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in March 9 1967~ the University of Georgia !nstitLrce of Gover:tme,""'t, applied 

to the United States Department of Justice Office of Law Enforcement Assista~ce 

(O:"EA) for funding of a plan'1ing project. The purpose of the proposed project 

was the determination of the need and dema0d for a tral~lng program I~volving 

all phases of correctional work, prob~~ion, parole and institutiona: progra~s 

by the agencies of the State of Georgia engaged ir these activities. 

One question of extreme significance to be answered in the course of the 

subsequently funded program was "What are the prellai I ing levels of professional 

knowledge a1d competency among employees of the participating agencies?' Tbe 

answer was foreseen as potentially forming the basis for a state-wide training 

program at the various levels of training and competency. 

By July~ a form was developed to measure the educatioral dnd experien-

tial levels of all personnel in the Sta'.::e Departments of Parole 0 Probation and 

Corrections. Also included were indicators of age. salary. length of service. 

martial status, and specific job titles. This information was gathered during 

the months of July and August through a survey of personrel records i~ the 

appropriate offices in Atlanta. Data tabulated was taken primarily from the 

application form and is not necessarily verified. The actual review of records 

was conducted by Mr. FOY S. Horne 9 Jr.: an Institute of Govern.merlt research 

assIstant with the full cooperation and assistance of all three departmeryts. 

Analysis of data and the following r'eport were compiled by Miss Carol 81air p 

Assistant Project Director$ Institute of Government staff. 



ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

The Georgia correction system consists of the State Departments of Parole~ 

Probation and Corrections. The State Department of Parole and the State Department 

of Probation are defined by law as two separate systems. Although they are 

required to maintain independent records and operate independently~ the three 

members of the Board of Pardons and Paroles sit also as the State Board of 

Probation. The size of the Board is set by statute at three members who serve 

seven year terms. Parole officers are appointed by the Board and are under the 

State Merit ~ystem. Probation officers are appointed by the Super~or Court 

Judges. There are seven independent systems, the largest of which is 

Fulton County. Data on these independent systems is not included. However p 

Fulton County has indicated interest in any training program that may be developed. 

The following chart briefly illustrates the organization of these departments. 
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The State Department of Corrections ~lso exists independently of any other 

State agency. Its Board is composed of five members who serve for five year 
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A general outline of the major organization components of the Corrections 

Department follows: 
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7he total personnel of the Parole, Probatlo~, and Correctio~s ~epa~t~e~~~ 

exclusive of the clerical staff of the Probation and Parole Depa~tme~ts, c~~~e~~ly 

numbers 854. These employees are widely disbursed througho~t tDS state, a~t~o~;~ 

concentrat;lons do exist in larger ci ties, such as Atlanta :3:1d Sa'Va;1~JC:lh i;l:;;d at: 

each of the sixteen state correctional institutions. For ge~era; s~m~a:y p~~po~es9 

all personnel in the three departments has been piaced in 0~P of five catego-:as. 

These are (a) administration, including heads of departments a~d all policy ~~kl~S 

persor-neJ; (b) middle management, including corrections warden~ a~d dep~ty 

wardens and chief probation officers; (c) other professional per50~~e~p i~cl~ii~g 

probation officers, parole officers, and corrections treatment persornel; 

(d) corrections custodial personnel, including supervisory office;;s iliedtenti'J~-::~9 

captains, and majors) and correctional officers I and !I; and, fT0al 1yp te) 3Jp-

portive staff and maintenance personnel representing the Correctro~s Depa~tme~~. 
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SUMMARY DATA' 

EVen though many variations are evident between and within each of ~he fl~e 

categories of personnel? a total summary was devised consisting of t~e ave"sge 

data for the entire correctional system; 

X AGE 

B54 
1---

L46
0

2 

--r--
X X YEARS 

SALARY SERVICE 

$5135 4.5 

-
X YEARS 

EDUCATION 

11.0 

~ - - -
% HI SCi1 GRAD % SOM~ t % COLLE 

ONLY COLLEGE' GRAD 
--

41,9% 9, ffi~ 3.5% 
-

o~ t~e basis of this summary~ the following profile of the personnel i~ the 

corrections system is offered: 

The Average correctional system employee in Georgia is 46.2 years of ag~. 

and is making $5f135 annually, He has been employed 4.5 years and has a fif:y 

percent probabil ity of having had some previous related experience, He has a 

41.9% probability of being a high school graduate, a 9.~1o probabil i~y of havi~g 

done some college work, and a 3,5% probabil ity of being a college graduate, 

(See Table 11.1) 

As mentioned above? variations between and within categories do ~xist. 

Surprisi~glys however, these are not as great as one might expect con5iderl~g the 

five different levels of responsibility and expected expertise. 111t'able ILl)} 

a Summary of Personnel Data by Department and by Category? narro~',/ rar>ges in the 

mean ages g years of education 9 years of service and salary can be obse~ved. Of 

particular interest is the small variation in mean age and sa;ary in the admini-

strative and the middle management categories. The range in age hetween the 

two is only two-tenths of one year and $1~679 in salary. Within the admirdstrative 

group~ the range is 4.7 years in age and $1 p068 in salary. Within middle 

management p the range in mean age is only 1.9 years and $780 in mean salary. 

X: INDICATES IIMEAN" 
~: iNDiCATES "SUMII 

, I 

i 
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Other areas of co~parable simi larity are (1) years of service between 

administrative personnel and middle management (1.2 years range), (2) mean 

years of education between administrative, middle management and other pro-

fessional personnel (2.2 years range), and (3) percentage of high school 

graduates between the administrative and other professional personnel 

categories (1.5% range). 

One factor of interest in contrasting Category IV, corrections custodial 

personnel, and Category V, corrections supportive and maintenance personnel, 

is the simil~rity in mean salari~~. The mean salary for supportive persornel 

(clerical staff, bookkeepers, ~\I,ritchboard operator, etc.) is over a hundred 

dollars more than the annual salary of correctional officers Ii and almost 

$600 more than the annual salary of correctional officers I. The mean salary 

of the maintenance personnel (storekeepers, cooks, mechanics. cons.truction 

\I/orkers, nurserymen, etc.) while.2!J..l:i. $20 less than the mean annual salary 

of the top supervisory custodial officers, is almost $1,400 more than 

correctional officers I receive and over $800 more than the mean annual 

salary of correctional officers II. (See Table 11.1) 

Of course, the mean is at best a measure of central tendency and is often 

d~storted by even a few far-spread figures when, as in the present study, the 

number of cases is small. Therefore, the similarities noted may actually be 

smaller or even greater, according to the internal distributions of each sub~ 

category. In the following sections, these distributions will be discussed 

according to both length of service and location of duty station. Notwith-

standing the internal figures, the general clustering of all categories around 

a relatively narrow range in mean age, length of service, salary, and education 

is of interest, if not of statistical significance. This clustering assumes 

even greater impl ications when the categories are considered by department. This 

point wi] 1 be elaborated in subsequent sections in which each departmeDt is 

presented independently. 



PAROLE DEPARTMENT 

An overall summary for the department exclusive of supporting clerical 

personnel follows: 

~-

SUMMARY FOR ENTIRE PAROLE DEPARTMENT 

X X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOME % COLLEGE 01 PR.E'j - ,'0 

N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONL.Y COlLSGE GRAD EXP 
. , 

~5~_ 54 47.5 $6,677 6.6 12J 42.7% 12.9% 38.9% 

In the personnel structure of the parole department, only two major 

classifications were reviewed. These are the administrative staff and the parole 

officers. 

- --------
SUMMARY fOR PAROLE ADMINISTRATORS 

-
X YEARS X YEARS I % HI SCH GRAD % SOME ~~ COlLEG E % PRE\! -

N X AGE X SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION i ONL.Y COll ~G E GRAD EXP 

7 47.8 $8,343 12.3 ILl 57.1% 28.7% . 14. 2'l~ 57 . l~~ 
I. .. .. 

. ---- .. 

SUMMARY FOR PAROLE OFF! CER.S 

X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOi'1E J "l COl I :::Gc % Pi\EH - I 10 ~ ... , ... ':-

N X AGE X SALARY SERVICE EDUG.L\T I ON ONLY COLLEGE G~AD EXP 

47 47.4 $6,429 5.7 12.7 40. 6?~ 31.9% 12. 7~~ 36. l~~ 
l l 

There were at the time of the study 47 personnel classified as parole officers 

in the State Parole Department. As illustrated in Table 111.1, 
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these officers are widely dispersed to faci 1 itate more effective supervision. 

The overall picture of the Parole Department personnel surveyed is i11us-

t ra ted in Tab 1 e I II .2 and above. The ,9r.e.ates t dis t i ric t i cns between the two 

categories are in salary and years of service. The parole administrator is most 

likely to have served a longer period (mean, 12.3 years) than the parole officer 

(mean p 5.7 years). Also, the mean salary is almost $2,000 more annually for the 

administrators. Yet, this difference is not as high as one might expect con-

sidering that the administrative staff has a greater 1 ike1ihood of having 

had previous related experience (57.1% versus 36.1%) and has a slightl~ higher 

grade level achievement (13.1 for administrators as opposed to 12.7 for parole 

officers). Also, the responsibi1 ity differential would predict a greater salary 

range between the two. 

The Parole Department shows 42.7% of its parole officers had attained high 

school graduation only, although it has the highest percentage of college graduates 

(12.9%) of the three departments. There are, however, 12.9% or 'seven parole 

officers who have not completed high school. Four of these: have only two to three 

years service. As can be noted in the education section for parole officers in 

Table I I I .4, the two to three years of service c~tegory indicates a heavy hiring 

period. Possibly there Were not enough e1 igib1e app1 icants to fill all positions. 

This could account for four non-high school graduates being clustered in this 

group. Two of the five new officers hired this year have had some college work 

and three are college graduates. Also, these five are 15.9 years below the mean 

age for allstate parole officers. These facts may indicate a trend toward 

recruitment of younger and better educated officers. 

, 
'. 
i All members of the seven-man parole administrative staff are high school 

graduates, and 28.2% have so~e col lege while 14.2% show college graduation. 
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They have a slightly higher percentage'of previous related experience (57.1%) 

than the correctional system as a whole (49.9%) and the parole officers 

(36.1%) in specific. The entire Parole Department, while having the lowest 

percentage of previous related experience, has the longest average length of 

service (6.6 years). 
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PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

The Probation Department personnel number 91, 56 of which are probation 

officers, 2~ chief probation officers, and &administrators. As In the Parole 

Department, :he officers are distributed throughout the state. Probation officers 

are located according to judicial circuits with more than one officer frequently 

assigned to one district. As Table IV.1 indicates, the officers al"'e not 

generally clustered, although there are certain areas of concentration. Some 

of these, observable in Appendix I are in the Houston-Peach-Bibb-Dooley County 

area and the Fulton-DeKalb-Gwinnett County area. 

SUMMARY FOR ENTIRE PROBATION DEPARTMENT 
- -
X X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOME ! % COLLEGE 

N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE GRAD 

91 47.9 $6,737 4.3 13. I 58.3% 31.SOIo 1 7.7% I 
-f- j 

% 
E 

45 

PREV 
XP 

.0% 

The Probation Department personnel reviewed includes the administrative staff, 

the chief probation officers and the probation officer staff. Summary data on each 

category follows: 

SUM~RY FOR PROBATION ADMINISTRATORS 

- X YEARS X YEARS X % HI SCH GRAD, I % SOME 
N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE 

8 52.4 j $9,585 6.9 14.3 25% 
J 

37.5X. 

SUMMARY FOR .CHIEF PROBATION OFFICERS 

- - X YEARS X X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOME 
N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE 

27 49 $6,665 7.2 13 .0 59.2% ~3% 

- ~ .... 

% CQLL!::i3 E 
GRAD 

37.5% 

0/ 

.~ 

PkEV 
t.:xp " 

50.0% 
~-----

% COLLEGE % PREV 
GRAD EXP 

. 

3.7% 37.0% 
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SUMMARY FOR PROBATION OFFICERS 
:! 
I 
I - I 

X - - COLLEGd X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOME % % PREll 
~N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE GRAD EXP I 

I 
I 

56 45.4 $6130 2.5 12.9 62.7% 30.3% 5.3% 49.2% 
.J 

The Probation Department personnel as a whole has slightly higher mean age 

than the other departments and annually receives $40 less salary than the Parole 

Department and almost $2,000 more than the Corrections Department average. The 

~robation Department has a higher educational achievement (13.1 year mean) 

than the Correctional system as a whole. All personnel in the department bas 

graduated from high school and about forty percent have either done some college 

work or completed a four~year degree. (Yab1e IV.2) 

The age ranges between the three levels of probation personnel reflect 

the responsibility levels of each category. In every case, as rank increases, 

the mean ages Increase. The range Is seven years with a mean of 47.9 years. 

