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PREFACE TO THE SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 

The p,·le:.el"lt report is jrrtehdICd to supplement the results of the overall survey 

concer~ing the education j training p and deployment of c'ient-servtng staffs In 

prDbatlon dep~rtments and In the California Youth Authority. The overall survey 

resuH!;~ reported in May 1973. dealt with statewide statistics and included pro

bation departments categorized acc~rding tc county population size.1 Secause of 

the interest \!:xpres,sed in the report$ it was felt that more detailed statistical 

tables \</OI,lld be useful if broken down by individual probation departments and by 

Youth Authority instituti~ns versus p~role units. Consequently, the California 

Council on Crimin~l Justice contracted with the Youth Authority to develop such 

detaaled tables and compile them in a statistical report. 

No attempt was m~do in the present report to analyze and interpret the data 

contained in the detailed tables. Such an analysis would not'only be beyond the 

scope of this project, but wou~d, perhaps, prove to be rather superficial without 

a more in-depth ex~mination of staff deployment and training needs in the individ-

UC! i pr'obat ion depertments. 

The organizCltion of the supplemental report is similar to that of the overall 

survey report. Presented initially are two tables which show the number of staff 

surveyed in probation departments (Table 1) and In the Youth Authority (Table 2). 

Fol1mving T&b~es 1 and 2. there are four groups of tables, each providing infor-

matlon about a slightly different aspect of st~ff characteristics and training 

needs. The first group (Tables 3 through 8) provides Information about personal 

traits of staff, such 8S age, sex, and ethnic background. The second group 

(Tables 9 through 20) defines the organizational character of staff, including 

sta.ff level, job assignment, caseload size and type, subsidy/non-subsidy status, 

A Surve of Probation Departments 
The California Council on 

Youth Authority. Hay 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 tnrough 34) covers the preparation of staff 

for their jDbs. The areas of staff preparedness included are years of education, 

formal training received while in present job, and pre~aration in various areas 

of ski lIs and knowledge. The final group (Tables 35-36) dea.ls wi th staff judg-

ments about whether or not formal training contributes substantially to promo

tion in their dep~rtments. 

To fac iIi ta te compar i sons. each tab~e is cross-"referenced (by footnotes) to the 

original report of the overal1 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. 
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TABLE 

QUESTIONNAIRES COMPLETED FOR STAFF SURVEYED IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

Total Number of Questionnaires 
Probation Departments eli ent-Serv ing Quest ionna i.res Completed As 

Staff Surveyed Completed ,Percent Surveyed 

Alameda 542 417 76.9 
Amador 2 2 100.0 
Butte 26 25 96.2 
Colusa 3 3 100.0 
Contra Costa 281 i95 69.4 
Del Norte 24 18 75.0 
El Dorado 11 8 72.7 
Fresno 169 151 8403 
Glenn 6 3 50.0 
Humboldt 19 18 94.7 
Imperial 34 28 82.4 
Inyo 5 4' 80.0 

Kern 168 107 ,- 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 16 14 87.5 

Marin 122 90 73.,8 

Mariposa 3 1 33.3 

Mendocino 22 19 86.4 

Merced 25 25 100.0 

Modoc 2 1 50.0 

Montere'! 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 
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TABLE I (Continued) 

QUESTIONNAIRES COMPLETED FOR STAFF SURVEYED IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

Total N\nber of Questionnaires 
Probation Depar~ments Cl ient-Servlng Q~stionnaires Completed As 

Staff Surveyed Completed Percent Surveyed 

Sacramento 520 195 60.5 
San Benito 9 6 66.7 

San Bernardino 525 265 81.5 
San Diego 655 450 68.9 

San Francisco 
Adult 75 62 84.9 
JuV(\O lie 264 77 29.2 

San Joaqui I n 177 99 55.9 

San Luis ObJspo 20 22 110.0 

San Mateo 286 207 72.4 

Santa Barbara no 96 87.5 

Santa Clara 
Adult 75 61 8105 
Juvenile 269 246 91.4 

Santa Cruz 50 56 72.0 

Shasta 22 18 81.8 

Siskiyou 15 5 55.5 

Solano 150 65 48.5 

Sonoma 151 75 55.7 

Stanislaus 61 65 105.5 

Sutter 7 
. 

7 100.0 

Tehama 19 14: 75.7 

Trinity 2 2 100.0 

Tulare 90 70 77.8 

Tuo 1 umne 6 6 100.0 

Ventura 155 125 92.5 
Yolo 53 28 84.8 
Yuba 23 20 87.0 

" 

Total 
8.215 6,276 76.4: Probation Departments 

Reference: original survey Table l-A 

• 
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TABLE 2 

QUESTIONNAIRES COMPLETED FOR STAFF:lURVf.YED IN YOUTH AUTHOR lTV 
I NST I TUTI ONS A~D PAAlllLE 

Total No. of Questionnaires Institutions C Ii ent-Serv i ng Questionnaires Completed As and Parole Staff Surveyed Completed Percent Surveyed 

Institutions 1678 1155 68.8 
Parole 519 400 77 .1 

Total 
Institutions 
and Parole 2197 1555 70.8 

Reference: original survey Tables lA and IB -



Tota1 
Probation Departments Number 

Alameda 402 

Amador 2 

Butte 25 

Colusa 3 

Contra Costa 184 

Del Norte 18 

El Dorado 8 

Fresno 148 

Glenn' 3 

Humboldt ::.8 

Imperial 28 

I nyu 4 

Kern ::"C4 

Kings 16 

Lake 2 

Lassen 2 

Los Angeles 2008 

Madera 13 

Marin 88 

Mariposa 1 

TABLE 3 

STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 
(In Percent1) 

Under 
25 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 

2.5 21.9 27.8 14.1 12.4 9.2 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4.0 24.0 16.0 16.0 8.0 8.0 

33.4 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 

3.8 24.5 25.4 13.6 13.6 13.7 

0.0 16.7 11.1 11.1 5.6 0.0 

0.0 37.5 37.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 

4.7 40.7 18.9 10.8 7.4 8.8 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3 

5.6 38.8 22.2 16.7 5.6 0.0 

14.3 28.5 14.3 3.6 10.7 3.6 

25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 50.0 

10.6 28.9 15.4 15.4 8.6 8.6 

31.2 25.0 . 6.3 12.5 12.5 12.5 

0.0 0.0 0.0 , 50.0 50.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 

4.7 21.4 20.1 16.4 12.9 10~3 

15.4 53.8 0.0 7.7 7.7 0.0 

4.6 23.8 35.2 13.6 9.1 6.8 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

55 or No. of 
50-54 01der Median2 NR 

-
7.0 4.5 34.6 15 

50.0 50.0 0 

0.0 24.0 36.9 0 

0.0 0.0 0 

6.0 4.4 34.3 11 
16.7 38.8 51.7 0 

I .> 

0.0 0.0 0 
. 

4.0 4.7 31.2 3 

0.0 0.0 0 

11.1 0.0 31.2 0 

21.4 3.6 32.5 0 

0.0 0.0 0 

1.9 10.6 33.4 3 

0.0 0.0 28.8 0 

0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 50.0 0 

8.2 6.0 35.6 111 

7 ./ . '. 7.7 28.2 1 

2.3 4.6 33.1 2 

0.0 0.0 0 



Total 
Probation Departments Number 

.Mendocino 16 

Merced 24 

Modoc 1 

Monterey 75 

Napa 24 

Nevada 11 

Orange 3~3 

Placer 26 

Plwnas 5 

Riverside 186 

Sacramento 183 

San Benito 6 

San Bernardino 256 

San Diego 430 

Sian Franc i sco 
Juvenile 14 
Adult 58 

SaIl Joaqui n . 95 

San Luis Obisp() 22 

San Mateo 202 

TABLE 3 (Continued) 

STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION fOR PROBATlOK DEPARTMENTS 
(In Percent1 ) 

Under I I 25 25-29 30 .. 34 35 .. 39 40'Q44 45 .. 49 

12.5 37~5 6.3 25.0 0.0 6.2 

16.7 29.1 12.5 8.3 12.5 4.2 

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

5.3 44.0 13.5 14.7 12.0 2.7 

16.7 16.7 25.0 12.5 8.3 12.5 

0.0 18.2 18.2 18.2 9.1 0.0 

9.0 _ 35.0 15.2 14.9 9.0 700 

11.5 7.7 23.1 7.7 li.5 23.2 

0.0 66.7 0 •. 0 0.0 00 0 33.3 

9.7 31.8 15.6 U.8 9.1 8.6 

1.6 27.9 23.0 20.8 10.9 807 

16.7 ·50.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 000 

5.9 32. :; 23.4 9.8 Sol 9.8 

4.7 29.0 19.3 li.9 1000 9.8 

5.4 20.2 18.9 8.1 17.6 9.5 
3.4 20.7 24.1 305 15.5 12.1 

8.4 27.4 23.0 9.~ 7.4 13.7 

0.0 18.2 22.7 13.6 9.1 1802 

3.0 24.8 28.6 16.3 12.4 6.4 

55 or No. of 
50..-54: Older Median2 NR 

12.5 0.0 30.0 3 

12.5 4.2 3107 1 

0.0 0.0 0 

4.0 4.0 30.2 2 

8.3 0.0 33.3 0 

0.0 56.3 38.8 0 

6 .. 4 3.5 32.0 19 

11 •. 5 3.8 40.0 0 
c.n 

0.0 0.0 0 

9.l 4.3 32.8 7 

4.9 2.2 34.5- 10 

000 0.0 0 

8.2 5.5 32.5 9 

9.5 5.8 34 .. 2 20 

8.1 12.2 38.3 3 
8.6 12.1 37.5 4 

5.3 5.3 3301 4 

9.1 9.1 38.3 0 

4.5 4.0 33.9 5 



TABLE 3 (Continued) 

STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 
(In Percent1 ) 

Total Under 
Probation Departments Number 25 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 

Santa Barbara 93 6.4 23.6 14.0 12.9 5.4 

Santa Clara 
Adult 60 3.3 30.1 23.3 15.0 15.0 
Juveni Ie 234 8.1 42.7 21.8 10.7 9.8 

Santa Cruz 36 1309 30.5 25 0 0 11.1 11.1 

Shasta 18 5.6 16.1 0.0 16.7 22.1 

Siskiyou 5 0.0 80.0 0,,0 20.0 0.0 

Solano 61 9.8 26.2 21.3 8.2 8.2 

Sonoma 73 8.2 26.2 21.9 9.6 16.4 

Stanislaus 62 17.7 30.8 14.5 .14.5 .16.1 

Sutter 7 28.5 28.6 14.3 14 •. 3 0,.0 

Tehnma 14 14.3 4209 21.4 000 0.0 

Trinity 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 

Tul are 63 9.5 27.1 ! 1207 11.1 7.9 

Toulum:1e 6 33.3 16.7 16.7 33.3 0.0 

Vcntur£l I 120 5.0 33.4 13.3 15.0 5.8 

Yolo 
I 

I 26 7.7 38.6 19.2 1,,7 3.8 
" Yuba 20 20.0 i 

! 
3500 20.0 5.0 0.0 

: 
-'''-''-

Total I , 

14.1 L 11.0 Probation Departments ! 0
'

2 5.9 26.8 20.4 i 6, ---
1 Percent bCJsed on Total Number shown in first column. 
2 Medians Clre not shown for counties whose total staff is less than 10. 

Reference: original survey Table !: 
~ 

45-49 

10.8 

8.3 
407 

2.8 

.11.1 

0.0 

6.6 

6.8 

3 0 2 

0.0 

0.0 

50.0 

7.9 . 
0 0 0 

6.7 

308 

10.0 

8.9 

55 or No. of 
50 .. 54 Older Median2 NR .-
16.1 10.8 37.3 3 

3.3 1.7 33.6 1 
1.3 0.9 29.9 12 

5.6 0.0 31.1 0 

22.2 5.6 42.5 0 

0.0 0.0 0 

11.5 8.2 33.3 2 

4.1 6.8 33.6 0 

1.6 1.6 30.6 1 

0.0 14.3 0 

14.3 7.1 29.2 0 

0.0 0 0 0 I 0 

4.8 19.0 3003 7 

0.0 0.0 0 

10.8 10.0 34.4 :3 

3.8 15.4 31.0 2 

0.0 1000 29.3 0 

702 5.7 33.7 264 
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TABLE 4 

STAFF AGE DISTRIBUTION FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE 
( l n Percent*) 

Institutions Total Under 
and Parole Number 25 25-29 30-34 

Institutions 996 4.9 18.6 15.8 

Parole 360 5.0 20.3 21.7 
-

Total Institutions 
and Parole 1-:- .~ 

_",;'0 4.9 19.0 17.3 
, 

* Percent based on Total Number shown in first column. 

Reference: original survey Table 2 

35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 

14.5 :1.3 12.4 11.6 

19.4 12.5 13.6 3.1 

15.8 H.7 12.8 9.3 

55 or 
Older Median 

10.9 38.7 

4.4 35.8 

9.2 37.8 

No. of 
NR 

159 

40 

199 

I 

--l 
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TABLE 5 

D I STR I BUT I ON OF PROBAT IO~ STAFF BY SEX 
(In P~rcent ) 

Probation Departments Tota 1 th.nber Male Female 

Alameda 410 72.0 28.0 

Amador 2 50.0 50.0 

Butte 25 72.0 28.0 

Colusa 3 66.7 33.3 

Contra Costa 193 6784 32.6 

Del Norte 18 72 .. 2 27.8 

El Dorado 8 87.5 12.5 

Fresno 151 75.5 24.5 

G.lenn 3 66.7 33.3 

HlITlboldt 18 88.,9 11.1 

'mperial 28 75.0 25.0 

Inyo 4 75.0 25.0 

Kern 107 73.8 26.2 

KIngs 16 62.5 37.5 

Lake 2 100.0 0.0 

Lassen 2 100.0 0.0 

Los Angeles 2088 73.2 26.8 

Madera 13 76.9 23.1 

Marin 90 64:.4 35.6 

Mariposa 1 100.0 0.0 

Mendocino 16 68.8 31.2 

Merced 25 76.0 24.0 

Modoc. 1 100.0 0.0 

Monterey 76 82.9 17.1 

Napa 24 66.7 33.3 

Nevada 11 63.6 36.4 

Orange 350 61.7 38.3 

Placer 26 65.4: 34.6 

Plumas 3 100.0 0.0 

Rlverslde 193 75.6 24.4 

Sacramento 186 82.3 17.7 

No. of NR 

7 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31 

1 . 
0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

12 

0 

0 .. 
0 

7 2 
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TABLE 5 (Cont'inued) 

01 STR I BUT I ON OF PROBAT I ON STAFF' BY SEX 
(In Percent1) 

Probation Departments Total Number Ma·le Female 

San Benito 6 83.3 16.7 

San Bernardino 260 72.:3 27.7 

San Diego 439 61.5 38.5 

San Francisco 
Juvenile 76 54.0 46.0 
Adult 62 66.1 :5:"5.9 

San Joaquin 97 73.2 . 26.8 

San Luis Obispo 22 63.6 36.4. 

San Mateo 203 80.8 19.2 

Santa Barbara 96 70.8 29.2 

Santa Clara 
Adult 60 93.3 6.7 
.Juven i 1 e 241 67.2 32.8 

Santa Cruz 36 63.9 36.1 

Shasta 18 71.8 22.2 

Siskiyou 5 80.0 20.0 

Solano 6:J- 78.7 21.3 

Sonoma 73 71.2 28.8 

Stani s laus 63 76.2 23.8 

Sutter 7 71.4 28.6 

Tehama 14 57.1 42.9 

Trinity 2 100.0 0.0 

Tulare 70 87.1 ]2.9 

Toulumne 6 66.7 33.3 

Ventura 121 6?8 32.2 

Yolo 28 67.9 32.1 

Yuba 20 6S~O 
_.;;5.0_ j 

~-

Total 
Probation Departments2 6.119 76.:'S 23.6 

Percent based on Tot.1 Nucwber shown in first coJumn. 

No. of NR 

0 

5 

11 

1 
0 

? 

0 

4 

0 

1 
5 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

--- ._-.... _". 
~17 

.",.~~ 

In the corresponding table of the original survey report~ fewer cases are shown 
for the Tot~l Number. In the original report. the total was limited to staff 
who respondod to the items pertaining to both sex and ethnic background, while 
in the presont table tM Total Includes aTri'taff who responded to the item 
under consideration. 
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TABLE 6 

DISTRIBUTION OF YOUTH AUTHO~ITY STAFF BY SEX 
(In Percent) 

Institutions and Parole Tota I Number Hale 

Institutions 1126 83.8 

Parole 394 81.2 

Total 
1520 83.2 

Institutions and Parole2 

. . 
Percent based on Total Number shown In first column • 

2 See footnote 2 of Table 5. 

Female 

16.2 

18.8 

16.8 

No. of NR 

29 

6 

35 
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TABLE 7 

STAFF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 
( In Percentl ) . 

Total Hexican-
Probation Departments Number White Black American Other 

Alameda 403 75.3 19.8 1.2 3.7 

Amador 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Butte 24 95.8 4.2 0.0 0.0 

Colusa 3 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Contra Costa 191 87.0 7.3 0.5 5.2 

Del Norte 17 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

EI Dorado 8 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fresno 148 85.2 2.7 7.4 4.7 

Glenn 3 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
'. ' 

HlMnbo I dt ,18 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Imperial 28 85.7 0.0 10.7 3.6 

Inyo 4 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Kern 107 98.1 0.0 1~9 0.0 

Kings 16 87.6 6.2 ' 6.2 . 0.0 

Lake 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Lassen 2 100.0 0.0, 0.0 0.0 
'", 

los Angeles 2042 60.3 28.6 6.6 4.5 

Madera 12 91.7 ,0.0 0.0 8.3 

Harin 88 86.4 6.8 3.4 3.4 . I Mariposa 1 1000 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1 

Mendocino 16 
i 

93.8 0 0 0 0.0 6.2 

Merced I 23 86.9 4.4 8.7 0.0 
I I Hodoc 1 100.0 j 0.0 
I 

O.u i 0.0 

~1onterey 74 I 7 J .• 7 4.0 I 1(;. f, I :~ 5 .. S 
; . 

j . Napa (;4 I 95.8 0.0 I 4.c 0.0 

Nevada 11 100.0 0.0 
I 0. (J 

I 0.') I 

I 
I 

i 
Oranqe :546 9:5.7 1.7 ~.() 

! 2. E; i I 
26 

I 
! I 0.0 Placer 100.0 o. ,i 
i 

0.'(')' 

I Plumas :3 I 100.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 
I I 

Riverside 192 I 83.9 I 5.2 I 8.8 

I 
2.1 

• j 

No. of 
NR 

14 

0 

1 

0 

4 

1 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77 

2 

2 

0 

I 3 

I 
2 

I , 0 
'/: 

• "j 

:1 I, () 

II 0 

JG ! 
~ 

0 I 

~ 0 

I ] 

[ 



- 12 -
TABLE 7 (Continued) 

STAFF ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION FOR P,OBATION DEPARTMENTS 
(In Percent) 

Total Mexican-
Probation Departments NtMTIber White Black. American 

" 

Sacrament:o· 180 87.5 4 .. 4 5 .. 9 

San Benito 6 66.7 0.0 33.3 

San Bernardino 259 86.2 4 .. 2 8.1 

San Diego 453 9502 2 .. 3 0.7 

San frarlc i sco 
Juvnn'1e 73 85.6 6 .. 8 1.4 
Adult 62 74.2 lie 5 1.6 

San Joaquin 97 80 0 4 1l .. 5 3.1 

San luis Obispo 21 100.0 0.0 0.0 

San Mateo 202 87 .. 7 5 .. 9 1~0 

Santa Barbara 96 88 .. 5 4.2 3.1 

Santa Clara 
Adult 59 9105 1.7 0.0 
Juveni 10 256 79.7 5.5 7.6 

Sante!) Cruz 35 97 0 1 0 0 0 0.0 

Shasta 17 94.1 0.0 5$9 

51 skiyou 5 1000 0 0.0 0.0 

SolanCl 61 9108 6 .. 6 1.6 

Sonoma 72 95.8 2 .. 8 0.0 

Stc!lrtislaus 62 95.2 0 .. 0 3.2 

Sutter 7 100 .. 0 0,,0 0 .. 0 

Tehamll 14 78.7 7 .. 1 7.1 

Trinity 2 1000 0 0.0 0 0 0 

Tulare 67 94.0 0.0 4 0 5 

Toulumne 6 100 .. 0 
I 

0.0 0.0 

Ventura 120 90.8 4.2 2.5 

Yolo 27 85.2 0 .. 0 11.1 

Yuba 20 90.0 10.0: 0.0 

Total 
Probation Departments2 6074 78.4 13.3 4." 

