 1 0 4 1 1 0 3 1 2 0 0
San Bernardino 2835 123 86| 39 71 10 61 91| 781 26 9 46 88| 931 26 12
San Diego ) 450 157 | 186§ 70| 16| 21 79 ] 148 | 159 | 40| 24 106 | 147 ) 125 481 24
San Francisco

Adult 62 33 18 9 1 1 13 271 19 2 1 18 27 13 3 1

Juvenile 77 16 38 9 4] 10 3 31.{ 30 5 8 9 30_ 25 8 7
San Joaqgin 99 34 3| 1z 41 10 27 311 20 7 8 31 30| 22 8 8
san Luis Obispo | 22 2| 14| 4] 1 1] el 13| 3| 2 2| 8| 9| 2| 1
San Mateo 207 76 75 ) 37 1 14 ? 35 541 71| 42 5 22 52 89 | 38 6
Santa Barbara 96 38 34| 19| 3 2 . 23 35 33 4 1 14 50| 26 5 1

. R 5 : ’ ]



TABLE 33 (Continued)

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

-‘6—

Law Social General

Probation Departments | Total Enforcement Techniques investigation ' Casework Techniques

Staff 1213514 W 1] 21 31 & W ¥ 2] 3174 [ W
Santa Clara '

Adult 61 36 15| 81 1| 1 13{ 24{ 19{ 4| 1 14| =28{ 16{ 1{ 2
Juvenile 246 98| 96| 35| 9| 8 87| 81| 68| 22| 8 s4| 90| 65| 30| 7
Santa Cruz 36 14 14{ 4| O 4 g8{ 13| 9| 1| s 9{ 11f 10| 2| 4
Shasta 18 10 41 1 1] 2 7 4] 3| 2} 2 2| 10| 3] 1| 2
Sisklyou 5 3 1] 1} o} o 1] 2] 2] o} o 1 3] 1} ol o
Solano 83 29| 22| 8| o] s 20| 14| 22| 2] s 12| 29| 10| s} 7
Sonoma 73 251 33{ 12| 3| 2 15| 29| 20| 7| 2 12| 33] 24 2 2
Stanislaus 63 24| 32| 4| 1{ 2 16| 24 13| 2| 2 16| 25 17| 4| 1
Sutter 7 0 4] 3| o] o 31 2] 2| o 0 2| o©
Tehama 14 3 8 1 ol =2 3 51" 3] 1] =2 2 ol 2
Trinity 2 2 0 0 2 0 ) 0 0 0
Tulare 70 34| 19| 8! 3| s ga| 21} 17{ 4| &6 20| 26| 16| 2| &
Toulumne R - 4 1] 1} o} o 0 4] 2| of O 0 31 3} o o©
Ventura 123 o] 41| 9| 4| 9 29| so| 27| .8l 9 34| 4] 24) 1] 9
Yolo . 28 sl 1| 7| of 2 12 el 1 51 9l 12{ 2| =
CYuba _ 20 8l o] 1| of 2 10 2| =2 2| 7] 8| of =

TOtal : ‘ .
Probation Departments | 6276 {2798 {2171 | 748 | 171 388 1453 | 2162 {1739 | 520 | 382 1323 {2336{1694 | 566 | 357



TABLE 33 {Continued)