35% of Probation Department personnel have been employed from one to twelve 

months and 25.5% from two to three years, Surprisingly, 45 of the 56 probation 

off! cers (80%) have been wi th the department 1 ess than four years. "r' ,t'le mean 

years of service of this group as a whole is only 2.5 years, a figure whic~ 

exceeds only one other sub-category In the system - corrections officer I 

(2.3 years mean), (Tables Iv.4 and IV.5) 

The Probation Department personnel have a wider range of previous related 

experience than the correctional system as a whole, although th'e probability 

of having had some related experience is somewhat less (45,6% versus 49,.9%). 

Chief probation officers fall 12.9% short of the system average, exceeding 

only the 36.1% average for parole officers. The most commonly reported 

previous experience is a position as either a "sherlffll or IIdeputy sheriff". 
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Seventeen of the forty-o~e Probation Department employees who had any previous 

experience 1 isted this background, with the next highest figure, seven, listing 

police experience. Only three listed an educational background, each of which 

indicated "teacherll
• 

Although salaries in the chief probation officer sub-category are con-

centrated in two income levels (mean, $6,665), the range for probation officers 

is distributed over five levels with a mean of $6,130. However, 39 of the 

56 officers are concentrated at one level with only one officer receiving $7,032 

or $336 more than the next level. Salaries for the administrative per$onnel 

cluster around tltJO wide-spread poles - approximately $5,200 on one end and 

approximately $10,500 on the other for a mean of $9,585. (Table IV.3) 



CORRECTijO~S DEPARTME~r 

The Corrections Depqrtment represents 83% or 709 of the tot®l correctio~al 

system personnel included in the study. They sre located at the $i~teen stnte 

prison institutions and the central office in Atlanta. The greatest concentrB= 

tion Is at the Alto Industrial Institute for Youthful Offenders and the Reid~~ 

ville State Prison. Table V.l gives the staff/inmate breakdown by institution 

and locates the prisons In the state. Each of these are graphtcally iocated 

in Appendix 1. Data is summarized below: 

SUMMARY OF ENTIRE CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT 

- - ~ 
, 

- X X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOME % COaEGE % PREV 
, 

~N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCAT! ON ONLY COLLEGE GRAD EXP 

709 46.0 $4,877 4.3 10.5 40.0% 5.3% 2.2%. 51.4% 

Each of the five categories of personnel are represented In the Corrections 

Department, A departmental profile was prepared indicating the following 

dimensions: the average Corrections Department employee is 46.0 years of age, 

has been employed for 4.3 years and receives an annual salary of $4~877, His 

educational level is 10.5 years, He has a 40% probability of being a high 

school graduate and a 7.5% orobability of having done some college w()l~k or 

graduating from college. The average Corrections Department employee has Slightly 

over a 50% probabil ity of having had previous related exp~rience. He is also 

more likely to have been employed previously in the same capacity than personnel 

in the other two departments. (Table V.l) 
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The administrative personnel is stationed either in the State Office 

i~ Atlanta or at one of two state prisons, Reidsville or Alto The seven-

teen administrators at the Atlanta office have a 13.3 year mean grade level 

achievement with only one non-high school graduate. Whi Ie earning approximately 

the mean of combined Alto and Reidsvil Ie administrators, ($8,731), the Atlanta 

personnel earn approximately $600 less annually than the Alto staff. However, 

the Alto mean educational level is 15.0 years with 50% being college gradJates 

and 50% with some college work. Also, the Alto mean years of service, (1-48) 

is almost seven years more than the other two groups. (Table V.3) 

On the average, the administrators are 51.9 years of age and have served 

for 8.2 years. The mean educational level, 12.8, is slightly lower thap the ... 
same category in the other groups (parole and probation administrators), ~utp 

in the Corrections Department is exceeded only by treatment persor.nel. 

,.--

SUMMARY OF CORRECTIONS ADMINISTRATORS 

X X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOME % COLLEGE o· PREV 70 
~N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE GRAD EXP 

26 51.9 $8,517 8.2 12.9 38.4% 15.5% 7,2f{ 38. 5~~ 

The staff comprising the second level of authority in the Corrections 

Department, the wardens and deputy wardens, is all located at the state prison 

': branches. Since vacancies currently exist in several institutions, only 14 

wardens and 15 deputy wardens were included in the study. There is less than 

a year separating the mean ages of the two groups and only $1,306 between the 

mean annual.. s~laries. Wardeos and deputy wardens employed in the 'iast few 

years have been somewhat younger than the total mean age (45 years versus 52.4) 

and have been better educated (12.9 years versus 10.1 years). However, 
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only 35% of the middle management group are represented in this one to four years 

service group. An even lower mean educational achievement is indicated for the 

remaining 65% than the total 10.1 mean would suggest. (Table V.5) 

-~ SUMMARY FOR CORRECTIONS WARDENS & DEPUTY WARDENS 

X X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOME % COLLEGEI %PREV 
~N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE GRAD EXP 

t--

6.8"10 ! 29 51.9 $5,885 7.6 10.9 41.5% 3.4% 51.7% 

I I 
The most nearly comparable group in terms of salary and education to the 

wardens and deputy wardens is the maintenance and supportive staff. There is 

onsy about $1,000 separati'ng the mean annual salaries for the two categories. 

The maintenance group receives only about $500 less yearly than the heads of 

their employing institutions. On the whole, the maintenance and supportive 

group has a sl ight advantage in educatiOnal level achieved (11.5 versus 10.9)~ but 

the maintenance group when taken alone has a mean of only 10.1 years. The 

maintenance and supportive group is younger than the wardens and deputy warde1s 

and "has a lower percentage of previous related experience. Crable V.14) 

SUMMARY OF MA I NTENANCE AND SUPPORT I"VE STAFF -=1 X X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % SOME % COl.LEGE ~~ PREi! 
~N X AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY" COll EG E GRAD EX? 

115 40.6 $4)859 5.6 11.5 57.4% 13.7% 2 .6~~ 49.4% 

In what has been loosely termed "treatment" have been placed the fifty 

Correctional Department personnel 1 isted as other professiona1 personnel. 

~hcluded in these fifty are the eight categories analyzed in Table V.7. There 

is a physician in each of the state prisons except for Battey "Prison Branch 

which is located at a medical faci1 ity. Eleven of these fifteen are on a fee 



(16 ) 

basis in attendance only during sick-call hours. in the to~a~ :-aa~~e~~ 

category~ thirty~one of the fifty reviewed were part-time rec61viGg a msar 

fee of $1~S47. 

Surprlsing1y~ the group with the highest mean age (54.5 years of age' is 

the recreation group, all of which are part time. The g:oups with the next ~"'dS~'33:: 

mean ages are all in the medical services category with a mean age of ·43.7 for 

the entire treatment personnel. (Table \J.l) 

38"10 or 19 of the 50 have less than two years of service wlth the re:i1afr:il"lg 

staff distributed over the scale. The analysis of treatment personnel uii~g 

years of service as a constant included only those categories ~os: traditjo~dily 

cO~5ldered treatment: recreation special ists~ teachers, and correctionai 

co~n3elors. The mean grade achieved by this group of twelve staff membe-s ~J6.0) 

greatly exceeds that of the Corrections Department as a who~e (~O.5). Also. 

it is only .8 less than the mean for the treatment category w~en the medical 

personnel and chaplains were included. (Table V,8) 

A startling feature is the relatively low mean salary of the cor~sctioral 

counselors which at $4,928 is less than maintenance person~el ard corr~c~lo~i 

s:..;pervisory custodial personnel receive. It IS oVer $1~000 1'955 than t'-;e mea!") 

a~~ual salary for parole and probation officers. The range betwee~ sd~cationai 

achievement of parole and probation officers and the correctional COu~J~?ors is 

2.7 yea~5 (15.5 for correctional counselors versus 12.7 for parole a~1 probation 

combined). The percentage of previous experience of the COUnselors 'Exc.eeds bot~ 

:1 the parole and probation officers percentage and the counselors ha~e a ~o~;er 
!' n period of service than the probation and parole officers (5.1 versus 3.9 years), 
f~, ~ 
it The distribution over the years of service scale does not fndicate any sl2n1fi-
d fl Ii cant trend toward higher salaries for the counselors or for ~he ;'iori-medic8a 

~. treatment group as a Wh_o_l_e_, ___ (_T_a_b_le __ v_'_,8_} ________________ __ 
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SUMMARY OF TREAH1EN'T PEKS8i\1.\!El 

---:]--- -
_ ~x X YEARS X YEARS % HI seH GRAD % S 

l~N X AGE . S{l,lAIW SERVICE EDUCATi ON ONLY COL 

-
I 50 1+3" 7 $8270 3.8 16.8 6% 10 

I 

The largest personnel category in the correctio"al syste~ Is that of the 

corrections custodial staff. The 489 employees In the category comprtse distihct 

levels of responsibil ity and advancement. The botto~ step is composed of 281 

correctional officers 19 commonly referred to as IIguardsi'. Moving one s!ep 

UPI one finds 191 correctional officers II also generally ide~trfled as guards 

The final step Tn the ladder is occupied by seventeen supervisory officers. 'fhlch 

are internally stratified in the following manner: eleven. 'Iieute!"a"ts~ five 

captairs~ and one major. These supervisory officers are all located at eit~er 

Reidsville or Alto State Prison Branches. (Tables 9 V,9 9 V.119 and V.12; 

Within the custodial category there is a direct relatio1"l;;hip berNee" ;8:19th 

of seq'lce~ educational achieveme'1t Cind rank. 'rhe higher the educational 

achieveme:rlt and the lower the length of service~ the l£~~ the ra~k; That i5 9 

the lowest rank9 correctional officer ,~ has the highest educationa', achieve~e~t 

and the lowest mean length of service (2.3 yea~s). The high.est rank~ supet'viscry 

custodial officers p has the lowest educational achievement (8.9) a~d the highest 

~ean length of service (11 ,S). Previous experience is also i~versely related 

to rank - the higher the percentage of previous experience~ the 10'der the~'a~k. 

(,ra b 1 en. 1 ) 

There is only a narrow range in mean education between the three categodes, 

however (1.2 years), Also the ranges in age and mean annual salary are some-
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what small (age, 3.9 years and salary, $1,496). The important distinction retv,(8en 

the three categories would seem to be in the years of service with a wide range 

of 9.2 years - a range which is higher than in any other catego~y in :he correc-

tional system. 

Since 67% of the correctional officers I have been employed for less :han 

one year, the data on this group is of great interest. The breakdown usl~g 

length of service was completed for each of the other sub-categories (correctior.al 

officers II and supervisory custodial officers) as well. Trends toward slightly 

younger personnel is Indicated and the educational level is edging upward at a 

slow~ yet progressive, rate. (Tables V.IO and V.13) 

SUMMARY FOR CUSTODIAL OFFICERS 

- -X X YEARS X YEARS % HI 
X 

SCH GRAD % SOME % COLLEGE % PREV 
~N AGE SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY COll EG E GRAD fXP 

--
489 46.9 $4,206 3.7 9.6 39.0% 2.2% .2% 50.4% 

By analyzing Table V.9, V.ll, and V.12 in which the three groups of custodial 

personnel are presented by location, one can see a relatively tight distribution 

in all variables. There are institutions in which DE. officer has completed "hrg~ 

school. OVer 50% of the correctional officers I I have not completed bigh school 

and a similar percentage of correctional officers I fall in this classification 

as do the supervisory officers. In some cases, a high percentage of these no~-

hIgh school graduates are clustered in a few institutions. Battey, Decatur p 

Pulaski and Montgomery illustrate this concentration. 

Similarily, the personnel with the lowest period of service is concentrated 

I' in specific institutions. For example, at Alto, thirty of the thirty-five .. 
, 1 
I; 
) .. ( 

~. j 
! 1 ;. i 

\1 f! 
i 

correctional officers I haVEl served less than a year. Over 60% at Reidsville 

were employed within the last year, and at Chatham and Decatur 100% of the 
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custodial staff have less than a year's service. Years of service is more evenly 

distributed in the correctional officers II and supervisory category. 

