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PREFACE 

The Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training has received many requests for information 
from California law enforcement agencies regarding the types of work schedules used by Patrol, 
Traffic, Investigation and Dispatch units. In response to these inquiries, POST, beginning in October 
1991, surveyed California law enforcement agencies to collect data on work schedules used in these 
units, including their perceived advantages and disadvantages. 

The survey was designed to determine law enforcement agencies' experience with various eight-hour, 
nine-hour, ten-hour, twelve-hour ~nd other work schedules (as described by the agencies themselves). 
Team and No Team alternatives were included under each work schedule. 

This final report broadly discusses the survey's findings, and summarizes responses for each ·unit. No 
attempt has been made to subject specific issues to independent staff analysis. A primary objective of 
this report is to provide work schedule information to assist individual agencies to assess and plan 
schedules that best meet their needs. 

The Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training gratefully acknowledges the support of 
California law enforcement in the preparation of this study. The Commission invites interested 
individuals to direct questions and requests for information about this study to the Management 
Counseling Services Bureau, (916) 227-4800. 

NORi\1AN C. BOEHNf 
Executive Director 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training has received many requests for information on 
work schedules used by law enforcement agencies throughout the state. In response to these requests, POST 
surveyed 463 California police and sheriffs' departments, State agencies, universities and community college 
police departments. Information 'WaS collected on 26 different work schedules and a variety of related areas, 
such as rotation. practices, use of teams, and perceived advantages and disadvantages of specific schedules. 
Completed questionnaires were returned from 385 agencies (83.2%). 

The questionnaire was divided into four areas: Patrol, Traffic, Investigation and Dispatch. Survey responses 
were categorized into six law enforcement typ\..'S, ten agency size groupings, and seven geographic areas. 
The complete questionnaire, including a detailed description of each work schedule studied, is included as 
Appendix 1. 

A primary objective of this report is to provide work schedule information to assist individual agencies to 
assess and plan schedules that best meet their needs. POST recommends, however, that any decision by an 
agency to alter its existing work schedule should he made only after a thorough analysis of its workload. 

Summary of Survey Results 

General 

While 8-plans (8~hour workday, 5-day work week) were the most commonly used work schedule in each of 
the four units studied, agency size had a significant impact on the use of alternative work schedules. The 
survey noted that agencies with fewer than 400 employees were more likely to use a 9M plan or 12-plan than 
larger agencies. Agencies with 100 or more employees were more likely to use a 10-plan than smaller agencies. 

Survey appendices contain specific information on responding agencies and the work schedules used. Almost 
half of the responding agencies use more than one schedule; e.g., an agency may use a 10-plan for Patrol, 
an 8-plan for Traffic and Investigation, and a 12-plan for Dispatch. 

Patrol 

• 47% of police departments use an 8-plan; 7% use a 9-plan; 34% use a 10-plan; 8% use a 12-plan. 

• 52% of sheriffs' departments use an 8-plan; 2% use a 9-plan; 35% use a lO-plan; 6% use a 12-plan. 

• 90% of respondents reported that Patrol unit officers rotate shifts. 

• 70% of respondents conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 

• 48% reported that the present schedule is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

• 20% reported that minimwn staffing is specified in an M.O.U. or contract . 

Vll 



Traffic 

e Police departments are alrno~t equally divided between the use ofan 8-plan (42%) and a 10-plan (42%); • 
11 % use a 9-plan. 

• 57% of sheriffs' departments use an 8-plan; 14% use a 10-plan; 14% use a 12-plan. 

• Traffic officers rotate shifts in 74% oftesponding agencies. 

c 82% of respondents conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 

• 31% reported that the present schedule is specified in an M.O. U. or contract. 

• 8% reported that minimum staffing is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

Investigation 

• 68% of police departments use an 8-plan; 13% use a 9-plan; 17% llse a lO-plan. 

• 84% of sheriffs' departments use an 8-plan; 4% use a 9-plan; 9% use a lO-plan. 

• Investigators rotate shifts in 19% of responding agencies. 

• 44% of responding agencies conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 

• 27% reported that the present schedule is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

• 4% reported that minimum staffing is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

Dispatch 

• 70% of police departments use an 8u plan; 3% use a 9-plan; 19% use a lO-plan; 4% use a 12-plan. 

• 53% of sheriffs' departments use an 8-plan; 5% use a 9-plan; 33% use a 10-plan; 3% use a 12-plan. 

" Dispatchers rotate shifts in 87% of responding agencies. 

• 55% ofre-sponding agencies conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule . 

• 29% reported that the present schedule is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

• 9% reported that minimum staffing is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

Ad'Vantages and Disadvantages 

The following page contains a matrix summarizing the number of agency Patrol, Traffic, Investigation and 
Dispatch units using an 8-, 9-, 10- or 12-plan, or other work schedule. The matrix also shows the three most 
commonly reported advantages and disadvantages of each plan used by Patrol units (from a management point 
of view). Because responses may represellt perceptions only, they should not be considered statistically valid . 

Vlll 
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Summary of Plans Used, Advantages and Disadvantages 

8-PLAN 

9-PLAN 

NUMBER OF AGENCIES 
USING PLAN 

Patrol Traffic Inw. Di§p. 

194 76 227 I 214 

21 19 36 9 

to-PLAN I 125 70 49 62 

12-PLAN 28 2 1 13 

, OTHER 16 8 4 14 

*Tie 

, 
" ., 

3 

1 

TOP THREE 
ADVANTAGES 

1 2 

2 ] 

3* 2 

3 

3* 

(PATROL ONLy) 

1 2 

1 3 

2 

TOP THREE 
DISADVANTAGES 

3* 3* 

2 

1 

(Advantages and disadvantages not reported due to variety of "other" schedules used) 

3 
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OVERVIEW OF SURVEY RESPONSES 

" 
Introduction 

POST has received many requests for infonnation from California law enforcement agencies regarding the 
types of work schedules used by Patrol, Traffic, Investigation and Dispatch units \\'ithin agencies throughout 
the State. In response to these ongoing inquiries, the Commission on POST conducted a survey of work 
schedules. The survey not only collected data on work schedules used by California law enforcement agencies, 
it also gathered information on their perceived advantages and disadvantages. 

A total of 463 Work Schedule Surveys were mailed to California law enforcement agencies in October 1991. 
POST received 385 returned responses to the survey. The overall percentage of response was 83.2%. 

Many responding agencies do not have all of the four units surveyed; e.g., many sheriffs' departments do not 
have traffic units. Respondents completed those portions of the questionnaire applicable to their agency. 

The following overview subsections present response data as compared to the number of California law 
enforcement agencies surveyed. 

Responses by Aeency Type 

The responding agencies were categorized into six specific law enforcement agency types: Police, Sheriff, 
State, University of California (UC), California State University (CSU), and Community College. Responses 
closely represented the actual proportion of agency types within the State . 

Table 1, below, sumrnarizes returned responses by agency type. 

TABLE 1: Responses by Agency Type 
. .:-.... ,.:\" 

NO. OF NO. OF 
AGENCY SURVEYS %OF SURVEYS %OF 

TYPE MAILED STATE RETURNED RETURN 

Sheriff 58 12.5% 48 12.5% 
Police 354 76.5% 294 76.4% 
State 2 0.4% 2 0.5% 
UC 9 2.0% 7 1.8% 
CSU 19 4.1% 17 4.4% 
College 21 4.5% 17 4.4% 

TOTAL 463 100.0% 385 100.0% 

- 1 -



Responses by Agency Size 

Agency size includes sworn and non-peace officer personnel. The responding agencies were categorized into 
ten agency size groupings: 1-24,25-49,50-74, 75-99, 100-199,200-299,300-399,400-499,500-999, and • 
Over 1,000. Responses closely represented the actual proportion of agency sizes within the State. 

Table 2, below, summarizes returned responses by agency size. 

TABLE 2: Responses by Agency Size 

NO. OF NO. OF 
AGENCY SURVEYS %OF SURVEYS %OF 

SIZE MAILED STATE RETURNED RETURN 

1 - 24 133 28.7% 101 26.2% 
25 - 49 91 19.6% 75 19.5% 
50 -74 55 11.9% 45 11.7% 
75 - 99 42 9.1% 37 9.6% 

100 - 199 67 14.5% 61 15.8% 
200 - 299 31 6.7% 28 7.3% 
300 - 399 12 2.6% 11 2.9% 
400 - 499 9 1.9% 7 1.8% 
SOO - 999 10 2.2% 8 2.1% 

Over 1,000 13 2.8% 12 3.1% 

TOTAL 463 100.0% 385 100.0% 

Responses by Agency Location 

Seven geographic areas were developed for purposes of this survey. Each geographic area includes specific 
counties as described below. Responding agencies were grouped into one of these areas, based on their 
location. Responses closely represented the actual proportion of agency locations within the State. 