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Specialized Treatment and Human Development of
Probation Departments | Total Diagnostic Methods Relations Comnunlity Resources
197 2 1 3 1 2 ] NR 18] 2 1 3 [ 4 ] NR 18] 2] 531 4] R
Alameda 417 126 | 176 70! 17| 28 123 | 167 71] 26| 24 233 | 108 38] 9| 29
Amador . 2 2 o of o} o0 1 o}l o - of 0
Butte 25 13 7 1l 1) 3 10| s 3 8 41 1
Colusa 3 2 1 of o 3 0 ol o
Contra Costa 195 107 58| 21| 8| 1 60 | 8| 38| 14| O 104 | ss9| 21| 7
Del Norte 18 6 5 2 31 2 9 2 2 6 51 1
El Dorado 8 2 5 1 0 0 3 2 0 © 2 2 of.
Fresno 151 83 44 gl 2 3 60 | 63| 17 5 6 103 38| 7 0
Glenn 3 3 0 of O} © 3 ‘ of © 3 of o o©
Humboldt 18 10 4 1 1 5 5 0 1 81 86 3 0
imperial 28 22 3 ) 1 17 3 1{ 1 18 7 2 0
inyo 4 1 1 o} o 0 1] o 0 3 1l o
Kern 107 56 40{ 8 2 1 34 { 51| 18| 5 1 45 44 11| 5
Kings 16 4| 1o 1} o} 1 3 9 0| 2 4 8| 2 0
Lake 2 1 1 of of o 0 of © 0 of o
Lassen 2 0 i{ 1| o} o 0 2 ol o 0 il 1| o]
Los Angeles 2119 | 1192 | 535| 158| 58| 176 749 | 797 310{ 112 | 151 1142 | 610} 147 | 47| 173
Madera 14 8 2 1 3 7 4] o| ol 3 11 of o
Marin 90 35 | 28| 18 18| 36| 25! 10 41 32! 15
Mariposa 1 o{ 1} ©of 0Of O 1 ol o o0} o 1 of o
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TABLE 33 (Continued)

AREAS OF SKILL AND KMOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTHENTS

Specialized Treatment and Human Devolopment OF
Probaticn Departments | Total Diagnostic Methods = ~_Relations Comnunlty Resources
Staff 18] 2 [ 35 | 4 | WR ¥ 2 ] 3 [ 4 | NR ¥ 2 1 3 1 4 ] MR
Mendoc ino 19 2| 7 o| e 12{ 2| of 2 g| 7| 1| of =2
Merced 25 ¢ 9 8f 2| 3 12} 5| 2| 2 13 21 3
Modoc 1 1 o} o} o} o 1 of ol of O 1 o] o} o] o0
Monterey 77 | 34| 26| 13| 3| 1 20} 33| 171 7| 0 2| 22| 12) 17 1
Napa 24 17 6 0| 1y o 10 9 2 0 14 71 2| 17 o©
Nevada - 11 4 ol 3{ 4| o0 0 2 31 0 1| 8| 4| o] o
Orange | 362 136 | 119 | 68| 19| 20 90 | 81| 71| 21| 19 131 | 135 | 60| 131 23
Placer 26 13 g ol 3 31 171y 3 3 11 71 4| ol 4
Plumas 3 2 1{ o} o i of of o 2 1{ of of o
Riverside 193 g5 | 53{ 25{ 6| 14 52 { 80| 31{ 18] 14 75| 81{ 20| 5} 14
Sacramento 193 98 | 67} i5{ 9| 4 59| 98| 25{ 7| 4 95| 70| 18| 5
San Benito 6 4 1] of 1] o 1 3] o] 2} o 0 51 1} o
San Bernardino 265 | 130 | 85| 32| 8] 10 79 1 101} 63| 14| 8 131 85| 29| 9| 11
San Dlego 450 215 | 135 | 56| 22 | 22 113 | 220] 90| 20| 17 204 | 154 s8] 101} 24
San Francisco
Adult 62 35| 17 6| 3| 1 24| 32 4f 1| 1 38| 16| 5| 2| 1
Juvenile 77 32| 26{ 10} 1| 8 17| 31| 18| 6| 7 34| 24| 8| 3| 8
San Joaquin 99 60 | 17| 13| 2| 7 37| 31| 18] 6| 7 s0| 25| 131 2| 9
San Luis Obispo 22 6| 10| 5| 0| 1 2| 12 7] o] 1 4 100 8| 1} 1
San Mateo 207 46| B3| 55| 16| 7 36| 84| 61 20| 6 74| 69| 46( ' 8] 10
Santa Barbara 96 s6| 28| 8| 3[ 1 21| sof| 18{ 6| 1 49| 28| 15 3| 1
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TABLE 33 {Continued)