I . . Percent based on Total Number shown In first column • 

2 See footnote 2 of Table 5. 

No. of 
Other NR 

4.4 13 

0.0 0 

105 6 

1 0 8 17 

8.2 4: 
12.9 0 

5.2 2 

0,,0 1 

5 .. 4., 5 

4:.2 0 

6.8 2 
7.2 10 

2 .. 9 1 

0.0 1 

0.,0 0 

0,,0 2 

1.4 1 

106 1 

0.0 0 

7.1 0 

0.0 0 

1.5 3 

0.0 0 

2.5 :3 

3 .. 7 1 

0.0 0 

3.9 202 

. - 13 -

TABLE 8 

STAFF ETHNl,C DlSTMBUTION FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY-INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE 
, ( I n Percent 1 ). 

Total Mexican- No. of 
Institutions and Parole Number White Black 

Institutions 1104 76.8 1103 

Parole 384 63.5 20.1 

Total 
Institutions and Parole 2 1488 73.4 13.6 

Percent based on Total Number shown in first column. 
2 See footnote 2 of Table 5. 

American 

6.5 

9.6 

7.3 

Other 

5.3 ' 

6.8 

5.7 

,. 
I 

NR 

51 

16 

(j7 



TABLE 9 

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF lEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: TOTAL STAFF1 
(In Percent2 ) 

P'robat ion Departments Total Second Line Staff First line Li ne-C 1 i ent Other C Ii ent 
Number SUpel'visor or Above Staff Supervisor Serving Staff Serving Staff 

-
Alamena 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 6.3 14.7 78.5 0.5 

Del Norte 18 16.6 16.7 66.7 0.0 

£1 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 

Humboldt 18 0.0 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 6.2 25.0 68.8 0.0 

lake 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 000 

Lassen '2 0.0 0.0 100.0 0 •. 0 

Los Angel.Js 

I 
2081 '3.1 10.6 86.2 0.1 

Madera 13 7.7 23.1 69.2 0.0 
! 

Marin I 88 I 6.8 15.7 77 .5 0.0 
f 

Marioosa I 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

Mendoei"" 
I 19 10.5 0.0 89.5' 0.0 
I 

Mercer' I 25 8.0 12.0 80.0 0.0 
I I 



TABLE 9 (Continued) 

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: TOTAL STAFF1 
(I n Per'cent2 ) 

, 
Probation Oepa r tmen t !; Total Second Li ne Staff Firs t Line Li ne~C Ii ent Other C Ii ent 

Number Supervisor or Above Staff Supervisor Serving Staff Serving Staf 

Modoc 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

Monterey 74 10.8 . 1~.6 74.3 1.3 

Napa 24 8.3 12.5 79.2 0.0 

Nevada 11 9.1 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 14.7 81.5 0.4 

San Oie~o 441 3.4 13.4 . 82,.5 0.7 .. 

San Franc i sco 
Adult 60 1.7 8.3 90.0 0.0 
Juven i 1 e 77 1.3 10.4 88.3 0.0 

San Joaquin 97 12.4 10.3 76.3 0.0 

San Luis Obispo 21 4;8 14.3 80.9 0.0 

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 
Juven i 1 e 238 2.9 14.3 82.4 0.4 

Santa Cruz 36 8.3 13.9 77 .8 0.0 

f 



TABLE 9 (Continued) 

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNHENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTHENTS: TOTAL STAFF1 
(In Percent2) 

Probation Departments Total 
Second Line Staff First line Line~Cl lent Other C II ant 

Supervisor or Above Staff Supervisor Serving Staff Serv I n9 Staff Number 

Shasta 16 12.5 12 .. 5 75.0 0.0 

Siskiyou 5 20.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 

Solano 63 9.5 14.3 76.2 0.0 

Sonoma 71 4.2 16.9 78.9 0.0 

Stanislaus 63 4.8 12.7 82.5 0.0 

Sutter 7 0.0 14.3 85.7 0.0 

Tehama 14 7.1 14.3 78.6 0.0 

Trinity 2 50 ... 0 0.0 50.0 0.0 

Tulare 70 10.0 10.0 80.0 0.0 

Toulumne 6 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

Ventura 123 4.9 11.4 83.7 .. 0.0 

Yolo 28 3.6 10.7 85.7 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,whlch 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 



• 
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TABLE 10 

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: 

Probation Departments Total 
Number 

A.lameda 116 

Butte 8 

Contra Costa 64 

Del Norte 12 

Fresno 61 

Imperial 18 

Kern 56 

Kings 6 

Los Angeles 849 

Madera 5 

Marin 58 

Mendocino 12 

Merced 7 

Monterey 50 

Napa 9 

Nevada 4 

Orange 157 

Placer 9 

Riverside 52 

Sacramento 34 

San Benito 4 

San Bernardino 102 

San Diego 133 

San Joaquin 30 

San Luis Obispo 4 

San Mateo 62 

Santa Barbara 40 . 

Santa Clara 
Juven i Ie 110 

Santa Cruz 18 

CUSTODIAL STAFF 
( In Percent*) 

Second Line First Line 
Staff Supervisor Staff 

Or Above Supervisor 

9.5 15.8 

12.5 , ·0.0 

10.9 17.2 

16.7 16.7 

5.5 ·18.0 

5.6 5.6· 

8.5 2.8 

16.1 16.7 

5.1 I 8.6 

35.5 0.0 

7.9 15.2 

8.3 0.0 

.14.5 0.0 

15.5 13.3 

11.1 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

6.4 13.4 

0.0 22.2 

9.6 11.5 

8.8 17.7 

25.0 0.0 

3.9 18.6 

6.C 10.5 

20.0 6.7 

0.0 25.0 , 

8.1 9.7 

10.0 10.0 
, 

3.6 14. fi 

11.1 16.7 

li ne-C 11 ent Other eli ent 
Serving Serving 
Staff Staff 

75.8 0.9 

87.5 0.0 

70.5 1.6 . 
66.6 0.0 

78.7 0.0 

88.8 0.0 

88.9 0.0 

66.6 0.0 

88.2 0.1 

66.7 0.0 

78.9 0.0 

91.7 0.0 

85.7 0.0 

70.1 3.3 

88.9 0.0 

100.0 0 .. 0 

. 80.2 0.0 

77 .8 0.0 

78.9 0.0 

75.5 0.0 

75.0 0.0 

76.5 ~ 1.0 , 
81.2 2.3 

70.0 3.3 

75.0 0.0 

82.8 I. (\.0 
i 
I 

~O.O l 0.0 

80.9 I n.9 

·1· 
72.2 0.0 

.' 
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TABLE 10 (Continued) 
, 

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: 

Probation Departments Total 
Number 

·Shasta 5 

$olano 29 

Sonoma 27 

Stanislaus 14 

.Tehama 6 

Tulare 29. 

Ventura 49 

Yolo 9 

Yuba 9 

Total 
Probation Departments 2205 

CUSTODIAL STAFF 
(tn Percent*) 

Second Line First Line 
Staff Supervisor Staff 

Or Above Supervisor 

40.0 0.0 

13.8 13.8 

11.1 14.6 

7.1 7.1 

16.7 0.0 
, 

20.7 3.5 

8.2 8.2 

0.0 1),.1 

11.1 0.0 

6.3 10.9 

* Percent based on Total Number shown in first column. 

L i ne-C l.i ent Other C 1 i ent 
Serving Serving 
. ~taff Staff 

60.0 0.0 

72.4 0.0 

74.1 0.0 

·85.8 0.0 

83.3 0.0 

75.8 0.0 

83.6 0.0 

88.9 0.0 

88.9 0.0 

-.82.4 0.4 

R'eference:. original survey Table A-5 ) 

.--------.-- ---
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TABLE 11 

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: 

Probation Departments TC?t~l 
Number 

Alnmeda 285 

Amador 2 

Butte 15 

Colusa 3 

Contra Costa 112 

Dd Norte 5 

El Ol')rado 7 

Fresno 76 

Humboldt 17 

Imper ia.l .9 

Inyo 4 

Kern 69 

Kings 9 

Lake 2 

lassen 2 

los Angelos 1173 

MQdera 9 

Marin 46 

t~ariposa 1 

Mendocino 6 

Merced 18 

ttonterey 44 

Napa 13 

Nevadil 6 

Orange 197 

Placer 15 

Piumas 2 

Riverside 116 

Sacramento 147 

San Benito 2· 

. 

FIELD STAFF 
( In Percent*) 

Second Li ne 
Staff Supervisor 

Or Above 

3.9 

50 .. 0 

q.O 
0.0 

2'.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

25.0 

2.~ 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.1 

0.0 

4.3 

0.0 

0.0 

5.6 

9.1 

0.0 -

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3,,"'-
2.0 

0.0 

First Line 
Staff 

Supervisor 

14.7 

0.0 

20 .. 0 

0.0 

15.2 

20.0 

28.6 

9.2 

11.8 

11.1 

0.0 

1001 

53.3 

0.0 

0.0 

11.9 

2.2.2 

17.4 

0.0 

0.0 

16.7 

1306 

23.1 

16.7 

11.7 

33.3 

0.0 

13.8 

11.6 

0,,0 

Li ne-C 1 i cnt Other eli ent 
Serving Serving 
staff Staff 

81.4 0.0 

50.0 0.0 

80 .. 0 0.0 

100.0 0.0 

82.1 0.0 

80.0 0.0 

71.4 0.0 

89.5 0.0 

88 .. 2 0.0 

88.9 0.0 

75.0 0.0 

87.0 0.0 

66.7 0.0 

100.0 0.0 

100.0 0.0 

85.0 0.0 

77.8 0.0 

78.3 0.0 

100.0 0.0 

100 .. 0 0.0 

77.7 0.0 

77~3 0.0 

76.9 0.0 

83.3 0.0 

86.3 0.0 

66.7 0.0 

100.0 0,,0 

82.8 0.0 

86.4 OvO 

I 
~ . 

100.0 0.0 
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TABLE 11(Continued) 

D I SJR I BUT I ON OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASS I GNMENT FOR PROBATI ON DEPARTMENTS: 

" 

Probation Departments 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Francisco 
Ju~enile 
Adult 

San Joaquin 

San Luis Obispo 

San Mateo 

Santa Barbara 

Santa Clara 
Adult 
Juveni Ie 

Santa Cruz 

Shasta 

S lsldyou 

Solano 

Sonoma 

Stanislaus 

Sutter 

Tehama 

Trinity . 
Tulare 

Toulumne 

Ventura 

Yolo 

Yuba 

Total 
Probation 

Deeartments 

Total 
Number 

156 

291 

75 
59 

62 , 
16 

1:30 

54 

58 
118 

17 

11 

4 

52 

41 

47 , , 
7 

8 

1 

40 

6 

71 

17 

11 

:3.74;1 

FIELD STAFF 
(In Percent*) 

Second Line 
Staff Supervisor 

Or Above 

2.6 

1.7 

1.7 
1.:3 

6.4 

0.,0 

3.1 

1.8 

3.5 
2.5 

5.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

0 0 0 

0.0 

2.5 

0.0 

2.8 

0.0 

9.1 

2.8 

Firs,t line 
Staff 

Supervisor 

12.2 

15.1 

8.5 
10.7 

11.5 

12.5 

1301 

1:3.0 

10.5 
13.6 

11.8 

18.2 

0.0 

1506 

17.1 

12.8 

14.:3 

25.0 

0.0 

15.0 

0 .. 0 

14.1 

],.1.8 

9.1 

12.9 

~ Percent based on Total Number shown in first column. 

Reference: original survey Table A-5 

li ne-C 11 ent Other eli en 
Serving Serving 
Staff Staff 

85.2 0.0 

8:3,,2 0.0 

89.8 0.0 
88.0 0.0 

82.:3 0.0 

87.5 0.0 

8:3.8 0.0 

85.2 000 

86.2 0.0 
85.9 0.0 

82.:3 0.0 

81.8 0.0 

100.0 0.0 

84.4 0.0 

82.9 0.0 

85.1 0.0 

85.7 0.0 

75.0 0.0 

100 .. 0 0.0 

B2.5 0.0 

100.0 0.0 

8:3.1 0.0 

88.2 0.0 

81.B 0.0 

84.5 0.0 

t 

• 
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TABLE 12 

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSiGNMENT FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS: 

Probation Departments 

Alameda 

Butte 

Contra Costa 

Del Norte 

E1 Dorado 

Fresno 

Glenn 

Humboldt 

Kern 

Kings 

Los Angeles 

11adera 

Marin 

Mendocino 

Nodoc 

Napa 

Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 

P lllmas 

Riverside 

Sacramento 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Francisco 
Adult 
Juvenile 

San Joaquin 

San Luis Obispo 

San Mateo I 

I Santa Barbara 

CUSTODIAL AND FIELD ST~FF COMBINEDl 
(In Percent) 

Second Line First LinelLine-Client 
Total Staff Supervisor Staff Serving 
Number Or Above Supervisor Staff 

14 0.0 28.6 71. 4 

2 100.0 0.0 0.0 

15 13.3 0.0 86.7 

1 100.0 0.0 0.0 

1 100.0 0.0 0.0 

6 3:3.:3 16.7 50.0 

3 0.0 0.0 100.0 

1 0.0 100.0 0.0 

2 50.0 0.0 50.0 

1 0.0 0.0 100.0 

59 :3.4 11.9 84.7 

1 0.0 100.0 0.0 

5 20.0 20.0 60.0 

1 100.0 0.0 0.0 

J. 0.0 0.0 100.0 

2 50.0 0.0 50.0 

1 100.0 0.0 0.0 

6 0.0 16.7 83.5 

2 . 0.0 0.0 100.0 

.1 100.0 0.0 0.0 

18 5.5 27.8 66.7 

10 10.0 30.0 . 60.0 

7 14.:3 14.3 71.4 

17 11.8 5.9 82.3 

1 0.0 0.0 100.0 
2 0.0 0.0 100.0 

5 40.0 20.0 40.0 

1 100.0 0.0 0.0 

12 8.3 1 h. 7 75.0 

1 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Other eli ent 
Serving 
Staff 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

I 
0.0 

0.0 

I ' 0.0 
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TABLE 12 (Continued) 

'D~STBIBUTION OF, STAFF LEVEL AND JOB ASSIGNMENT FOR PR£BATION DEPARTMENTS: 
CUSTODIAL AND FIELD STAFF COMBINED 

( In Percent2 ) 

Second Line First Line Li ne-C I i ent 
Probation Departments Total Staff Supervisor Staff Serving 

Number Or Above Supervisor Staff 

Santa Clara 
Adult 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Juven i Ie 10 0.0 20.0 80.0 

Santa Cruz 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Siskiyou 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Solano 2 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Sonoma 3 0.0 33.3 66.7 

Stanislaus 2 50.0 50.0 0.0 

Tr,inity 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 

Tulare 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Ventura 3 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Yolo 2 50.0 0.0 50.0 

Total 
Probation Departments 227 13.7 14.5 71.8 

1 Does not include 100 non-respondents to Job Assignment question. 
2 Percent based on Total Number shown in first column. 

Reference: original survey Table A-5 

Other C Ii ent 
Serving 
Staff 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

. 0.0 
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TABLE 13 

DISTRIBUTION OF 'STAFF LEVEL FOR YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE 
(In Percent l ) 

InstitutIons Second Line First Line L t ne-C I i en t Other C Ii ent 
and Total Staff Sup~rvisor Staff Serving Serving 

Parole Number Or Above Supervisor Staff Staff 

I nst i tut ions2 1155 7.3 12.1 12.8 7.7 
Parole 400 10.8 18.2 71.0 0.0 

, . 

Total 
Institutions 
and Parole I 1555 8.2 13.7 12.4 5.7 

I 

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

I 
I 

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

Reference: original survey Table A-5 

No. 
of 
'NR 

0 

0 

0 



TABLE 14 

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SIZE FOR CUSTOOIA~ STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS1 
(In Percent) 

-Caseload Size 

Probation Department,s Tota' 1-20 21-40 I 41-60 61-80 81-100 101-)2.0 121-140 141-160 
St~ff 

Alameda 19 89 .. 4 5.3 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Contra Costa 10 70.0 10.0 20.0 0,,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Del Norte 6 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fresno 14 78.6 21.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ·0.0 0.0 

Imperial 5 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Kern 2 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Los Angeles 270 91.5 6.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 

Marin 18 94.4. 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Mendocino 4 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Monterey 6 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 O~O 0.0 0.0 

Napa 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Nevada 3 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Orange 58 91.4 0.0 
I 

5.2 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Riverside 9 88.9 11.1 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I . 
Sacramento 12 91.7 0.0 i 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

San Benito 1 100.0 0.0 t 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 , 
I 

San Bernardino I 27 85.2 

I 
3.7 , 7.4 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 , 0.0 . , 

I San Dtego I 19 94:.7 5.5 : 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .. '0 0.0 

San Joaquin I 3 100.0 ! 0.0 
! 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
f ! 

. ' 

161-180 181 & 
Ovei 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 
I 
~ 0.0 

0.0 I t 0.0 
~ . 
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TABLE 14 (Continued) 

DiSTRIBUTiON OF CASELOAD SIZE FOR CUSTOD;Al STAFF a~ PROBAT~ON OE?ARTMENTSl 
( In Percent2 ) - -- ..... ---------="._-

Case load Size 
I 

Probation Dep~rtments Total 
1-20 

1
21

-
40 41-60 61-80 

. -, - I 
81-100 \ol~1201 J2.l~140 141-15~161-180 ~~!r & 

San Mateo 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 
Juven i Ie 55 85.7 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Solano 6 100.0 0.0 0.0 0,.0 O.C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

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 0.0 000 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Tulare 1 0 00 0.0 100.0 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
; 

Ventura 11 63.6 27.3 
I 

9.1 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
I 

I 

Total I 

I I Probation Departments 577 89.5 6.4 3.0 0.3 I 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 Los Angeles' 
County Probatlen Department than are shown in this table. The rea30nfor 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 pointad 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 
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TABLE 15 

DISTRIBUTION OF CASELOAD SIZE FOR FIELD STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTt-1fNTS 
( In Percent*) 

Caseload Sizs 
Total 

Probation Departments Staff 1-20 21-40 41-61 61-00 81-100 101-120 181-140 141 .. 160 

Alameda 148 13 .. 5 23.0 27.0 6.1 207 2.7 6~1 5.4 

Butte 11 9.1 9.1 45.4 18.2 18.2 0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 

Colusa 3 0 0 0 66 .. 7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Contra Costa 53 11.3 22;6 26.4 5.7 1.9 7.5 11.3 5.7 

Del Norte 5 20.0 40eO 0 .. 0 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

El Dorado 4 0.0 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 

Fresno 41 9.8 21.9 7 .. 3 17.1 12.2 0.0 4.9 4.9 

Humboldt 10 0 0 0 4:0.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Imperial 7 14.3 0.0 42.8 0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0 14.3 

Inyo 4 25,,0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0 .. ,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Kern 38 10.5· 26.3 15.8 13.2 5.2 7.9 0.0 5.3 

Kings 7 0.0 57.1 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 

Lake 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Lassen 2 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Los Angeles 705 12.8 32.6 14.9 10.2 2.8 1.4 1.4 11.£1 

Madera 5 40.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 

Marin 23 404 30.4 26.1 34.8 4.:5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Mariposa 1 1'-00.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0 0.0 

Mendoe i no 6 0.0 66.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 i6.6 0.0 

Merced 12 0.0 66.7 8.3 25.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 

~\onterey I 23 26.1 26.1 17.4 2601 4.3 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 

.' .. 

~ 

161-180 

1.3 

0.0 

0.0 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.6 

14.3 

0.0 

0.0 

7.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

181 & 
Over 

12.2 

0.0 

0.0 

3.8 

0.0 

0.0 

19.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

13.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

4.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

I 

~. 
en 



TABLE 15 (Continued) 

OiSTR!8UTION OF CASELOAD SiZE FOR FIELD STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 
( I n Percent)\-) 

Caselood Size 

Total 
. 