Counties Included in Geographic Areas 

NORTH SOUTH VALLEY NORTH 
COAST COAST Calaveras Alpine Plumas 
Del Norte Monterey Fresno Amador Sacramento 
Humboldt San Benito Kern Butte Shasta 
Mendocino San Luis Obispo Kings Colusa Sierra 
Sonoma Santa Barbara Madera ElDorado Siskiyou 

Santa Cruz Mariposa Glenn Solano 
SAN Merced Lake Sutter 
FRANCISCO INLAND San Joaquin Lassen Tehema 
BAY Imperial Stanislaus Mcxbc Trinity 
Alameda !nyo Tuolumne Napa Yolo 
Contra Costa Mono Tulare Nevada Yuba 
Marin Riverside Placer 
San Francisco San Bernardino SOUTH 
San Mateo Los Angeles 
Santa Clara Orange 

San Diego 
Ventura 

-2-
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Table 3, below, summarizes returned resp0lli!es by agency location. 

TABLE 3: Responses by Agency Location 

NO. OF NO. OF 
AGENCY SURVEYS %. OF SURVEYS %OF 

I 

LOCATION MAILED STATE RETURNED RETURN 

North Coast 22 4.8% 20 5.2% 
San Francisco 

Bay 90 19.4% 75 19.5% 
South Coast 40 8.6% 35 9.1% 
North 91 19.7% 72 18.7% 
Valley 76 16.4% 61 15.8% 
South 106 22.9% 93 24.2% 
Inland 38 8.2% 29 7.5% 

TOTAL 463 100.0% 385 100.0% 

Responses by Unit (Patrol, Traffic, Investigation and Disp2tch) 

Significant findings by units include: 

• With the except.ion of the California High .... -ay Patrol, all agencies have Patrol units. 

• 45% of responding agencies have a Traffic unit; 82% have an Investigation unit, and 81 % have a 
Dispatch unit. 

e In agencies with fewer than IPO employees, 30% have Traffic units, 74% have Investigation units, and 
77% have Dispatch units. In agencies with 100-499 employees, 79% have Traffic units, all have 
Investigation units, and 88% have Dispatch units. In agencies with 500 or more employees, 70% have 
Traffic units, 90% have Investigation units, and all have Dispatch units. 

o Traffic and Investigation units are least common in agencies in the North Coast. Dispatch units ar~ 
least common in agencies in the South Coast. 

• Sheriffs' departments assign 38% of their employees to operations functions (Patrol, Traffic, Investiga­
tion and Dispatch). TIlls is the smallest percentage of any of the agency types surveyed. (This may be 
attributable to the number of staff assigned to jail operations in sheriffs' departments.) 

• Responding agencies reported a grand total of 40,364 personnel assigned to Patrol, Traffic, 
Investigation and Dispatch units. This equates to a statewide average of 57% of personnel assigned 
to operations functions. 

• In agencies with fewer than 1,000 employees, as the size of the department increases, the proportion of 
employees assigned to operations functions decreases. 

• Of police departments, those located in the Inland area assign the smallest proportion of personnel to 
operations functions (60%); those in the North Coast and South Coast assign the largest (71%). 

• Of sheriffs' departments, those located. in the Valley and Inland areas assign the smallest proportion of 
personnel to operations functions (28-29%); those in the South assign the largest (48%). 

- 3 -



Table 4 dep~cts the percentage of respondents with separate Patrol, Traffic, Investigation and Dispatch units by 
agency type. Tables 5 and 6, following Table 4, present the same data by agency size and location. 

Table 4, below, summarizes agency responses by agency type. 

AGENCY 
TYPE 

Sheriff 
Police 
State 
UC 
CSU 
College 

TOTAL 

TABLE 4: Percentage Responders with Patrol, Traffic, 
Investi2ation and Dispatch Units by Agency Type 

TOTAL PATROL TRAFFIC INVEST. 
NUMBER No. wi No. wi No. wi 

RESPONSES Units % Units % Units o/It 

-, 

48 48 100% 7 15% 45 94% 
294 294 100% 166 57% 247 84% 

2 1 50% 1 50% 1 50% 
7 7 100% 1 14% 6 86% 

17 17 100% 0 0% 13 77% 
17 17 100% 0 0% 5 29% 

385 384 175 317 

Table 5, below, summarizes responses by agency size. 

AGENCY 
SIZE 

1- 24 
25 -49 
50 -74 
75 - 99 

100 - 199 
200 - 299 
300 - 399 
400 - 499 
500 - 999 

Over 1,000 

TOTAL 

TABLE 5: Percentage Responders with Patrol, Traffic, 
Investigatioli and Dispatch Units by Agency Size 

TOTAL PATROL TRAFFIC INVEST. 
NUMBER No. wi No. wi No. wI 

RESPONSES Units 0/1» Units % Units % 

101 101 100% 3 3% 39 39% 
75 75 100% 20 27% 72 96% 
45 45 100% 29 64% 44 98% 
37 37 100% 25 68% 37 100% 
61 61 100% 52 85% 61 100% 
28 28 100% 22 79% 28 100% 
11 11 100% 7 64% 11 100% 
7 7 100% 3 43% 7 100% 
8 8 100% 4 50% 8 100% 

12 11 92% 10 83% 10 83% 

385 384 175 311 

DISPATCH 
No. wi 
Units o/g 

40 83% 
235 80% 

2 100% 
6 86% 

17 100% 
12 71% 

312 

DISPATCH 
No. wI 
Units O/g 

59' 58% 
65 87% 
42 93% 
32 86% 
55 90% 
23 82% 
10 91% 
6 86% 
8 100% 

12 100% 

312 

•• 

• 
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Table 6, below, sununarizes responses by agency location. 

AGENCY 
LOCATION 

North Coast 
San Francisco 

Bay 
South Coast 
North 
Valley 
South 
Inland 

TOTAL 

TABLE 6: PerceJ~~~\ge Responders with Patrol, Traffic, 
Investigation and Dispatch Units by Agency Location 

TOTAL PATROL TRAFFIC INVEST. DISPATCH 
NUMBER No. wI . No. wi No. wi No. wI 

RESPONSES Units % Units % Units % Units % 

20 20 100% 2 10% 13 65% 16 80% 

75 75 100% 43 57% 65 87% 64 85% 
35 35 100% 12 34% 27 77% 18 51% 
72 71 99% 22 31% 50 69% 53 74% 
61 61 100% 13 21% 46 75% 48 79% 
93 93 100% 65 70% 88 95% 88 95% 
29 29 100% 18 62% 28 97% 25 86% 

385 384 175 317 312 

The questionnaire asked responding agencies to indicate their total nlL'TIber of authorized full-time peace officer 
and non-peace officer positions. Where agencies had separate Patrol, Traffic, Investigation or Dispatch units, 
they were also asked to indicate the total number of positions assigned to each unit. This data was analyzed to 
determine the average number of personnel assigned to each unit, as well as the average percentage of personnel 
assigned to these units as a whole (operations). 

Tables 7, 8 and 9 summarize total agency personnel, average number of personnel, and average percentage of 
personnel assigned to operations for responding agencies by agency type, size and location. Responses by size 
and location are further broken down to indicate average Jrercentage of personnel assigned to operations for 
police (including UC, esu and College), sheriff and State agencies. 

Table 7, below, sununarizes returned responses by agency type. 

AGENCY 
TYPE 

Sheriff 
Police 
State 
ue 
esu 
College 

TOTAL 

TABLE 7: Summary of Average Number and Percentage of 
Personnel Assigned to the Patrol, Traffic, 
Investigation and Dispatch Units by Agency Type 

AVERAGE % 
OF PERSONNEL 

TOTAL AVERAGE ASSIGNED 
NO. OF PERSONNEL NO. OF TO PATROL, 

RESPONDING (SWORN & PERSONNEL TRAFFIC, 
AGENCIES NONSWORN) PER AGENCY INV. & DISP. 

48 24,389 508 38% 
294 35,220.5 120 66% 

2 9,678 4,839 75% 
7 448 64 56% 

17 412 24 70% 
17 277.5 16 70% 

385 70,425 
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Table 8, below. summarizes retu~ed responses by agency size. 

AGENCY 
SIZE 

1 - 24 
25 -49 
50 -74 
75 - 99 

100 - 199 
200 - 299 
300 - 399 
400 - 499 
500 - 999 

Over 1,000 

TOTAL 

TABLE 8: Summary of Average Number and Percentage of 
Personnel Assi~ed to the Patrol, Traffic, 
Investigation and Dispatch Units by Agency Size 

AVERAGE 0/. OF 
PERSONNEL ASSIGNED 

TOTAL AVERAGE TO PATROL, TRAFFIC, 
NO. OF PERSONNEL NO. OF INV. & DISPATCH 

RESPONDING (SWORN & PERSONNEL 
AGENCIES NONSWORN) PER AGENCY Police Sheri{f State 

101 1,411 14 80% 86% 
75 2,545 34 73% 61% 
45 2,730 61 70% 54% 
37 3,180 86 "'~QI O,j /0 48% 
61 8,606 141 61% 45% 
28 6,845 245 53% 32% 
11 3,774 343 50% 39% 
7 2,997 428 48% 40% 66% 
8 5,898 737 43% 24% 

12 32,439 2,703 58% 39% 75% 

385 70,425 

Table 9, below, summarizes returned responses by agency location. 