AREAS ‘OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPRRED, -AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

, v | Specialized Treatment and ° ‘Human . Development of
Probation Departments { Total . -Dlagnostic Methods ! ‘ Relations : LCommunity Resources

- 4
=

Staff | 194 2 4 3 1 4 1 :NR ] 12 24 3 i 4 18] 24 3 ] 4 ] NR

Santa Clara G ’ | X
Adult 1 61 | 321 =20
Juvenile 1 246 | 994 89

Santa Cruz 1 3 | 18] 13:

e

27 25| 6§ =2
84 | 99 59 16’

9| 23] 11}

374 22 1.
137 69| 20}

v

18] 11 5

[N

N

%]
£ b

Shasta {1 18 | 15| 1f 6| 7 3] 6| & a4l
Siskiyou : 5 1 s] o 1l 3 1 21 2 '

£

Solano 63 | =z 17
Sonoma j 73 30: 29 :
Stanislaus ' 63 | 29| 23

Sutter 7 :
Tehama o 14
Trinity : :
Tulare , 70 28 | 27

Toulumne 6 : Sl 3;
Ventura 123 | S6 | 44.
Yolo .28 9 10
Yuba : 20 - 7 4

o
H

| 24] 1.
30| 26] 13
26 241 10

22 | 21| 12.
14| 35 20
25 | 29
&

o .
0 O O N U

o

25 | 28 233 | 19

[N

O N O O v o
"

C O O =

e
[+ Y.}

47 46] 17
14| 2

60| 37| 14
144 9

R

N =0 o 0N R MUO N KN oM
= O W H OO O M N o o O Eig
N N WO NN D NN O N s D

I R A - - =
N H 1 O 00 O N O N N Em O Nt N

S N op OO MUKW O
[ I

= 96 =

~ Total

_Probation Departments | 6276 | 3049 {1905 | 730|227 | 365 | 1940|2569|1089 350 |328 | 3121 1962 |-645 | 159 | 389



TASLE 3% (Continuad)

AREAS OF SKILL AMD KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Utilization of Managenient and - OrTentation top the
Probation Departments Total |  Community Resources Administrative Techniquas Correctional Field

Staff 18] 2 | 3 | 4« | MR 18] 2 1. 3 | 4 ] hk 13y 2 ] 8 ] 3 1 W
Alameda 417 170} 152 55| 12 | 28 196 [ 137 | 40| 14 30 78 | 171|112 | 28| 28
Amador 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 ' 2 0 0
Butte 25 sl 1| 3| 1{ 3 9 6| 4| 2 4 1 ;
Colusa 3 1 1| 1y o o ol of o 2| o] 1
Contra Costa 195 91| 69| 27| 6| 2 a9 | s4| 20} 7| 5 67 | 82| 31| 12| 3
Del Norte 18 5 5] 1] 2 3 4] s8¢ 3| =2 4 5] 4| 3] 2
El Dorado 8 1 2 i 1 0 3 2 0 1 2 5 1 0
Fresno | 151 83| 55| 8| 2 3 12| 38| 5| 5| 3 57| 69| 18| S| ¢
Glenn : 3 | o o] o] o 0 o] o] o ol o 3! o
Humbo 1dt : 18 4 4] ol 1 10 ol o] 1 3 s{ ol-1
imperial 28 15 31 of 1 18 31 of 1 15 41 1) 1
Inyo 4 0 1| o! o ol 2| a1l a1} o o] ol 2| 2| »
Kern 107 8| 48| 18| 5| 2 531 38| 12| 3| 1 25 | s2| 24| 5| 1
Kings 16 2 1| 2 5 gl o] 1| 2 4 s| 5| o] 2
Lake 2 0 2] o] o] o of 'z| o o © 1 0
Lassen 2 ol 2| o of o 0 1 0 ol 1| 1| o
Los Angeles 2119 950 | 715|213 | e8| 173 1192 | 545|155 39| 188 766 | 817|279 | 88 |169
Madera | 14 10 i1{ o| o} 3 10 2| 91 7 2| 2 3
Marin | 90 | 26| 24| 25| 4| 1 42| 29| 11 27 | 36| 18
Mariposa 1 1 of of of o ) 1| of 0 0 11 o© 0