Probation Departments Staff 1 .. 20 21 ... 41 41 .. 61 61 .. 81 81 .. 100 101 ... 120 121 ... 140 141-160 

Napa 13 0.0 7.7 :3804 7.7 15 .. 4- 7.7 0.0 7.7 

Nevada 5 20.0 20.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 000 0.0 

Orange 120 15.0 3 .. 5 27.5 5 0 0 5.8 16.7 13.3 6.7 

Placer 6 50.0 0.0 16.7 16.7 1606 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Plumas 2 0.0 50 .. 0 000 0.0 50.0 000 0.0 0.0 

Riverside 63 11,,1 22 .. 2 30.2 6.3 1403 9.5 1.6 1.6 

Sacramento 60 10.0 20.0 12.5 20.0 11.2 21.5 308 0.0 

San Benito 2 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

San Bernardino 78 2.6 20.5 28 .. 2 21.8 206 5.1 707 5.1 

San Diego 1:31 13.0 19 .. 8 13.0 10.7 205 18.:3 14.5 3.8 . 
San Franci seo 

Adult 47 0 .. 0 12.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 
Juveni le 45 15.3 53.5 31.8 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

San Joaquin 28 701 50.0 14.3 10.7 0.0 7.1 3,,6 3.6 

San Luis Obispo 12 8.3 41.7 8.3 8.3 16 .. 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 

San Mateo 67 10.4 11.9 26.9 23.9 26.9 ,0.0 0.0 0.0 

Santa Barbara :35 5.7 20.0 28.6 5.7 5.7 2.9 11.4.- 0.-0 

Santa Clara 
Adult 25 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 807 17.4 
Juveni le 67 7.5 :31.5 55.8 2009 5.0 0.0 1.5 000 

Santa Cruz 9 11.1 11.1 11.1 1101 53.4- 11.1 11.1 0,,0 

Shasta 10 0.0 10,0 20.0 20.0 40.0 1.0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 

181 & 
161 ... 160 Over 

0.0 15.4 

20.0 0.0 -

4 .. 2 2.5 

0.0 0.0 

O~O 0.0 

0,,0 3.2 

000 1.2 

0.0 0.0 

1.5 5.1 

0.0 4 .. 6 

0 .. 0 85.1 
0.0 8.9 

000 :3.6 

0.0 16.7 

0.0 0.0 

11.4 8.6 

26.1 43.5 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 
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TABLE 15 (Continued) 

DiSTRIBUTION OF CASELOAO SIZE FOR FIELD STAFF IN PR03ATHJtl DEPARTMENTS 
( In Percent·lE-) 

---------
Caselor.ld Size 

1 21-.u 
J 

-
Total 

Probation Departments Staff 1 .. 20 41-60 61-80 81-100 101·w120 121 ... 1,;1:0 14.1",160 --
Siskiyou 3 33.3 0 .. 0 33.3 33.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Solano 16 6.2 25 0 0 31.3 6.3 6.2 180 8 0.0 0.0 

Sonoma 20 10.0 15.0 :35.0 15.0 0.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 

Stanislaus 30 16.7 33.4 26.7 3.3 3.3 3.3 0 .. 0 0.0 

Sutter 7 0.0 57.1 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .. 0 14.3 

Tehama 7 0.0 28.6 28.6 42.8 0.0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 

Trinity 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Tulare 24 8.3 45.9 8.3 12.5 4.2 0.0 8.3 4.2 

Toulumne 6 0.0 5000 33.3 16.7 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 

Yolo 12 16.7 41.7 35.3 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Yuba 6 0.0 66.7 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 . 16.6 0.0 0.0 

Total 
Probation Departments 2,118 11.0 2603 19.9 11.2 5.3 5.2 4.1 6.1 

-
* Percent represents proportion of Total Staff with specified range of cDseload size. 

Reference: original survey Table A-8 

. 

/181 & 
161-1£)0 Ol;ler 

0.0 O.O~ 

0.0 6.2 

10.0 0.0 

10.0 3.3 

0.0 0.0 J 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 8.3 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 2.9 

0.0 8.3 

0.0 1607 

309 7.0 
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~3S7!UBt,,1"ON OF CAS£LOAD SIZE FOR COMBINATION OF CUSTO:,)IAl AND FIELD SlAfF IN ?ReJSf,TION nEPf\W~'iJ\~Nl'':; 

. ____ ~_~ ___ __:_----------,----l.(.!.'.u.n.....:Pwe~r...::c:.:s:.e:.!.!n.!:..t·~L----_____ ______ .~_ 
I C<:iseload Size . 

~r"b.tiQn Departments I ~~!;~ I 1-~0 121-40 14~'-_6-0--'--6'-1_-8-0--r-----~'T'-''''-'~''' .--~~- .. __ .... ·---~.cri --
Over, NR 

--A-l-a-m-e-da-----~+-8-+-6-2-.-S-+-0-.-0-+--0·-.-0 0.0 12 .5 O. ~'. .;~;~"' ::-- ~~: 1;1' :.-
8utte 

Contra Costa 

Del Norte 

El Dorado 

Fresno 

Glenn 

Humboldt 

Kern 

Kings 

los Angeles 

Madera 

Marin 

Mendocino 

Modoc 

Napa 

Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 

P lI.11las 

Riverside 
Sacramento 

o 
9 

1 

o 
3 

3 

o 
1 

o 
18 

o 
2 

o 
1 

1 

o 
4 

2 

1 

7 

S 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

22.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

100.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

11.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

33.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

22.2 61.1 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

100.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 100.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 100.0 

OuO 0.0 0.0 

25.0 2S.0 2S.0 

SO.O 0.0 

0.0 100.0 

57.1 

0.0 

0.0 

14.3 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 

0.0 0.0 11 .. 1 0,,0 0.0 11.1 0.0 6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

16.7 

0,,0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

66.7 

0.0 

o.q 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 .. 0 

0.0 SO .. O 

0.0 0.0 

14.3 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

000 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0. 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

. 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

25.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

n.G 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0 0 01 

o 
1 

3 

o 
1 

1 

1 

41 

1 

3 

1 

o 
1 

1 

2 

o 
o 

11 
S 

I 

C\'l 
to 
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TABLE 16 (Continued) 

OISIH:~"lf ION 0F CASElOAD SIZE FOR Cct{BINATION OF CUSTODIAL AND FIELD STAFF IN PR03ATWN DEPARTt{£~HS 
(J 0 egnamt*) , 

Case load Size --'--1 131 
-160 161NlliO and Probation Departments ITot~l • 

1 .. 20 21 .. 40 ,U-60 61-80 81-100 101-120 12~-~40 t4J--,Staff .. -
San Bernardino 5 80.0 20.0 OeO 000 0,,0 0.0 0.0 0 

Over 

.0 0.:) 0.0 

No. of 
t~R 

2 

San Diego 9 '8'2 .. 2 33.4 22.2 0.0 0.0 000 22.2 0 .0 0.0 0.0 a 
San Francisco 

Adult 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,,0 0 .0 000 00.0 0 
Juveni Ie 2 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 OeO 0 .0 0.0 0.0 0 

San Joaquin 2 0 .. 0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 OaO 0.0 3 

San Luis Obispo 0 0.0 0,,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 000 0 .0 0.0 0.0 1 

San Mateo 6 16.6 66.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0 0 .0 0.0 0.0 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 OeO 0.0 000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 0.0 00.0 () Cfi 

0 
Juvenf Ie 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 0.0 000 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 0.0 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 50.0 000 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 0.0 000 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 0.0 0.0 1 

Ventura 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 () .0 0 3 0 O~O 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 

2.!!.....,.L 0 Probation Departments 106 47.2 21.7 10.4 4:.7 5.7 O.~ 
.~ - .9 1.9 3~8 121 

-----~~~~~~-----. . * Percent ~e,re5ents proportion of Total Staff With specified run9~ of caselO$d sileo 
Reference! original sv.rvey Table A-B 



Institutions 
and Parole 

Inst j tut ions 

Parole 

Total 
Institutions 
and Parole 

t· ,. 

TABLE 17 

01 STR I BUTt ON OF CASE LOAD S IlE FOR YOUTH AUTHOR ITY 1 mrr !TUT IONS AND PAROLE 
(tn Percent*) 

Case load Size 

Total 1-20 21-40 41-60 61 .. 80 81-100 101-120
1
121-140 141-160 161-180 

181 and 
Staff Over 

-
492 93.1 2.9 2.2 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

285 21.8 27.4 43.5 7.0 0 .. 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

777 66 0 9 11.8 17.4 2.6 1 .. 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

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

Reference: original survey Table A-a 

No. of 
NR 

0 

0 

0 
., 
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Probation Departments 

Alameda 

8utte 

Colusa 

Contra Costa 

Dei' Norte 

El Dorar.lo 

Fresno 

Humboldt 

Imperial 

lnyo 

Kel9 n 

Kings 

Lake 

Lassen 

Los Angeles 

Madera 

Harin 

Mariposa 

Mendocino 

Merced 

Monterey 

Napa 

Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 

P lllllas 

Rivers ide 

Sacramento 

San Benito 

San Bernardino 
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TABLE 18 

DISTRIBUTION OF SUBSIDY AND OTHER FIElO STAFF 
BY JURISDICTION IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

Total Subshdv Staff IOther Staff With Caseloads ~ 

Staff Total Juv. Adult Combin- Total Juv. Adult Comb in- . o. of 
Staff Court Court ation Staff Court Court ation ! Nl'. 

148 27 10.8 5.4 2.0 109 3805 33.8 1.4 
II 

u: 
11 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9 4,.CJ.5 36.4 0.0 2 

3 1 0.0 0.0 33.3 2 0.0 0.0 66.7 
I 

0 i 
52 4 7.7 0.0 0.0 41 46.2 50~8 1.9 I 7 

5 1 0.0 0.0 20.0 4 40.0 0.0 40.0 r 0 

4 2 0.0 0.0 50.0 2 0.0 25.0 25.0 I <) 
I 

41 10 12 .2 12.2 0.0 27 36.6 29 .. 3 0.0 I 4, 

10 4: 20.0 20.0 0.0 6 30.0 30.0 0 .. 0 I (I 

7 1 0.0 14.3 0.0 5 28~G 28.6 14.3 Ii l 

4 2 0.0 000 50.0 Z 0.0 0.0 50.0 
II ". 

I! '\.i 

38 8 21.0 0.0 0.0 26 47.4 21.1 0,,0 .(.~ 
I Ii • ,-

7 2 28.6 0.0 0.0 3 28.6 14 .. 3 0,0 I 2 
I 

1 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I ~ 

"" 
2 1 0.0 50.0 0.0 1 50.0 0.0 O~O I, 0 

704 243 12 .. 6 15.3 6.5 396 24.9 29.7 1.7 6:5 • 

5 2 0.0 0.0 40.0 3 20.0 0.0 40.0 

" 

0 

23 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18 30.4 47.8 0.0 I 5 

1 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 
I 

0 

6 3 0.0 16.7 33.3 3 33.3 16.7' 0.0 0 II 
12 6 0.0 0.0 50.0 5 0.0 0.0 41.6 r 1 

24 4 4.2 0.0 12 .5 16 I 37.5 29.2 0.0 
II 

4. 

13 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 l2 61.5 23.1 7.7 II .1-

5 2 0.0 0.0 40.0 2 20~ol 0.0 20.0 II , 
.<-

120 39 1/102 3.3 15.,0 73 24.21 35.8 , 0.8 i a 
6 1 16.7 0.0 0.0 4 16.7 0.0 I 50.0 I 'J. 

2 1 0,,0 0.0 50.0 1 0.0 0.0 50.0 0 

63 7 0.0 0.0 11.1 50 39.7 36.5 3.2 II 6 

80 15 2.5 6.2 10.0 57 I 32.5 36.2 2.5 I a 
2 1 0 .. 0 0.0 50.0 1 0.0 0.0 50.0 a I 

78 21 12.8 14.1 0.0 49 25.6 20.5 16.7 I 8 .! 

'. • 

Pro bat ion f;epartment5 

Silln Diego 

San Francisco 
Juveni le 
Adult 

S"IIri Joequin 

5f!1"l l!.!il $ Ob i spa 

San 'laateo 

Santa Barbara 

Si.mta C lBra 
Juven lle 
Aduh 

$ant.a C ru7. 

Shasta 

Siskiyou 

Solano 

SonOO1f.t 

Stallis1~1JI5 

Sutter 

rehama 

T 

T 

T 

dotty 

ulan~ 

oulumne 

Venture! 

Yoio 

Yuba 

Total 
Pro bat ion Departments 

I 
I 
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TABLE 18 (Continued) 

DISTRIBUTION OF SVBSIDY AND OTHER FIELD STAFF 
BY JURISDICTION IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

( In Percent*) 

Total 
~ubsidy Staff ' Other Staff \-Ii th Case loads 

Staff Total Juv. Adult Combln- Total Juv. Adult Combin-
Staff Court Court ation Staff Court Court ation 

131 23 5.3 6.9 5.3 94 29.0 -42.7 0.0 

45 11 24.4 0.0 0 0 0 21 46.7 0.0 I '0.0 
47 7 0.0 14.9 0.0 25 0.0 53.2 . 0.0 

28 13 25.0 17.9 306 14 32.1 17 ,9 0.0 

12 6 50.0 0.0 0.0 6 0.0 41.7 8.3 

68 5 5.9 1.5 0.0 51 27.9 47.1 0.0 

35 6 5.7 0.0 11.4 23 40.0 22.9 2.9 

o~of 67 1 1'.5 0.0 0.0 46 68.7 0.0 
23 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20, 0.0 87·°1 0.0 

9 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4 11.1 33.3 0.0 

10 1 0.0 1C~0 0.0 7 30.0 40.0 0.0 

3 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3 0.0 0.0 100.0 

16 :3 0.0 6.2 12.5 9 25.0 3102 0.0 

20 10 300 0 20 .. 0 0 .. 0 9 15.0 30.0 0.0 

30 10 10.0 ,16.7 6.7 18 40.0 20 .. 0 0.0 

7 2 000 000 2806 5 0.0 O~O 71.4 .. 
7 3 0.0 0.0 42.9 4 0.0 0.0 57.1 

1 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

,24 12 37.5 8.3 4.2 11 20.8 25.0 0.0 

6 1 0.0 0.0 16.7 5 16.7 33.3 33.3 

34 14 0.0 2.9 38.2 17 32.4 14.7' 2.9 

1.2 4 0.0 8.3 25.0 8 16.1 41.7 8.3 

6 ~ 16.7 0.0 50.0 2 0.0 16.7 1 16,7 
- " 

No. of 
Nfl 

1-1': 

15 
J.5 

1 

0 

12 

6 

20 
:3 

I 5 

2 

0 

I 
4: 

]. 

I 
2 

0 

/, 0 

1 

1 

0 

:3 

II 0 

II 0 

II 

21182 544- 10.1 8.6 6.9 1330 29.4 29.91 .3.5 ~44 
*Percent based on Total Staff shown for Subsidy Staff and Other Stsff, respectively. 

Reference! original Survey Table A-7 

0 

-
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TABLE 19 

PERCENT Of STAff WITH SPECIALIZED CASELOAD!l IN PROBATION 
DEPARTMENTS, BY JOB ASSIGKKEN~ 

Total Custod ia 1 Fleld
2 

Combination 
Probation Departments Staff Staff 2 Staff Staff 

Alameda 175 4.6 23.4 1.7 
~"---..... ,.~. ~ .. -... ~'" ---

Butte 11 0.0 0.0'-- b.O 

Colusa 3 000 33.3 0.0 

Contra Costa n 6.9 1.2.5 5.6 

Del Norte 12 16.7 0.0 0.0 

El Dorado 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fresno 58 6.9 10.3 0.0 

Glenn :3 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Humboldt 10 0.0 30.0 0.0 

Imperial J2. 8.3 0.0 0.0 

Inyo 4 0.0 25.0 O~O 

Kern 41 0.0 9.8 2 •. 4 

Kings 7 0.0 28.6 0.0 

lake 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

lassen 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Los Angeles 993 1.2 19,.4 0.8 

Madera 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

t~ar I n 43 7.0 2.3 2.3 

Mariposa 1 0.0 0.0 O~O 

MendocIno 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Merced 1.2 0.0 25.0 0.0 

Modoc 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Monterey 29 6.9 20.7 0.0 

Napa 15 0.0 0.0 6.7 

Nevada 8 25.0 0.0 0.0 

Orange 182 9.9 17.6 0.0 

Placer a 0.0 25.0 0.0 

PlumaS :5 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Rlverslde 79 6.3 10.1 3.8 

. , 

Sacramento 97 1.0 25.8 0.0 

San Benito 3 33.3 0.0 0.0 
1 

No. of 
NR 

I.-
0 

0 

0 

0 

I 0 • • 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 f • 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.. 35 -

TASLE 19 (Continued) 

PERCENT OF STAFF WITH SPECIALIZED CASElOADS IN PROBATION 
DEPARTMENTS~ BY JOB ASSlGNMENT1 

--~ I Total Custod la 1 Field Comb i ;let ior· Probation tepartments I Staff Staff2 StaffG Staff 
I - -"'- . . - - .- ._, "- -- ,. ~~- ~ .. - - .-

S iJO Bcrnar'd I no I 110 11.8 10~9 3.6 

San Djc.:go 159 5.0 34.0 4~4 

San Francisco 
Adult 48 0.0 37.5 0.0 
Juven ile 47 0.0 25.5 2~1 

San Joaquin 33 0.0 3.0 0.0 

San til i s (Vb i 5 pOl ]2 25.0 8.3 0.0 

San Mateo 89 5.6 16.9 3.4 

Santa Barbara 52 25..0 25.0 0.0 

Santa Clar-a 
Adult 25 0.0 16.0 4.0 
Juvl?:ni Ie 109 7.3 20.2 4.6 

Santa Cruz 10 0.0 20.0 0.0 

Shasta 10 0.0 10.0 . 0.0 

Siskiyou :3 0 .. 0 33.3 0.0 

Solano 22 0 •. 0 9.1 0.0 

Sonoma , 26 0.0 19 .• 2 3.8 

Stanislaus 31 0.0 907 0.0 

Sutter 7 0 0 0 000 0.0 

Tehama 7 0.0 0.0 O~O 

Trinity 2 000 0.0 0.0 

Tular~ 25 0.0 2000 0.0 

Toulumne S 0.0 16.7 0.0 

Ventura 46 1300 13.0 2.2 

Yolo 12 0.0 33~3 0.0 

Yuba 6 0.0 66.7 0.0 

-
Tota1 

Probation DepartMe~ts 2801 6.4 18.7 1.S 

Il No. of 
NR 

1/ 0 
II 

0 

'II 
I 0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

( 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

Iperccnt based on Total Staff with case loads as shown in the first column. 
a ' The orlgftulIl survey report shows more c"seload-cClIl"rying staff In custodial 

functlon.s. and fewer staff in field functions for Los Angeles County Pl'oba
tiPiii Department than are shown in this table. The reason for this disparity 
is not clear~ as the project researcher who complIed the orIginal statistics 
was not available for probing into this matter. It should be pointed out, 
~cver, that the generalizations made in the or'ginal report would not 
c:'~mge if the rl!'!vis~d fJgul"es shown in this table had been used. 

Refe~~~ce: original survey Table 3C 
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TABLE 20 

PERCENT OF CASELOAD CARRYING STAFF WITH SPECIALIZED CASELOADS 
IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLEl 

Institutions and Parole 
Total 
Staff 

Staff Carrying 
Specialized Caseloads 

No. of 
NP. 

2 
Institutions 

Parole 

Total 
Institutions and Parole 

492 

285 

777 

13.8 

12.3 

13.3 

o 
o 

o 

lpercent based on Total Staff who carried caseloads as shown in first 
2column. 

Includes 10 staff involved in both Institutional and parole job 
assignments. 

• 
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TABLE 21 

EOUCA7&OtAAl REQUIREMENTS OF LINE ClIENT .. SERV1NG STAFF AT ENTRY 
INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

[ Probation Officer 
I less Than' Two Years I U / 

", L '0 I n~A. M. S. 
i::'Q;::t .. t~on epartments. Less Than Two Years College Or B.A./B.S. Degree 

College College Associate Degree Or Hor~ 
<-_ .. r~_-··----tl----+----+-----i--=--~--~--

c\~ 1 Uf,a 

Contr~ Costa 

Del l\IQrte 

El Oqra:oo 

Frr;S;1Q 

Glem: 

Hl.&mbal dt 

Imperi~l 

Inyo 

Kern 

Kings 

take 

Lassen 

Los Angeles 

Madera 

Marin 

Mariposa 

Mendocino 

Merced 

Modoc 

Monterey 

Napa 

Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 

Plumas 

Riverside 

I x 
I 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

I 

i 
I 

I 

x 

x 

x 

x 
X 

x 
X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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TABLE 21 (ContinUed) 

EOUCATI~NAL REQUIREMENTS OF LINE CLIENT-SERYING STAFF AT ENTRY 
INTO PROBATION DEPARTKENTS 

Probation Officer 
less Than Two Years K.A./M .. S. 