AGENCY 
LOCATION 

North Coast 
San Francisco 
Bay 

South Coast 
North* 
Valley 
South 
Inland 

TOTAL 

TABLE 9: Summary of Average Number and Percentage of 
Personnel Assi~ed to the Patrol, Traffic, 
Investigation and Dispatch Units by AgenQ' Location 

AVERAGE%OF 
PERSONNEL ASSIGNED 

TOTAL AVERAGE TO PATROL, TRAFFIC, 
NO. OF PERSONNEL NO. OF INV. & DISPATCH 

RESPONDING (SWORN & i PERSONNEL 
AGENCIES NONSWORN) PER AGENCY Police Sheriff State 

20 1,542 77 71% 33% 

75 12,444 166 68% 38% 
35 2,595 74 71% 40% 
72 16,894 235 67% 32% 75% 
61 6,411 105 66% 28% 
93 23,738 255 64% 48% 
29 6,801 235 60% 29% 

385 70,425 

-Includes California Highway Patrol and California State Police. 
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Summary Overview 

• 463 surveys were mailed to California law enforcement agencies. 

• 385 surveys were completed and returned. 

• The percentage of return was 83.2%. 

• Responses were categorized into six specific law enforcement types, ten agency size groupings, and 
seven geographic areas. 

• Survey responses closely represented the actual proportions of agency types, sizes and locations within 
the State. 

e With the exception of the California Highway Patrol, all agencies have Patrol units. 

• 45% of responding agencies have a Traffic unit; 82% have an Investigation unit, and 81 % have a 
Dispatch unit. 

Statewide, an average of 57% of personnel are assigned to operations functions (Patrol, Traffic, 
Investigation and Dispatch). 

• Sheriffs' departments assign the smallest proportion of their employees to operations functions (38%). 
(This may be attributable to the number of staff assigned to jail operations in sheriffs' 
departments. ) 

e For agencies with fewer than 1,000 employees, as the size of the agency increases, the proportion of 
employees assigned to operations functions decreases. 

Appendices 

Appendices, which provide detailed data on the survey instrument and the make-up of the responding agencies, 
are included at the end of this report. They are: 

• Appendix 1: Work Schedule Survey Instrument 

• Appendix 2: Summary Listing of PATROL Work Schedules by Responding Agencies 

0 Appendix 3: Summary Listing of PATROL Work Schedules by Agency Size and Location 

• Appendix 4: Summary Listing of TRAFFIC Work Schedules by Responding Agencies 

• Appendix 5: Summary Listing of TRAFFIC Work Schedules by Agency Size and Location 

• Appendix 6: Summary Listing of INVESTIGATION Work Schedules by Responding Agencies 

• Appendix 7: Summary Listing of INVESTIGATION Work Schedulesby Agency Size 
and Location 

• Appendix 8: Summary Listing of DISPATCH Work Schedules by Responding Agencies 

• Appendix 9: Summary Listing of DISPATCH Work Schedules by Agency Size and Location 

• Appendix 10: Comparative Analysis and Summary of Work Schedules Used by Responding 
Agencies 

~7-
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ANALYSIS OF PATROL UNIT RESPONSES 

Introduction 

TIle Work Schedule Survey's first area of inquiry was Patrol work schedules. Pages 2-5 of the survey instru­
ment (Appendix 1) depict the questions asked. 

Significant Findin~s 

Overall significant findings include: 

All respondents, with the exception of the California Highway Patrol, have a Patrol unit. 

• Police agencies assign more than 60% of their sworn personnel to Patrol. Sheriffs' departments assign 
an average of 40% of their sworn personnel to Patrol. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

50% of responding agencies use an 8-plan; 5% use a 9-plan; 32% use a 10-plan; and 8% use a 12-plan. 

The most commonly used schedule is an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor) and no teams (Survey Schedule "d"). 

Most agencies with fewer than 100 employees use 8-plans; 10-plans are used more often·than any other 
schedule in agencies with 100 or more empoyees . 

The most commonly reported advantage of 8-plans is a close match of coverage to workload, increasing 
productivity. 

The most commonly reported advantage of 9-plans is they make Patrol a more desirable assignment. 

The most commonly reported advantage of 10-plans is improved recruitment and retention. 

The most commonly reported disadvantage of 8-, 9- and 10-plans is a lack of consistent supervision. 

The most commonly reported advantage of 12-pJans is reduced overtime. The most commonly 
reported disadvantage of 12-plans is increased officer fatigue, accidents and injuries. 

Most respondents using an 8-, 9- or 10-plan do not use teams. Most respondents using a 12-plan use 
teams. 

Patrol shift supervisors, unit commanders and line-level Patrol officers work the same schedule in 64% 
of responding agencies. 

90% of respondents reported that Patrol unit officers rotate shifts. One third of all respondents use a 
6-month rotation. 

70% of respondents conducted a workload study prior to adopting the pr~;;ent schedule. 

-9-



Patrol Unit Staffing 

Tables 10 through 12 summarize total sworn personnel assigned to Patrol and the average percentage of 
personnel assigned to Patrol by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

Police agencies assign more than 60% of their sworn personnel to Patrol (40-50% of the it total staff). 

Sheriffs' departments assign an average of 40% of their sworn personnel to Patrol (25% of their total 
staff). (1bis lower overall percentage may be attributable to the number of staff assigned to jail 
operations in sheriffs' departments.) 

Generally, as the size of the department increases, the proportion of employees asSigrled to Patrol 
decreases. Percentages range from 79% sworn assigned to Patrol in agencies vwith 1-24 employees, to 
43% sworn in agencies with 500-999 employees. 

Ag,encies in the North Coast assign the highest percentage of sworn personnel to Patrol (62%); 
however, they assign one of the lowest percentages of total personn~l (sworn and nonsworn) to Patrol 
(32%). 

Agencies in the North and Valley assign the lowest overall percentage of personnel to Patrol 
(49-50% of sworn; 31 % of total). 

Table 10, below, summarizes returned responses for agencies with Patrol units by agency type. 

TABLE 10: Staffing for Agencies With Patrol Units by Agency Type 

AVERAGE % 
AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

NO. OF TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWORN & 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE PATROL UNITS PATROL PATROL PATROL 

Sheriff 48 6,212 40% 25% 
Police 294 14,629 61% 42% 
State 1 193 53% 43% 
UC 7 181 69% 40% 
CSU 17 182 72% 44% 
College 17 138 76% 50% 

TOTAL 384 21,535 

- 10-
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Table II, below, summarizes returned responses for agencies with Patrol units by agency size. 

TABLE 11: Staffmg for Agencies With Patrol Units by Agency Size 

AVERAGE % 
AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

NO. OF TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWORN & 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE PATROL UNITS PATROL PATROL PATROL 

1 - 24 101 813 79% 58% 
25 - 49 75 1,225 69% 48% 
50 -74 45 1,247 66% 46% 
75·99 37 1,290 62% 41% 

100 - 199 61 3,226 59% 37% 
200 - 299 28 2,257 52% 33% 
300 - 399 11 1,161 49% 31% 
400 - 499 7 954 47% 32% 
500 - 999 8 1,581 43% . 27% 

Over 1,000 11 7,781 49% 34% 

TOTAL 384 21,535 

Table 12, below, summarizes returned responses for agencies with Patrol units by agency location. 

TABLE 12: Staffing for Agencies With Patrol Units by Agency Location 

AVERAGE % 
AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

NO. OF TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWORN & 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE PATROL UNITS PATROL PATROL PATROL 

North Coast 20 486 62% 32% 
S.F. Bay 75 5,139 58% 41% 
South Coast 35 989 59% 38% 
North 71 2,376 50% 31% 
VaUey 61 1,984 49% 31% 
South 93 8,889 54% 37% 
Inland 29 1,672 • •• 
TOTAL 384 21,535 

·The Riverside and San Bernardino County Sheriffs' Departments respectively assign 35% and 24% of their 
sworn personnel to Patrol. The remaining Inland agencies assign an. average of 58% sworn to Patrol. 

··The Riverside and San Bernardino County Sheriffs' Departments respectively assign 20% and 15% of their 
personnel (sworn and nonsworn) to Patrol. The remaining Inland agencies assign an average of37% of their 
personnel to patrol. 
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Type of Work Schedules Used by Line-Level Officers 

Responding agencies were asked to indicate the work schedules used by line-level officers, supervisors and 
commanding officers. Appendix 2 depicts the Patrol work schedules used by line officers in responding 
agencies. Appendix 3 depicts the Patrol work schedules used by line officers in responding agencies by agency • 
size and location. 

Tables 13 through 15 depict the number of responding agencies whose line officers work each of the suggested 
Patrol schedules by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

50% of responding agencies use an 8-plan. 

• 5% of responding agencies use a 9-plan. 