I J 

~, .' 

; \ 
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SUMMARY 

With a backv-,ard glance at the preceeding sections p one can identify a 

small yet sig~ificant group of characteristics of the Georgia co~rectlo~al 

syste~ personnel. Enumerated p these assume ~he foJlowing dimensio~s. 

AGE: They are older than might be expected (46.2 years of age) and there 

is no significant trend in any group toward younger employees. 

SALARY: They receive a mean salary not necessari ly corresponding to thei r 

level of achievement or responsibility ($5pI3~ 

I LENGTH OF SERViCE: They remain in service for a relatively short period 

of time (4.5 years) 

PREVIOUS RELATED EXPERIENCE: They do not enter service with any great 

degree of previous related experience (49.9%). 

EDUCATlON: They have not achieved a high level of educatio~ (11.0) and 

there;~re no signifi~ant trends to predict improvements in the near future. 

t CAREER ADVANCEMENT: Employees are clustered in a relatively smali r.umber 

of positions with little chance for advancement in most categories. ~o~ 

example. 472 correctional officers conceivably hope to achieve ra,k as a 

correctional lieutenant~ captain or major. CurrentlYg there are SBvent,ee:-" 

such positions. 

LOCATiON: Correctional system employees are distributed throughout the 

state. However~ areas of concentration can be distinguished in certain 

sections of Georgia. 
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CONCLUSION 

The foregoing discussion of the personnel i~ the Georgia correctio~al 

system is :lot offered as a complete analysis. Rather
9 

i3r. attempt 1/"as ;nade 

to point out factors which might not be obvious with only a causua; review 

of the attached tables and other appendices. Most trends withl~ the sys~em 

are clearly reflected in these tables and do not need elaboratio!"', Or: the basis 

of the sal ient characteristics of the personnel data outlined in t~~ body of 

:his report and in the tables attached, a number of impl icatio~s for the develop-

ment of a training program in the state seem to be apparent. 

, The low average length of service and high percentage of correctional 

officer personnel with less than one year service indicate the need 

for a continuous training program at the orientation or Induction 

1 eve] 0 

The relativ'e low percentage of related experie:~ce shol'J11 by tl,ose 

entering the service emphasizes the need for ser.sitivity training 

geared to acquaint personnel with those factors particuiariy 

related to the correctional process and to the offender. The fact 

that the correctional department makes wide use of personnel assigned 

by other state departments underscores this need. 

The general educational level of personnel requires. at least 

initiallY7 training geared to the high school level or below, 

Thi~ is further indicated by the relati.vely hig~ ~umber o~ personnel 

forty-five years of age and over. 

The distribution of personnel throughout the state emphasizes 
1 , 
/ the feasibil ity of training on a regional basis for ail departments. 
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,. 
t • }< , The lack .of·a e,areer ;·ladde.r ahd-c'urrentr,-sa;la.ry. levels constitute , . 

! 
, 

! : serious barriers in terms of individual motivation. 

, The lack of college background for the majority of personnel in 

all departments including those rendering special ized services 

indicates the need for specific training in the social s.cie:1ces and 

related fields. 

• The need for additional training officers within the system is 

urgent. Except for the Department of Correctiohs which hds one 

training officer designated as such there are no such positions 

reflected in the organizational structures. 

The success of P01 ice Science and training programs in the state 

indicates the need for further study concerning the appl icabil ity 

of methods used in these programs to correctional training. 

• While In-Service Trainihg is the most urgent need, consideration 

should be given to the development of college level curricular 

and in the training and recruitment of personnel in this expanding 

field. 
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APPENDIX I 

STATEWIDE DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONNEL 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENTS OF'PAROLE, 
PROBATION AND CORRECTIONS 

General Explanation of Map 

The three dif{'erent colors on the map correspond to each of 
the three departments. If personnel is illustrated with tlnly one cliTiCle 
around it, then that group represents only one department. with the 
color of the circle indicating which department. If more than one 
circle is around the symbols, then the number inside each symbol 
signifies the total number of personnel in that category 1n both 
departments. For example in Dougherty County there is both a 
parole and a probation office. Thus, the colored circles indicating 
these Departments are placed around the symbol which denotes !SOther 
Professional Personn~l", in this case" Parole and Probation Officers. 

",' 

, ... '; 
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Table II. 1 

Table II. 2 

APPENDIX II 

SUMMARY DATA 

Geor gia Departments of Parole, 
Probation and Correctiop.s 

Summary of entire Correctional System by Ca.tegory 
and by Department 

Summary of Correctional System by DepaJ~tm.ent 

/ 



1Jl X AGE 

. Administrative 
Personnel 

A. Proba ti on 
8 52.4 

B Pa rol e 
7 47.8 

C. Co r.rec t ions 
26 5/.9 

TOTAL 
41 50.7 -

II. Middle Management 

A. Corrections Wardens 
& Depu ty Wa rdens 29 51.9 

B Chief Probation 
27 49 Offi cers 

TOTAL 561 50.5 I 
III. Other Professional 

Personnel 

A. Probation Officers 
56 45.4 

B. Parole Officers 47 47.4 

C. Corrections Treatment 
Personnel 50 43.7 

TOTAL 153 45.5 

~".~:">;4_ 

TABLE 11.1 - SUMMARY BY CATEGORY AND DEPARTMENT 
STATE CORRECTIONS, PROBATION, AND PAROLE DEPARTMENTS 

SUI1MARY OF PERSONNEL DATA, BY CATEGORY AND BY DEPARTMENT 

X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD 
X SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY % SOME COLLEGE % COLLEGE GRAD 

59585 6.9 14.3 25.0 37.5 37.5 

$8343 12.3 13.1 57.1 28.7 14.2 

$85/7 8.2 12.8 38.4 15.5 7.8 

$~696 ___ ~8.6 1~. 1 38.9 22.1 ___ ,--_~.z _ 

$5885 7.6 10.9 41.5 6.8 3.4 

56665 7.2 l3 .0 59.2 33.3 3.7 

56917 7.4 11.9 50.0 19.6 3.5 

56 130 . 2.5 12.9 62.7 30.3 5.3 

$6429 5.7 12.7 40.6 31.9 12.7 

$8270 3.8 16.8 6.0 10.0 I 70.0% 

$6921 3.9 14.1 37.4 24.2 I 28.7"10 

% PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE 
I 

50.0 

57.1 I 

I 

38.5 

.1--- 43.9 

51.7 

37.0 

44.6 

48.2 

36.1 

I 72.0 

I 52.3 

.) 



. 
TABLE 11.1 - SUMMARY BY CATEGORY AND DEPARTMENT 

STATE CORRECTIONS, PROBATIot;, AND PAROLE DEPARTI1ENTS 
SUHHARY OF PERSONNEL DATA, BY CATEGORY AND BY DEPARTMENT 

X YEARS X YEARS % HI SCH GRAD % PREVIOUS 
:eN X AGE X SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY % SOME COLLEGE % COLLEGE GRAD EXPERI ENCE 

I V. Corrections Custodial 
Personnel 

A. Supervisory Personnel 
17 50.4 $5385 11.5 8.9 35.0 6.0 None 35.0 

B. Correctional Officer I 
281 46.5 53978 2.3 :0.1 45.0 2.7 .3 56.2 

C. Correctional Officer II 191 47.1 $4437 5.0 9 30.6 1.0 None 43.4 

TOTAL 489 46.9 $4206 3.7 9.6 3.9.0 2.2 .2 50.4 
. . 

V. Supportive Staff & Corrections 
Ma in tena nce Pe rsonne J' 

A. Supportive Personnel 
35.7 $4548 3.7 12.4 67.6 21.1 1.4 50.7 71 

B. Maintenance Personnel 
44 48.6 $5361 8.6 10.1 45.5 2.0 4.5 47.7 

TOTAL 11<; 40 6 $481)9 I) 6 11 .5 C,7 4 11.7 2.6 49.4 

GRAND TOTAL 1:;r~J :5135--

u

- 4.5 11.0 419 981 35 1 49.9 

~l '::'7""-,--:-- ',,,,:~.~ "~_""" ___ ----,-.. ~ -.~ .. ,-' ...... ~." .. ~, --"". __ .... -,-"'-." ~. -------~ ...... - ~. ~-' 
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X AGE 

"' 
l\. SALARY 

"-

x YeARS 
SERvICE 

'-"" 

;( YEARS 
ED\JCATI ON 

% HI SCH 
GRAD ONLY 

% SOME 
COLLEGE 

% COLlEG E 
GRAD 

% PREVIOUS 
EXPERI ENeE 

PROBATION 

I 91 

47.0 

$6737 

4,3 

13.1 

58.3 

31.8 

7.7 

, 

45.0 

. 
TABLE 11.2 

GRAND TOTALS BY DEPARTMENT 

PAROL E CORRECTIONS~ 

54 709 

47.5 46.0 

$6677 $4877 

, 

6.6 L~. 3 
-

12.8 10,5 

42.7 40.0 
-.-

31.5 5.3 

12.9 5.9 

38.9 51.4 



Table III. 1 

Table III. 2 

Table III. 3 

Table III. 4 

APPENDIX III 

PAROLE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL DATA 

Location of officers and number of parolees 

Overall Summary of Parole Department by 
category of Personnel 

Parole Officers and Administrators by 
category 

Parole Officers and administrators by Length 
of Service 
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1. 
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t... 

3. 
4, 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

TOTAL 

TABLE II I ,1 
LOCATION OF PAROLE 

OFFICERS AND NUMBERS 
OF PAROLEES~'~ 

---... 
# OF # OF I ' RA T I 0;_"_".,,.1 

LOCATION OFF' CERS PAROLEES OFFICER/PAROLEES,·nnn 
Fi\,i\, V (\i~i\ ., 

ATLANTA 14 I 
ALBANY 1 I 
ATHENS 2 
AUGUSTA 2 
BLACKSHEAR 1 1 
COLUMBUS 2 
DUBLIN 2 
GAINESVILLE 2 
GA, INDUSTRIAL INSTITUTE 1 
GA, STATE PRI SON 1 
JESUP 2 
MACON 2 
MI LLEDGEVI LLE 2 
NEWNAN 2 
OCILLA 2 
OGLETHORPE I 1 
ROME 2 
SAVANNAH 2 
THOMASTON 2 
VALDOSTA 2 

47 4 

* AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1967 
~' __ k FI LLED 

~'dn'( VACANT 

499 1/83 
102 1/102 
86 1/43 

106 1/53 
53 1/53 

139 1/69 
83 1/4'1 
77 1/38 

N,A. N,A, 
N.A, N,A. 

63 1/31 
109 1 i54 

78 1/39 
121 1/60 

79 1/39 
61 1/61 
92 1/46 
49 1/24 
89 1/44 
93 1/46 

1979 1/44 

~'d(~'n'( These figures are not true representations of the actual 
caseloads since ther'e is a trend toward having an "investi
ga,tor ll who makes pre-sentence reports and assumes most 
other field duties and a "supervisor" who condUcts most of 
the counsel ing and additional interviewing. 

, 



iN 

X AGE 

X SALARY 

X YEARS 
SERVICE 

X YEARS 
EDUCATiON 

% HI SCH 
GR.l\D ONLY 

% SOME 
COLLEGE 

% COLLEGE 
GRAD 

% PREVIOUS 
EXPER I ENeE 

-

TABLE II 1.2 

SUMMARY 
PAROLE DEPARTtvIENT 

PERSONNEL 

ADMINISTRATORS PAROLE OFF' CERS 

7 47 

47.8 47.4 

$8343 $6429 

12.3 5.7 

13.1 12.7 _0 

57.1% 40.6% 

28. rio 31.9% 
--

14.2% 12.7% 

57.1% 36.1% 

-
TOTAL 

-
54 

-
47.5 , 

-----
$6677 

6.6 

12.8 

> 

42.7% 

31.5% 
------

12.9% 

38,,9% 



TABLE III, 3 

STATE PAROLE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

A GE: Adnunistrative Staff Pa role Officer s TOTAL 

20-24 

2.5-34 2 10 12 

35-44 1 0 9 

45-54 1 15 16 

55-l>,}, 2 Q 11 
-

05-70 1 5 6 
Over 70 
Unlisted 

I' TOTAL 7 4' 54 
lI[EAN -n.!l yrs 4;,4~'1'S 47.:l yrs 

SALARY: 

$i7H4-60n 1 2.1 22. 
i' 

ld72-tJb9b ! 17 IS ~ 
I' 

7032-7752 1 q 10 

S13b ! 1 

897(j I 1 

94W 1 I 
I--

12.,012. 1 1 -
TOTAL 7 47 54 
~[F.Al'\ !)iii ';..j,j 't>' ,-t~"1 ~bb71 



YR S OF SERVICE: 

0-1 

2 -3 

4-5 

6 -7 

8-10 

11-14 
15-20 
Over 20 
Unlisted 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

EDUCATION 

5-7 

8-9 

10 -11 

High School Grad. 