Probation Departments Less Than Two Years College Or B.A./B.S. Degree 
College College Associate Degree Or More 

Sacr~ento X 

San f!enlto X 

San Bnrnardlno X i 
San ~iego X 

San Ft-anc i seo 
Adult X 
Juvenile X 

S~n .loaquln X 

San Luis Obispo X 

San Mateo X 

Santa Barbara X 

Santa Clara 
Adult X 
Juvenl Ie X 

Santa Cruz X 

·S\1asta X 

Sl sl<.l you X 

Solano X 

Sonofll<") X 

Stanislaus X 

Sl,ltter X 

Tehoma )( 

Tr'lnlty X 

Tu18"e X 

Toulumne X 

Ventura 
to'''' • 

X 

Yolo X 

Yuba X -, 
Total 

Pr~Datfon Departments I, 1 3 47 l 

''*An effort was made to obtai n the information for an addi tiona' number of agencies 
than responded tn the original survey. Hence, for Tables 21-24. the education/work 
experience \nfonwstton is. shown for MOre, agencies than in the original survey r.,.rt. 

a.ferencC\! origInal $U1"""'y Table 4A. I 

j 

• 
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TABLE 22 

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

Group Supervisor or Group Counselor 
less Than Two Years M.A./H.S. Probation Departments Less Than Two Years College or B.A./s.s. Degree 

College Co lIege Associate Degree Or More 

Alameda 
X 

Butte X 
Contra Costa X 
Del Norte X 
£1 Dorado X 
Fresno X 
Imperial X 
Kern X 
Kings X 
Lassen X 
Los Angeles 

X 
Hadera X 

Marin 
X 

Mendocino X 

Merced . X 
Monterey X 
Mapa X 

Nevada X 
Orange X 
Placer X 
Plumas X 

Riverside X 
Sacramento X 
San Beni to X 
San Bernardino X 
San Diego 

X 
San Francisco 

Juven i Ie' 
X . 

San Joaquin X 
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TABLE 22 (Continued) 

EDUCATIONAL REQ.UIREHENTS OF LINE ctIENT-SE~~VING STAFF AT ENTRY 
INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS! 

Group Supervisor or Group CoLinse lor 

Less Than Two Years 
Probation Departments Less Than Two 'fears College or B.A./S.S. 

Co l1ege College Associate Degree -
San Luis Obispo X 

San Mateo X 

Santa Chara 
Adult l( 
Juvenile X 

.Santa cruz: x 
Shasta X 

SIskiyou X 

Solano X 

Sonoma X 

Stanis laus X 

Sutter X 

Tehama )( 

Tulare X 

Ventura X 

Yolo X 

Yuba )( 

.. 
Tota1 

Probation Departmen ts 12 :3 22 7 

Reference: original survey Table 4A 

M.A./M.S. 
Degree 
Or Hare 

• 

0 
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TABLE 23 

RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR LINE CLiENT·SERVING STAFF 
AT ENTRY .INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

Probation Officer 
No Previous One Year Two Years Three Years 

Probation Departments Work Previous Work PrElvious Work Previous Work 
Ex~er ience Experience Experience Exp_er i ence 

Alameda X 

Amador X 

Butte X 

Colusa X 

Contra Costa X 

Del Norte X 

El Dorado X 

Fresno X 

Glenn X 

Ii umbo ldt X 

Imperial X 

Inyo X 

Kern X 

Kings X 

Lake X 

Lassen X 

los Angeles X 

Madera X 

Marin X 

Mariposa X 

Mendocino X 

Merced X 

Modoc X 

Monterey X 

Napa X 

Nevada X . 
Orange X 

Placer X 
.-

Plumas X 

Riverside X 
. 



- 4:2 -

TABLE 23 (Continued) 

Rfl/.n:v WrAK EXPER-IENCf REQUIREMENTS FOR Llt~E CLIENT-SERVING STAFF 
. . AT ENTRY INTO PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

~1P\I'''oI. _ 

Probation Officer 
. . No PrevJous 

, 
One Year Two Year!. Three Years 

Prtih",t; t, ·'11 .v~p~rtments I Work Previous Work Previous Work Previous Work 
Experience Experience Experience Experience , .... 191· _ .~~~ 

I I f.i.!Icramcnto X 

!j :;~l ~'~it;:; I X I 
:tai, fi!!rl'"l±:ird1nc X 

Sail IH 1J90 X 

i.j/~n ~~'ral'u:tsco 

I ftdult X I Jl:vcolle X 

S~n ,Joaqu i \ I X I , 
~iln Luis ObIspo 

I 
X I ;,,In .• ~(lte~1 X 

Sal"lta Barbara X 

!i1!nta Clara 
Adult X 
Juvenile X 

Santa Cruz X 

Shasta X 

Sierra X 
S I sl(iyou X 

Solano X 

Sonoma X 

Stanislaus X 

Sutter X 

Tehama X 

TrinIty X 

Tulare X 

Toulumne X 
Ventura X 

Yolo X 

Yub(\ X 

Total 
Probation Depar6~ents 4.1 11 5 0 

~QfcrenCe: Original survey Table 48 

.. • 
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TABLE 24 

RELATED WORK EXPER IENCE REQUIREMENTS FOR LI NE Cli ENT-SERV I NG STAFF 
AT ENTRY INTO PROBATION DEPARTNENTS . 

Group Supervisor Group Counse 10"r or 
No Previous One Year Two Years Three Years Probation Departments Work Previous Work Previous Work Previous Work Experience Experience Experience Experienc.e 

Alameda 
X' 

Amador X 
Butte X 

Colusa X 
r ontra Costa X 
De 1 Norte X 
EI Dorado X 
Fre5"t) X 
Glenn X 
Humbo 1 dt X 
Imperial X 
Inyo X 
Kern X 
Kings X 
Lake X 
Lassen X 
Los Angeles X 
Madera X 
Marin X 
Mariposa X 
Mendocino X 

Merced X 
Modoc X 
Monterey X 
Napa 

X 
Nevada 

X 
Orange X 
Placer X 

P J 'Jmas X 
Riverside X 
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TABLE 24- (Conti nued) 

RELATED WORK £i'.PER lEHeE REQIHREMEHTS FOR LINE eLI ENT-SERV tNG STAFF 
AT ENTRY I Nro PROB;\T I ON DEPARTMENTS 

----"----"·--1--'--' , '----Croup Supervisor or Group Counselor 
No Previous One Year - Two Years Three Years 

Probation Departments Work I Previous Work Previous Work Previous Work 
~';.~~~~"""""" . _____ ~EXperjence Experience Experience Experience 

SilCri3m~nto i X I J 
f,an aen ito ( • X 

.1 ; 

'jl'ln Bernardirw X i 
I 

I • 
SCin Diego 

, 
X ! ; , 

I 
I 

,an F' r <'-MC j S (.10 .' 
Adult , X 
Juvcn; 'I (! 

.", 

X 

Joaquin - ! 
':ial'l , X • • 
!; an I.uls Obispo X 

)i.;In Mateo X 

Santa Barbara X 

<',lott) Clara 
Adult. X 
Juvcni Ie I X 

'Hlnta Crw; I X 

~hclsta X 

f) i ('rrtl X 

Siskiyou X 
, 

Solano X 

Sonoma 
, 

X · · 
StanIslaus X 

Sutter X 

Tehama I X 

Trlhlty 
t 

I X 

Tulure I X 

Tou I umn(~ • X · 
f 

i 
V(\r'lluri:1 X ! 
Yolo · X 

! 

Yuba X 

.... , ~ II Jl; 

Total 
Pfob~tion Departments 52 3 2 0 

Reforenco: orIgInal survey TabJe 48 

• 



Probation Departments 

Alameda 
First Line Staff 
Super'li sor & Above 

C I i ent-Serv i n9 
Staff 

Amador 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

ClientoServing 
Staff 

Butte 
. Fir s t Line S t a ff 

Supervisor & Abova 

C 1 i ent-Servi n9 
Staff 

Colusa 
Client-Serving 
Staff 

Contra Costa 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Cl ient-Serving 

I Staff 

Del Norte 
First Line Sta.ff 
Supervisor & Above 

eli ent-Serv i n9 
Staff 

• 

TABLE 25 

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROB/\TION DEPARTMENTS 
( In Percent.)() 

Less I 
Total Than High 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years It. Years 
Staff High School School College Colleqe College Co liege 

i 
84 0.0 1.2 4.8 4.8 1.2 4"1.0 

'333 0.0 1.2 0.9 5.7 4.2 57.4 

1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

I 
0.0 

1 0.0 O.C- 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 50.0 

19 10.5 10.5 5.3 5.3 0.0 36.8 

3 0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 

42 0.0' 0.0 2.4 2.4 2.4 45.2 

153 0.0 4.6 0.7 2.6 . 2.0 46.4 

.6 0.0 16.7 0.0 33.3 16.7 33.3 

I 
I 

12 33.3 I 41.7' 0.0 8.3 0.0 16.7 
I 

More 
5 Years 6 Years Than No. of 
Col lege Col lege 6 Years NR 

20.2 8.3 15.5 0 

17.4 5.7 7.5 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 .. 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

33.3 0.0 0.0 0 

31.6 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 33.3 0.0 0 

26.2 7.1 14.3 0 

22.2 12.4 9.1 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 a 

0.0 0.0 ! 0.0 0 

. ....,. ",-
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TABLE 25 (Continued) 

YE/\RS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF It: PR08ATlON DEPARTMENTS ( 'n Percent'X) 

-.:-~.--..,,- -""-" ~> .---- ' .... 

Less Total 
Probatiun Departments Staff Than High 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years 

High School School Co 11 eqc College Co lIege College 

El Dorado 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above I 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 

eli ent -Serv i n9 
I I 
I 

Staff I 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 60.0 

Fresno 
I 

First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 27 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 14.8 66.7 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff I 124 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9 7.3 55.6 

Glenn 
Client-Serving 
Staff 3 0.0 33.4 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 

Humbo 1 dt 
First Li ne Staff 
Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 33.4 0.0 0.0 33.3 33.3 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 15 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.6 606 66.6 

Imperial • 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 3 0,0 33.4 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 

Client-Serving 
Staff 25 0.0 28.0 20.0 16.0 12.0 12.0 

Inyo 
First Line Staff I 
Supervisor & Above I 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Client-Serving . I I Staff I 3 0.0 ~ 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 0.0 66.7 . , 

'4 

'.' 

More 
5 Years 6 Years Than' No. 
Co 11 ege Co Ileqe 6 Years NR 

66.7 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

7.4 0 .•. 0 7.4 C 

21.C 3.2 4.0 C 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

6.6 0.0 13.6 0 

0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 0 

12.0 0.0 0.0 a 

I I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

I 

I 
I 

33.3 0.0 0.0 I 0 , 

-
of 



Probation Departments 

Kern 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

C Ii ent-Serv i ng 
Staff 

Kings 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

C I ient-Seiving 
Staff 

Lake 
Cl lent-Serving 
Staff 

Lassen 
C 1 i ent-Serv i ng 
Staff 

Los Angeles 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 

Madera 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 

TABLE 25 (Continued) 

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

Total 
Less _. 

Than High 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years 
Staff High School School College Co llege College Co liege 

14 0.0 7.2 7.1 21.4 0.0 57.2 

93 0.0 1.1 3.2 10.8 'I 1 8t,,6 62.3 

5 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 40.0 

11 0.0 9.1 18.2 18.2 9.1 45.4 

2 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 

2 0.0 0.0 0.0· 100.0 0.0 0.0 

294 0.4 0.0 0 .. 0 0.4 0.4 43.9 

1824 0.7 1.3 3.3 3.8 7.6 52.6 

5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0 

9 0.0 11.1 11.1 0.0 0.0 55&6 

More 
5 Years 6 Years Than No. of 
Co 11«ige Co 11elie 6 Years NR 

7.1 0.0 0.0 0 

11.8 1.1 1.1 0 

: 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

26.0 12.7 16.4 0 

1·6.8 5.5 8.4 0 

20.0 0.0 0.0 0 

22.2 0.0 0,,0 0 



Probation Departments 

Marin 
First Line Staff 
Superv i sor & Above 

eli ent -Serv i ng 
Staff 

Mariposa 
C 1 lent-Serving 
Staff 

Mendocino 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

Merced 
F1rst Line Staff 
Supervisor & ·Above 

C1 ient-Serving 
Staff 

Modoc 
Client-Serving 
Staff 

Monterey 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

eli ent-Serv i n9 
Staff 

TABLE 25 (Continued) 

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

Total 
Less 
Than High 1 Year 2 Years :3 Years 4 Years Staff Hiqh School School College College Col1eqe Col1eqe 

20 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 

70 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 57.1 

1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

'2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

17 0.0 29.4 0.0 0.0 11.8 47.0 

0 

5 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 .. 

20 0.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 

1 0.0 0..0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 

20 0.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 25.0 50.0 

57 0.0 5.2 7.0 14.1 8.7 49.1 

More 
5 Years 6 Years Than No. of 
Colleqe College 6 Years NR 

25.0 10.0 25.0 0 

17.2 7.1 17.2 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

5.9 0.0 5.9 0 

, 

0.0 20.0 0.0 0 

10.0 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

10.0 0.0 5.0 0 

14.1 0.0 1.8 0 



Probation I)ep artments 

Napa 
First Li 
Superv'i 5 

C 1 i en'C-S 
Staff 

Nevada 
First Li 
Supervis 

Client-S 
Staff 

Orange 
First Li 
Supervis 

C 1 ient-S 
Staff 

Placer 
First Li 
Supervis 

eli ent-$ 
Staff 

Plumas 
First Li 
Supervis 

eli ent-S 
Staff 

Riverside 
First Li 
Supervis 

C 1 ient-S 
Staff 

ne Staff 
or & Above 

erving 

ne Staff 
or & Above 

erving 

l'Ie Staff 
Glr 8: Above 

erving 

ne Staff 
or & Above 

erv'ing 

ne Staff 
or & Above 

erving 

ne Suff 
or & Above 

erving 

1 

TABLE 25 (Cont i nued) 

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

Less 
Total Than High 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years 
Staff High School School College College College College 

5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 

19 0.0 15.8 5.3 10.5 10.5 42.1 

2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

9 0.0 11.1 11.1 0.0 11.1 22.2 

59 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 16.9 49.2 

303 0.3 3.0 2.6 5.0 8.6 57.5 

7 0.0 14.2 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 

19 0.0 21.0 5.3 10.5 10.5 47.4 

1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1

100
•
0 

37 0.0 2.7 0.0 8.1 10.8 46.0 

156 0.0 3.8 I 3.8 7.7 I 13.5 58.4 

More 
5 Years 6 Years Than No. of 
Col1eqe CoIl ege 6 Years NR 

60.0 0.0 0.0 0 

15.8 0.0 0.0 0 

100.0 0.0 0.0 0 

33.4 0.0 11.1 0 

25.4 3.4 3.4 0 

17.3 1~7 4.3 0 

14.3 14.3 0.0 0 

5.3 0.0 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 100.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

24.3 5.4 2.7 0 

6.4 1.9 4.5 0 



TABLE 25 (Continued) 
YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

(In Percen~*) . 

ifota J 
Less 

Probation Departments Than High 1 Year 2 Years 5 Years 4 Years 
~taff High School School College Co liege ColleQe ColleQe 

Sacramento 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 34 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 5.0 44.1 

C1 ient-Serving 
Staff 159 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.6 5.7 54:.6 

San Benito 
First l.ine Staff 
Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

Client-Serving 
Staff 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 40.0 

San Bernardino 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 48 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 22.9 51.2 

Client-Serving 
Staff 216 0.0 0.5 1.4 6.0 10.2 57.9 

San Diego 
First L1ne Staff 
Supervisor & Above 76 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 .. 0 0.0 48.6 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 373 0.0 2.7 005 1.9 1.6 65.2 

San Francisco 
Adult 
First Line Staff ~ 

Supervisor & Above 6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 83.5 

Cl ient··Serving 
Staff 56 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 73.4 

oj • 

5 Years 6 Years 
College College 

23.5 8.8 

21.4 6.3 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

29.2 4.2 

17.1 5.2 

31.6 6.6 

19.0 5.2 

0.0 . 0.0 

14.5 1.3 

More 
Than 

6 Years 

17.6 

10.1 

0.0 

0.0 

10.4 

3.7 

15.2 

5.9 

16.7 

10.8 

". 
No. of 

NR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

c.n 
o 



Probation Departments 

San Francisco 
Juven i 1,~ 
First li ne Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

San Joaquin 
First line Staff 
Superv i sor & Above 

C 1 i ent-Servi ng 
Staff 

San Luis Obispo 
First Line Staff 
Superv i sor & Above 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

San Mateo 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 

Santa Barbara 
First.Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

· -

TABLE 25 (Continued) " 

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMEW • .; 
( In Percent*) 

Total 
Less 
Than High 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years 

Staff High School School Co 11 ege College College College 

9 0.0 0.0 0.0 000 0.0 55.6 

68 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.3 

22 0.0 000 4.5 9.1 0.0 41.0 

77 0.0 7.8 1.3 9.1 5.2 58.4 

5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 

17 0.0 11.7 0.0 5.9 5.9 58.9 

38 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 36.9 

169 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.4 

16 0.0 0.0 6.2 0.0 0.0 50.0 

80 0.0 6.3 2.5 3.7 6.3 48.8 

t 

5 Years 6 Years 
College Colleqe 

11.1 11.1 

26.5 8.8 

36.4 4.5 

11. 7 2.6 

2000 20.0 

11.7 0.0 

26.3 21.0 

25.4 5.9 

18.8 12.5 

21.2 7.5 

More 
Than 

6 Years 

22.2 

7.4 

4.5 

3.9 

0.0 

5.9 

13.2 

10.7 

12.5 

3.7 

No. of 
NR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 

<.n 



(\ 

Probation Departments 

Santa Clara 
Adult 
~t Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

Juven i Ie 
First line Staff 
Supervisor' AboYe 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

Santa Cruz 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

C 1 ient-5erving 
Staff 

Shasta 
First li ne Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

SiskiyolJ 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

C 1 i ent-Serv i ng 
Staff 

., 

TABLE 25 (Continued) 

Y~ARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 
(In Perc nt*) 

Tota 1 Less 

Staff Than High 1 Year 2 Years :5 Years 4 Years 
High School School College College College College 

8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 62.5 

53 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 77.3 

43 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.3 9.3 44.2 

203 0.0 2.5 2.5 :5.9 6.9 62.1 

8 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 50.0 

28 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 10.7 60.7 

5 0.0 0.0 0.,0 20.0 0.0 40.0 

12 0.0 0.0 8 .. 3 0.0 25.0 58.4 

1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 . 0.0 

~5~0 
~ 

4 0.0 0.0 0..0 0.0 75.0 

5 Years 6 Years 
College College 

25.0 0.0 

18.9 0.0 

27.9 1.0 
. . 

13.8' 3.9 

25.0 0.0 

14.3 :5~6 

40.0 0.0 

8.3 0.0 

~.O 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

" 

More 
Than 

6 Years 

12.5 

3.8 

2.3 

4.4 

0.0 

7.1 

0.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

No. of 
NR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

• 
til 
t\) 



Probation Departments 

Solano 
First line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

, Client-Serving , 
Sta~f 

\ Sonoma 
\ First line Staff 

Supervisor & Above 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff' 

Stanislaus . 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Cl ient-Serving 
-Staff . 

Sutter . 
Fi,rst'Line Staff 
Supervisor & AbOve . 
C1 ient-Ser\fi,ng 
Staff 

Tehama 
First Li ne Staff 
Supervisor &. Above 

Cl ient·S'!fving 
Staff ' 

Trinity 
First line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

TABLE 25 (Continued) 

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

Less 
Total Than High 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 4 Years 
Staff HiQh School School Col ieQe College College College 

,-

15 0.0 6.7 0,,0 6.7 13.2 60.0 

49 4.1 10.2 4.1 10.2 4.1 4B.9 

16 0.-0 6.3 6.:3 0.0 6.3 62.3 

57 LB O~O 1.B 7.0 7.0 61.3 

~ 

" -. 
J.l .0.0 9".1 0 • .0 0,.0 O~O 81.8 

. 
'" 

'53 1.9 " 7.7 3.9 7.7 1.9 75.0 
" -

. .. 
1 0.0 0,,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

, " 

" . -
" . . 

6 0.0- 16,.', 16.6 0.0 0.0 66.7 
. .. . 

3 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 ,. 
,. 