32% of responding agencies use a la-plan. 

8% of responding agencies use a 12-plan. 

• 4% of responding agencies use a schedule other than an 8-, 9-, to- or l2-plan. 

• 40% of responding agencies use an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey Schedule "d") . 

• 20% of responding agencies use a I O-hour workday, 4-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey Schedule "0") 

• 47% of police departments use an 8-plan; 34% use a 10-plan. 

• 52% ofsberiffs' departments use an 8-plan; 35% use a la-plan. 

• More than 70% of California State Universities and Community Colleges use an 8-plan. 

60% of agencies with fewer than 100 employees use an 8-plan; 23% use a 10-plan. 

• 31% of agencies with 100-499 employees use an 8-plan; 53% usc a la-plan. 

• 37% of agencies with more than 500 employees use an 8-plan; 47% use a la-plan. 

• 8-plans are used by at least 50% of agencies in each geographic location except San Francisco 
Bay (47%) and South (33%). 

• la-plans are used by at least 30% of agencies in the San Francisco B .. 1Y (32%), North Coast (40%), 
North (40%), and South (37%). 

& Agencies in the South, South Coast and San Francisco Bay areas are more likely than other areas to 
use a work schedule other than an 8- or la-plan. 

- 12-
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Table 13, below, depicts the Patrol work schedules used by agency type. 

TABLE 13: Patrol Work Schedules Used by Agency Type 

• WORK AGENCY TYPE % 
SCHEDULE COMM. OF 

DESCRIPTION* SHERIFF POLICE STATE U.C. C.S.U. COLLEGE TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 1 18 2 21 5% 
b 6 6 2% 
c 0 0% 
d 21 105 1 4 13 10 154 40% 
e 2 7 9 2% 
f 0 0% 
g 1 3 4 1% 

9-PLAN 

h 1 1 < 1% 
1 0 0% 
j 16 16 4% 
k 0 0% 
I 1 3 4 1% 

-

• 1 ()"PLAN 

m 8 1 9 2% 
n 7 20 1 28 7% 
0 8 61 2 3 2 76 20% 

P 2 10 12 3% 
-

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 1 1 < 1% 
s 2 ! 2 1% 
t 3 8 11 3% 
u 0 0% 
v 1 1 < 1% 
w 0 0% 
x 4 1 5 1% 

Y 8 8 2% 

OTHER 

z 2 12 1 1 16 4% 
, 

• ·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 14, below, depicts the Patrol work schedules used by agency type. 

TABLE 14: Patrol Work Schedules Used by Agency Size 

WORK AGENC;Y SIZE ./. 
SCHEDULE 1- 2S- SO- 7S- 100- 200- 300- 400- SOO- OVER OF • DESCRIPTION- 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 8 4 2 2 1 3 1 21 5% 
b 3 1 1 1 6 2% 
c 0 0010 
d 56 39 18 11 14 4 2 4 2 4 154 40010 
e 3 1 2 1 1 1 9 2% 
f 0 0% 
g 1 2 1 4 1% 

, 

9-PLAN 
! 

h 1 1 <1% 
i 0 OO/G 
j 4 4 1 2 3 1 1 16 4% 
k 0 0010 
1 1 1 2 4 1% 

lO-PLAN 

m 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 9 2% 
n 1 1 1 1 10 g 2 2 2 28 7% 
0 18 12 10 10 16 6 2 I 1 76 20% 

P 1 1 7 1 2 12 3% • 12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r I 1 <1% 
s 1 1 2 1% 
t 5 1 3 2 11 3% 
u 0 0010 
v 1 1 <1% 
w 0 0% 
x 1 1 1 2 5 1% 

Y 5 1 2 8 2% 

OTHER 

z ;) 3 2 4 2 2 16 4% 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 15, below, depicts the Patrol work schedules used by agency location. 

• TABLE 15: Patrol Work Schedules Used by Agency Location 

WORK AGENCY LOCATION 0/0 

SCHEDULE INORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
DESCRIPT.'" COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 5 3 2 1 2 4 4 21 5% 
b 1 1 4 6 2% 
c 0 0% 
d 7 31 17 29 32 25 13 154 40% 
e 4 5 9 2% 
f 0 0% 
g 1 1 2 4 1% 

9-PLAN 

h 1 1 < 1% 
1 0 0% 
j 3 2 1 1 8 1 16 4% 
k 0 0% 
I 2 2 -4 1% 

• to-PLAN 

m 4 3 1 1 9 2% 
n 2 7 2 7 3 7 28 7% 
0 6 14 3 19 4 25 5 76 20% 
p 2 3 5 1 1 12 3% 

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 1 1 < 1% 
s I 2 2 1% 
t 1 2 1 6 1 11 3% 
u 0 0% 
v 1 1 < 1% 
w 0 0% 
x 1 4 5 1% 

Y 2 1 1 1 2 1 8 2% 

OTHER 

z 4 1 3 7 1 16 4% 

• ·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Advantages and Disadvantages 

Survey question 21 (Appendix 1, page 4) asked agencies to indicate the three most sigificant advantages, 
from the management point o/view, of the Patrol work schedule used by the agency. Twelve choices were • 
included in the survey document, as well as "other" in which an agency could indicate a choice not provided. 
Some agencies indicated fewer than three advantages. 

Survey question 22 (Appendix 1, page 5) asked agencies to indicate the three most significant disadvantages, 
from the management point of view, of the Patrol work schedule used by the agency. Thirteen choices were 
included in the survey document, as well as "otherll in which an agency could indicate a choiet; not provided. 
Some agencies indicated fewer than three disadvantages. 

Groups of schedules making up the 8-hour (A-G), 9-hour (H-L), 10-hour (M-P) and 12-hour (Q-y) workdays 
were analyzed to detennine the primary advantages and disadvantages reported. for each plan. Because 
responses may represent perceptions only, they should not be considered statistically valid. Significant findings 
include: 

8-PLAN 

Advantages: Of the 529 selections made, the three most commonly reported advantages are: 

1. Present schedule closely matches patrol coverage to workload., increasing productivity. 
(119 agencies, 22% of responses) 

2. Reduces overtime (94 agencies, 18% of responses) 
3. Fixed days off (89 agencies, 17% of responses) 

Disadvantages: Of the 471 selections made, the three most commonly reported disadvantages are: 

1. Lack of consistent supervision (83 agencies, 18% of responses) 
2. Less training time (66 agencies, 14% of responses) 
3. Lack of report completion and review (63 agencies, 13% of responses) 

9-PLAN 

Advantages: Of the 63 selections made, the three most commonly reported advantages are: 

1. Present schedule makes Patrol a more desirable assignment (12 agencies, 19% of responses) 
2. Improved recruitment and retention (10 agencies, 16% of responses) 
3. More days off (10 agencies, 16% of responses) 

Disadvantages: Of the 56 selections made, the three most commonly reported disadvantages are: 

1. Lack of consistent supervision (11 agencies, 20% ofrespo~) 
2. Present schedule is mandated through a M.O.U. or contract (8 agencies, 14% of responses) 
3. Too many days off (7 agencies, 13% of responses) 
4. Present schedule doesn't closely match patrol coverage to workload (7 agencies, 13% of 

responses) 

• 
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10-PLAN 

Advantages: Of the 371 selections ~e, the three most commonly reported advantages are: 

1. Improved recruitment and retention (71 agencies, 19% of responses) 
2. Present schedule makes patrol a more desirable assignment (63 agencies, 17% of responses) 
3.· Present schedule closely matches patrol coverage to workload, increasing prodUctivity 

(62 agencies, 17% of responses) 

Disadvantages: Of the 304 selections made, the three most commonly reported disadvantages are: 

1. Lack of consistent supervision (60 agencies, 20% of responses) 
2. Increased overtime (41 agencies, 13% of responses) 
3. Lack ofreport completion and review (37 agencies, 12% of responses) 

12-PLAN 

Advantages: Of the 81 selections made, the three most commonly reported advantages are: 

1. Reduced overtime (16 agencies, 20% of responses) 
2. Improved recruitment and.retention (11 agencies, 14% of responses) 
3. More days off (9 agences, 11 % of responses) 
4. Present schedule makes Patrol a more desirable assignment (9 agencies, 11 % of responses) 

Disadvantages: Of the 57 selections made, the three most commonly reported disadvantages are: 

1. Present schedule increases officer fatigue, accidents and injuries (12 agencies, 21 % of 
responses) 

2. Inconsistent subpoena service and court appearance of officers (7 agencies, 12% of responses) 
3. Lack of report completion and review (7 agencies, 12% of responses) 

Table 16 summarizes the three most commonly chosen advantages and disadvantages for each of the studied 
Patrol work schedules. 

Table 16: Most Commonly Chosen Advantages and Disadvantages 

Schedule alii 
8-Hour Workday (5-2) - Teams 

ADVANTAGES 

1. Matches coverage to workload 
2. Fixed days off 
3. Supports team policing 

*See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete descl;ption 
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nISADVANT AGES 

1. Less training time 
2. Increases overtime 
3. Doesn~ match coverage to workload 



1. 
2. 
3. 