Some College 

College Grad. 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

TABLE I I 1.3 - PAROLE OFFICERS AND PAROLE ADMINISTRATORS BY CATEGORY 
STATE PAROLE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

Administrative Parole Officer TOTAL % 

1 5 6 11.1 

1 16 17 31. 7 

1 11 12 22. 2 

3 3 5.5 

4 4 7.4 

2 3 5 9.2 
1 3 4 7.4 
1 1 2 3.7 

1 1 1.8 
7 47 54 100% 

12.3 5. 7 6.6 

1 (2.1 %) 1 1. 8 

4 (8. 5%) 4 7.4 

2 (4.2%) 2 3.7 

4 (57. l%) 19 (40. 60/0) 23 42. 5 

2 (28. 70/0) 15 (31.9':"'0) 17 31 7 

1 (14. 2%) 6 (12.7%) 7 12.9 

7 47 54 100% 
13.1 yrs 12.7 yrs 12.8 yrs 
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PRE 
EX 

VIOUS 
PERIENCE: 

TABLE I I 1.3 - PAROLE OFFICERS AND PAROLE ADMINISTRATORS BY CATEGORY 

STATE PAROLE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

Administrative Parole Officers TOTAL 

Probation Officer 1 1 

Clerk 1 1 

Inve stigator 1 1 

Police 2 9 II 

Warden 1 1 

Military 1 1 

Counselor 1 1 

Tax Agent 1 1 

Sheriff 3 3 

.. TOTAL 4 17 21 

0/0 57.1 36. 1 40.3 

REEMPLOYMENT: 

DATA NOT AVAILABLE 



0-1 2-3 
EDUCATION 

o - J.... 
3 - 4 
5 - 7 
8 - 9 

10 -II 
HI Sch Grad 1(100 

Some College 
College Grad I (Joo) 
Additional 

Degree 
Unlisted 

TOTAL I I 

MEAN 12 14 

AGE 

20-24 
2';-14 1 

'ir;-44 1 
4S-54 

55-64 
6"i-70 
70 + 
Unlisted 

TOTAL I 1 
MEAN 

39.5 29.5 

4-5 

I~IOO 

I 
12 

~ __ ~ ________ ~~ ____ ~~~~ ___ oo~'~'_'~' 

STATE PAROLE ADMINISTRATORS 
TABLE 111.4 - PAROLE OFFI CERS AND ADHI NI STRATORS BY LENGTH OF SERVI CE 

STATE PAROLE OFFICERS _. --II --' YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE 

Not 
6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ Listed TOTAL 0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ 

: 

1 (6, ~ 
IHI2J D j(G) UHlO) 

- 116.2 1(11.i) 
1 (106T' 1(100 h(r;~ I) 8(SO} ;(4r; 4 l(,'U) 2(<;0) ,(j on) 

2_(00) H28:;) '2(40~ ~12.4L ~36.61 2(66:71 2 (<;0) 2 (66 7) '; ( [, It' 'i (60) 2(12 6) /Cq) 

2 I 1 ., 5 16 II 3 4 3 3 I 

14 11 .8 12.8 13.3 13 12 12.8 8.5 
-- ------- -~ -_.'-? ---- __ 13.1_ 15.-.~ _ ---- -

. 

? 4 4 ? 

1 1 1 ? ? 1 
1 I 6 4 1 1 I ? 

I I 2 , -, " 

I I 

I I 2 1 1 1 . 

I 2 I 1 7 5 16 II 3 4 3 3 I 

59.5 39.5 67.5 59.5 47.8 31.5 48 46.8 58.8 !:7 __ 2.?.:.!L __ 46.2 . 67.S 

II I 
Not I GRANDI 

Li s ted TOTAL TOTAL 

1 I 
4 4 
2 2 
1<) 23 

1 (100) 15 17 
6 7 

I 
1 47 <;4 [ 

14 12.7 12.8 ! 

I 
10 I 12 

I R I q 

1<; I 16 
01 II 
<; I 6 

1 47 54 

39.5 L-~L.!! ~L2 

" ,1 
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TABLE II 1.4 - PAROLE OFFICERS AND ADMINISTRATORS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 
, 

STATE PAROLE ADMINISTRATORS STATE PAROLE OFFICERS 

YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE 

Not Not GMt 
0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ Li sted TOTAL 0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11~ 14 15-20 20+ LI 5 tee TOTAL TOTA 

SALARY 
1j.784 r; 9 14 14 
6072 1 1 ? ~' 2 7 R 
6.372 - 6 6q6 1 1 c; . 8 1 2 1 17 18 
7 032 - 7.757 I 1 ? 1 ? I I n 'In 

8 136 1 1 1 
8.926 1 1 1 

hD20 1 I 1 
12 •. 012 1 1 I 

, 
1 1 1 1 1 1 7 5 TOTAL 16 II 3 4 3 3 1 1 47 54 

MEAN 6 072 6 53 L 8 nE 8 160 12 012 9 42C 8.356 5.784 6 0r;4 6 408 6 226 6Q6r; 7 ,qr; 17 108 17, ,q 7.1qr; h,407 hhh 

-

REEMPLOYMENT NOT AVA I LABLE 

One Time 

Two Times+ 

TOTAL I 

MEAN 

PREVIOUS I 

EXPERI ENeE 

Mi I i tary 1 1 1 
Guard 

Pol ice I I 2 3 4 1 1 q 11 
Sheri ff-Warden 2 1 1 4 4 
Tducatlon ." 

-U-ther I 1 2 ~ , r; 

TOTAL I I 1 1 4 8 r; 1 '} I , 17 21 
MEAN TOO 100 50 100 57.1 <;0 4<;.4 Iii. , 66 7 100 ,6 1 40 1 

"',, . ;;;.. ... ',- .. " ... , 
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APPENDIX IV 

PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL DATA 

Table IV. 1 

Table IV. 2 

Table IV. 3 

Table IV. 4 

Table IV. 5 

Location of Officers and number of Proba .. tionel's 

Overall Summary of Probation DepaJ:'tment by 
Category of Personnel 

Probation Administrators, Chief Probation 
Officers and Probation Officers by Category 

Probation Administration by Length of Service 

Chief Probation Officers and Probation Officers 
by Length of Service 

" , . 



CIRCUITS 

Alapaha 
At 1 ants 
jl,tiantic 
Augusta 
Blue Ridge 
Erunswi ck 

Chat tahooche 
Cherokee 
Clayton 
Cobb 
Conasauga 
Cordele 
Coweta 

Dougherty 
Dub i i 91 

Eastenl 
1=1 int 

GriffiltV 

Gwli1l61ett 
lookout Mountain 
Macon 

Middle 

i~ounta in 
Northeas te rn 
Northern 
OCI11u1gee 

Qco;1ee 
1~91~~cbee 
?ataula 
Pi edmont 
Rome 
Southern 
Sou til Geo rg i a 
Southwestern 
Stone Mounta i n 
iallapaosa 
"fi f tOIi1 
Toombs 
Waycross 

J.Lestl!'.:ll"ll1 

'. j 

TABLE IV.l 
LOCATION OF PROBATION 

OFFICERS AND NUMBERS 
OF PROBATIONERS;'c 

- # OF 
LOCATION OFFI CERS. 

, 

CHIEF OTHER" 
OFFICERS OFFICERS 

Lakeland 1 1 
Atlanta 1 4 
Reidsville 1 
Augusta 1 2 
Canton 1 2 
BY'unswi ck 1 
Jesup 1 
Columbus 1 
Calhoun 1 
Jonesboro 1 2 
Ma ri etta 1 1 
Da 1 ton 1 1 
Vi erma 1 1 
.LaGrange I 
Newnan 1 
Albany 1 
Dublin 1 
Wrightsville 1 
Savannah 11 

Sa rnes v i 11 e 1 
McDonough i 
Gri ffi n U 
Thomaston 1 i 
la\vrei1Cev ill e 1 1 
l.aFayette 1 1 
Fort Valley 1 1 
Macon 1 1 
Perry 1 
Warner Robins 1 1 
Sandersvi 11 e 1 
Swainsboro I 1 
Clayton , 
l;ialnesvil1e 1 1 
Ca roes V i 11 e 1 
I:atonton 1 1 
Greensboro 1 
Mi lledgevi lle 1 a 
McRae 1 
Statesboro 1 2 
Donalsonville 1 
Wi nder l 
Rome 1 1 
Qu i tman 1 1 
Newton 1 
Preston 1 i 
Decatur 2 
Buchanan i 
11 fton ., 1 
Crawfordvi 11 e 1 
Waycross 1 1 
Athens 1 2 

30 54 

SU~E~~m:l--o~~~~~-1 
PRD8,c,'!'1 C\ER 

292 Tn 140 
190 ~/95 

, 

l25 V 1'125 
,67 V 1122 
4~8 j /143 
105 11105 
no i IV ')6 
152 '1052 

, 

i 145 I 11145 
446 V/V49 
250 uno i 

284 V /142 
208 1/104 
Vi3 vin) 
H9 UH9 
129 ili29 
89 F89 
9B i/98 
~69 ]!'J69 
~3:';' i/~;4 
Y;4 V /V,4 
102 Vn02 
204 TI ;;02 
304 I UV5:! 
'2.37 ling 
247 i 1124 
233 1/1 i 7 
i 4U U~M 
181 1/91 
138 l/lj8 : 
nit l/i v 4 
164 1/164 
221 ] In 1 
] 46 in46 
H;6 V 18, 

, 
" 

H7 i I~ 1 7 
20!f in02 
90 Y/90 

3515 1!n9 
145 Y Ii t'f'5 
v~O V 11J]0 
235 11n6 I 

24~ ~ 1122 
V:53 ~IY3; 
323 Y I'i 62 
lM i/70 I in IIi?) 
202 1110V 
127 vn:n I 

2l; 'i 1107 
346 iln5 

1/1 ~ 8 

., , 
I 

.. , 
·1 



X AGE 

X SALARY 

X YEARS 
SERVICE 
-
X YEARS 

EDUCAi I Ol\! 

ero HI SCH 
GRAD ONLY 

~~ SOM!; 
CO:"lEGE 

% COLLEGE 
GR,Il,D 

% PREViOUS 
l EX PER ~ El\lC E 
{ 
" 

TABLE IV.2 

SUMMARY 
PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

CHIEF 
OF'e-RS I ADMINISTRATORS PROBATION OFFICERS PROBATIO"J JI 1 ~C.f J 

8 56 
~ 

27 t 52.4 49.0 45.4 ; I 
$9585 $6665 $6130 I 

6.9 7.2 2.5 I 
" 

I 

14,3 l3 .0 12.9 
\ 
t 

25.0% 59.2% 62.7% 

37.5% 33.3% 30.3% 
I 

37.5% 3.7% 5.3% 

50.0% 3-7.0% ' 48. 2~~ 

, ! 

70-:-A_. 1 
I 
I' 91 I 

~7~1 
.' $673 7 

4.3 

13,,1 i , 

58.3% 
------

31<8'!~ 

I 
7 . 7':~' 

-

45. o~~ t 

':1 



AGE: 

20-24 

25-34 

35-44 

-1-5-54 

55-64 

;15-70 
Over 70 
Unlisted 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

SALARY: 

$4752 

5784 

6072 

6372 

u696 

7032 

8544 

10,500 

15 600 
TOTAL 
MEAN 

TABLE IV.3 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS AND CHIEFS BY CATEGORY 
STATE PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

Admini s tr a ti ve Chief Probation Officers Probation Officer s 

1 

4 12 

1 5 11 

3 6 l(, 

3 10 12 

1 2 

1 1 Z 

& 27 36 
5G.4 49.0 45.4 

1 

1 7 

39 

15 4 

5 

12 1 

1 

4 

1 
8 27 56 

TOTAL 

1 

16 

17 

25 

2,5 

3 
0 
4 

91 
47.U 

1 

8 

39 

19 

5 

13 

1 

4 

1 
91 

$9585 $6665 $6130 $6592 

" 

l 
! 
;~ 
" 



YR S OF SERVICE: 

0-1 

2-3 

4-5 ._--

6 -7 

8-10 

11-14 
15-20 
Over 20 
Unlisted 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

"-

EDUCATION' 

I 0-7 

8-11 

High School Grad. 