11 0.0 0.0 1B.2 9.1 d.o 72.7 

1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 

.~ : 

-
5 Years 6 Yea'rs 
Colleae Co 11 ege 

6.7 6.7 

B.2 6.1 

12.5 0.0 

12.3 3.5 

9.1 0.0-
-, 

1.;9 0.0 

~ 

0.,0 O~O 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 6.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

More 
Than 

6 Years 

0.0 

~.1 

6.3 

5.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

No. 
NR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

of 

I 

CJI 
CJl 



Probation Departments 

Trinity (Continued) 
Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 

Tulare 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

C 1 i ent-Serv j ng 
Staff 

Toulumne 
Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 

Ventura 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Cl ient-Servlng 
Staff 

Yolo 
First Line Staff 
Superv i sor & Above 

C 1 i ent-Serv i ng 
Staff 

Yuba 
First Line St~ff 
Supervisor & Above 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

Total 
Probation .Departments 

TABLE 25 (Continued) 

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTME~7: 
( In Percent*) 

Less 
Total Than High 1 Year 2 Ye'ars 3 Years 4 Years 
Staff!. High School School Coilege College Co liege College 

1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 

14 0.0 28.7 0.0 21.4 7.1 21.4 

56 1.8 17.8 7.2 10.7 7.2 42.8 

6 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 50.0 

20 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 50.0 

103 0.0 5.8 5.8 9.7 6.8 47.6 

4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 

24 0.0 20.8 0.0 4.2 0.0 58.3 

3 0.0 0.0 0.0 3:3.4 3:3.:3 'I 33.:3 

17 11.7 11.8 11.8 5.9 5.9 47.0 

6273 O~4- 2.7 2.4 4 .. 5 6,.1 53.9 
* ~ercent based on Total Staff shown In first column. 
Reference: od gina tsurvey Tables 5 and A-12 

,j 

More 
5 Years 6 Years Than No. of 
College Co 1 lege 6 Years NR 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

14.3 0.0 7.1 0 

10.7 0.0 1.8 0 

0.0 0.0 33.3 0 

30.0 5.0 0.0 0 

1705 2.9 3.9 0 

50.0 0.0 25.0 0 

12.5 4.2 0.0 0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

5.9 0.0 000 0 

17.7 5.0 7.3 3 



". 

TABLE 26 

YEARS OF EDUCATION OF STAfF IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE 
(In Pereent*) 

Less 
Institutions and Parole Total Than High 1 Year 2 Years 5 Years 4: Years 5 Years 

Staff Hi~h School School College College College Co,1lege College 
--

Institutions 1155 1.9 17.3 15.9 14.1 10.7 1S.1 7.5 

Parole 400 0.8 :5.7 .. 2.8 4.0 5.5 47.8 20.0 

Total Institutions 
and P;Jrole " 155:5 1,,6 1:5.9 li.O U.S 8.8 24.5 10.7 --* Per'cent based 0,", Total Staff as shown in first colUmn. 

Reference: criginal survey Table 5 

-. 
More 

6 Years Than 
College 6 Years 

7.2 1l .. 5 

8.7 8.7 

7.6 10.S 

No~ of 
NR 

2 

0 

2 

I 

U1 
U1 



Probation Departments 

Alameda 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 

Amador 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

C J lent-Serving 
Staff 

Butte 
First line Staff 
S uperv i sor & Above 

Client-Serving 
Staff 

Colusa 
Client-Serving 
Staff 

Contra Costa 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

eli ent-Serving 
Staff 

De' Norte 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 

eli ent-Serv i n9 
Staff 

TABLE 27 

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT:JN DEPARTMENTS 
(rn Percent") 

Tota' 2 or 3 to 4: 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to .~O· II to 12 13 to 14 15 to 16 Staff Less 

84 0.0 2.4 5.9 4.8 15.1 15.5 8.3 8.3 

322 10.8 18.0 20.2 17.4 11.2 4.6 1.9 5.3 

1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

6 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.6 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 

14 28.6 21.4 21.4 14.5 0.0 0.0 14.5 0.0 

:3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

42 0.0 4.8 9.5 11.9 7.1 7.1 11.9 11.9 

144 22.2 21.5 16.0 16.0 4.8 4.2 3.5 5.6 

6 16.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0 

12 8.3 0.0 33.4 8.3 16.7 8.3 8.3 0.0 
- . . 

'. '. " 

17 or 
Hore 

41.7 

10.6 

100.0 

0.0 

50.0 

0.0 

33.3 

35.8 

6.2 

16.6 

16.7 

No. of 
NR 

0 

11 

0 

0 

0 

5 

0 

0 

9 

0 

0 

• 
U'I 
0') 



TABLE 27 (Continued) 
YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT'''N DEPARTMENTS 

Probation Departments Total 2 or 
3 to 4 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to 10 11 to 12 

Staff less 
1 to 14 15 to 16 

El Dorado 
First line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 0.0 33.4 33.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 

C 1 i e,nt-Serv i n9 
Staff 5 0.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Fresno 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 27 0.0 22.2 14.8 7.4 0.0 7.4 7.4 3.7 

C 1 i ent-Serv i n9 
Staff 117 25.6 36.8 16.2 6.0 2.6 3.4 3.4 0.9 

G1enn 
C 1 i~nt-Serving 
Staff :; 0.0 ' 0.0 0.0 33.4 33.3 0.0 33.3 0.0 

Hl.I11bo 1 dt 
First line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 0.0 33.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 

C 1 i ent-Servi ng 
Staff 13 46.1 15.4 15.4 7.7 0.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 

Imperia1 
First Li ne Staff 
Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 

eli ent-Serv i"9. 
, Staff 19 36.8 26.2 5.3 5.3 15.8 0.0 0.0 5.3 

Inyo 
Fir s t li ne S t a ff 
Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

C1 ient-Serving 
Staff 3 66.7 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

17 or 
More 

0.0 

O~O 

37.1 

5.1 

0.0 

. 33.3 

7.7 

I 66.7 

5.3 

0.0 

0.0 

No. of 
NR 

0 

0 

0 

7 

0 

0 

2 

0 

6 

0 

0 

I 

01 
-.J 





TABLE 27 (Continued) 

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBATrn~ 6EPARTHENTS 

p 'robat ion Departments Total 2 or 3 to 4 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to 10 11 to 12 13 to 14 15 to 16 
17 or No. of 

Staff less Hore NR 

Kern 
First Line Staff 
S uperv i sor & Above 14 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 42.8 0 

C J i ent-Serv i ng 
Staff 88 31.7 21..6 18.2 5.7 5.7 3.4 2.:3 2.3 9.1 5 

I 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 

C) ient-Serving 
Staff 8 37.5 25.0 12.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 3 

Lake 
C J ient-Serving 
Staff 2 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0 

lassen 
Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 2 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

Los Angeles 
First Li ne Staff 
Supervisor & Above 290 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 

Hader.a 
Fir!st Line Staff 
Suplervi sor Be Above 4 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 1 

C 1 i er'lt-Servi ng 
Staff 7 42 .8 28.6 28.6 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 

Harin 
First Line Staff 
Sup4ervi sor & Above 20 0.0 10.0 10.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 25.0 0 

.. 



" 

l} 

TABLE 27 (Continued) 

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBATluN DEPARTMENTS 

Probation Departments. Total 2 or 
3 to 4 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to 10 11 to 12 13 to 14 17 or No. of 

Staff Less 
15 to 16 More NR 

Harin (Continued) 
C! ient-Serving 
Staff 69 17.4 32.0 18.8 11.6 10.1 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 

CI ientnSerYing 

I Staff 15 26.7 20.0 33.3 13.3 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 

Merced 
First l1ne Staff . 
Supervisor & Above 5 0 •. 0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0 

Client-Serving 
29.4 Staff 17 41.2 5.9 5.9 5.9 '0.0 5.9 0.0 5.8 :3 

Modoc 
Cl ient-Serving . 
Staff 1 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 54 27.8 33.3 18.5 5.6 7.4 0.0 3.7 0.0 3.7 3 

Napa 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 5 0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

C 1i ent-Servi n9 J 

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 PROBATtC.: DEPARTMENTS 

Probation Departments Total £: or 3 to 4 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to 10 II to 12 13 to 14 15 to 16 
Staff Less 

Nevada 
first Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 2 0.0 0.0 50.0 

I 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Client-Serving 
Staff 8 12.5 0.0 25.0 50.0 0.0 12.5 O~O 0.0 

Orange 
first line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 57 5.3 7.0 5.2 12.3 12.3 12.3 7.0 10.5 

eli ent .. Serv i ng 
Staff 262 27.9 30.5 11.4 9.2 

. 
7.2 5.7 2.1 2.3 

-
Placer 

First line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 7 14.3 0.0 _ 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 14.3 

C llent .. Servl n9 
Staff 18 22.2 22.2 O~O 22.2 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 

P 1 t.rnas 
First line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

Client-Serving 
Staff 2 100;0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Riverside 
First line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 37 0.0 5.4 2.7 5.4 18.9 13.5 5.4 10.8 

Cl ient ... Servlng 
Staff 135 40.0 21.4 14.1 7.4 1 .. 4 3.0 1.5 3.0 

Sacramento 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 33 0.0 3.0 12.1 15.2 3.0 6.1 21.2 21.2 

' 17 or 
More 

, 

50.0 

0.0 

28.1 

3.1 

28.5 

16.7 

0,0 

0.0 

37.9 

2.2 

I 18.2 

No. of 
NR 

0 

1 

2 

41 

0 

1 

0 

0 

'0 

21 

1 

t 

en 
o 
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TABLE 27 (Continued) 

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE 'BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT.uN DEPARTMENTS 

Probation Departments Total 2 or :3 to 4 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to 10 11 to 12 13 to 14 15 to 16 17 or No. of 
Staff Less More NR 

Sacramento (Continued 
Cl lent-Serving 
Staff 155 11.6 21.3 20.0 13.6 1:~ .9 5.2 4.5 6.4 4.5 4 

San Beni to 
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 I 

Staff 3 33.3 0.0 33.3 0.0 33.4 Cl.O 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 2 

San Bernardino 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 48 2.1 .4.2 14.6 22.9 14.6 12.5 8.3 6.2 14.6

1 

0 
" . 

C 1 i ent-Serv i n9 . I Staff 202 24.8 27.2 19.8 l2.9 &.4 4.0 1.5. 1.0 3.4 I 15 . 
San Diego 

. 
First Line Staff 

. Supervisor &' Above 74 0.0 0.0 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 . 6.0 3.7 2.9 6.0 24 

San Francf seo 
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 49 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 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 68 15.2 19.1 11.8 10.3 5.9 8.8 2.9 5.9 22.1 0 

I 



TA8lE 27 (Continued) 

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT~-'\ DEPARTMENTS 

',- ....... 

Probation Departments Total 2 or :3 to 4: 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to 10 11 to 12 13 to 14 15 to 16 17 or No. of 
Staff less Mor~ NR 

San Joaquin 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 22 4.5 4.6 13.6 lS.2 13.6 4.6 0.0 1S.2 22 .. 7 0 

Client-Serving 
Staff 71 19.7' 28.1 19.7 7.0 9'.8 4.1 1.4 2.8 7.4 6 

San LuIs Obispo 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 5 0.0 0.0 40.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 15 20.0 46.7 6.7 6.7 0.0 6.6 6~6 0.0 6.7 2 

San Mateo 
First Line Staff 

-Supervisor & Above 38 0.0 2.6 7.9 5.2 28.9 2.6 18.4 7.9 26.3 0 

eli ent-Serv i ng 
Staff 163 16.6 19.0 16.0 20.2 10.4 3.7 4.3 2~4 7.4 6 

Santa Barbara 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 16 0.0 6.2 0.0 0.3 18.8 6.2 12.5 6.2 43.8 0 

eli ent-Serv i n9 . 
Staff 79 26.6 19.0 15.2 11.4 5.0 6.3 5.1 3.S 7.6 1 

Santa Clara 
Adult 
.-rlrSt Line Staff 
. SUpervi sor & Above 8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 50.0 o· 

. 
Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 52 21.1 23.1 23.1 5.8 9.6 5.8 0.0 3.8 7.7 1 



" 

TABLE 27 (Continued) 

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

Probation Departments Tota1 2 or 3 to 4: 5 to 6 7 to 819 to 10 11 to 12 13 to 14 15 17 or No. of 
Staff Less to 16 More NR 

I 

Santa Clara I 
I 

I 

Juveni le 
, 

First Line Staff 
S uperv i 50r & Above oi2 2.4 4.8 7.1 7.1 19.0 9.5' 19.1 14.3 16.7 1 

C 1 ient-Serving 
Staff l.88 26.6 28.7 18.1 10.6 5.9 3.7 3.2 1.1 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 

. 2.3 52.2 21.8 13 •. 0 ~.4 4.3 
~ 

4:.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 5 . 
Shast~ 

. 
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 

C1 ient-Serving 
Staff 12 16.7 25.0 8.3 0.0 8.4: 8.3 16.7 8.3 8.3 0 

Siskiyou 
I. '. 

Fir s t li ne S ta f f 
I i 

Supervisor && Abov~ 1 0.0 0.0 0.-0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 . 0.0 0 
" , I " 

C 1 ient-Serv i ng 
, I 
I I I 

I 

Staff 2 50.0 0.0 50.0 .0.0 0.0 0.0 
, 

-0.0 0.0 0.0 2 I , 
i 

I S01ano I I - I .! 
First line suff I ! I 

Supervisor & Above. 15 0.0 : 6.7 6.7 6.7 l 20.0 i 26.6 I 0.0 I 0.0 33.3 0 
1 ! 

, 
I I I I C 1 lent-Serving 1 

I 1 , 
• I 1 

1 Staff 43 34.9 I 27.9 11.6 7.0 7.0 1 7.0 I 0.0 2.3 2.3 
.1 

5 

I I ! 



TABLE 27 (Continued) 
YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBAT~~~ DEPARTMENTS 

Probation Department s Tota I 2 or 3 to 4 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to 10 II to 12 13 to 14 15 to 16 
17 or No. of 

Staff Less More· NR 

Sonoma 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 15 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 18.8 9.4 13.2 3.8 0.0 0.0 3.8 4 

Stanislaus 
First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above II 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 18~2 27.2 IB.2 IB.2 9.1 0 

C 1 i ent-Serv i n9 
Staff 41 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 

Cl ient-Serving 
Staff 6 50.0 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.6 0.0 0.0 0 

Tehama I 
First Line Staff I 
Supervisor & Above 3 0.0 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 I 0 

I 
C J i ent-Serv i ng t 

Staff 10 60.0 30.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 I 1 

Trinity I 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 

CI ient-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 I 21.4 ~ Supervisor & Above 14 0.0 0.0 2BD6 0.0 7.1 28.6 7.1 7.2 0 

., 
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TABLE 27 (Continued) 

YEARS OF RELATED WORK EXPERIENCE BY STAFF LEVEL FOR PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

-. .... It 

Probat JOIn Departments Total 2 or 3 to 4 5 to 6 7 to 8 9 to 10 II to 12 13 to 14 15 to 16 17 or No. of 
Staff Less More NR 

Tu I arie (Cont i nued) 
C] i ent-Serv i ng . 
St·aff 52 23.1 21.1 19.2 7.7 5.8 7.7 7.7 1.9 5.8 4 

Toul ~rme . 
C tient-Serv! n9 
StilTf 6 '65.7 0.0 0.0 16.7 16.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

Ventura 
F j rst Li ne Staff 
Supervisor & Above 20 0.0 0.0 5.0 :30.0 5.0 15.0 25,0 5.0 15.0 0 

C 1 i ent-Serv i n9 , 

Staff 93 19.4 30.1 19~4 10.8 6.4 ·6.4 2.1 1.1 4.3 10 

Yolo 
First Line -Stltff 
Supervisor & Above 4 0.0 0.'0 25.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .. 25.0 0 

Cl ient-Serving . .. ...~ 

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 53.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.,4 0 

C 1 ient .. Serving J 

Staff 14 28.6 ,21.4 0.0 21.4 0.0 21.4 b~o . OeO 7.2 3 

Total , 
Probation Departments 5915 16.4 21.4 14.3~ 12.5 8.1 6~2· . 4.5 4.5 12.0 361 

" 

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

Reference: ori9in~1 sutv~y Table 5 



TABLE 28 

YEAAS OF RELATED WORK EXPER fENCE OF STAFF IN YOUTH AUTHOR ITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAAOLE 
(In Percent*) 

Institutions Total 2 or 
and Parole Staff Less 3-4 5-6 

Institutions 

First line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 219 1.8 1.8 6.8 

Client-Serving Staff 829 17.6 ,.~ '0 _0._ 16.6 

Parole 

First Line Staff 
Supervisor & Above 115 0.0 0.0 4.:5 

Client-5ervingStaff 248 18.1 18.6 12;5 

----r,:Tota 1 
Institutions 1411· 13.8 13.5 13.4: 
and Parole 

* Percent based Oli Total Staff as shown in first cohnn. 

Reference: original survey Tables 5 and A-12 

•• 

7-8 9-10 11-12 13-14- 15 ... 16 

13.7 12.3 17.4- 8.2 4.1 

li.6 li.l 8.8 6.5 3.5 

9.6 12.2 -17 .4 7.0 12.2 

8.5 10.9 11.7 5.6 3.6 

11.2 .11.3 1l.3 6.7 4.3 

,I 

17 or No. of 
tiore NR 

-

33.9 6 

7.4 101 

37.3 1 

10.5 36 

14.5 144 
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TABLE2"9 

EXTEt~T OF FORMAL TRAINING PROVIDED AS JUDGED BY STAFF IN PROBAiiON DEPARTMENTS 
( In Percent1) " 

-
No .. of E)(tent of Formal TrainlnQ Provided2 No. of 

Probation Departments Respondents 1 2 :3 4 5 NR 

Alameda 402 5.9 13;7 20.7 25.1 54.6 15 

Amador 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 

Butte 204, 20.8 35.4- 12.5 .8.3 25.0 1 

CoJusa 3 0.0 55.5 66.7 0.0 0.0 0 

Contra Costa 188 7.5 31.9 51.5 4.3 4.8 7 

De I Hortle 16 S8.7 18.8 0.0 0.0 12.5 2 

£1 Dorad,o 8 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0 

Fresno 149 2.7 36.2 45.7 9.4. 6.0, 2 

Glenn :; 0.0 ),00.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 

Humbo Idt 18 Cl.O 55.6 44.4- 0.0 0.0 0 

Imperial '26 3.9 ' 46.1 38.5 7.7 3.8 2 

Inyo 4- .0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 75.0 0 

Kern : 106 10.4 28.3 44.3 8.5 8.5 1 , 

Kings 16 0.0 5.2 50.1 31 •. 2 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 1006 22.1 3'5.9 15.6 17.8 74 

Madera 13 7.7 7.7 61.5 23.1 0.0 1 

Marin 88 9.1 20.4 35.3 13.6 21.6 2 

Mariposa 1 0.0 :0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0 

Mendocino 17 0.0 52.9 47.1 0.0 0.0 2 

Merced 24 12.5 19.5 16.7 53.3 25.0 1 

Hodoc 1 .0.0 0.0 100.0, 0.0 0.0 0 

Hontenw 74- 2.7 f41.9 39.2 12.2 4.0 3 

Napa 24: 8.3 .s~8 41.7 0.0 4.2 0 

Nevada 11 27.3 0.0 0.0 9.1 63.6 0 

Orange :550' 11.7 28.0 27.1 16.6 16.6 12 

Placer 26 3.8 19.2 5001 11.5 15.4 0 . 
P I lunas 3 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0 

Riverside 186 7.0 20.4- 27.5 15.0 30.1 7 

S.8cramento un 7.5 .25.7 42.2 13.4 11.2 6 

San Benito 6 0.0 3:3.3 50.0 0.0 16.1 0 
.. 



- 68 -

TABLE 29 (Continued) 

EXTENT OF FORMAL TRAINING PROVIDED AS JUDGED BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARfMENTS 
(In Percent1 ) 

No. of Extent of Formal Traini~g Provided2 Noo of 
Probation Departments Respondents 1 2 5 4 5 NR 

San Bernardino 259 11.6 27.8 37.4 903 13.9 6 
San Diego 438 11.9 23.7 32.6 12.6 19.2 12 

San Francisco 
Juven i Ie 76 10.0 36.7 43.3 3.3 6.7 1 
AduI't 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 
San Luis Obispo 22 22.7 3109 13.6' 13.6 18.2 0 
San Mateo 207 6.3 22.2 31.9 12.1 27.5 0 
Santa Barbara 93 4.3 31.2 46.2 7.5 10.8 3 
Santa Clara 

Adult 61 18.0 21.3 39.4 9.8 11.5 0 
Juven I Ie 240 6.2 24.6 45.0 14.2 10.0 6 

Santa Cruz 34 5.9 17.7 61.7 5.9 8.8 2 
Shasta 18 11.1 50.0 33.3 5.6 0.0 0 
Siskiyou 5 20.0 40 0 0 40.0 0.0 00 0 0 

. Solano 61 14.8 3601 39.2 3.3 6.6 2 
Sonoma 71 4.2 33.8 43.7 8.4 9.9 2 
Stanislaus 61 6.6 18.0 23.0 18.0 34.4 2 
Sutter 7 0.0 0.0 71.4 0.0 28.6 0 
Tehama J.3 7.7 15.4- 38.4 38.5 0.0 1 
Trinity 2 0.0 5000 0.0 0.0 50.0 0 
Tulare 66 12.1 , 28.8 2508 13.6 19.7 4 
Toulumne 5, 0 .. 0 40.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 1 
Ventura 121 9.9 35.5 43.9 2.5 8.2 2 

Volo 27 11.1 14.8 37.1 14.8 22.2 1 
Yuba 19 10.5 10.5 36.8 42.2 0.0 1 

Total 
ProbatIon Departments 6082 9.3 24 .. 6 35.1 13.8 17.2 194 - • 

~. Percent based On No. ,of Respondents. 
Extent Is stated in terms of: 1) Infrequently, and gener~lly is not needed 
more often, 2) Infrequently, but it should be provided mbreoften~ 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. 