Table 16: Most Commonly Chosen Advantages and Disadvantages 
(CONTINUED) 

Schedule b* 
S-Hour Workday (6-3) - Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Rotating days off 1. Lack of report completion & review 
More training time 2. Increases overtime 
Improves recruitment & retention 3. Lack of consistent supervision 

Schedule c* 
8-Hour Workday (5-2/6-3) - Teams 

No responding agencies use this schedule. 

~ 
Schedule d* 

S-Hour Workday (5-2) - No Teams 

I -------A-D-V-A-N-T-A-G-E-S--------------~-------D-IS-A-D-V-AN--T-A-G-ES------------~ 

I 1. 
2. 

) L 3. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Matches coverage to workload 
Reduces overtime 
Fixed days off 

c 

1. Lack of consistent supervision 
2. Less training time 
3. Lack of report completion & review 

Schedule e* 
S-Hour Workday (6-3) - No Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Rotating days off 1. Lack of consistent supervision 
Improves recruitment & retention 2. Doesn't match coverage to workload 
Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment 3. Doesn't support team policing/community 

programs 

Schedule f* 
8-Hour Workday (5-2/6-3) - No Teams 

No responding agencies use this schedule. 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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1. 
2. 
3. 

l. 
2. 
3. 

Table 16: Most Commonly Chosen Advantages and Disadvantages 
(CONTINUED) 

Schedule 2* 
Other g..Plan 

.. 
ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment L Lack of consistent supervision 
More training time 2. Lack of report completion & review 
More days off 3. Doesn't match coverage to workload 

Schedule h* 
9-Hour Workday (5-2/4-3 or 5-314-2) - Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

More training time 1. Too many days off 
Improves recruitment & retention 2. Doesn't match coverage to workload 
Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment 3. Other 

Schedule i* . 
9-Hour Workday (6-3) - Teams 

No responding agencies use this schedule. 

Schedule j* 
9-Hour Workday (5-2/4-3 or' 5-314-2) - No Teams 

-
ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

1. Reduces overtime 1. Lack of consistent supervision 
2. More days off 2. Mandated through MOU or contract 
3. More training time 3. Too many days off 

Schedule k* 
9-Hour Workday (6-3) - No Teams 

No responding agencies use this schedule . 

·S~ Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 16: Most Commonly Chosen Advantages and Disadvantages 
(CONTINUED) 

Schedule 1" 
Other 9-Plan 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment 1. Lack of consistent supervision 
More days off 2. Doesn't match coverage to workload 
Improves recruitment & retention 3. Increases overtime 

Schedule m" 
lO-Hour Workday (4-3) - Teams - No Common Workday 

ADVANTA~ES DISADVANTAGES 

Matches coverage to workload l. Increases overtime 
Improves recruitment & retention 2. Mandated through MOV or contract 
Supports team policing 3. Too many days off 

Schedule n" 
100Hour Workday (4-3) - Teams - Common Workday 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Matches coverage to workload 1. Increases overtime 
Improves recruitment & retention 2. Mandated through MOV or contract 
Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment 3. Lack of report completion & review 

Schedule 0" 

lO-Hour Workday (4-3) - No Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Improves recruitment & retention 1. Lack of consistent supervision 
Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment 2. Increases overtime 
Matches coverage to workload 3. Lack of report completion & review 

Schedule p" 
Other 100Plan 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

More training time 1. Lack of report completion & review 
Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment 2. Doesn't match coverage to workload 
Improves recruitment & retention 3. Increases overtime 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
- 20-

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 16: Most Commonly Chosen Advantages and Disadvantages 
(CONTINUED) 

. Schedule q* 
12~Hour Workday (3-3) - Teams - Common Workday 

No responding agencies use this schedule. 

Schedule r* 
12-Hour Workday (3-3) - Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

1. Reduces overtime 1. Inconsistent subpoena service & 
2. ivfore days off court appearances 
3. Matches coverage to workload 2. Increases officer fatigue, accidents & 

injuries 

-
Schedule s* 

12-Hour Workday (4-3) - Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

1. Reduces overtime 1. Too many days off 
2. Reduces sick time 2. Increases officer fatigue, accidents & 
3. More training time injuries 

Schedule t* 
12-Hour Workday (3-4) w Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

L Reduces overtime 1. Increases officer fatigue, accidents & 
2. Reduces sick time injuries 
3. Improves recruitment & retention 2. Lack of report completion & review 

3. Inconsistent subpoena service & 
court appearances 

Schedule u· 
12-Hour Workday (3-3) • No Teams - Common Workday 

No responding agencies use this schedule . 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-1.5, for complete description 
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1. 
2. 
3. 

Table 16: Most Commonly Chosen Advantages and Disadvantages 
(CONTINUED) 

Schedule v* 
12~Hour Workday (3-3) ~ No Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

More training time 1. Too many days off 
Matches coverage to workload 
Supports other community-<>riented programs 

Schedule w* 
12-Hour Workday (4-3) - No Teams 

No responding agencies use this schedule. 

Schedule :1. 

12-Hour Workday (3-4) - No Teams 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

1. Improved recruitment & retention 1. Lack of consistent supervision 
2. Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment 2. Too many days off 
J. Reduces overtime 3. Inconsistent subpoena service & 

court appearances 

Schedule y* 
Other 12-Plan 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

1. Reduces overtime 1. Increases officer fatigue, accidents 
2. More days off & injuries 
3. Improves recruitment & retention 2. Other 

3. Lack of report completion & review 

Schedule z* 
Other Work Schedule (Hours Worked Per Day Not 8\ 9, 10 or 12) 

ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

1. Reduces overtime 1. Lack of consistent supervision 

1
2

. 
Matches coverage to workload 2. Less training time 

3. Makes Patrol a more desirable assignment 3. Doesn't match coverage to workload 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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TeamsINo Teams 

Tables 17 through 19 depict Patrol line-level workdays (teamslno teams) by agency type, size and location. 
"Teams" are defined as work schedules wherein the supervisor and line-level officers have the same days off. 
''No Teams" are defined as work schedules in which the supervisor.and the line-level officers have different 
days off. 

Significant findings include: 

• 80% of agencies using an 8-, 9- or 10-plan do not use teams. 

• 70% of agencies using a 12-plan use teams. 

• No significant differences in the percentage of agencies using teamslno teams are reflected by agency 
type or location. 

• 84 % of agencies with fewer than 100 empoyees use teams; 62% of agencies with 100-499 use teams; 
and 60% of agencies with more than 500 employees use teams. 

Table 17, below, depicts Patrol line-level workdays (tearr..sIno teams) by agency type. 

TABLE 17: Workdays (TeamsINo Teams) Used by Agency Type 
, 

AGENCY TYPE 
WORKDAYS 0/0 

TEAMSI COMM. OF 
NO TEAMS SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL. TOTAL TOTAL-

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 24 2 27 7% 
No Teams 23 112 1 4 13 10 163 42% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams I 1 < 1% 
No Teams 16 16 4% 