Some College 

College Gra d. 

Masters 
>--- . -

TOTAL 
MEAN 

i 
I 

r 

I 

I 
i 

I 
~, 
t~;?>·:,· *:" ~~'~: .. 
-:~~er~,*(",.""h 

~ __ «8mB MR 'Off 7?f ··: .. ·.F?,*:"':"tt·:'?',:m· ~""1n"~;;'?i:!"h&~.'·~-0g-~@?""ff~~'" -. , .~".~ 

TABLE IV.3 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS AND CHIEFS. BY CATEGORY 

STATE PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

Admini strati';" Chief Probation Officers Pr')bati(.n Offic('r s 

2- 2 28 

t, 17 

1 '5 '3 - . 

l.. 2 1 -
2 2 

2 lQ 3 

.... ~-
~-~--~ -

1 

8 27 56 
6.9 yrs 7.2 yrs Z. 5 yrs 

Z (25.0<;0) 16 (59.2%) 3'5 (G2. 7%) 

3 (37.5%) 9 (33. 3";') 17 (30.3":,) 
-

2 (25.0~·) 1 (~ 7 -';,) 3 (5. 3'~;'1 

1 (12.5%) 1 (3.7%) .1 (l. 7%) 

8 27 56 
14. 3 13.0 12.9 -

TOTAL 

~2. 

23 

11 

S 

4 

15 

1 

91 
4.3 vrs 

-_. 

53 

Z<) 

6 . 

1 

91 
13.1 

0;0 

35.3 

25.5 

I 
12.0 I 

5.4 

-L 3 

16.4 

1.0 

100% 

I 

58.5 

jJ.8 

6.6 

1.1 

100% 

"","",.:.' 



-~nb[l7F";:'/:e:-1.bi""""""""'" . _ ,?,,'7U~,mi1,: .. :?t!~:·«'?~"'~!T{*!~~*~;" ....... <-,.~ .. ~'p ~ ,.'" , T., !l""!!!I'r;, ~ •• . -'. .- . 

TABLE IV.3 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS AND CHIEFS BY CATEGORY 

STATE PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL 

P ~EVIOUS 
EXPERlE NCE: Administrative Chief Probation Officers Probation Officer TOTAL, 

I 

Military 1 1 I 

Police 2 '5 7 

Guard 1 1 2 

Sheriff or Dep. 4 12 16 

Tax Agent 0 

Teacher 1 1 3 5 

Law Practice 1 2 3 

Clerk Superior Ct. 3 3 

Board of Corrections 2 2 

Warden (PWC) 0 

I 

lVfinis ter 1 1 I 

Parole Officer 1 1 

TOTAL 4 10 2.7 41 

% 50% 370/0 I ·18.2 f11o 45.6 n
" I 



...,.------""":"--:-~~-:_c-------~=:_-~'u~-.~-~·e~-"''"'". """re .. ·"'''''''',..,>---- -:~7·" ... ~~,-~·· .... =.",""",'iP"'"""",._ ..,.."....... ,,~, '-,-..,., ... !-:" 
--, 

TABLE IV.4 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATORS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

STATE PROBATION OFFICERS CHIEF PROBATION OFFICERS 
-

r! 
--------------_._.-

~r--YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE 

Not N:Jt GPAr;:. 
0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ Li sted TOTAL 0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ Li 5 Led TOTAL TOTn 

EDUCATION 
--

o - J... 
I 3 - If -
, 5 - 7 
. 'g - 9 
110 -I i 

Hi Sch Grad 8(64) 1 (Elf./) 4(80) 1(50 ) I (3'L3) 35(62.5 2(100) (i \00\ .~ (I;n\ 1 (c;n) lJ (L,n\ 6{cf;- 2 <;1 
1 Some Coil ege 9\32.1 ~(2 9.4) 1 (100 1 (50) 1 (3'L3) 17(30.3 • 2(4n) ? (lnn c;(t:;n) i:l(,':1 "< 2& 
• College Grad [3.9) (5.9) l(h.3) 3 (5.4) l(c:n\ '-D.e) 4 
i Additional 

1 (20) 1(1 •. I (lO) J (3.8 ~ Deg ree 
., 

IUnlisted 

TOTAL 28 17 5 I 2 3 56 2 6 5 2 2 10 27 R, 
MEAN 12.8 12.8 12..8 14 13 14 12..9 12 12 12..8 14 14 14.7 13.0 13 

AGE 

\ 20-24 
. 

1 1 1 
: 2.5,-..14 q 2 I J2 1 1 l~ 16 
; 35-44 , 4 6 1 II 1 2. 1 1 S 16 -I 45-54 10 3 2 1 16 1 1 1 3 6 22. 
I 5.S-64 2 5 2. 1 2 12 ? 7 1 5 10 22. 
I 65-70 1 1 2 1 1 1 
I 70 + -
! Unl i sted 1 1 2 I 1 3 

TOTAL 2.8 17 5 1 2. 3 56 2 6 5 2 2 10 27 ~ 
MEAN 

41. 7 46.4 49.5 49.5 63.5 52.8 45.3 44.5 41.5 45.5 44.5 54.5 55.3 49.0 46.4 

'~'''-'~'''''' . '. ",_. -.. . . '!I 

"!tt.,~~~';'l:.t"_;;7.!, ... ,_ 



-
; , , 
I 
I 
I 
! 

! , 
, 

f 

i 

SALARY 

~ 7-ALt 
of. nn 

h <77 
(..(..Qh 

7 m? 

Un 1 is ted 
, 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

REEMPLOYMENT 

One Time 

Two Times + 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

PREVIOUS 
EXPERI ENCE 

Military 

Guard 

Pol ice 

Sheri ff-Warden 

Education 

utner 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

",,,,,~z."";"'.',':':_.,", 

I 

0-1 2-3 4-5 

7 
7n 1 ~ 4 

1 1 1 

1 

28 17 5 
-6,011 6,126 6; 132 

NOT AVAILABLE 

I I I 

1 

2 1 I 

9 2 1 
2 1 

J 1 

16 4. 4 
1)7.1 23.5 80 

- ,~. '(,.~~" ...... 

TABLE IV.4 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATORS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

STATE PRO BAT I ON OFF I CERS CHIEF PROBATION OFFICERS 

---... -----------~-~~---- ---- -·~-----·----~---------T-
YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE J .1 

Not -----. ,---' 
Not GRAN 

6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ Li s ted TOTAL 0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ LI s tee TOTAL TOTA 

.. .- ~ 
7 .. 1---1 ,q .-.13. 

1 4 ~ 6 ') 2 15 I~ 
2 2 5 If---S -1 1 ') In lL.. .-13. 

3 56 I) 27 83 1 2 2 6 2 2 10 
6,372 6,696 6,808 6,130 6.'3'2 6172 6. ~ 72 6:-172 7 012 . 012 16 661) 56104 

I I I I I I II I I I I I I I I I III 

I 1 1 -
1 1 1 2 

I C; 2 2 7 

12 2 1 1 4 16 

3 I 1 4 

1 I 6 I 1 7 

i 1 1 27 2 2 1 2 3 10 37 

100 50 33·3 48.2 100 40 20 100 30 17 MLJ 
" 

.L ~ 

\. 



1;-' 

PROBATION 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
STAFF 

EDUCATION 

0-2 
3 - Lf 
5 - 7 
8 - 9 

10 -II 
Hi Sch Grad 

~~Colleae 
C::>lleae Grad 
Addi tional 

Dearee 
Unlisted 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

AGE 

20-24 
25-J4 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
tis-To 

/Q + 
Un lis ted 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

SALARY 

4 7<;2 
5,784 
8,544 

10,500 
1~~600 

Unlisted 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

REEHPLOY ~\ENT 

rIOJa Times -\-

TOTAL 

PREVIOUS 
EXPER I ENCE 

_.~\ilitary 
Gua rd 
Pol ice 

TABLE IV.5 - PROBATION OFFICERS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

YEARS OF SERVICE , . 
Not 

0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ Li s ted TOTAL 

1(':;0) 1("0) 2 (21)) 
I ("0) 1 (1j0) I iCn.l)) 

11 (c;o) I f1 (0) 1("0) 1(,71)) 

2 I 2 2 I 8 I 
, 14 16 13 15 14 .14.3 

t 
t 

I 
1 1 i 

2 1 , 
I 1 I 3 

, 

. 
I ; ; 

2 I 2 .2 1 8 

49. C; "g, " ,,4 <; 4-'. " 1j2.4 

1 I 
I 

1 1 
1 1 

I 1 2 Ii 
I I I 

---< 
f 

2 1 2 2 I 8 ! 
101 i6 10,500 9 522 10 500 5 i84 9,5£'5 I 

NOT AVAILABLE 

I I I I II I J I I I 

I 
--".~ I 

Sher i ff-~Iil rden J -Educ<l t i on 1 ! ~ 
Other 1 2 - 3 I TOTAL 1 1 - ? - 4 

PE~CENT 50% 100% 1'.00/.. ~ 5\:% J 

, r , 
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APPENDIX V 

CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL DATA 

Table V. 1 

Table V. 2 

Table V.3 

Table V.4 

Table V. 5 

Table V.6 

Table V.7 

Table V. 8 

Table V. 9 

Table V. 10 

Table V. 11 

Table V. 12 

Table V. 13 

Table V. 14 

Location of State Prisons and number of inmates 

Overall Summary of Corrections Department 
by Category 

Corrections Administrators by Location 

Corrections Administrators by Length of Service 

Corrections Wardens and Deputy Wardens by 
Category 

Corrections Wardens and Deputy Wardens by 
Length of Service 

Corrections Treatment Personnel by Category 

Corrections Treatment-:personnel by Length 
of Service 

Corrections Supervisory Custodial Personnel 
by Category 

Corrections Supervisory Custodial Personnel 
by Length of Service 

Corrections Correctional Officers II by 
Location 

Corrections Correctional Offic ers I by 
Location 

Corrections Correctional Officers I and II 
by Length of Service 

Corrections Maintenance and Supporth~e 
Personnel by Location 

'I~ : .... 
" 

,. 
"',:!.' 

_~ __ .; .•• ;,...;..._,-'::'I_~'J,~ 
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~~ -pri~~~s'·~=I~~~ates 
'Battey" . - , J 8 

Chatham 46 
Decatur 51 
G. i. I. 
(A 1 to) 996 
G •. T. D. 
( Bufprd) 174 
G. S. p. 
( Re ids v i 11 e) 2857 
Jefferson 88 
Lee 94 
Lowndes 78 
Macon 59 
Me r h'.}e the r 66 
Montgomery 74 
Pul aski 62 
Putnam 127 
Ware 78 
Wayne 57 
State Office 
(At 1 anta) 

TOTAL 4925 

TABLE V.1 
DiSTRIBUTiON OF' PERSONNEL, 

AND I Ni1AiES BY 1 NSTITUT! ON~~ 
CORRECiYONS DEPARTMENT 

C .0-. lJ ~.O ~~~~> I Treatment 
Capt •• It.~ 

Maj 0 

--7- I 

3 4 1 
5 5 2 

35 33 12 5 

18 9 4 

151 58 9 12 
8 6 3 
8 8 2 
5 9 3 
6 7 2 
7 8 2 
6 7 1 
6 8 2 
6 12 2 
2 8 2 
8 9 2 

281 191 50 17 

;"AS OF AUGUST 31, 1967 

, S l. , F.f.,...,..,." .,,::.), ~< .. ?,...,,~ .. """e"-_·"'_'..",~-i'-..!~8\:."",&'.,,,,·1. .... "~'T':i;. _.$ t~:;;",~" ",,,--:--. 