Reference: original survey Table A-13 

, 
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TABLE 30 

EXTENT OF FORMAL TRAINING PROVIDED AS JUDGED BY STAFF IN 
YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE 

(In Percent1 ) 

Institutions and No. of Extent of Formal Training Provided2 
Parole Respondents 1 2 3 4 5 

Institutions 1113 7.5 26.0 44.6 14.3 7.6 

Parole 396 8.1 27.8 :37.6 11.6 14.9 

Total Institutions 
and Parole 1509 7.6 26.4 4:2.8 13.6 9.6 

No. of 
NR 

42 

4 

46 

1 Percent based on No. of Respondents. 
2 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) Infrequently, 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. 

Reference: original survey Table A-13 



TABLE 31 

TYPES OF FORMAL TRAIN ING REeE I VED, AS ·REPORTED ,BY STAFF i'N PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

law as it Affects the Custody Control and Law 
Probation Departments Total Offender aha Staff Emerqency Techniques Enforcement Techniques 

Staff 1a 2 3 4: NR i a 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 NR 

Alameda 417 199 56 49 113 0 ll5 26 16 260 0 90 53 19 255 0 

Amador 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Butte 25 8 1 4 12 0 6 4 '0 15 0 0 5 2 18 0 

Colusa 3 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 :'. 0 

Contra Costa 195 28 46 32 89 0 9 29 17 140 0 14 38 lO 133 0 

Del Norte 18 1 6 1 10 0 0 4 1 13 0 0 3 0 15 0 

EI Dorado 8 3 :3 1 1 0 6 21 0 0 0 1 3 0 4: 0 

Fresno 151 23 41 28 59 0 41 22 l 10 78 0 15 31 5 100 0 

Glenn 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 

Hl.I1lboldt 18 0 9 2 7 0 1 2 1 14 0 1 7 0 10 0 

Imperial 28 0 6 6 16 0 2 7 2 17 0 0 6 5 11 0 

.nyo 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 

1~ I 
0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 

Kern 101 29 2, 32 22 0 13 
61 

11 0 18 22 20 41 0 
, 

6! Kings 16 3 6 5 2 0 3 41 3j 0 1 6 1 8 0 

lake 0
1 

2 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 I l 0 0 0 0 O· 0 

lassen 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 01 11 1 0 I 0 I 0 2 0 0 

l~s Angeles ·2ll9 552 3U 475 751 0 376 215115211376 I 0 ! 241 ; 260 146 1466 0 
1 f 

Madera 14 0 2 3 9 0 1 21 oj 11 I 0 , 0 :3 0 11 0 

Marin 90 15 22 6 47 0 15 9 I 2'1 64! 0 8 15 2 65 0 
I . I I I 

Mariposa 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 01 oil! 0 0 °1 1 0 ! 0 
I 

Mendocino 19 2 2 2 13 0 0 3 I 0 lsi 0 1 31 0 15 I 0 
I I I I I , 

,I 
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TABLE 31 (Continued) 

TYPES OF FORHAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF IN PRODATION DEPARTMENTS 

Law as it Affects the Custody Control and Law 
Probation Departments Total Offender and Staff EmerQency Techniques Enforcement Techniques 

Staff i Cl 2 . 3 4 NR 18 2 3 4 NR 1 a 2 3 4 NR -, -
11 Merced 25 7 13 4 0 1 5 4: 15 0 1 9 3 12 0 

Modoc 1 0 

2~ 1 

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Monterey 77 9 21 27 0 3 10 4: 60 0 2 23 4 48 0 

Napa 24 7 6: 3 8 0 2 4 2 16 0 

I 
1 6 2 15 0 

Nevada 11 '\ 31 2j 5 0 1 5 3 ? 0 0 4 1 6 0 
.L ! i 

Orange 362 98 6~ I 791124 0 127 54 36 145 0 f 73 52 33 ?O4 0 
! ! 

Placer 
. 

26 7 5 i 10 0 3 6 4: ·13 0 I 4 7 5 10 0 

01 

, ! 
PllM11as 3 0 I" 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 I 0 0 1 ? 0 

471 
I 

Riverside 193 45 41 . 60 0 20 33 17 123 0 i 27 35 24 107 0 

Sacramento 193 1 4 3 4: 181 3 0 0 9 181 I 1 3 2 6 181 I 
I 

San Beni to 6 0 " 2; 0 0 0 1 1 4- 0 I 0 4 0 2 0 
f , 1 

San Bernardino 265 17 89 35 1124 0 15 54 16 180 0 13 61 18 173 0 

San Diego 450 118 76 95 ) 161 0 122 53 31 244 0 79 48 36 ?87 0 . 
San Francisco I I , f 

Adult 62 6 19l 5~ 32 0 1 9 2 50 0 1 13 5 43 0 

Juven i le 77 50 
! 8 13 0 12 6 1 58 0 ?6 7 6 38 0 
! 6 I l 

San Joaquin 99 11 I 32 ; 18 38 0 19 14 6 60 0 14: ?e3 • 5 54 0 

San Luis Obispo 22 7 
l 

4 9 0 0 1 4: 17 0 ? - 4: 13 0 
I 2.! 

0 
, 

I San Mateo 207 83 37 13 741 
0 55 28 12 112 0 53 34 8 II? 0 

! 

Santa Barbara 96 I 14 211 24 37 0 j 8 19 11 58 0 10 ,<0 8

1 

58 0 

Santa Ciara I 
1 I 

\ Adult 61 6 25 13 . 171 0 0 9 1 51 0 0 14 4 45 0 

Juvenile 246 j 51 55 73 0 1. 53 38 401115 0 40 55 37 114 0 67
1 

t 

• I I I 



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

Law as it Affects 'the Custody Control and -Law 
Probation Departments Total Offender and Staff Emergency Techniques Enforcement Techniques 

Staff I G 2 ?t 4 NR . lei 2 13 4 NR 1,d l::: ~. 4 NR 
Santa Cruz 36 3 12 7 14 0 2 11 0 23 0 1 13 2 20 0 

Shasta 18 4 5 5 4 0 1 3 1 13 0 2 3 2 11 0 

Siskiyou 5 1 2 2 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 2 1 2 0 

Solano 63 11 13 11 28 0 10 12 1 40 0 3 6 5 49 0 

Sonoma 73 18 22 10 23 0 10 17 3 43 0 9 23 3 38 0 

Stanislaus 63 17 10 18 18 0 13 8 7 35 0 7 9 5 42 0 

Sutter 7 2 1 4: 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 6 0 1 0 

Tehama 14 2 1 4 7 0 2 2 1 9 0 1 2 2 9 0 

Trinity 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

Tulare 70 20 11 12 27 0 8 9 4 49 0 9 16 7 38 0 

Toulll11ne 6 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 1 5 0 1 0 1 4: 0 

Ventura 12:3 27 26 24 46 0 14 23 10 76 0 15 23 9 76 0 

Yolo 28 6 6 8 8 0 2 5 0 21 0 1 7 3 17 0 

Yuba 20 4 1 2 7 0 1 3 5 11 0 0 7 1 lZ 0 

-
TotBl 

Probation Oepartments 6276 1516 1192 1229 2158 181 1098 801 440 3756 181 793 1002 465 3835 ·181 

.1 " .f. 
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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 Techniques Treatment Methods 

Staff r' 2 3 4 
. NR 1a 2 3 ~ NR l a 2 :3 4, NR 

Alameda U7 200 Sol 54 109 0 169 63 108 77 0 203 56 83 95 0 

Amador 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Butte 25 9 2 2 12 0 7 2 5 13 0 e 2 6 9 0 

Colusa 3 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 

Contra Costa 195 15 73 31 76 0 21 91 42 ~1 0 26 62 45 62 0 

Del Norte 18 1 3 2 12 0 2 5 1 10 0 1 3 3 11 0 

El Dorado. 8 :3 1 3 1 0 ~ 1 3 0 0 3 2 3 0 (\ 

Fresno 151 17 55 13 66 0 20 50 28 53 0 31 34 33 53 0 • 
Glenn , :3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 :3 0 

Humboldt 18 0 12 2 4: 0 0 13 5 2 a 2 5 4: 7 0 I 

Imperral 28 1 1 6 20 '0· 5 2 7 14 0 13 3 3 9 0 

Inyo 4: 0 1 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 i :3 0 0 0 

Kern 107 18 27 20 42 0 13 25 27 42 0 35 16 24 32 0 

Kings 16 3 6 4' 3 0 7 4: 4 1 0 6 1 5 4 0 

Lake 2, 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1. 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

Lassen 2 0 0 .2 '0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0, 

Los Angeles 2119 533 350l 402 830 0 548 415 629 527 0 471 319· 440 889 0 

Kade;~a 14 0 2 2 10 0 0 1 5 8 0 3 0 2 9 0 

Marin 90 . 21 27 6 36 0 21 32 19 18 0 20 23 22 25 0 

Mariposa 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 11 0 o. 
I 

Mendocino 19 8 1 1 9 0 9 0 4: 6 0 4: 1 101 4: 0 
1 



TABLE 31 (Continued) 

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

Social Investigation Genera) Casework Specialized DiagnostIc and 
Probation Departments Tota) Techniques Techniques ,Treatment Methods 

Staff l a 2 3 4 NR ra· 2 3 4 NR 18 2 3 4 NR 

Merced 25 4 1 9 11 0 6 0 11 8 0 8 
1 

1 10 6 0 

Modoc 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Monterey 77 9 21 14 33 0 8 30 16 23 0 14 ('3 20 20 0 

Napa 24 0 7 3 14: 0 3 8 5 8 0 5 I 3 2 14 0 
1 

Nevada 11 2 4 4 1 0 0 3 7 1 0 2 ! '? 4 3 0 
I 

Orange 362 103 62 59 138 0 79 85 110 88 0 81 63 96 12? 0 
I 

Placer 26 8 4 

~I 
10 0 6 6 6 8 0 6 

I 
5 6 9 0 

Plumas 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 ? 0 ,... 0 1 0 0 I 

Riverside 193 34 39 49 71 0 4? 52 58 41 0 '.':'8 I 38 55 7'? 0 ~ .... 
Sacramento 193 1 4 4 3 181 0 4 7 1 181 0 I 4, 4 4 181 • ! 

San Ben i to 6 0 1 1 4 0 1 2 1 2 0 2 I 2 0 2 0 

San Bernardino 265 20, ' 84 49 112 0 25 110 61 ' 69 0 33 I 83 62 87 0 
I 

San Diego 450 104: 98 85 163 0 77 116 120 137 0 114 I 66 91 179 0 

San Francisco I 

Adu) t 62 5 33 7 17 0' 6 36 7 13 0 11 I 11 14 26 0 
Juven i Ie 77 31 251 5 16 0 29 . 26 7 15 0 27 

i 
8 13 29 0 

San Joaquin 99 12 20 23 I 44 0 18 19 27 35 0 34 I 13 18 34 0 i 

Luis Obispo 2 11 5 0 8 
I 

1 6 7 0 San 22 5 2 9 6 0 4 ! I 43 1 48 39 24 0 103 
f 

19 46 39 0 San Mateo 207 89 20 55 0 96 , 
I , 

20 1 
I 

Santl3 Barbara 

I 
96 8 21 47 0 16 26 32 22 0 16 

i 
18 27 35 0 

Santa Clara I 
Adult I 61 3 

I 
29 91 20 0 7 23 18 13 0 16 , 27 7 11 0 

Juven i 1 e 1 246 62 471 71 j 66 0 61 40 89 56 0 93 ! 31 I 75 47 0 
./ I I 

I 

.,. 



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 Techniques Treatment Methods 

Staff r--r 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 NR 

Santa Cruz 36 1 14- 3 18 0 :3 18 3 12 0 2 13 7 14 0 

Shasta 18 4 4 5 5 0 2 5 6 5 0 4 3 6 5 0 

Siskiyou 5 3 0 2 0 0 2 1 1 1 O. 0 0 2 3 0 

Solano 63 6 11 10 36 0 6 21 11 25 0 16 10 11 26 0 

Sonoma 73 14 22 10 27 0 18 21 15 19 0 14 12 25 22 0 

Stanislaus 63 21 5 13 24 0 25 3 20 15 0 25 3 22 13 0 

Sutter I 7 0 2 5 0 0 1 3 3 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 

Tehama 14 4 11 3 6 0 4 2 4 4 0 6 0 3 5 0 I 

Trinity 2 0 21 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 -J 
en 

Tulare 70 8 9 20 33 0 11 9 22 28 0 l6 7 19 28 0 I 

Toulumne 6 2 O. 3 1 0 1 0 4 1 0 3 0 :3 0 0 

Ventura 123 30 19/ 18 56 0 18 29 31 45 0 32 19 31 41 0 

Yolo I 28 4 :1 4 11 0 7 6 11 4 0 13 1 10 4 0 

Yuba 20 2 5 7 0 7 1 7 5 0 11 0 6 3 0 , 
. 

Total I 

1432 11270,1105 2288 Probation Departments 627 181 1416 1464 1661 1554 181 1579 996 1392 2128 181 
! 
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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 Id 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 NR l a 2 3 4 NR 

." 

52 I Alameda 417 132 84 71 130 0 54 23 288 0 78 60 30 249 0 

Amador 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 01 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Butte 25 2 8 11 
14 0 2 :; 2 18 () 2 4 2 17 0 

Colusa :; 0 1 O[ 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 

Contra Costa 195 9 88 26 72 0 9 43 15 128 0 15 48 21 III 0 

Del Norte 18 1 3 0 14 0 1 1 1 15 0 2 1 1 14 0 

2 I I I 
El Dorado 8 1 :; 2 0 :3 t;ll 0 3 0 2 :; 

1~! 
3 0 '""'I 

Fresno .. t4 "! 6 7t: 13

1 

58 0 9 29 8 105 0 12 30 93 0 ... ~J. 

Glenn 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 OJ 

Ij 
, 

Humboldt 18 1 11 5 0 1 :1 0 12 0 1 5 1 11 0 

Imperf a1 28 1 10 5 12 0 0 2 23 0 0 :; 2 23 0 
I 

'nyo 4 0 2 2 0 0 1 

1~1 
2 0 0 ! 0 1 I 2 1 0 -! 

l~d Kern 107 6 47 9 45 0 15 12 67 0 29 12 54 0 , 

KIngs 16 2 

~I 
6' 2 0 2 5i 4 5 0 2 3 51 6 0 

I o! lake j 2 0 1; 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 
I ! I 

Lassen 
! 

2 0 0 2 ~ 0 0 1 0; 1 0 o· 0 0 2 0 0 

Los Angeles 2119 295 668 380 : 776 0 146 j 392 ! 223: 1358 0 266 r 360 302 1191 0 
1 I I J j , I 

! Hadera 14 1 7 2 . 9 0 2 11 01 11 0 1 2 0 11 0 
I I 

! I 

I 

7 I ! 18! 6\ Marin I 90 47 7 29 0 10 56 0 18 11 7 54 0 , ; 
I ! 
I I l , 

MarIposa I 1 0 O. 1 0 0 \ 0' O! 
i~ I 0 0 0 0 1 0 

I ~I 
, ~ I 

, 

Mendocino 19 6 2 8 0 I 
3 I 1 11 0 l 7 1 

0 11 11 0 
~ I : 
I I • , 



'. 

TABLE 31 (Continued) 

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

r 
Human Relations 

Development of Utilization of 
Probation Departments Total Community Resources Community Resources 

Staff 1a 2 I 3 4 f NR 1a 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 NR 

Merced 25 I 3 81 7 7 0 7 2 7 9 0 8 3 7 7 0 

Modoc 1 I 0 01 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

I 
\ 

Monterey 77 
I 5 30 12 30 0 2 19 10 46 0 8 23 11 35 0 I 

i 1 

Napa 24 I 2 8 3 11 0 0 4 2 18 0 0 2 2 20 ·0 

I 
I 

61 Nevada 11 I 0 5 0 0 0 2 3 6 0 0 3 3 c: 0 v 

I 63 ! 
541 Orange I 362 

1 

35 144 66 117 0 30 I 50 219 0 I 62 62 ! 184 0 

Placer 26 6 5 6 9 0 4 51 4 13 J 0 2 

~l 
4 16 0 

I 

PllM11as 3 , 0 l' 1 1 0 1 0 1 11 0 0 1 ? 0 

I I 
80 I I 

34 ! Riverside 193 25 41 47 0 27 31l 31 104 ' 0 32 39 88 0 

Sacramento I 193 0 6j 2 4 181 1 31 2 6 181 I 1 3 2 '6 181 
I ! 2 ~ 2! i San Beni to I 6 1 1 2 0 0 0 4 0 1 2 0 3 0 

I 1251 
I 

I 
I 

San Bernardino 265 12 44 84 0 15 51 35 164 0 24 50 42 149 0 

I I 621 299 I San Diego 450 I 115 128 ! 99 108 0 45 44 0 87 71 60 232 0 

San Francisco I I I 

Adult 62 1 28 I 6 27 0 2 25 3 32 0 I 6 21 7 28 0 , 
33 i 

1 

Juven i Ie 77 12 6 26 0 10 15 I 6 46 0 
t 

20 17 I 5 35 0 
I 

36\ 391 San Joaquin 99 I 10 14 0 12 16 6 65

1 
0 I 18 12 11 58 0 , 

I I 

1 9 i 
I 

San luis Obispo 22 1 ·5 7 . 0 3 0 6 13 0 I 3 0 7 12 0 I 
I I t ~ I 

San Mateo ';.07 [ 87 55 ' 32 33 0 52 33 I 16 106 0 1 68 29 20 90 0 . I 
211 

I , 
Santa Barbara o~ i 9 I 45 : 17 25 0 . 6 17 52

1 
0 ! 10 25 I 16 45 0 

vI;) 
, ; I i 

I Santa C·I ara i r I I 
I 

151 411 
; 

3 i 
I 18! Adult 61 1 27 3· 28 0 1 4 0 1 2 7 34 0 . , 

80 I 1 47 I 1331 
, , 

Juvel'li Ie :4':: 28 ; 8e 581 0 26 40 0 37 41 i 42 
1

126 i 0 . r I I : I I 



TABLE 31 (Continued) 

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

Deve lopment of . Uti 1 ization of 
Probation Departments Total Human Relations Community Resources Corrmunit Resources 

Staff 1a 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 NR 
Santa Cruz 36 0 19 3 14 0 1 6 2' 27 0 2 10 1 23 0 

Shasta 18 4 6 2 6 0 2 4 4 8 0 ! 2 5 2 9 0 I 

Siskiyou 5 1 2 l l 0 0 1 1 :3 0 0 1 1 3 0 

Solano 63 4 24 5 30 0 3 14 4 42 0 5 16 3 39 0 

Sonoma 73 10 : 31 10 22 0 9 17 6 41 0 17 17 6 33 0 

'Stan i s 1 aus 63 7 14 10 32 0 23 3 9 28 0 24 i 1 11 27 0 

Sutter 7 0 3 0 4 0 1 1 0 5 0 11 2 1 3 0 
I 

Tehama f 14 2 3 1 8 0 2 2 1 9 0 2 1 3 8 0 

TrinIty ! 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Tulare I 70 9 21 17 23 0 13 10 11 36 0 18 6 14 32 0 
! 

Toul umne 6 0 4 0 2 0 0 1 1 4 0 0 1 1 4 0 

Ventura 123 4 47 20 52 0 13 24 10 76 0 19 
241 16 64 0 

Yolo , 28 3 7 8 10 0 4 1 6 17 0 6 6 15 0 

Yuba I 
20 2 5 3 10 0 7 3 1 9 0 9 ~! 1 8 0 I I 

I 

Tota 1 i 
Probat Ion Departments: 6276 870 2102 1038 2085 181 581 1072 645 3797 181 929\1042 820 3304 181 

.. 