10-HOURDAYS 
I 

Teams 7 28 1 1 37 10% 
NoTeaJ1l$ 8 61 2 3 2 76 20% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 3 11 14 4% 
No Teams 5 1 6 2% 

~~~~ ... 

·Less than 100% is reflected due to "other" schedules which were not broken down into teamslno teams. 
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Table 18, below, depicts Patrol line-level workdays (tearnslno teams) by agency size. 

TABLE 18; Workdays (Teams/No Teams) Used by Agency Size 

AGENCY SIZE * • WORKDAYS -, % 
TEAMSI 1- 25- 50- 7S- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 

NO TEAMS 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAl 

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 11 ,5 2 2 2 4 1 27 7% 
No Teams 59 40 20 12 14 5 3 4 2 4 163 42% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 1 < 1% 
No Teams 4 4 1 2 3 1 1 16 4% 

10-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 2 1 1 3 11 10 3 1 2 3 37 10% 
No Teams 18 12 10 10 16 6 2 1 1 76 20% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 1 6 2 3 2 14 4% 
No Teams 1 2 1 2 6 2% 

Table 19, below, depicts Patrol line-level workdays (teamslno teams) by agency location. 

TABLE 19: Workdays (Teams/No Teams) Used by Agency Location • 
AGENCY LOCATION 

WORKDAYS % 
TEAMSI NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 

NO TEAMS COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL* 

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 5 4 2 2 6 4 4 27 7% 
No Teams 7 31 17 33 37 24 14 163 42% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 1 < 1% 
No Teams 3 2 1 1 8 1 16 4% 

10-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 2 11 2 10 3 8 1 37 10% 
NoTearns 6 14 3 19 4 25 5 76 20% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 2 2 1 8 1 14 4% 
No Teams 2 4 6 2% 

*Less than 100% is reflected due to "other" schedules which were not broken down into teamslno teams. • 
- 24-
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Work Schedules Used by Patrol Supervisory Personnel 

Survey question 11 (Appendix 1, page 3), asks if Patrol shift supervisors work a different schedule than 
line-level Patrol officers. Tables 20 through 22 depict (by agency size, type and location) the number and 
percentage of supervisors working a different or the same schedule as line-level officers. 

Significant findings include: 

• Most responding agencies (91 %) reported that Patrol shift supervisors work the same schedule as 
line-level Patrol officers. 

• Patrol shift supervisors work the same schedule as line-level Patrol officer in 90% of agencies with 
fewer than 100 employees, 93 % of agencies with 100-499 employees, and all agencies with more than 
500 employees. 

• Patrol shift supervisors work the same schedule as line-level Patrol officer in 100% of agencies located 
in the North Coast. 

Table 20, below, depicts the number and percentage of Patrol shift supervisors working a different or the same 
schedule as line-level officers by agency type. 

TABLE 20: Patrol Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Type 

AGENCY TYPE 
SUPERVISORY % 

WORK COMM. OF 
SCHEDULES SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL. TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a DIFFERENT 
Schedule than OffIcers 2 26 1 1 4 34 9% 

Percentage by Type 4% 9% 14% 6% 24% 

Work the SAME 
Schedule as Officers 46 268 1 6 16 13 350 91% 

Percentage by Type 96% 91% 100% i 86% 94% 76% 
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Table 21, below, depicts the nwnber and percentage of Patrol shift supervisors working a different or the same 
schedule as line-level officers by agency size. 

TABLE 21: Patrol Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Size 

AGENCY SIZE 
SUPERVISORY 0/0 

WORK 1- 2S- SO- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 
SCHEDULES 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

-
Work a 

DIFFERENT 
Schedule 14 4 S 3 3 3 1 1 34 9% 

than Officers 
--

Percentage 
by Size 14% 5% 11% 8% 5% 11% 9% 14% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 87 71 40 34 S8 2S 10 6 8 11 350 91% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
bySizc 86% 95% 89% 92% 95% 89% 91% 86% 100% 100% 

Table 22, below, depicts the number and percentage of Patrol shift supervisors working a different or the same 
schedule as line-level officers by agency location. 

TABLE 22: Patrol Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Location 

AGENCY LOCATION I SUPERVISORY 
~ 

0/0 

WORK NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
SCHEDULES COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 9 2 7 S 9 2 34 9% 
than Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 12% 6% 10% 8% 10% 7% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 20 66 33 64 S6 8S 26 3S0 91% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 100% 88% 94% 90% 92% 90% 93% 
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Work Schedules Used by Patrol Unit Commanders 

Survey question 12 (Appendix 1, page 3) asks if Patrol unit commanders work a different schedule than 
line-level Patrol officers. Tables 23 through 25 depict (by agency type, size and location) the number and 
percentage of Patrol unit commanders working a different or the same schedules as line-level officers. 

Significant findings include: 

• Most responding agencies (65%) reported that Patrol unit commanders work the same schedule as 
line-level Patrol officers. 

o A higher percentage of Patrol unit commanders work the same schedule as line-level Patrol officers in 
responding State agencies, California State Universities and community colleges than in responding 
police and sheriffs' departments. 

• A higher percentage of Patrol unit commanders work the same schedule as line-level Patrol officers in 
responding small 0-24) and large (over 1,000) agencies-83% and 91 %, respectively-than in any other 
agency size grouping. 

• Overall, Patrol unit commanders work the same schedule as line~level Patrol officers in 68% of 
agencies with fewer than 100 employees, 55% of agencies with 100-499 employees, and 74% of 
agencies with more than 500 employees. 

• A higher percentage of Patrol unit commanders work the same schedule as line-level Patrol officers in 
responding North Coast agencies (85%) than in any other location. Agencies in the North reported the 
lowest percentage (59%) . 

Table 23, below, depicts the number and percentage of Patrol unit commanders working a different or the same 
schedule as line-level officers by agency type. 

TABLE 23: Patrol Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Type 

UNIT AGENCY TYPE 
COMMANDER % 

WORK COMM. OF 
SCHEDULES SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL. TOTAL TOTAL 

,-

Work a DIFFERENT 
Schedule than Officers 21 102 3 4 4 134 35% 

Percentage by Type 44% 35% 43% 24% 24% 

. Work the SAME 
Schedule as Officers 27 192 1 4 13 13 250 65% 

Percentage by Type 56% 65% 100% 57% 76% I 76% 
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Table 24, below, cL"icts the number and percentage of Patrol unit commanders working a differentcor the 
same schedule as line-level officers by agency size. 

TABLE 24: Patrol Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Size 

UNIT AGENCY SIZE 
COMMANDER 0/. 

WORK 1- 25- 50- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- SO().. OVER OF 
SCHEDULES 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 17 28 19 17 28 13 5 2 4 1 134 35% 
than Officers 

Percentage 
by Size 17% 37% 42% 46% 46% 46% 45% 29% 50% 9% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 84 47 26 20 33 15 6 5 4 10 250 65% 
as Officers 

" 

Percentage 
by Size 83% 63% 58% 54% 54% 54% 55% 71% 50% 91% 

, 

Table 25, below, depicts the number and percentage of Patrol unit commanders working a different or the same 
schedule as line-level officers by agency location. 

TABLE 25: Patrol Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Location 

UNIT AGENCY LOCATION 
COMMANDER Itj. 

WORK NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
SCHEDULES COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLE)' SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 3 29 11 29 16 37 9 134 35% 
thanOfficcrs 

-f------
Percentage 
by Location 15% 39% 31% 41% 26% 39% 32% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 17 46 24 42 4S 57 19 250 65% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 85% 61% 69% 59% 74% 61% 68% 
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Comparison of Work Schedules Used by Line, Supervisory and Unit Commander Patrol PersoDuel 

In reviewing the data concerning line, supervisory and unit commander Patrol personnel, Tables 26 through 28 
were developed to graphically compare the ratio of line, supervisory and unit commander personnel working the 
same work schedule by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Traffic shift supervisors, unit commanders and line-level Traffic officers work the same schedule in 64% 
of responding agencies. 

• More unit commanders, supervisors and line-level Patrol officers work the same schedule in police 
departments (65%) than in sheriffs' depmments (56%). 

• A higher overall percentage of supervisors and unit commanders work the same schedule as line-level 
Patrol officers in agencies with fewer than 50 empoyees and agencies with more than 1,000 employees 
(83% each) than in any other agency size (average 57%). 

6 A higher percentage of North Coast agencies assign supervisors and unit commanders to the same 
schedule as line-level Patrol officers than agencies in any other location. North agencies assign the lowest 
percentage (58%). 

Table 26, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
Patrol personnel work the same schedule by agency type. 

TABLE 26: Comparison of Line, Supervisory and Unit Commander Patrol Personnel 
Working the Same Schedule by Agency Type 

SHERIFF 

POLICE 

~_~~46 
48 '--_____ -J 

I ~l STATE ~ 

UC 

CSU ~
13 

~. 16 
17 

COMM . 
COLLEGE """'""" ........ _ 

• • 
D 