Mainte:1ance Supportive .. c 

10 5 

2 

33 27 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

28 
-.---- --- - --- -

44 71 

Jl:.':i,'" ... _____ ........................................ ~~~~ ...... ~~~~=-~~~,-'-------'---'-----~~~~ -"..,"' ..... ~."'~\.: ..... '''~''.'l-'''<~ 

" "" 

;·-'~;'-i 
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~, 

X AGE 

X SALARY 
V> 

X YEARS 
SERVICE 

X YEARS 
:OUCATION 

% HI SCH 
lRAD ONLY 

% SOME 
COll EGE 

HOlLEGE 
GRAD 

PREVIOUS 
(PERI ENCE 

r 
~ 

ADMINISTRATORS 

26 

51.9 

$8517 

8.2 

12.8 

38.4% 

15.5% 

7. SOlo 

38.5% 

TABLE V.2 

SUMMARY 
CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT 

PERSONNEL 

WARDENS AND 
DEP WARDENS TREATMENT 

29 50 
-

51.9 43.7 

$5885 $8270 

7.6 3.8 

10.9 16.8 

41.5% 6.0% 

6. SOlo 10.0% 

3.4% 70.0% 

51.7% 72.0% 

I MAINTENANCE I 
CUSTODIAtl AND ~ TOTAL 
OFFICERS SUPPORTIVE 

489 115 I . 709 

46.9 40,6 l 46.0 

$4206 $4859 $4877 

3.7 5.6 4,3 

9.6 11.5 10.5 

39.0% 57,4% 40% 

2.2% 13.7% 5.3% 

.2% 2.6% 5.9% 

50.4% 49.4% 51.4% 



, 
;i 

~N 

X AGE 

X SALARY 

X YEARS 
SERVICE 

X YEARS 
EDUCATION 

% HI SCH 
GRAD ONLY 

% SOME 
COLLEGE 

% COLLEGE 
GRAD 

% PREVIOUS 
EXPER!ENCE 

TABLE V.2.a 

SUMMRY 
CORRECTIONS CUSTODIAL 

PERSONNEL 

SUPERVI SORY CO I 

17 281 

50.4 46.5 

$5385 $3978 
, " , .. 
11.5 2.3 

8.9 10. I 

35.0% 45.0% 

6.0% 2.7% 

NONE .3% 

. 35.0% 56.2% 
-

, -, 
! 

n CO II ! 7C:7AL i 
" 

----, 
19 i 

, 
"'80 II ~ ... \, 

I 

47.1 46;9 :I 

$4436 ~420o 

i 
5.0 5.7 I ..., 
9.0 9.6 I 

30.6% 39. O~~ 
~ 

1.0% 2.2% ! 

NONE <"101 
Q.!. /0 

43. 4~~ 50 . .4% 



AGE: 

20-24 

25-3 i+ 

35-44 

45-54 

I 55-64 

65-70 

J1ver 70 
Unlisted 

TOTAL = 

MEAN = 

SALARY: 

$5244 - 5784 

6072 - 7032 

7752 - 854L~ 

8976 -10380 

10896 -18190 

Fee Basis 
Not Listed :¥;.~,~."." --

~-,- ,;, 

I TOTAL = 

MEAN = 

. 
TABLE V.3 - CORRECTIONS ADMINISTRATORS BY LOCATION 

STATE ADMINISTRAI IVE PERSONNEL 
(BY DUTY STATION) 

CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT 

ALTO REIDSVILLE STATE OFFICE 

1 

I 3 

1 3 2 

2 6 

I 

.•. 
1 5 

2 7 17 

49.5 48.1 53.7 

5 

I 3 

2 3 

1 4 

1 4 

1 
1 

2 7 17 

59397.50 $7655.00 58731 .13 
(Exclusive of fees) 

'11 
It :: , 

TOTAL 

1 

4 

6 

8 

1 

6 

26 

51.9 

5 

4 

5 

5 

5 

1 
1 

26 

$85 r 7.63 



::I.. 
<0 
:; 

~ ~.-:.;.;,.-"..:...~.-. 

ALTO 

YRS SERVI CE: 

0-1 

2-3 

4-5 I 

6-7 

8-10 

11-14 

15-20 

Over 20 1 

Unl; sted 

TOTAL = 

! 
2 

MEAN = 14.8 yrs 

EDUCATION: 

7 

II 

Hi Sch Grad 

Some Co I lege 1 (50%) 

College Grad 1(50%) 

Master's Degree 

Un! is ted 

TOTAL = 2 
MEAN 15 yrs = 

'----

_.,.... .... ,'.~.,-_~ ~ . .,.."""'" ;., ____ ~ . ."..... ...... ,.T .,_~ <'fr";.;-~~,, '~;;;.;;-.....-__ ~ 

TABLE V.3 - CORRECTIONS ADMINISTRATORS BY LOCATION 
STATE ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL 

(BY DUTY STATION) 

REI DSVI LLE STATE OFFI CE TOTAL 

2 3 5 

1 & 7 

I 2 

1 I 

1 1 

1 1 

I I <: 

I 2 If 

3 3 

7 17 26 
8.8 yrs -;.2 yrs 8.2 yrs 

1(14.28) 1 

J (5.88) 1 

4(57.16} 7(41.18) J I 

1 (14.28) 2(ll.i6) 4 

1 (14.28) 2 

2 (11 .76) 3 

5 (29 .42) 5 

7 17 26 -
12.1 yrs. 13.3 yrs 13.1 

% 

I 

3.8% 

3 .8"10 I 
, 

LI2.3~ 

15.5% 

7.8% 

11.5% 

19.2'Y. 

- --

---~'-'---~"'--~ .. ---~---~--~~ .. ~ ,-'~',:~')....~;:;.£;;'::':;:.;,J.;;~;.\.JA~~-i:'--



CORRECTIONAL COUNSELOR TEACHER 

fRS SERVICE: 

0-1 3 I 

2-3 1 

4-5 

6-1 1 

8-10 
. 

11-14 2 

15-20 

Ovpr 70 
Un 1 is ted 1 

TOTAL = 8 I 
MEAN = 5. I ~5 

EDUCATION: 

9-11 
, 

Hi Sch Grad 

Some College 2{25~) 

College Grad 5(62.5%) I 

Masters, BD 1(12.5'1) 

MD, DDS 

Un 1 is ted 

TOTAL = 8 j 

MEAN = 15 5 16 

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

~ SPill, "":"7"ffilS"W'W\2i;:'f"fB5,IlI,FiWtMMi"<£?'Ff"""f'!'iIZ?m' wm'l@'ji~m¥ft?B'frz r-g.~~," ___ ... ~,. 

TABLE V.l - TREATMENT BY CATEGORIES 
STATE TREATMENT PERSONNEL (BY CATEGORY) 

RECREATION SUPERVISOR CHAPLAIN STAFF PI.lYSICIAN 

-. r----' 
9 3 

2 2 

2 1 

2 I 

1 

2 

1 3 6 

3 17 15 
4·5 1.9 5.2 

2(16.71:) 

3(25'1) 

I (AA)(8.3'l:) 

2(66 2I3'Yc) 1 (8.3) 

I (33 1/}'1') 5(41.7'1) 

IS 

5 

3 17 15 

16.3 14.25 20.0 

STAFF DENT I ST LAB TECH - NURSE TOTAL % 
I 

3 19 

I 6 

3 

4 

1 2 

4 

1 1 

11 

4 2 50 
.6 10.0 3.t! 

2 4<y, 

3 6<y 

2 (AA, RN) 5 101 

9 18'% I 
! 

7 14% I 

4 19 38% 

5 10% 

4 2 50 

20.0 14.0 16.8 
--

;,r:.·];' %",~,;;";,,, .. ,~~.):\».,--,o:l.'il:~ "~.,"'~."~.I 
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TABLE V.7 - TREATMENT BY CATEGORIES 

STATE TREATMENT PERSONNE' 'BY ~ATEGORY) 

CORRECTIONAL COUNSELOR TEACHER RECREATION SUPERVISOR CHAPLAIN STAFF PHYS I ClAN STAFF DENTI ST LAB TECH - NURSE TOTAL 

PREVIOUS 
EXPERI ENCE: 

Minister I 9 10 

Teacher 2 I 3 6 
"-

Pri vate Practice 15 4 19 

Counselor I 1 

TOTAL = 4 1 . 3 9 15 4 36 

PERCENT = 50% 1 00"10 100% 52.94% 100% 100% 0% 72% 

MARITAL STATUS: 

Ma rri ed 8 1 3 13 10 4 2 41 

Single 

Di vorced 
I 

REEMPLOY,MENT: 

One Time 
-

Two Times I 1 

Three Times 

Four Times . 
TOTAL '" 1 I 

I 

RACE: 
r:1ion-WhTte- '1 3 

TOTAL = , 3 

·"k:r.:::::::::::::::::-"'~-~"·' 
---~,~-,--,,~~~- '_:o,:""'!~_.;::';:;"G.,;;~;;,,.;"',.,.. .. ~~">( -

,...,,.:..~ _,~', .r .. ,y,: " -'-~~"'--"=-=~~'~":!...::L,!:-.:.--,,~~.':~_~~ __ ~:' . .;,.'~: _-.:.c'_~-'::":"::~_ ...::.:' '\~" ,,;.,~,.c. .".>0 .... ;'. ": '; 



CORRECTIONS 
TREATMENT 
PERSONNEL 

EDUCATION 

o - 2 
3 -4 
5 - 7 
tl - 9 

10 - \I 
Hi Sch Grad 

TABLE V.8 - TREATME~T BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

~-----------------------------------'--------------------. YEARS OF SERVICE 

J---~---r-----'--' "'--r---;-'---~---,----,...-----,----I 

0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 
Not 

20+ Li 5 ted TOTAL 

SomeColleae 1(100) ](lnn) ?(lh7\ 

Co II eae Grad -'1RfL--Tw.' 7 ... <;; )"-t---fo-2 (w.I~ 0)10 ...... ) )'-i-__ +-_-I-J...iu no) 1 (t:;n) Po (hh h \ 
Addi tional • 

Dea ree ._._t-.1,....:(.....;25;..:.)-t-__ -t __ ,_l--_-t-__ ,._ _ __ .. -l-__ +-__ r l .... (.::..;50;:..L) )-t..;:;c2 ..... (1:.,.:6.;,.. ,-,7)'-1 

Un ~::~:d "'1--
4

'-!--"-1 --+---+--1 -t----I------.--+-----+---+----+------; 
I 2 __ ._l_--!-_~ __ ; 2 2 12 

MEAN L-J1~ 6. <;'I+-..J,.; II ~:t.-.+-l~l h---l'i--J..=14t.-.j. __ ...).r_--L~-..\.l.6-_-· --.J. __ -I. ___ --,-_1L.J.1 7.-1.nL-l.---!1~6:,.:::-O--J 

AGE 

20-24 
25-3~ 
35-44 
LfS- "It. 
55-64 
65- /0 
70. + 
Unlisted 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

SALARY 

QQO JFee) 
2,016 (Fee) 
? 700 (1"PP' 
4,7'i2 
4.992 
5,508 
Unlisted 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

MEAN FEE 

REEMPLOYMENT 

1 
1 I 
I I 
I 

I 

4 I 2 
34.5 29.5 ~9.5 

I I 
I 

I 
2 I 

4 I 2 

4,,71)2 4,,7<;2 
1,650 1,308 

I 
I I 4 

I "I 
I 2 

1 I 

I 

I 2 2 12 
29.5 44.5 154.5 19.<; 

I .3 
I 
I 

1 4 J 

2 2 
1 I 

I 2 2 12 

4 7'i2 4.QQ2 'i.C;OB 4.Q2B 

I ,6001 ,303 

One Time 

I I I I I I I I I I : I 
Two Times+ 

TOTAL 

PREVIOUS 
EXPER I ENCE 

Mi I i ta ry 
Guard 
Pol ice 
Sheriff-Warden 
Educa t i on 
Other 

TOTAL 
PERCENT 

2 2 
2 

4 2 
100 100 

. 
I I 6 
1 3 

2 J 9 
100 50 75 



,-~ 

~~., .. 