-gs-



TABLE 33 (Continued)

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATI{ON DEPARTMENTS

utilization of Management and Orientation to the
Probation Departments Total Community Resources Administrative Techniques Correctional Field

| Staff | 1° ] 2 [ 5 | & | WR 1] 2 [ 51 & [ NR_ "] 2] 3] 4w
Mendoc ino 19 6 6 3 2 2 9 51 -3 (o] 2 5 8 6 0 2
Merced 25 1 _ of 3 6 B 0o 6 14 3] 4
Modoc 1 1 ol of o] o 1 0 o o 0 1l o] o] o
Monterey 77 50| 23] 20| 4| o© 39 | 18] 15| 3| 2 21 | 371 13| 68| ©
Napa 24 15 4 3 2 0 14 9 0 1 0 8 10 4 2 0
Navada 11 1 5 ol o 1 2| 8 o] o 3 7] 1| o
Orange 362 101 | 152} 72| 15| 22 169 | 107 | 44] 12 | 30 75 | 129) 103| 32| 23
Placer \ 26 9 1| 1} 1 10 9| 4| o 3 13 3 5
Plumas _ 3 2 i/ ol o 2 i{ ol o} o 2 1l o
Riverside - 193 . 56| 89} 27) 71| 14 92 | s9| 20| 74 15 55 | 68| 41| 14| 15
Sacramento 193 s | ea| 27| 7| s 102 | 65| 19| 1| s a8 | 8] s1| 9| 4
San Benito | 6 ol s| 1| o | 3 1] 1| 1l o 1 3l 1) 2

San Bernardino 265 108 | 98| 4 8| 9 132 81| 28{ 11| 13 84 | 100{ 51{ 21

San Diego 450 151 | 182 | 68| 20| 22 241 | 140| 36| 8|25 86 | 202| 12| 29| 19
San Francisco . ‘ :

Adult 62 es | 29! s{ 1| 1. 40 | 19| 1| 1] 1 24 | 29y 3| 5| 1
Juvenile 17 14} 33 19( 3| 8 40 | 22! 6] o] 10 13| 39| 13| 4| 8

San Joaquin 938 38 36| 13 3 9 58 23 7 z] 8 28 47| 12 3 9
San Luls Obispo 22 3 7 gy 2 1 4} 10 5| 2} 1 2 9 7 3 1
San Mateo 207 si| 70| es| 12| 9 86 | 58| 45| 10| 8 41 | 76| 58| 26| 6
Santa Barbara 96 38| 29| 235{ 5| 1 | 34 9| 3| 1 31| 4] 18] 3| 1

. m : . . FO .
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TABLE 33 (Continued)