.t 

TABLE 31(Continued) 

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

Management and Orientation to the 
Probation Departments Total I\dm in i st rat i ve Techn i ques Correctional Field 

Staff let 2 :3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 NR 

Alameda 417 67 60 27 263 0 172 45 47 153 0 

Amador 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Butte 25 1 4 0 20 0 4 4 4 13 0 

Co 1 usa :3 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 2 0 0 

Contra Costa 195 19 43 20 113 0 22 44 34 95 0 

Del Norte 18 1 0 1 16 0 1 3 1 13 0 

El Dorado 8 1 3 1 3 0 3 2 2 1 0 

Fresno 151 12 32 8 99 . 0 19 32 24 76 0 

Gtenn :3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 

Humbo Idt 18 1 1 1 15 0 0 8 2 8 0 

Imperial 28 1 6 0 21 0 1 7 4' 16 0 

Inyo 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 

Kern 107 8 24 4 71 0 28 18 26 35 0 

Kings 16 0 2 3 11 0 3 6 3, 4 0 
, 

lake 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0; 0 0 

lassen 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 

los Angeles 2119 149 370 200 1400 0 592 298 414 815 0 

Madera 14 0 0 2 12 0 2 2 O! 10 0 
I 

Marin 90 13 19 5 53 0 22 14 6' I 
48 0 

Mariposa 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ii 0, 0 
, 

141 Mendocino 19 2 0 2 15 0 
I 

1 2 2 1 0 . I 



TABLE 31 (Cont I nued) 

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

Management and Orientation to tne 
Probation Departments Total Administrative TechniQues Correctional Field 

Staff 1a 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 4 

Merced 25 3 4 2 16 0 5 3 11 6 

Modoc 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 

Monterey 77 6 9 10 52 0 8 21 10 38 

Napa 24 3 5 1 15 0 1 6 4 13 

Nevada 11, 1. 6 1 3 0 1 4 1 5 

Orange 362 27 72 41 222 0 106 70 67 119 

Placer ·26 3 4 2 17 0 7 3 4 i2 
-

P ll.kllas 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 

Riverside 193 11 33· 29 120 0 51 32 41 69 

Sacramento 193 0 '2 1 9 181 2 2 4· ·4 

San Benito 6 1 1 0 4 0 1 1 1 3 

San Bernardino 265 18 58 28 161 0 31 71 49 114 

San Diego 450 41 75 52 282 0 136 82 91 141 

San FraNci sco 
Adult 62 2 9 2 49 0 6 21 7 28 

I 

I 

Juven i 1 e 77 16 9 3 49 0 30 17 3 27 

San Joaquin 99 10 15 10 64 0 14 20 14 51 

San luis Obispo 22 2 2 3 15 0 3 3 8 8 

San Mateo 207 45 25 13 124 0 115 23 20 49 

Santa Barbara 96 8 21 10 57 0 14 19 22 41 

Santa Clara 
Adult 61 2 13 4 42 0 7 3l. 13 10 . 
Juven ile 246 33 30 33 150 0 67 47 57 75 

t' " 

NR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

181 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

Q) 

a 



,. 

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

, Management and 
Probation Departments Total AdmInistrative Techniques 

Staff l a 2 3 4 

Santa Cruz 36 3 12 1 20 

Shasta 18 0 5 2 11 

Siskiyou 5 0 1 1 3 

Solano 63 3 13 6 41 

Sono~ 73 6 13 10 44 

Stanislaus 63 5 6 8 44: 

Sutter 7 0 1 0 6 

Tehama 14: :3 0 1 10 

Trinity 2 0 2 0 0 

Tulare 70 9 7 7 47 

Tou hlTlne 6 0 1 1 4: 

Ventura 12:3 11 23 13 76 

Yolo 28 4: 4 2 18 

Yuba 20 2 5 3 12 

Total 
Probatloh Departments 6276 554 1049 579 3913 

a 1 • Through or with help of your department 
.2 • Independently or without help of your department 
:3 = 80th through your department and Independently 
4 = Have not had formal training 

Reference: original survey Tables A-:15 and A-IS 

NR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
, , 

0 

0 

181 

Orientation to the 
Correctional Field 

l a 2 3 4: NR 

2 16 5 13 0 

4 5 3 6 0 

0 2 2 1 0 

7 17 8 31 0 

17 21 12 23 0 

20 8 11 24 0 

0 3 1 :3 0 

4 2 2 6 0 

0 2 0 0 0 

10 11 11 38 0 

0 1 3 2 0 

31 23 22 47 0 

6 5 9 8 0 

4 3 5 8 0 
., 

1582 1084 1097 2332 181 

• 
OJ 



Institutions Tota' 
and Parole Staff 

tnstitution~ 1155 

'arole 400 

Total 
Institut ions 1555 
and Parole 

TABLE· 32 

TYfiES OF FORMAL TRAIN ING RECEIVED, AS RE'ORTED IV STAFF 
IN YOUTH AUTHIRITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE 

Law as it Affect.s the Custo~y ControT and 
Offender and Staff Emerqency Techniques 

1a 2 3 4: NI\ 1 2 3 4: NR 

98 255 153 649 0 505 56 200 394- 0 

74- 78 120 128 0 137 39 53 171 0 

" 

172 333 273 777 0 642 95 253 565 0 

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

Law 
Enforcement Techniques 
1 2 3 4: NR 

90 198 96 771 0 

48 78 42 232 0 

138 276 138 1003 0 



Institutions Total 
and Parole Staff 

InstHutlons 1155 

Parole 400 

Total 
Institution~ 1555 
and Parole 

TABLE 32 (Cont t nued) 

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

Soci a I Investigation General Casework 
Te ~hnlQues Te hntClues 

18 2 ~ 4- NR ' .. 1 2 :3 4, NR 

175 16. 206 610, 0 339 169 299 :348 0 

111 62 '138 89 0 'los 79 116 4,0' 0 

. ' 

286 226 3« 699 0 4, •• 2~ 475 388 0 

Specialized Diagnostic and 
Treat raent hlho~s 

1 .2 3 4, NR 

4:02 106 :302 34,5 0 

150 32 159 59 0 

552 138 461 404 0 



Institutions Total 
and Parole Staff 

Institutions 1155 

Parole '00 

Total 
Institutions 1555 
and Parole 

,I 

TABLE 32 (Continued) 

TYPES OF FMMAL TRAINING RECEIVED, AS REPORTED BY STAFF 
IN VOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE 

H~an Relations Development of 
Conmun I t v Resources 

18 2 3 4: HR 1 2 3 4: NR 

233 259 326 337 0 70 185 132 768 0 

109 78· 150 63 0" 90 78 98 134 0 

342 337 '76 400 0 160 263 230 902 0 

" 

Utilization of 
Conmun i t~ Resources 

1 2 3 4- NR 

89 193 115 758 0 

96 74 110 120 0 

185 267 225 878 0 



TABLE 32 (Continued) 

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

Management and Institutions Total 
and Parole Staff Administrative Techniques 

p' 2 3 4 NR 

Institutions 1155 159 194: 199 603 0 

ftarole .wo eo 59 66 195 0 

Tot .. l 
Instltut ions 1555 2:59 253 265 798 0 
and Parole 

a 1 • Through or with help of your department 
2 • Independently or without help of your department 
:5 • Both through your department and independently 
4 • Have not had formal training 

Referen~e: orlginal survey Table A-16 

Orientation to the 
Correctional Field 

1 2 :5 4: 

138 205 154 658 

108 62 114 116 

246 267 268 774 

NR 

0 

0 

0 



Probatfon Departments 

Alameda 

Amador 

Butte 

Colusa 

Contra Costa 

Del Horte 

£1 Dorado 

Fresno 

Glenn 

Humboldt 

Imperial 

Inyo 

Kern 

Kings 

Lake 
Lassen 

los Angeles 

Madera 

Harin 

Mariposa 

TABLE 33 

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

CoJlege Courses In Law as It Affects the 
Total Social Sciences Offender and Staff 
Staff lCi 2 :5 • HR 1° 2 3 4: HR 

.0.7 37 169 14:5 42 24 83 154 124 :52 24 

2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

25 2 9 8 4 2. 4: 9 5 4: :3 

3 0 2. 1 0 0 0 2. 0 1 0 

195 14 80 66 34 1 64 78 41 11 1 

18 1 7 4: 4 2 0 8 3 5 2 

8 2 2 :3 1 0 0 4: 3 1 0 

151 18 78 45 7 ;; 55 71 18 4: 3 

3 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 

18 0 7 7 :3 1 2 9 6 0 1 

28 13 8 5 1 1 15 6 :3 3 1 

4: 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 

107 14 54 27 10 2. 25 46 27 8 1 

16 2. 7 6 0 1 2. 6 5 1 2. 

2. 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 

2 0 2 0 '0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

2119 310 996 452 188 173 7« 833 300 85 157 

14 4 5 2 1 2 8 2 2 0 2. 

90 2 20 ~l 37 0 50 28 25 7 0 

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

.' . t· 

Custody Control and 
Emergency Techniques 
1a 2 ;; 4 NR 

203 120 36 20 38 

2 0 0 0 0 

7 10 6 0 2 

1 1 1 0 0 

107 54 18 9 7 

1 4 4 7 2 

3 2 2 1 0 

86 42 15 5 3 

0 3 0 0 0 

10 5 1 0 2 
~ 

19 5 2. 1 1 

1 2. 1 0 0 

48 33 20 4- 2. 

8 4: .;; 0 1 

0 1 1 0 0 

0 0 2 0 0 

1181 5~ 164 63 166 

10 1 0 0 3 

39 ~9 17 3 2. 

1 0 0 0 0 

• 



Probation Depart.ents 

Mendocino 

Herced 

Modoc 

Monterey 

Napa 

Nev~da 

Orange 

PLacer 

Ph.mas 

Riverside 

Sacramento . 
San Beni to 

SaN Bernardino 

San Diego 

San F,rllne i seo 
• Adult 

Juveni Ie 

San Joaquin 

San luis Obispo 

San Mateo 

Santa Barbara 

TABLE 33 (Continued) 

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

College Courses in Law as it Affects the 
Total Social Sciences Offender and Staff 
Staff 1a 2 3 , NR 1a 2 3 , NR 

19 4 8 '2 :3 2 4 7 6 .. 0 2 

25 5 8 6 3 3 2 10 10 1 2 

1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

11 8 42 22 5 0 21 29 21 6 0 

.24 3 13 6 2 0 15 7 :3 1 0 

II 2 0 .s , 0 0 3 8 0 0 

362 27 131 130 56' 18 -81 

1
138 95 26 18 

-
26 " 15 4 0 . :3 2 15 5 0 4: 

:3 - 0 1 2 0 0 2 1 0 o· 0 

193 24 82 52 21 14 56 77 35 12 13 

1;13 15 83' 71 20 4 49 88 40 .13 3 

6 4 ~' 0 1 0 0 4 0 .2 0 

2'65 9 83 124 41 8 95 87 59' 17 ~ 

4,.50 37 217 136 41 19 101 187 107 34 21 

.. 
62 ~ «- . 9 3 2 20 35 6 '2 1 
17 6 39 20 7 5 18 52 .. 17 4 6 

99· 10 51 22 9 7 32 27 24 9 7 

22 0 4 14 2 2 1 8, 8 4: 1 

207 8 72 80 42 5 52 79 55 16 5 

96 9 49 29 7 2 28 37 26 4 1 

..... 

Custody Control and 
Emergency Techniques 

1d 2 3 4- NR 
9 1 1 0 2 

a 8 3 :3 :3 

1 0 0 0 0 

40 22 8 5 2 

10 13 1 0 0 

Q . 7 4 0 -0 

134 131 53 24 20 

9 7 5 2 :3 

:3 0 0 0 0 

107 53 15 4- 14 

90 65 27 5 6 

3 1 1 1 0 

171 63 18 6 7 . ~ 

251 113 48 18 20 

49 10 0 1 '2 
34 25 6 2 10 

54 27 6 4 8 

7 10 4 0 1 

83 78 33 7 6 

40 39 10 4 :; 



Probation Departments 

Santa Clara 
Adult 
Juve" j Ie 

Santa Cruz 

Shasta 

Siskiyou 

Solano 

Sonoma 

Stanislaus 

Sutter 

Tehama 

Tr i" I ty 
tulare 

Toul umne 

Ventura 

Yolo 

Yuba 

Total 
Probation Departments 

TABLE 33 (Continued) 

AREAS OF SKill N4D KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED 
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

College Courses in Law as it Affects the 
rota1 Social Sciences Offender and Staff 
~.taff 1 a 2 3 4: NR lei 2 3 4: NR 

61 4 25 20 11 1 6 27 21 5 2 
246 28 96 82 33 7 81 96 44 17 8 

36 2 12 13 6 3 10 17 4 2 3 

18 1 13 2 0 2 5 't 3 1 2 

5 0 2 3 0 0 .1. 2 2 0 0 

63 10 25 16 3 9 22 23 12 1 5 

73 11 21 29 11 1 15 30 20 6 2 

63 13 28 13 7 2 6 34 19 3 1 

7 0 4 2 1 0 0 4 2 1 0 

14 3 4: 3 2 2 4 5 3 0 2 

2 0 P 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

70 20 24 17 2 7 24 23 .12 5 6 

6' 0 3 3 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 

123 22 41 39 11 10 32 52 29 2 8 

28 4 9 12 2 1 3 13 7 4: 1 

20 2 7 7 2 2 4 7 5 2 2 

6276 725 2704 18<12 692 353 1830 2473 11277 366 330 
t 

.' 

Custody Control and 
Emergenc J Techn i ques 

1 a 2 3 4 NR 

54 5 0 1 1 
lOS 89 35 10 7 

18 11 4: 0 3 

10 5 1 0 2 

2 2 1 0 0 

22 21 9 4 7 

32 16 9 5 1 

38 17 6 1 1 

2 5 0 0 0 

3 8 1 0 2 

0 0 2 0 0 

39 21 3 2 5 

4 2 0 0 0 

73 29 8 3 10 

15 9 1 0 3 

7 6 4 1 2 

3254 1796 620 226 380 



Probation Departments 

Alameda 

Amador 
I 

Butte 

I Colusa 

Contra Costa I 
I 

Del Harte 

E1 Dorado 

Fresno 

Gl~nn 

Hl.nboldt 

Imperial 

Inyo 

Kern I 

Kings 

lake I 
Lassen 

Los Angeles 

Hadera 
Harin 

i 
MarJposa ~ 

I 

TABLE 33 (Continued) 

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED) AS JUDGED 
BV STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

Law Social 
Total Enforcement Techniques I nves t iJlat ion 
Staff 1a 2 3 4- NR 1- 2 3 " NR 

417 149 1.s 82 1 .. 27 66 1ll 169 50 27 

2 0 2 ·0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 . 
25 1 10 " 1 3 2 10 8 2 :3 

3 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 

195 89 75 19 6 6 43 76 60 15 1 

18 4- 6 3 3 2 2 , 7 3 2 

8 0 6 1 1 0 0 2 5 1 0 

151 78 54 13 3 3 42" 72 23 11 :3 

:s 0 :3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 

18 8 7 2 0 1 0 9. 7 1 1 
' .. 

28 l' 10 1 2 1 16 7 1 3 1 

" 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 . 
107 42 46 13 5 1 25 !8 27 5 2 

16 5 7 1 1 2 2 , 5 2 :3 . 
2 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

2 0 0 1 1 0 0 a 1 1 0 

2119 1130 611 163 3 ... 175 580 790 «1 122 180 

14 8 3 0 0 3 7 4- 0 0 3 

90 oi3 30 10 4 3 9 29 34 18 0 

1 1 0 0 0 0" 0 1 0 0 0 

General 
Casework Techn i~ues 

1a 2 :3 4 NR 
65 135 152 42 23 

0 2 0 0 0 

2 11 7 3 2 

0 1 2 0 0 

37 81 59 16 2 

2 8 3 3 2 

1 3 2 2 0 

50 6' 27 7 3 

0 0 3 0 a 
1 9 7 0 1 

17 4, 5 1 1 

0 a 3 1 a 
28 50 2 .. 4 1 

1 7 5 r 2 

0 1 1 0 0 

0 0 2 0 0 

519 837 435 164 164 

1 4 0 0 :3 

6 21 36 27 0 

0 1 0 0 0 



Probation Departments 

Mendocino 

J1erced 

Modoc 

Monterey 

Napa 

Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 

Plunas 

RiversIde 

Sacramento 

San Ben i to 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Francisco 
Adult 
Juvenile 

San Joaquin 

San luis Obispo 

San Mateo 

Santa Barbara 

TABLE 33 (ContInued) 

AREAS OF SKILL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ~E PREPARED. AS JUDGED 
BY STAFF IN PR08ATION DEPARTMENTS 

Law Social 
Total Enforcement Techniques InvestlQation 
Staff l a 2 :3 4: NR ilf 2 3 4 NR 

19 8 8 1 0 2 3 9 3 2 2 

25 6 13 3 0 3 2 11 6 :3 :3 

1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

77 32 29 11 2 3 22 20 25 8 2 

24 15 5 3 1 0 10 5 6 :; 0 

11 3 6 1 1 0 3 1 2 5 0 

362 134 136 57 13 22 79 94 123 42 24 

26 7 11 4: 0 4- 1 16 5 0 4 

:3 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 

193 84 65 28 3 13 52 59 47 21 14 

193 94 69 23 2 5 39 67 74 8 5 

6 C' 3 1 1 1 0 4: 1 1 0 

265 123 86 39 7 10 61 91 78 26 9 

450 157 186 70 16 21 7,9 14{3 159 40 24 

62 33 18 9 1 1 13 2.7 19 2 1 
71 16 38 9 4 10 3 31, 30 5 8 

99 34 39 12 4 10 27 37 20 7 8 

22 2 14 4 1 1 1 4- 13 3 1 

207 76 73 37 14 7 35 54 71 42 5 

96 38 34: 19 3 2 23 35 33 4 1 

General 
Casework Techniques 

let 2 3 4: 

3 6 5 3 

2 14 4 2 

1 0 0 0 

18 27 22 9 

8 10 2 4 

2 1 3 5 

44 121 136 41 

4 15 3 0 

1 1 1 0 

34 61 66 18 

38 80 57 15 

3 1 2 0 

46 88 93 26 

106 147 125 48 

18 27 13 3 
9 30 25 6 

31 30 22 8 

2 8 9 2 

22 52 89 38 

14 50 26 5 

NR 
2 

3 

0 

1 

0 

0 

20 

4 

0 

14 

3 

0 

12 

24 

1 
7 

8 

1 

6 

1 

I 

c.o 
o 



Probation Departments 

Santa Clara 
Adult 
Juven fIe 

Santa Cruz 

Shasta 
SjskJyou 

Solano 

Sonoma 

Stanis 1aus 

Sutter 

Tehama 

Trinity 

tulare 
'IroullQne 

Ventura 

Yo10 

YLlba 

Total 
Probation Departments 

TABLE 33 (Continued) 

AREAS OF SKill AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED 
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DEP~TMENTS 

law Social 
Total Enforcement Techniques Investiqation 
Staff l a 2 3 4: NR pi 2 3 4 NR 

61 36 15 8 1 1 13 24 19 4 1 
246 98 96 35 9 8 67 81 68 22 8 

36 14 14 4 0 4 8 13 9 1 5 

18 10 4 1 1 2 7 4: 3 .2 2 

5 3 1 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 

63 29 22 6 0 6 20 14 22 2 5 

73 23 33 12 3 2 15 29 20 7 2 

63 24 32 4 1 2 16 24 19 2 2 . 
7 0 4 3 0 0 0 3 2 2 0 

14 5 8 1 0 2 
. 

:3 5 3 1 2 

2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

70 34 19 8 5 6 22 21 17 4: 6 

S 4: 1 1 0 0 0 4: 2 0 0 

123 60 41 9 4 9 29 50 27 • 8· . 9 

28 8 11 
. 
7 0 2 .2 12 9 4: 1 

20 8 9 . 1 0 2 2 10 4 2 2 

- . 