CAPTAI NS 

AGE: 

20-24 

25-34 

35-44 

45-54 1 

55-6~ 2 

65-70 

Over 70 
Unlisted 

TOTAL = 3 
MEAN = ;,;, 

SALARY: 

$4752 

4992 

5784 

6072 2 

6696 1 

7380 

TOTAL = 3 

MEAN = $6280 

_ .r~._.,~.~,~7:~'::::'''~'~: 

, ... ta~w'''''-emS:Fs.-·EW~~ lHK",,;r~·=umS?,:,!F8f!b~~:W¥&'{'?f~,;~.-tnSS8 .... m,.j'5W!?~P',Wf',YW¥~ .. · 

TABLE V.9 - CORRECTIONS SUPERVISION CUSTODIAL OFFICERS BY CATEGORY 
STATE CORRECTIONAL MAJORS, CAPTAINS, AND LIEUTENANTS 

REIDSVILLE AND ALTO 

REIDSVILLE ALTO 

LIEUTENANTS TOTAL MAJORS CAPTAINS 

I 1 

3 3 1 

3 4 1 1 

1 3 

1 1 

9 12 1 2 
47.3 49.3 LJ.g:-5 44.5 

6 6 

3 3 

1 

2 1 

1 

1 

9 12 1 2 

$4832 $5195 5i380 $5928 
• ----- -_.-

t I EUTENANTS TOTAL 

1 

2 

1 1 

1 I 

2 5 
64.5 53.5 

I 

2 2 

1 

1 

1 

2 5 

$4992 $5385 

I 

-.~-,~~~ . ..----...--. .. --~~ ........ ~-, --,--.. ----, -~ ~ . ~i: " .. : .. : __ .- < ~: ,;;b.,~.}.~.i • ..,.4 , ;;:'"ii'!2(~ _ 



YRS SERVICE: 

0-1 

2-3 

4-S 

6-7 

,8-10 

11-14 

IS-20 

Over 20 
Un listed 

TOTAL = 
MEAN = 

EDUCATION: 

, 0-2 

3-4 

5-7 

8-9 

10-11 

Hi Sch Grad 

Some Co 11 eqe 
TOTAL -
MEAN = 

r-:::;;::::::::::::::::-,:'~" 

,--:-____ -:-______ ...,....,... _______ ....,._. ____________ ""'~·.~.·.""~-···c. ~."~,, .. _.c ~.~, 

TABLE V.9 - CORRECTIONS SUPERVISIUN CUSTODIAL OFFIr.E~S 3Y CATEGORY 
STATE CORRECT 10NAL MAJORS, CAPTAI NS, AND LI EUTENANTS 

REIDSVILLE AND ALTO 

REIDSVILLE ALTO 

CAPTAINS LIEUTENANTS TOTAL I '/ MAJ0R CAPTAINS 

: 

1 1 

I 

1 1 

2 2 1 

3 3 

2 2 I 

2 2 

! 1 

3 9 12 I 2 
9.83 yrs 11.4 yrs 11.0 yrs 17. S yrs S.8 yrs 

2 (66 2/3%) 3 (33 1/3%) 5 (41. 6%) 

2 (22 1/3%) 2 (16.6%) 

I (11%) 1 ( 8.3%) 

3 (33 1/3%) 3 (25.0%) I (100%) 2 (100'1) 

I (33 1/3%) 1 ( 8.37) 

3 9 12 1 2 

I----
8.7 yrs 9 yrs 8.9 (99.8"/) 12 yrs 12 yrs 

LIEUTENANTS 

2 

2 
I/.S yrs 

I (SO%) 

I (SO~) 

2 

4 .. yrs I 

TOTAL % 

1 

1 

3 

S 
12.7 yrs 

I (20%) 

I (20%) 

3 (60%) 

5 - -'--, 
9 I 

• ~'-w .......... '~":~=::::"'::~.:.~"':. ..... '_--:r:::--:~=;::="~_,~.,;_.,._._::::·.;::::.::-:- :...., ___ ,,.,... ___ ... .:,;..~ ... ~;.,:-;;' 



..-~"-- - , .. ,. ~. 

~ ..... ,'. < • 

~.4. 

'£"'~:::"':'~'" 

CAPTAI NS" 

PREVIOUS 
EXPERI ENCE: 

Military 1 

Pol ice Work 

Guard 

TOTAL = 1 

PERCENT= 33 1/3% 
_ .. _.- ----- ~-

MARITAL STATUS: 

TABLE V.9 - CORRECTIONS SUPERVISION CUSTODIAL OFFI~ERS BY CATEGORY 
STATE CORRECTIONAL MAJORS, CAPTAINS, AND LIEUTENANTS 

REIDSVILLE AND ALTO 

REIDSVILLE ALTO 

LIEUTENANTS TOTAL MAJORS CAPTA INS LIEUTENANTS 

1 1 

1 1 1 

2 

1 2 2 2 

11% 16.6% 100% 100% 

-~ -- -_ .... _._._-~----~--- -.-.--~ 
_ ... - -~ 

.~ , 

TOTAL 

1 

1 

2 

4 

80% 

I :::::::d [: 3 1--9J 12 II '-I :-, -1---']1 
REEMPLOYMENT: 

I :::e::~::" t: : 1 : /: II / ,I /' I 

c:."::, .... ~,~~_ '~';::,::=:-z::.':'~;:=:::,:.:"..; ,_ ... -<-~.;:::;:::.: .. :-=:::'~::::::~::~.:,~:::-:::.~ . .:.:.':-! --:, '":.: :~':::=::=::::;::;~:::;~~ ........ ;.;.;'~ , 



, 

II 
1. 

TABLE V.IO - SUPERVISORS BY LENG~H OF SERVICE 
CORRECTIONS 
SUPERVISION YEARS OF SERVICE 
CUSTODIAL . 
OFFICERS Not 

0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ Li s ted TOTAL 
EDUCATION 

o - 2 
3 - 4 1(20) 1(58J 
5 - 7 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 2 (40) 2(100) 6 [32.21 
~ - 9 l(n.3) )(20) 2 II. 7l 

10 -II 1(" , 1 rc:. ..RL 
Hi Sch Grad I (IDa) I (lOa) 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 1(20) I (100) 6(35.2) 
Some Colleoe I (100) I '5.8) 
Co II eoe IJ rad '. 
Additional 

Deoree 
Unlisted 

TOTAL 1 I I 3 3 5 2 I 17 
MEAN 

12 I? 14 9.5 8.8 7.2 6 g,O 12 

AGE 

20-24 
25-34 1 I 
35-44 2 I I 4 
4~-~4 1 1 .1 ? ~ 
55-64 I 1 2 4 
b5~ /0 1 I 2 
Al. + 
Unlisted 

TOTAL I I I 3 3 5 2 I 17 
MEAN 49.5 49.5 49.5 46.2 48.8 53. I 59.5 39.5 50.4 

SALARY 
. ' 

)1,7'i2 I I I 2 1 6 
4 992 1 2 2 5 
5 784 1 I 
6072 I I 1 3 
6,696 I 1 
7 380 I I 
Un lis ted 

, TOTAL I I 1 3 3 5' 2 I 17-;:---
MEAN 4,752 5,784 6 072 5 272 4,912 5.373 6,384 4. i75 2 5,385 

REEMPLOYMENT 

One Time 

I I I I I: I I I I I: I 
Two Times+ 

TOTAL 

PREVIOUS 
EXPERI ENCE 

Hi I i tary 
Guard 
Pol ice 
Sheri ff-Warden 
Educa t i on 
Other 

TOTAL 
PERCENT 

I 

I 

I I 
100 100 

I 2 
.2. 2. 

L ? 

. 
I 2 I 6 

33.3 40 50 35,2 

, 
i 

J 



.,.tii""W'Wi'S""li""'IS"'i'Y?53C£~..,ee· ii!jl'i~~ ~"'.iHl?~~~.~-' 

TABLE V .11 - CUSTOD I AL II' BY LOCAn eJN 

STATE CORRECTlONAL OFFI CERS 1 1 (BY l liST 1 TUTI ON) 

ALTO BATTEY BUFORD CHATHi\l1 DECATUR JEFFERSON LEE LOwNDES PACON MERiWETHER MONTGOMERY. PULASKI PUTNAM REI DSVI LLE "'ARE WAYNE TOTAL -

AGE: 

20-24 
I 1 3 .5.. 

25-34 5 3 I 1 1 1 7 1 II 2 3 31 
, 35-44 3 1 I 2 2 3 1 9 1 24 ; 

I 45-54 12 3 2 5 2 4 5 3 4 2 /, 3 19 4 2 ~ 
55-64 II 2 1 2 3 1 2 ~ 1 6 n ~ ---L- _51L.i 
65-70 2 I 2 --5....:.-
Over 70 - -un I I sted 1 1 2 

TOTAL = 
33 9 4 5 6 8 9 J 8 7 R 12 ell 8 ~ !.3.1 

MEAN = 50 42 49.5 49.5 I 47.8 51.0 46.2 45.6 42.0 53.8 47.0 51.1 4"i.6 470 /,r; 1 I u7 1 , rs. 

SALARY: 

$~912 

4104 
-. 

4308 11 5 2 1 3 4 4 , r; "i 5 ?1 L u 77 
4524 

22 4 2 4 3 4 Ii 4 , 7 3 7 37 4 5 114 
4992 

TOTAL = 
33 9 4 5 6 8 9 7 8 7 8 12 58 8 9 191 

HEAN '" $4452 4404 4'+16 4480 4416 1441h 447P. 4431 4389 4524 4389 44,4 4LnP. uLl!'; uu?R "LL?..,_ 

"~:::::"7'::=-':: .. :; :::~"-:r:-- , ..... " .... -........ -.-.. ~--~. ' ...... '. .,~, .-.,-"" .. ,.>~"--~"' . .,,.-........... -----"'---. "'1 

~~: .. ~,~~. .~< -:f.:-t'" 



••• _ •• ___ • L c.... ., .•. ",-~~~ W ~",,':c? ,,""'" -0 -",-,,,,-':"'~~"""''''"'''''":''"''f"'' ~-.... . "P'" --; ...... ~ "t.~ .'2'-

TABU: V. i I - CUSTODIAL II BY LOCATION 

STATE: COilRECTI Ot/{,L orn cms 11 (BY II':;T ITUT lOll) 

_ Ii 00::: = - _. At. TO BATTEY cl. F~-;::'JnO CHr,THAM DECATUR JEFFFRSON LEE lO~lllDES VJ\COU NEF;I HLTIICR /·lONTGOI1£RY PULASKI PUTNAH RE' oSV IllE .IARE ~IAYNE TOTflL 

~ SERVICE: I I I I ! I 1 
, 

0-1 10 3 I 2 1 4 4 2 3 2 4 3 2 41 
2-3 6 I 2 2 2 2 2 2 'I I 'I 2 II I 2 42 
1,-5 

5 2 1 I I I 2 2 I 2 3 I; II 3 2 41 

6-7 I; I I 1 8 1 16 
8-10 

3 2 I I I n I 1 2< 
11-14 I; 2 2 3 1 12 
IS-:W 1 I 10 12 
Over 20 

1-- 2 2 -UnlIsted 1 I 2 
TOTAL = 33 q . 4 r; 6 8 q 7 R 7 R 12 ~1L- R q lql 
MEAN = 4.9 4.9 2.S 2.1 4.7 3.6 I 2.8 2.5 2.8 7.lj 2.8 2.9 8.8 3·L 4.8 S yrs 

B)l1CATION: 
% --

0-2 
2 1 1 I r; ? h 

3-4 
1 1 1 2 I I 7 4.2 

5-7 B I 3 I 2 3 1 1 21 2 I 44 23.4 I 
8-9 

5 
I 

I; 2 1 I; I 2 4 2 4 10 lj 41 22.4 ' 
10-11 6 3 2 1 3 1 3 5 3 1 L8 14.8 
Hi Sch Grad 12 3 1 S 2 I 4 2 I 2 20 < < C;q 3Q.:.L 
Some Co 11 eg< 

1 ! 1 2 1.0 I _. 
Co 1 I eq e G rae . 
UnlIsted I 1 I < ~. 
TOTAL = 33 9 lj 5 6 8 9 7 8 7 8 12 58 8 q 10 1 
MEAN = 9.2vr 9.b 'La 7.7 8.0 q. '- r . R IU. I. lLb -g,C) <J,q q h ,,' , 

-':::~:::'::::~--::"."":." 



~..::;:~::::::~~, 

PREVIOUS 
EXPERIENCE: 

Hi I i ta ry 

Police work 

Guard duty 

Dep. Sheri f 

Alcohol tax 
agent 

TOTAL 

PERCENT 

WlRITAL STATUS: 

MARRI EO 

SINGLE 

DIVORCED 

REEMPLOYHENT: 

One time 

T~J() times 

Three ti=es 

Four times 

TOTAl:. 

TABLE V.II - CUSTODIAL II BY LOCATION 

STATE CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS 11 (BY INSTITUTION) 

ALTO BATTEY BUFORD CHATHAH DECATUR JEFFERSON LEE LOWNDES MACON MERIWETHER MDNTGOl1ERY PULASKI PUTNAM REIDSVILLE ~/ARE WAYNE TOTAL 

9 1 3 1 1; 4, 3 1 3 I 3 9 I, 3 42 j 
2 3 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 4 3 24 • 

1 1 I 1 I 2 2 1 1 2 1 2 16 '! 
f '! 