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Utilization of * Management and ‘ Orientation to the
Probation Departments Total Community Resources Administrative Techniques Correctional Field
Staff 1] 2 | 5[ 4] W 1] 2 | 3] 4 ] M ¥T 2] 3 ] 4 | NR
Santa Clara
Adult 61 34 2l 5 0 1 39 17 1 1 3 8 28] 16 8 1
Juvenile 246 119 86| 21| 12 8 141 72 16 8| 9 73 | 1081 46} 11 8
Santa Cruz 36 13 4] ol 4 13 | 14| 4| 1| 4 6] 8| 3| 3
Shasta 18 7 8 1 0 2 11 3 2 0 2 5 1 z
Siskiyou 5 1l 1| o] o 2 2| o] o 0 3] 2] ol o
Solano 63 25 26 5 1 6 3z 18 6 1 6 21 21 15 1 5
Sonoma 73 22. 33 11 S 2 33 30 7 0 3 16 34] 20 1 2
Stanislaus 63 19 27 12 4 1 33 20 9 0 1 13 34] 10 S 1
Sutter 7 2} of o 4 ol o] o 0 4 2} 1] o
Tehama ' 14 6 g{ ol ol =2 5 1l ol 2 4 1l ol =2
Trinity 2 1 1| ‘o] of o 1{ of o 0 2| ol o
Tulare 70 25 25| 12} 2 6 38 141 11 1 6 23 25 9 6 7
Toulumne . 6 3 1} 2 ol o 3 1] 2 0 0 ) 4l 1| 1| o
Ventura 123 43 461 20 4} 10 68 241 16 31 12 36 47 24 8 8
Yolo 28 12 2] 4 1 11 10 4 21 1 13 2 1
Yuba 20 2| 10| 3| 2 4] 9f 3| 1| 3 7 2| 3
Total : . ‘ f
Probation Departmentﬁ 6276 2497 | 2299 | 878 224 | 378 ' 327911809 { 601 | 161 | 426 1801{254111192 | 374 f568
%1 = Not adequately prepared
2 = Adequately prepared
3 = Well Prepared :
4 = Very well prepared

Reference: original survey Table A-17



TABLE 34

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED"
BY STAFF iN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

College Courses in Law as it Affects the Custody Control and

Institutions Total Social Sciences Offender and Staff Emergency Techniques .

and Parole Staff 1 2 | 5 | &« |NR 18 12 [ 3 ] 4 | M 1912 | 3 ] 4 ] W

Institutions 1155 305 489 1 189 90 | 82 679 301} 66| 21| 88 391 | 391 1195} 99| 79

Parole 400 38 175 {118 49 | 20 121 165 72 23 19 182 | 130 49 8 | 21

Yotal , '

institutions 1555 343 664 | 307 | 139 |102 800 466 | 138 44 | 107 573|521 12441117 |100

and Parole

-86-—



TABLE 34 (Continued)-

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
8Y STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

Law Social General
Institutions Total Enforcement Techniques _;_ investigation , Casework Techniques
and Parole | Staff 1a 2 3 4 NR 13 2 3 4 NR ~ 19T 2 3 4 NR
Institutions 1155 717 | 277 | 60 | 17| 84 530 | 354|120 | 52 | 99 302 | 434 1235 100} 84
Parole 400 170 1 142} 54 1 13} 21 47 1 1501134 | 47 | 22 501139 {1383 ! 52| 20
Total '
institutions 1555 887 | 419 |114 | 30 }105 577 | 504 254 | 99 j121 352 | 573 1374 | 152 104
and Parole




TABLE 34 (Continued)

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

Speclalized Treatment.and Human Development of
institutions Total Diagnostic Methods Relations Community Resources
and Parole 112 13 T4 N 2 13 T4 [N ]2 135 14 | N

institutions 1155 467 | 390 | 156 | 57 | 85 440 | 417 | 151 {83 | 84 693 (297 | 59 | 14} 92
Parole 400 172 | 131 )| S8 |19 20 104 151 | 89 |36 ] 20 136 1147 | 78 | 23| 22
Total ;
Institutions 1555 639 | 521 1214 | 76 1105 544 | 568|240 | 99 (104 823 444 1137 | 37 {114
and Parole

o 28 ’ 3



TABLE 34 (Continued)

. AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED
BY STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE

Utilization of o Management and ' Orientation to the

2.
3
4

Institutions Total Community Resources |.__Administrative Techniques | .- Correctional Field

and Parole 1] 2 ] 3 ] 4 TN 18 213 T4 THR | 182 "3 T4 [N
Institutions 1155 677 | @2k 81| 17 89 6le | 325 | 97 29§ 90 654 | 322 68 20 91
Parole 400 97 | 167 | 82 | 34| 20 188 | 130 | 42 |19} 21 ] 94167 83 | 36 | 20