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192 
268 

LEGEND 

Agencies with unit commander working 
same schedule as line staff 

Agencies with supervisors working 
same schedule as line ~1aff 

Respondents 

294 



Table 27, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
personnel work the same schedule by agency size. 

1 - 24 

25 - 49 

50 -74 

75 - 99 

100 - 199 

200 - 299 

300 - 399 

400 - 499 

500 - 999 

OVER 
1,000 

TABLE 27: CompalisoD or Line, Supervisory and Unit Commander Patrol PersQnnel 
WorkiD2 the Same Schedule by Agency Size 

~ ______________________________________________ ~101 

15 
25 

"-_______ ---' 28 

10 
~=-=-., 11 

45 

33 
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75 

LEGEND 

• Agencies with unit commander working 
same schedule as line staff 

• Agencies with supervisors working 
same schedule as line staff 

D Respondents 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 28, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
personnel.work the same schedule by agency location . 

NORTH 
COAST 

SAN 

TABLE 28: Comparison of Line, Supervisory and Unit Commander Patrol Personnel 
Workin2 the Same Schedule by Agency Location 

46 
FRANCISCO 66 
BAY 

SOUTH 
COAST 

NORTH 

VALLEY 

SOUTH 

INLAND 

75 

42 
64 

72 

45 
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56 
61 

57 
85 

93 

LEGEND 

• Agencies with unit commander working 
same schedule as line staff 

f@f.4J Agencies with supervisors working 
same schedule as line staff 

D Respondents 



Patrol Units' Shift Rotation Practices 

Survey question 10 (Appendix 1, page 3), deals with the Patrol unit's shift rotation practices, including: 

• Do Patrol unit officers rotate? 
• How often do officers rotate? 

Table 29 presents a summary of Patrol units' rotation practices, including the total number of responding 
agencies, the percentage that rotate, and the sub-percentages on how often rotation occurs. Tables 30 through 
32 depict the same data by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Patrol unit officers rotate in 90% of responding agencies. 

• A 6-month rotation was the most common rotation reported (33%). 

• A quarterly rotation is the primary choice of sheriffs' departments, UCs and community colleges. 

• A 6-month rotation is the primary choice of police departments and CSUs. 

• Agencies 'hith fewer than 50 employees primarily use a quarterly rotation. Most agencies with 50 or 
more employees use a 6-month rotation. 

~ Agencies in the South Coast, North, Valley and Inland priamrily use a quarterly rotation. Agencies in 
the North Coast, San Francisco Bay and South primarily use a 6-month rotation. 

o Of all "other" rotations reported, no one answer was common to most respondents. 

Table 29, below, presents a summary of Patrol units' rotation practices. 

Table 29: Summary oC Patrol Units' Rotation Practices 

TOTAL TOTAL ·1. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
RESP. THAT THAT 

AGENCIES ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

384 345 90% < 1% 1% 2% 30% 22% 33% 5% 6% 

Table 30, below, presents Patrol units' rotation practices by agency type. 

Table 30: Patrol Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Type 

TOTAL TOTAL ·1. PERCENTAGE OF ROTA nON BY HOW OFTEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

TYPE AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE W'lCLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

Sheriff 48 38 79% 5% 5% 32% 16% 24% 5% 13% 

Police 294 272 93% 1% 1% 2% 29% 25% 32% 5% 5% 

State 1 1 100% 100% 

UC 7 7 100010 57% 14% 29% 

CSU 17 11 65% 9% 73% 18% 

Comm. 
CoU. 17 16 94% 50% 6% 38% 6% 
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Table 31, below, presents Patrol units' rotation practices by agency size. 

• Table 31: Patrol Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Size 

TOTAL TOTAL ·1. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OITEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

SIZE AGNe's. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

1-24 101 88 87% 1% 1% 3% 31% 27% 28% 3% 5% 

2549 75 70 93% 1% 1% 40% 26% 24% 3% 4% 

50-74 45 44 98% 4% 4% 30% 16% 39% 7010 

75-99 37 33 89% 30% 21% 42% 6% 

100-199 61 58 95% 26% 17010 45% 7010 5% 

200-299 28 25 89% 16% 28% 32% 12% 12% 

300-399 11 10 91% 20% 30% 20% 30% 

400-499 6 5 83% 20% 40% 40% 

500-999 8 6 75% 17010 17% 33% 33% 

Over 
1,000 12 6 50% 17% 33% 17010 33% 

• Table 32, below, presents Patrol units' rotation practices by agency location. 

Table 32: Patrol Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Location 

TOTAL TOTAL "I. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OITEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

LOC. AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL . OTHER 

North 
coast 20 18 90% 28% 22% 44% 6% 

S.F. 
Bay 75 66 88% 17010 24% 42% 12% 5% 

South 
Coast 35 29 83% 3% 34% 31% 28% 3% 

North 93 64 69% 1% 1% S% 31% 22% 22% 5% 13% 

Valley 72 56 78% 2% 43% 18% 30% 7010 

South 93 86 92% 2% 3% 28% 22% 38% 3% 2% 

Inland 29 26 90% 4% 31% 19% 19% 12% 15% 

• 
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Primary Factors that Resulted in Change to Current Patrol Unit Work Schedule 

Survey question 15 (Appendix 1, page 3), asks respondents to indicate the primary factor that resulted in the 
Patrol unit's change from a previous work schedule to their present schedule. Five choices, an additional • 
"fiU-in" response, and a "not applicable" designation comprised the possible selections. 

Significant findings include: 

• 64 respondents (17%) indicated that a workload study precipitated their schedule change. 

• 45 respondents (12%) indicated that the schedule change was due to contract negotiations. 

• 40 respondents (10%) indicated that the schedule change was the decision of the chiefi'sheriff. 

35 respondents (9%) indicated that the change was made to make Patrol a more desirable assignment. 

• 21 respondents (5%) indicated that the change was made to improve recruitment and retention. 

32 respondents (8%) indicated a choice other than the five choices offered. 

• 147 respondents (38%) selected "not applicable" as they have never used a schedule other than the one 
they are presently using or the reason for change is unknown. 

Other Factors Considered in Choosing Patrol Unit Work Schedule 

Survey questions 16 through 20 (Appendix 1, page 4) asked a variety of questions regarding the choice of the 
Patrol unit work schedule. 

Significant findings include: 

• 270 respondents (70%) conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 

• 53 respondents (14%) reported that the Fair Labor Standards Act affected their decision to use the 
present schedule. 

• 66 respondents (17%) reported that the present schedule helps to satisfy, in part, air quality control 
requirements. 

• 183 respondentc; (48%) reported that the present schedule is specified in an M.O.V. or contract. 

76 respondents (20%) reported that minimum staffing is specified in an M.O.V. or contract. 
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ANALYSIS OF TRAFFIC UNIT RESPONSES 

Introduction 

The Work Schedule Survey's second area of inquiry was Traffic units' work schedules. Pagr,.5 6-7 of the survey 
instrument (Appendix 1) depict the questions asked. 

Significant Findings 

Overall significant findings include: 

• No California State Universities or community colleges maintain separate Traffic units. 

• Police departments assign a higher overall percentage of their sworn personnel to Traffic (7% of 
sworn, 5% of total staff) than do sheriff's' departments (6% of sworn, 4% of total stafi). 

• There is no direct correlation "between the percentage of sworn personnel assigned to Traffic and 
agency size. 

• 43% of responding agencies use an 8-plan; 11 % use a 9-plan; 40% use a 10-plan; and 1 % use 
a 12-plan. 

• 33% of responding agencies use an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey Schedule "d") 

• 32% of responding agencies use a 10-hour workday, 4-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey Schedule "Oil) 

• Police departments are almost equally divided between the use ofan 8-plan (42%) and a lO-plan 
(42%). 

• 57% of sheri.frs departments use an 8-plan. 

• 80% of agencies using an 8-,9-, 10- or 12-plan do not use teams. 

• 67% of sheriffs' departments and 80% of police departments do not use teams. 

• Generally, as agency size increases, the use of teams increases. 

• Most responding agencies (75%) reported that Traffic shift supervisors work the same schedule as 
line-level Traffic officers. 

• Traffic shift supervisors and unit commanders work the same schedule as line-level Traffic officers in 
74% of responding agencies. 

• Traffic officers rotate shifts in 74% of responding agencies. 

• The most common frequency of shift rotation is almost evenly divided between quarterly (24%), every 
6 months (23%), and "other" (25%) ("As needed" was the most commonly reported "other" rotation.) 

• 143 respondents (82%) conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 



Traffic Unit Staffing 

Tables 33 through 35 swnmarize total swom personnel assigned to Traffic and the average percentage of 
personnel assigned to Traffic by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Police departments assign a higher overall percentage of their sworn personnel to Traffic (7% of 
sworn, 5% oftota! staff) than do sheriffs' departments (6% of swom, 4% of total staff). 

e There is no direct correlation between the percentage of sworn personnel assigned to Traffic and 
agency size. 

• Respondents with 1-24 or 300-399 personnel assign the highest overall percentage of their sworn 
personnel to Traffic (9% ofswom, 6% oftota! staff) .. 

• Respondents with 400-499 personnel assign the lowest overall percentage of their sworn personnel to 
Traffic (4% ofswom, 3% oftota! staff). 

• Respondents in the North Coast assign the highest overall percentage of their sworn personnel to 