6276 2798 2171 748 171 388 1455 2182 1739 520 382 

General 
Casework TechniQues 

14 2 3 4 NR 

14 28 16 1 2 
54 90 65 50 7 

9 II 10 2 4 

2 10 :3 1 2 

1 5 1 0 0 

12 29 10 5 7 

12 33 24 2 2 

16 25 17 4 1 

0 1 4, 2 0 

2 6 4 0 2 

0 2 0 0 0 

20 26 16 2 6 

0 3 3 0 0 

34 45 24 11 9 

3 9 12 2 2 

2 7 9 0 2 

1323 2336 1694 566 357 



Probation Departments 

Alameda 

Amador 

Butte 

Colusa 

Contra Costa 

Del Norte 

El Dorado 

Fresno 
Glenn 

H\lftbo 1 dt 

l~erJal 

Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 

lake 

Lassen 

Los Angeles 

Madera 

Harln 
Jo\arlposa 

TABLE 33 (Conttnued) 

AREAS OF SKilL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED, AS JUDGED 
BY STAFF IN PROBATION DF.PARTHENTS 

Specialized Treatment and Human 
Total Diagnostic Methods RelatIons 

l d ' 2 3 -4 NR 1 8 2' . 3 -4 NR 

417 126 176 70 17 28 123 167 771 26 24 

2 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 

25 13 7 1 1 3 5 10 5 2 3 

3 2 1 0 0 0 0 :3 0 0 0 

195 107 58 21 8 1 60 82 39 14 0 

18 6 5 2 3 2 0 9 5 2 2 

8 2 5 1 0 0 3 3 2 0, 0 

151 93 44 9 2 3 60 63 17 5 6 

3 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 b 0 0 

18 10 2 , 1 1 5 7 5 0 1 

28 22 2 :3 0 1 17 6 :3 1 1 , 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 

107 56 40 8 2 1 34 51 16 5 1 

16 4 10 1 0 1 3 2 9 0 2 

2 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

2llS ll92 535 158 58 176 74:9 797 310 112 151 

14 8 2 1 0 :3 7 4: 0 0 3 

90 35 28 18 9 0 18 36 25 10 1 

1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
! 

It ,. 

Development of 
Community Resources 

l~ 2 3 ~~, 4 NR 

233 108 38 9 29 

'1 1 0 0 0 

9 8 4: 1 3 

2 1 0 0 0 

104 59 21 7 4: 

6 4 5 1. 2 

2 4 2 0 0 

l03 38 7 0 3 

3 0 0 0 0 

8' 6 3 0 1 

18 7 2 0 1 

0 :3 1 0 0 

4.5 4-4 II 5 2 

4 8 2 0 2 

0 2 0 0 0 

'0 1 1 0 0 

1142 610 147 47 173 

11 0 0 0 :3 

41 32 15 0 2 

1 0 0 0 0 

• 
to 
N 



ProbatIon Departments 

Mendocino 
Merced 

Modoc 

Monterey 

Napa 

Nevada 

Orange 

Placer 

ph.nas 

Riverside 

Sacramento 

San Beni to 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Francisco 
Adult 
Juven Ile 

San Joaquin 
San lui sOb I spo 

San Mateo 

Santa Barbara 

• • 

TABLE 33 (Continued) 

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

- ---,- DevoTopment of '-' Specialized Treatment and HlJ1lan 
Total DlaQnostlc Methods Re lat Ions Comnunltv Resources 
SUff Ie 2 :3 4: t~R 111 2 :3 ·1 NR""' Ii! "2- 3 4' NR ---. 

19 2 7 8 0 2 3 12 2 0 2 9 7 1 ~I 2 

25 4. 9 8 1 :5 4 12 5 2 2 13 8 1 3 
I 

1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 °1 0 

77 34 26 13 3 1 20 33 17 7 0 42 22 11 11 1 

24 17 6 0 1 0 10 9 :5 2 0 14: 7 2 I' 0 

-. II 4. 0 3 4. 0 0 2 6 :3 0 1· 6 4 0 0 

362 136 119 S8 .19 20 90 161 71 21 19 131 155 60 13 ; 23 

26 15 9 1 0 3 3 17 :5 0 :5 11 7 4 0 1\ 

5 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 

193 95 53 25 6 14 52 80 31 16 14 73 81 20 5 14 

193 98 67 15 9 4- 59 98 25 7 4: 95 70 18 5 5 

6 4 1 0 1 0 1 :5 0 2 0 0 5 1 0 Q 

265 130 85 32 8 10 79 101 63 14. 8 131 05 29 9 11 

450 215 155 56 22 22 U3 210 90 20 17 204 154 58 10 ? ,t 

62 55 17 6 :3 1 24 32 4, 1 1 38 16 5 2 1 

77 32 ' 26 10 1 8 17 31 ~6 6 7 34: 24 8 3 8 

99 60 17 13 2 7 37 31 18 6 7 50 25 13 2 9 

22 6 10 5 0 1 2 12 '7 0 1 4: 10 6 1 1 

207 4:6 83 55 16 7 36 84 61 20 6 74 69 46 8 10 

96 56 28 8 3 1 21 50 18 6 1 49 28 15 3 1 



I 

-Probat'i on Depar'tments _ 

-

Santa ,C·)ar.a 
Adult : 

Juvenile 

Santa 'Cruz 

Shasta : 

-Siskiyou 

'Solano 

Sonoma 

Stan,; s I aus 

Sut-ter 

Tehama 

Trinity 

lu·lare 

Toull.11lne 

Ventura 

Yolo 

Yuba 

Total 
Probat'ion Departments _. 

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

TABl:E 33 {Continued) 

AREAS, -OF S-K'ltL AND ~KNOWl:EDG-E :l-N ;WHIC,H STAFFAREPRE-PAl'-lE'D, -AS JUDGED 
BY STAFF IN ,PROBATiON ~DE'PARTMENTS 

SpeCi-a-llzed Tr-eatment and 'H""-In . 
Total ,.Dla!1nost 'cHet'hods ,- -Re-l.at:lons . 
·Staf.f 1 CI , 2 ; 5 ; 4 'NR J.a :2 ~ :3 ~ 4 HR J, 

; · , · . , . 
.- , , , > 

·6 ; · ·61 "32 :20 . 5: 5' J. '. 27 25; :2; 1 
246 99 ; 89 ; :38' ::1.3 z 7 84: 99; 5!:l ~ J,6t ,8 : 

i ~. ., , 
56 18 ! 15 ; 2, ,0, 5 : -9 11: 11.1; ,2 ; 3 : 

· i 

1 ; · , 
18 15 O· -OJ 2 6 1: 3 -0 ; 2 , · , 

5' 5 5 , 0 0' 0' G 1 J.~ 0: ,0 
! " 

, 
63 51 < 17 9 -0: 6 22 2r 12 · 5: 5 : , 

75 30 -29 Ii I' 2 14 35: 20~ 3: 1 
, " 

63 29 23 8 1 2 25 29. B • 2 -; 1 
-. 

'] 3 -3 1 0- 0 1 4< 2 0 0 

14 9: .... 3 0 '0: 2 6 :3 2 1 2 
; 

'2 2 ; 0 0 -0 0 0 2 O· 0' 0 
: 

70 28 27 7 2 6 25 28 8 3 : 6 , 
-

6 :3 3 0 ·0. 0 1 4; 0' 1 0 

123 56 «. 13 3' 7 47 46 17 4 9 

28 9 ,10 6 2 1 9 1~ 2 :2 : 1 '. 

: 

20 7 4 5 2 2 5 11 -4 0 , .2 

6276 3049 1905 730 227 365 1940 2569 1089 ' '550·· 528 , 

•• ~. 

,Deve ,) oprnent of 
'COfmlunH~ ·f\esour.ces 

'.1 it ; 2 -. .3 .! ; -NR 
., 

· ·"37 '22 ~ L 0: 1 
137 '69- ,20 ~ 12' 8 , 

16 : l1i 5 o· 4 

· 6 
" 

6; ·4 0 2 

2 2; n. 0 -0 

31 24 1 0: 7 . 
~ 

30 26. 13 2 '2 

26 '24' 10 2 1 

3 3' 1 0 0 

,9 :3 0 0 2 

1 1 0 0 0 

33. 19 8 3' 7. 

3· 2. 0 I' ,0 . ; 

,60 57 14 - 3' 9 
• 

14 i .9 :3 0 2 

·4 : 10 5 ; .1 2 

3121 1962 . ·645 l59 589 



--, -
Probation Departments 

Alameda 

AMador 

Butte 

Colusa 

Contra Cosu 

Del' Norte 

EI Dorado 

fresno 

Glenn 

HlIftboldt 

Imperial 

Inyo 

Kern 

Kings 

Lake 

Lassen 

los Angeles 

Madera 

Marin 

Mariposa 

• • 

TAalE5~ (!:ontinued) 

AAEAS OF SKilL AND KHOWLEDGE Hi WH1Cti STAFF ME PREPARED, /\5 ,HJDOED 
BY ST AFFI N PROBA"r JON DEPARTMENTS 

UtilizatIon of Hansgerueii'iaiitr-M"-_~r---."- Or lentatlotl to Hie 
Total Corrmunltv Resources Aaninlstratlvc Tcchnjq~ a Cor ree t 1 on..!l.£J e 1 {~ 
Staff 1 III 2 :5 4: NR Ie 2 :.3 ·1 m~ 1 2 3 4: 1iR-

4].7 ~70 152 55 .12 28 196 137 -40 1,4 3D 78 111 112 20 28 

2 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 

25 8 10 3 1 :3 9 6 4 2 -4: 3 11 4: 4 3 

3 1 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 

195 91 69 27 6 2 99 64: 20 7 5 67 82 31 12 :3 

18 5 5 5 1 2 3 4: 6 :3 2 4 5 .1- .3 2 

8 1 2 tl 1 0 2 3 2 0 1 0 a 5 1 0 

151 83 55 8 2 3 ,1~ 36 5 5 3 57, 69 16 5 4: 

:s 0 :s 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 

18 .j, 9 4 0 1 10 7 0 0 1 3 9 ,5 n . 1 

28 15 9 :3 0 1 18 6. 3 0 1 15 ., 4: ,1 1 

4: 0 5 1 O. 0 0 2, 1 1 ,0 0 0 2 2 {) 

107 58 46 16 5 2 55 58 12 3 1 25 52 24 5 1 

16 2 9 2 1 2 5 8 0 1 2 4 5 5 0 2 

2 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

2 0 2 0 0 d 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 

2119 950 715 213 68 175 1192 545 155 59 188 766 817 279 88 169 

14 10 1 0 0 5 10 2 U 0 2 7 2 2 0 5 

90 ~S 24 25 4 1 42 29 11 5 5 27 56 18 8 1 

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
, 

to 
(J1 



Pro batten DepartMents 

MendocJno 
Merced 

Hodoc 

Monterey 

Napa 
Nev.d. 
Orange 

Placer 

PI ..... s 
IUverside 

Sacramento 

San Benito 

San Bernerdtno 
San Diego 

San Franc isco . 
Adult 
Juven i Ie 

San Joaquin 

San luis Obispo 

San Hateo 
Santa' Barbara 

TABLE 33 (Cont I nued) 

AREAS OF SKilL AND KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED. AS JUDGED 
BY STAFF IN PROBAnON DEPARTMENTS 

Ut I J izat Jon of Management .nd 
Total Conmun I ty Res<llurces Administrative Techniques 
SUff 1- 2 3 4: NR 18 2 :3 4: NR , 

19 6 6 3 2 2 9 5 ··3 0 2 

25 11 1 , 0 3 6 8 5 0 6 

1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 

17 30 23 20 , 0 39 18 15 :3 2 

2' 15 4: 3 2 0 14:. 9 0 1 0 

11 1 5 5 0 0 1 2 8 0 0 

362 101 152 72 15 22 169 107 « 12 30 

26 9 U 1 1 4: 10 9 4: 0 3 

:3 2 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 

193 56 89 27 7 14, 92 59 20 7 15 

193 as 69 27 7 5 102 65 19 1 6 

6 0 5 1 0 0 3 1 1 1 0 

265 108 98 42 8 9 132 81 28 11 13 

4:50 151 189 68 20 22 24:1 14:0 36 8 25 

62 25 29 6 1 1· 40 19 1 1 1 
77 14 33 19 3 8 40 21 6 0 10 

99 38 36 13 :3 9 58 23 7 3- 8 

22 3 7 9 2 1 4: 10 5 2 1 

207 51 70 65 12. 9 86 58 45 '10 8 

96 38 29 23 5 1 49 34 9 3 1 

., • 

orientation to the 
Correctional Field 

1- 2 :3 , NR 
l::: 6 6 0 2 "" 
0 l' 4 3 4 

0 1 0 0 0 

21 37 13 6 0 

8 10 , 2 0 

0 :3 7 1 0 

75 129 103 32 23 

5 13 3 0 5 

2 1 0 0 0 

55 68 41 14: 15 

48 81 51 9 4 

1 3 1· 1 0 

84: 100 51 21 9 

88 202 112 29 19 

24 29 :3 5 1 
13 39 13 4 8 

28 4:1 12 :3 9 

2 9 7 :3 1 

41 76 58 26 6 

31 42 19 :3 1 



• • j 

TABLE 33 (Continued) 

AREAS OF SKILL ANI~ KNOWLEDGE IN WHICH STAFF ARE PREPARED. AS JUDGED 
BIf STAFF IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

UtrJlution of Hanagement and 
Probation Departments Total COlmiunity Resources Administrative Techniques 

SUff 1.G 2 3 4: NR 1.-' 2 3 4: NR 

Santa Clara 
Adult 61 34- 21 5 0 1. 39 17 1 1 3 
Juveni Ie 24.6 119 86 21 12 8 lU 72 16 8 9 

Santa Cruz 36 13 15 4r 0 4- 13 14- 4- 1 4-

Shasta 18 7 S 1 0 2 11. 3 2 0 2 

Siskiyou 5 3 1 1 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 

Solano 63 25 26 5 1 6 32 18 6 1 6 

Sonoma .. ., 
,~ 22. 33 11 5 2 33 30 7 0 3 

Stanislaus 63 19 27 12 4: 1 33 20 9 0 1 

Sutter 7 3 2 2 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 

Tehanta 14 6 6 0 0 2 5 6 1 0 2 

Trinity 2 1 1 '0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 

Tulare 70 25 25 12 2 6 38 14- 11 1 6 

Toult.l'llne 6 3 1· I 2 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 

Ventura 123 ~ 4r6 20 4: 10 68 24- 16 3 12 

Yolo 28 12 9 '" 1 2 11 10 4- 2 1 

Yuba 20 2 10 3 2 3 4: 9 3 1 3 

Total 
Probation Departments 6276 2497 2299 878 224 '378 3279 1809 601' 161 426 

a , • Not adequately prepared 
2 • Adequately prepared 
:3 • We 11 Prepared 
" • Very we 11 prepared 

Reference: original survey Table A-17 

Orientation to the 
Correctional Field 

1a 2 3 4 NR 

8 28 16 8 1 
73 108 4-6 11 8 

6 16 8 3 ;; 

4 6 5 1 2 

0 3 2 0 0 

21 21 15 1 5 

16 34: 20 1 2 

13 34 10 5 1 

0 4 2 1 0 

4: 7 1 0 2 

0 0 2 0 0 

23 25 9 6 7 

0 4: 1 1 0 

36 4:7 24 8 8 

7 13 5 2 1 

3 7 5 2 3 
! 
, 
I 
I 

1801 25"41 1192 374 1368 
, -

I 

to 
-.J 

I . 



Institutions Total 
and Parole Staff 

Institutions 1155 

Parole 400 

Total 
Institutions 1555 
and Parole 

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 
Social Sciences Offender and Staff Emergency Techniques ~ 

lei 2 ·3 4 NR l a 2 3 .. NR 11:1 2 3 4: NR 

305 489 189 90 82 679 :;01 66 21 88 391 391 195 99 79 

38 175 118 49 20 121 165 72 23 19 182 130 49 18 21 

343 664 307 139 102 800 466 138 44 107 573 521 244 117 100 

.f .,. 
..t f, 

to 
CD 



Ins t i tut ions Total 
and Parole Staff 

Institutions 1155 

Parole 400 

Total 
Institutions 1555 
and Parole 

• .. 

TABLE 3' (Cont fnued). 

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

Law Social 
Enforcement Techniques Investigation 
~a 2 3 4.- NR l a 2 3 , HR • I d 

717 277 60 17 84.- 530 354 120 52 99 3<:2 

General 
Casework Technicues 

2 3 4: NR 

434 235 100 84 

170 142 54 13 21 47 150 13' 47 22 50, 139 139 52 20 

887 419 114 30 lOS 577 504 254 99 121 352 573 374 152 104 



Institutions 
and Parole 

Institutions 

Parole 

Total 
Institutions 
and Parole 

Total 

1155 

TABLE 34 (ContInued) 

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

Specialized Treatment. and Hl.Inan 
Diagnostic Methods Relations 

1° 2 3 4 NR ld 2 :3 4 NR 1a 

467 390 156 57 85 440 417 i51 63 84: 693 

400 172 131 58 19 20 104: 151 89 36 20 130 

1555 639 521 214 76 105 544 568 24:0 99 104 823 

•• •• 

Development of 
Conwnunjty Resources 

2 3 4 NR 8 
297 59 14- 92 

147 78 23 22 

444- 137 37 114 



• • 

TABLE 3' (Continued) 

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

Institutions Total 
and Parole 1G 

Instltutpons 1155 677 

Parole 400 97 

'Total 
Institutions 1555 774 
and Parole 

a 1 • Not adequately prepared 
2. Adequpte 1 y prepared 
3 • Well prepared 
" _ Very we 11 prepared 

Ut I Ilzat ion of 
CommunityR~~ources 

2 :3 4 NR 

,,:~o.' , 
,l(If"'..a., 81 17 89 

167 82 34 20 

458 163 51 109 

Reference: original survey Table A-17 

J Management and ~rlentation to the 
Administrative Techniqu85' , CorrectJonal Field 
1a 2 3 4 NR 1a 2 3 " NR 

'. 
614 :325 97 29 90 654 322 68 20 91 

188 130 42 19 21 " 
. 94 167 83 36 20 

802 ' 455 1:39 48 111 748 489 151 56 111 

-., 
o 
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TABLE 55 

PERCEN'r OF STAFF WHO JUDGED FORMAL TRAINING AS CONTRIBUTING SUBSTANTIALLY 
TOWARD PROMOTION IN PROBATION DEPARTMENTSI 

Percent 
Probation Departments Total Contribute To No. of 

Responde"ts~ Promotion NR -, 
Alameda 409 48.9 8 

Amador 1 0.0 1 
Butte 24 37.5 1 v • 
Colusa 5 0.0 0 

Contra Costa 195 56.4 0 "I ,-, 

Oel Norte 17 17.6 1 
El Dorado 8 50.0 0 

Fresno 151 45.7 0 
Glenn 5 0.0 0 
Humboldt 18 5.6 

, 0 

Imperial 28 25.0 0 

'nyo 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 AI1ge 1 es 2067 57.5 52 
Madera 14 14.5 0 
Marin 90 52.2 0 
Mariposa 1 0.0 0 
Mendocino 19 36.8 0 

Merced 24 33.3 1 

Modoc 1 100.0 0 
,~i • 

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 
Rlv(!!rslde 191 45.0 2 

Sacramento 188 :38.8 5 
,/ 

),' 
!,J 
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TABLE :35 (Continued) 

PERCENT OF STAFF WHO JUDGED FORHAl TRAINING AS CONTRIBUTING SUBSTANTIALLY 
TOWARD-PROMOTiON IN ~ROBATION DEPARTMENTSI 

.. . Percent 
Probation Departments Total 

ResPOndents2 
Contribute To No. of 

Promotion NR 

San Benito 6 0.0 0 
San Bernardino 261 54.4 4 
San Diego 442 60.4 8 
San Francisco 

... Juveni Ie 77 28.6 0 
Adult 61 21.5 1 

San Joaquin 96 41.7 3 
San Luis Obispo 22 22.7 0 
San Hateo 206 45.2 1 
Santa Barbara 94 33.0 2 
Santa Clara 

Adult 61 :32.8 0 
Juveni Ie 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 

1 Represents percentage of Tota 1 Respondents who reported that an adE~quate 
training program in their department would contribute Somewhat, Much, or 

2 Very Huch, versus Little or Very Littleo 
Excludes No Respondents shown in last column. 

Reference: original survey Table A-22 

-
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TABLE 56 

PERCENT OF STAFF WHO JUDGED FORMAL TRAINING AS CONTRIBUTING SUBSTANTIALLY 
TOWARD PROMOTION IN YOUTH AUTHORITY INSTITUTIONS AND PAROLE1 

lfercent 
Institutions and Parole Total Contribute To No. of 

~espondents2 Promotion 

I. nst Itut tons 1125 65.4 52 

I?aro Ie 594 52.5 6 

- Total 
~tttuttons and Parole 1517 60.6 58 

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

2 Little or Very Little. . 
Excludes No Respondents shown in last column. 

RqJ\erence: . or I gl na t survey Tab Ie A-22 
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