Total ‘

Institutions 1555 | 774 | 458 1163 | 51 |10S 802 | 455 | 139 | 48 | 111 748 [ 489 1 151 | 56 1llv
and Parole '

% 1 = Not adequately prepared

Well prepared

=
= Adequptely prepared
-
= Very well prepared

Reference: original survey Table A-17

¥
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PERCENY OF STAFF WHO

-~ 102 -

TABLE 35

TOWARD PROMOTJON IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTSL

JUDGED FORMAL TRAINING AS CONTRIBUTING SUBSTANTIALLY

. , Percent
Probation Departments - Total Contribute To No. of
Respondegtsz, Promot ion NR
Alameda 409 48.9 8
Amador 1 0.0 1
Butte 24 37.5 1
Colusa 3 0.0 0
Contra Costa 195 58.4 0
Del Norte 17 17.6 1
E1 Dorado 8 50,0 0
Fresno 151 45,7 0
Glenn 3 0.0 0
Humbo1dt 18 5.6 0
Imperial 28 25.0 0
Inyo 4 25.0 0
Kern 107 53,3 0
Kings 16 25,0 0
Lake 2 0.0 0
‘Lassen "1 100.0 1
Los Angeles 2067 57.5 52
Madera 1a 14.3 0
Marin 920 52.2 0
Mariposa . 1 0.0 0
Mendocino 19 36.8 0
Merced 24 33,3 1
Modoc 1 100.0 0
Monterey 76 40.8 1
Napa 24 29.2 0
Nevada 11 27.3 0]
Orange 352 69.0 10
Placer 24 29,2 2
Plumas 3 0.0 0
Riverside 191 45.0 2.
Sacramento 188 38.8 5

7
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TABLE 35 (Continued)

PERCENT OF STAFF WHO JUDGED FORMAL TRAINING AS CONTRIBUTING SUBSTANT IALLY
TOWARD - PROMOTION IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTSL

- : Percent "
Probation Departments Total Contribute To No. of
Respondents? Promot ion NR
San Benito 6 0.0
San Bernardino 261 54.4
San Diego 442 60.4 8
San Francisco
Juvenile 77 28.6 0
Adult 61 21.3 1
San Joaquin 96 41.7 3
San Luis Obispo 22 22,7 0]
San Mateo 208 45.2 1
Santa Barbara 24 33.0 2
Santa Clara
Adult 61 32.8 0
Juvenile 242 54,6 4
Santa Cruz 36 55.6 0
Shasta 18 22.2 0
Siskiyou 5 0.0 0
- Solano 60 46.7 3
Sonoma 73 53,4 0
Stanislaus 62 54.8 ]
Sutter 7 0.0 0
Tehama 13 30.8 <1
Trinity 2 100.0 0
Tulare 69 56.5 1
Toulumne 6 16.7 0
Ventura 122 45.1 1
Yolo 28 17.9 0
Yuba 20 40.0 0
Total
Probation Departments 6161 51.5 115

Represents percentage of Total Respondents who reported that an adequate
training program in their department would contribute Somewhat, Much or

Very Much, versus Little eor Very Little.
Excludes No Respondents shown in last column.

Reference: original survey Table A-22
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TABLE 36 ’ ~

PERCENT OF STAFF WHO JUDGED FORMAL TRAINING AS CONTRIBUTING SUBSTANTIALLY
TOWARD PROMUTION IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLEL

“Percent M
Institutions and Parole Total Contribute Tp No. of
aespondents2 Promotion
Institutions 1123 63.4 32
!Parole : %94 52.5 | 6 :
Total
Institutions and Parole 1517 60.6 i 38

1 RepreSents percentage of Total Respondents who reported that an adequate training
program in their department would contribute Somewhat, Much, or Very Much, versus
Little or Very Little.

2 Excludes No Respondents shown in last column.

R«ﬁerehceé »6r191nal survey Table A-22