1 I 1 
1 2 4 3 5 2 3 5 4 6 3 6 7 1 4 6"3 81 I 

.36 .Lf4 .75 100 .33 1/3 .38 .56 .57 .75 .43 .75 .58 .24 .75 .33 43.4% ! 
~ 

31 8 2 3 6 8 8 7 8 6 8 11 56 5 6 173 I 
'·i 

2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 111 
I 

1 1 1 1 1 5 .1 

1 2 I 1 1 2 1 I I 10 

2 1 3 -
1 I 

I 3 1 1 1 4 1 2 14 . 

-... ~:::::-::-~::;,~:-:~~:~;;:~.::::.,..~~.... -..... ~:~ '" 

.. 
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,~ 

TABLE V.12 - CUSTODIAL f BY LOCATION 

"'I~I"" "" ..... I\"I-yl t ..... I~L. VI 1',,,,,,-,,,,,, • \VI II1.,)IIIVIIVIl . 

ALTO BATTEY BUFORD CHATHAM DECATUR JEFFERSON LEE LOWNDES MACON MERn/ETHER MONTGOMERY PULASKI PUTNAM REIDSVILLE WARE: WAYNE TOTAL 

AGE: 

20-24 
3 1 1 1 1 ?n 1 ?R 

25-34 9 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 7R 1 " <;7 

35-44 5 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 n 7 r;t=. 

45-54 16 4 12 2 4 3 . 4 1 4 1 1 1 2 2q 1 :;> 90 

55-64 I 

2 2 1 1 1 2 1 1 3 1 1 1 ,1 47 j 

65-70 1 1 r; 7 

Over 70 I 
UnlIsted 

1 I 

TOTAL = 
7 18 1 5 8 8 r; 6 7 6 h h lr;1 ? il ?ill I 35 

MEAN = 41.1 45.2 52.8 55.2 48.2 50.9 
~ ____ L:-~ ____ I..--- 48.2 41.5 II] .1:\.... _~ ___ .~_ "-4Z.-§ ,-43.2. 

I 
41... 6._~ 39.5 _3~''-1-~' 

SALARY' 

$3912 ,2 '3 14 3 4 r; 7 4 4 .3 r; 4 RR ? (, L8.4 
4{04 

3 4 4 ,1 3 1 1 2 4 6 1 2 6, 2 97 
4308 

45t4 

4992 i 
i 

TOTAL = 
h 

i 
35 7 18 3 5 8 8 5 6 7 D h lr;1 ? R ?iU ! 

MEAN = $3928 4022 3955 3912 3950 3984 3936 3950 3976 4022 4104 3944 3976 3992 3912 3Q6.o ~SJ.9]..a l 

':~:-~~A-:_ :::_~::::::::!=:.: 



,;;;:" 
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r 
: 
! 

TABLE V.12 - CUSTODIAL I BY LOCATION 

S;lf'lt t;Oi:l~ECI10r!.',t ('Fll(., ~ (i>Y IlL! t'fUlIL:j 

ALT MT1I'i [ 'JfORD CIiA1Hr.t1 DECATUfI JEri [Rsor~ LE[ lU.;;:Of.S LCOI! h..rlIlEll:LR HiJNTGO!iEIW PULI.SKI PUl NAI1 RCI[)Si',ttt \.JAI\E WAYIlE TIIAL 

y~ SERvIC': 

0-1 30 2 15 3 5 5 5 Ll 4 5 3 1f 3 88 ? 8' 186 
2-3 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 23 36 

4-5 1 1 2 2 7 13 
6-7 1 1 1 10 13 

B-l0. 2 I 1 C) 11 

11- PI 1 6 7 
1!,-?() 

1 1 2 4 
Ove r 1( 2 2 
LIn I I ~tc.J 

1 1 1 4 7 

luTAl 35 7 I B 3 5 P, f: S 6 7 6 6 6 151 2 8 281 I 

N:AiJ ~~~ ~.I 1.4- .', .<; 7.1, 1.1 q I,S 4-.U 2.8 2.l;j l.~ 2.3 C; I) 2.3vr 

EOUCATIO!I 

'" 
0-2 

1 1 3 
3- 1( 

1 1 <; 7 2.<; 

5-7 2 2 2 1 2 ?? 1 ~? II 4 
8-9 

11 2 2 3 4 I 1 2 '{ ? <1 1 fl< ??<; 

10-11 4 1 2 1 1 I 'I 1 2 2 2 Iq 1 < h? Ie 

Hi Sch Grad 17 1 12 1 1 2 5 3 3 4 2 1 2 68 4 126 41) 

Some Co I I e9€ 
1 I 6 8 7.7 

. 

CoIl eqe Grac 1 I < 
Un II s ted 1 1 "'{ 

TOTAL = 35 7 18 , I) 8 8 <; h 7 6 F. h 1<;1 ') R ?Rl 
~IEI\N = .4 ;J.b 'J.S ':J.b <J.ti .? 0.<; 11. i 'l," ~ R ? . 

C:;::: .. :::': :,:.,~ e~, -;~~:::: ::;'-',..'~ -'_ •• ;:_ :,; ,:",,'~:::'~f':-".--,,,:,~,, 
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TABLE V.12 - CUSTODIAL I BY LOCATION 

STATE CORRECTIONAL en I cms I (BY IIlSTITU110H) 

• 
ALTO BATTEY BUFOf,D CHATHAH DECATUR JEFFERSON LEt LO\iNO£.S HAceN NERJIJETHf.R ~W.G01IC.RY PULASI'.I PUTMH REIOSVllI .. E liAR!: ~W~( 10TAL 

PREVIOUS ~ 

E,X.?[,(if:llCE: 

hi I itary 
15 2 7 1 1 2 Z 2 2 "< , , "{ 74 1 ~ 11.0 

Pol ice work 
2 Z 2 2 2 1 1 ? I 4 lq 

Guard dl.l. ty I I 2 2 I 1 1 2 5 I lli i 
I 

• Dcp. She ... i HI 

A I c.Oho Ita" ! 
C-gtlf'lt I I 1 

TOTAl 2 I 18 2 9 3 4 4 5 z 4 5 4 6 4 83 z 3 158 
PE"'CEIIT = I .51 .28 , .50 100 .80 .50 .62 .40 .66 .71 100 100 .66 .54 100 .37 56.2% 

/VIR I TilL STATUS: 

/VIRR I ED 
10 6 n 2 t; 6 7 5 "' 

6 4 5 ? 127 2 6 :i'.~_ 

SINGLE 
3 I 1 I 1 3 1 Z 4 21 Z 40 

DIVORCED 2 1 1 - 1 3 8 , 
---- ---- -:-.----- -- --

. REHIPLOYMENT: 

One time 
I 1 1 I 7 Ll 

Two times I 4 1 6 

Th ree ti-es 
1 1 

Four ti .... s 
I I 

TOTAL 
1 I I I 1 13 ~~ 

:-~-....:---::-:,.::-.-:::.,~,,::.:' .. ::;::::;;:."':::= ..... 
=:.c-' .•. _ 



,.. -,n~r"J>C"", -.~ "'t",~,r.,.."f.~'Il""'. ~.~ _~"~ii('V'~';(l6' ~ ••. 'o;.~):> -0!Il: ~·r·, ,<=>i'i'-... .;-.i>F .... _"'" ~.! ~-,.,..' 
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TABLE V.13 - CUSTODIAL I AND II BY LENGTH OF SERVI CE 
CORRECTIONAL OFFICER I CORRECTIONAL OFFICER II 

YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE I 
Not Not I 

GRAN 
0-1 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14 15-20 20+ Li sted TOTAL G)-I 2-3 4-5 6-7 8-10 11-14- 15-20 20+ Listed TOTAL TOTA: 

EDUCATION I I 
I , 

o - a- I 1 2 1 2 5 ! 6 
3 - 4 2 2 I 2 7 1 1 2 1 2 7 I 14 
5 - 7 7 7 4 4 ~ 2 2 1 32 2 1 : 10 R 7 F: h 1 1 44 76 
8 -9 D 10 2 I) I) 1 1 61 II r q < /.., < , /.., 1 4< I 106 r, 

10 -II 34 , 1 I 2 41 10 <; I) 4 < 27 I 70 
HI Sch Grad 02 14 1 4 I 1 2 121) 19 22 11 2 I) 60 I 185 
Some College 6 2 8 2 2 I 10 
Co 1 lege Grad 1 J I 1 
Additlo~al ! 

Degree i 
Unlisted 1 I 1 I 1 , I 4 

TOTAL 86 36 13 i3 13 7 4 2 7 281 43 42 39 17 22 12 12 2 2 91 I 472 
MEAN 10.9 9.3 7.1 8.8 7.6 8.6 8.5 6.0 11.3 10.1 10.4 10.0 9.2 8.2 8.3 5.6 6.4 9.0 7.5 9.0 ! 9.7 

AGE 
. 

20-24 27 I 28 2 3 5 33 
Z;~4 46 4 I I 52 14 9 1 1 2 11 II 83 

-,(;-44 44 8 2 2 56 9 6 2 I S 1 24 CB.QJ 
4'1-'14 58 12 6 6 1 3 2 2 90 15 17 22 5 6 4 '3 2 74 164 ! 

'1'1-64 11 11 4 4 11 '3 I I I 47 '3 7 11 7 "7 ~7 6 2 ~O L-:9..L:. 
6/;-70 < 1 1 1 1 7 1 ? 1 1 c L.lL 
70 + III 
Un Ii sted 1 I 1 1 2 , 3! 

TOTAL 86 36 13 13 13 7 4 2 7 281 43 42 39 17 22 12 12 2 2 Iql I 472 
MEAN 

18.8 48 I C,6.7 14Q ,I) C,Q.1 56.4· ~h~ 61. <; 41.1 . 43.2 40.3 43.5 50.3 50.6 50.2 56.8 55.7 159.5 49.5 47.4 ~ 

_,::.,>:-,::::::;:::::::;::~ .";:::::::.:::::-r:-;:;::::--;;~:;.:::~~;:;~·~·"'?· ~ 
-'-'--+-~>--:,-



SALARY 

3,912 
4 104 
4308 
4524 

Unlisted 
. 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

QEEHPLOYMENT 

One Time 

TI"o Ti mes 'j-

TOTAL 
HEAN 

PREVIOUS 
EXPERI ENCE 

Hi 1 i tary 
Guard 

Pol ice 
Sheri ff-Warden 
tducatlon 
Uther 

TOTAL 
MEAN 

:z::'-.. ~_ 

0-1 2-3 4-S 

IS1 _9 4 
29 27 '3 

TR6 ,6 n 
, ,q42 4.0<;6 4.04<; 

1.+ " I 
2 4 

6 1 

92 J I 4 
10 I I 

9 3 1 

III 15 6 
59.6 141.6 46.1 

___ .~_ .• ______ ._._ =cr"...,.... •• ~ ... ' _ .. ~ .. ,.,......-=,~" ... " ',0;-"'-;.-"- "'"'.' _. ~~ ~_ -: " ~ .,.....-,"~:~ .. ~"f! .. -"I':~.\~ ... ':!fr.r;rh-7~. ":""",,,. ,'.' 

TABLE V.13 - CUSTODIAL I AND I~ BY LENGTH OF SERVICE 

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER CORRECTIONAL OFFICER II 
.... " --'---"-,,", ---~--- ... ~" .. .... -....,. ~ ..... - .. ~ ._- .-.~ ..--~-- ~-.. ,.~--- ---- ----,---------. --~ ... --~-. 'l"'~'-
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TABLE V. 14 - CORRECTIONS MA I NTENANCE AND SUPPORT! VE 9Y lOmlON 

STATE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PERSONNEL 
(BY DUTY STATION) 
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TABLE: V.14 - CORRECTIONSMAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE BY LOCATION 

STATE :MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PERSONNEL 
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ALTO 
::lREVIOUS 
EXPERIENCE: 

Militarv 3 

Teaching - I 

Police Work 2 

Dairy Work 

Sewing 

BUilding 1 

Butcher 

Farming 

Custodial 

Secretarial 

TOTAL 7 
PERCENT 70% 

MARITAL STATUS' 

Married 9 

Single 1 

Divorced 

REEMPLOYMENT: 

TABLE V.14 - CORRECTIONSMAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE BY LOCATION" 
STATE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PERSONNEL 
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