Traffic (10% ofswom, 7% oftota! staff). 

• Respondents in the Inland area assign the lowest overall percentage of their sworn personnel to Traffic 
(5% ofswom, 3% of total staff). 

Table 33, below, summarizes returned responses for agencies with Traffic units by agency type . 

. TABLE 33: Staffmg for Agencies With Traffic Units by Agency Type 

AVERAGE % 
AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

NO. OF TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWO&~& 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNE»TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE TRAFFIC UNITS TRAFFIC TRAFFIC TRAFFIC 

Sheriff 7 494 6% 4% 
Police 166 1,459 7% 5% 
State 1 6,394 100% 69% 
UC 1 1 3% 1% 
CSU 0 0 0°' /0 0% 
College 0 0 0% 0% 

TOTAL 175 8,348 
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Table 34, below, sununarizes returned responses for agencies with Traffic units by agency size. 

TABLE 34:. Staffing (or Agencies With Traffic Units by Agency Size 

AVERAGE % 
AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

NO. OF TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWORN & 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE TRAFFIC UNITS TRAme TRAFFIC TRAFFIC 

1- 24 3 4 9% 6% 
25 -49 20 39 7% 5% 
50 -74 29 87 7% 5% 
75 - 99 25 99 7% 5% 

100 - 199 52 384 8% 5% 
200 - 299 22 236 7% 4% 
300 - 399 7 134 9% 6% 
400 -499 3 34 4% 3% 
500 - 999 4 122 7% 4% 

Over 1,000 10 7,209 • •• 
TOTAL 175 8,348 I 

·The California Highway Patrol reported 100% of its sworn personnel are assigned to the Traffic function. 
The remaining agencies with over 1,000 personnel assign an average of 6% of their sworn personnel to Traffic. 

··The California Highway Patrol assigns 69% ofits personnel (sworn and nonsworn) assigned to Traffic. 
The remaining agencies with over 1,000 personnel assign an average of 4% of their personnel to Traffic . 

Table 35, below, summarizes returned responses for agencies with Traffic units by agency location. 

TABLE 35: Staffing for Agencies With Traffic Units by Agency Location 

A'VERAGE% 
AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

NO. OJ!' TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWORN & 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE TRAFFIC UNITS TRAFFIC TRAFFIC TRAFFIC 

North Coast 2 20 10% 7% 
S.F. Bay 43 385 6% 4% 
South Coast 12 46 6% 4% 
North 22 6,517 " •• 
Valley 13 113 7% 4% 
South 65 1,067 8% 5% 
Inland 18 200 5% 3% 

TOTAL 175 8,348 

*The California Highway Patrol reported 100% of its sworn personnel are assigned to the Traffic function. 
The remaining North agencies assign an average of 7% of their sworn personnel to Traffic . 

·*The California Highway Patrol assigns 69% of its personnel (sworn and nonsworn) to Traffic. The 
remaining North agencies assign an average of 5% of their personnel to Traffic. 
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Type of Work Schedules Used by Line-Level Officers 

.Responding agencies were asked to indicate the work schedules used by their agencies by line-level officers, 
supervisors imd commanding officers. Appendix 4 depicts the Tr.(Jffi.~ work schedules used by line officers in 
responding agencies. Appendix 5 depicts the Traffic work schedules \'ased by line officers in responding 
agencies by agenc¥ size and location. 

Tables 36 through 38 depict the number ofr{'Sponding agencies whose line Traffic officers work each of the 
suggested schedules by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• 43% of responding agencies use an 8-plan. 

• 11 % of responding agencies use a 9-plan. 

• 40% of responding agencies use a 10-plan. 

• 1 % of responding agencies use a 12-plan. . 

• 5 % of responding agencies use a schedule other than an 8-, 9-, 10- or 12-plan. 

• 33% of responding agencies use an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey Schedule "dll

) 

• 32% of responding agencies use a lO~hour workday, 4-day work week, with different days off 
(including ~ys off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey Schedule "0") 

Police departments are almost equally divided between the 'Use ofan 8-plan (42%) or a lO-plan (42%). 

• 57% of sheriffs' departments use an 8-plan. 

5 47% of agencies with fewer than 100 empoyees use an 8-plan; 34% use a 10-plan. 

• 36% ofagelJ.cies with 100-499 employees use an 8~plan; 52% use a 10-plan. 

~ 65% of agencies with 500 or more empoyees use an 8-plan; 12% use a 10-plan. 

• 8-plans are used by at least 50% of agencies in the North Coast, South Coast, Valley and Inland areas. 

10-plans are used by at least 50% of agencies in the North and San Francisco Bay areas. 

• Agencies in the North Coast, South Coast, Valley and South areas are more likely than agencies in 
other areas to use a schedule other than an 8-plan or 10-plan. 

- 38-

• 

• 

• 



Table 36, below, depicts the Traffic work schedules used by agency type. 

• TABLE 36: Traffic Work Schedule.<Il Used by Agency Type 

WORK AGENCY TYPE % 
SCHEDULE COMM. OF 

DESCRIPTION" SHERIFF POLICE STATE U.C. C.S.U. COLLEGE TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 18 18 10% 

b 0 0% 
c 1 1 < 1% 

d 4 49 1 54 31% 

e 2 2 1% 
f 0 0% 

g 1 1 <1% 

9-PLAN 

h 2 2 1% 
i 0 0% 
j 16 16 9% 
k 1 1 <1% 
I 0 0% 

• 10-PLAN 

m 6 6 3% 
n 1 5 6 3% 
0 53 53 30% 
p 5 5 3% 

, 

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 0 0% 
s , 0 0% 
t 1 1 < 1% 
u 0 0% 
v 0 0% 
w 0 0% 
x 1 1 < 1% 

Y 0 0% 
-

OTHER 

z 1 7 8 5% 

• ·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 37, below, depicts the Traffic work schedules used by agency type. 

TABLE 37: Traffic Work Schedules Used by Agency Size • WORK AGENCY SIZE -I. 
SCHEDULE 1- 25- 50- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 

DESCRIPTION'" '24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 1 1 2 5 2 1 4 2 18 10% 
b 0 0% 
c 1 1 <1% 
d 1 12 12 5 13 4 3 1 3 54 31% 
e 1 1 2 1% 
f 0 0% 
g 1 1 <1% 

9-PLAN 

h 1 1 2 1% 
i 0 0% 
j 2 5 3 2 4 16 9% 
k 1 1 <1% 
1 0 0% 

100PLAN 

m 1 2 2 1 6 3% 
n 2 1 1 2 6 3% 
Q 1 5 8 10 23 6 53 30% 

P I 3 1 5 3% • 
12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 0 0% 
s 0 0% 
t 1 1 <1% 
u 0 0% 
v 0 0% 
w 0 0% 
x 1 1 <1% 

Y 0 0% 

OTHER 

z 2 2 I I 1 1 8 5% 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 38, below, depicts the Traffic work schedules used by agency location. 

• TABLE 38: Traffic Work Schedules Used by Agency Location 

WORK AGENCY LOCATION % 
SCHEDULE NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
DESCRIPT.* COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 
-.' 

8-PLAN 

a 1 2 2 1 2 6 4 18 10% 

b 0 0% 

c 1 1 < 1% 

d 13 5 7 5 16 8 54 31% 

e 1 1 2 1% 

f 0 0% 

g 1 1 <1% 

9-PLAN 

h 1 1 2 1% 

i 0 0% 
j 3 1 1 10 1 16 9% 
k 1 1 < 1% 
I 0 0% 

• to-PLAN J 

m 1 3 I 2 6 3% 
n 2 2 1 1 6 3% 
0 17 1 6 1 25 3 53 30% 

p 2 1 2 5 3% 

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 0 0% 
s 0 0% 
t 1 1 <1% 
u 0 0% 
v 0 0% 
w 0 0% 
x 1 1 <1% 
y 0 0% 

OTHER 

z 1 1 1 2 2 1 8 5% , 

• *See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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TeamslNo Teams 

Tables 39 through 41 depict Traffic line-level workdays (teams/no teams) by agency type, size and location. • 
"Teams" are defined as work schedules wherein the supervisor and line-level officers have the same days off. 
"No Teams" are defined as work schedules in which· the supervisor and the line-level officers have different-
days off. 

Significant findings include: 

• 80% of agencies using an 8-,.9-,10- or 12-plan dO'not use teams. 

• 67% of sheriffs' departments and 80% of police departments do not use teams. 

• Generally, as agency size increases, the use of teams increases. 

• Simi?,arities were noted between the following agency locations: 71 % of North and Inland agencies do 
not use teams; 82%, 83%, and 84% (respectively) of agencies in the Valley, San Francisco Bay and 
South do not use teams. . 

Table 39, below, depicts Traffic line-level workdays (teams/no teams) by agency type. 

TABLE 39: Workdays (TeamslNo Teams) Use<l by Agency Type 

AGENCY TYPE 
WORKDAYS % 

TEAMS I COMM. OF 
NO TEAMS SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL TOTAL TOTAL * , 

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 19 19 11% 
No Teams 4 51 1 1 57 33% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 2 2 1% 
No Teams 17 17 10% 

10-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 1 11 12 7% 
No Teams 58 58 33% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 1 1 <1% 
No Teams 1 1 <1% 

*Less than 100% is reflected due to "other" schedules which were not broken down into teams/no teams. 
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Table 40, below, depicts Traffic line-level workdays (teams/no teams) by agency size. 

• TABLE 40: Workdays (TeamslNo Teams) Used by Agency Size 

AGENCY SIZE * 
WORKDAYS % 

TEAMSI 1- 25- 50- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 
NO TEAMS 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAl 

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 1 2 5 2 1 4 3 19 11% 
No Teams 1 13 12 6 13 4 3 1 4 57 33% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 1 2 1% 
No Teams 2 5 3 2 5 17 10% 

10-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 4 3 1 1 2 12 7% 
No Teams 1 5 9 10 26 6 1 58 33% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 1 1 <1% 
No Teams 1 1 <1% 

e· Table 41, below, depicts Traffic line-level workdays (teams/no teams) by agency location. 

TABLE 41: Workdays (TeamslNo Teams) Used by Agency Location 

AGENCY LOCATION 
WORKDAYS % 

TEAMSI NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
NO TEAMS COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL* 

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 3 2 1 2 6 4 19 11% 
No Teams 13 5 9 6 16 8 57 33% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 1 2 1% 
No Teams 3 1 2 10 1 17 10% 

lO-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 3 5 3 1 12 7% 
No Teams 19 :2 6 1 27 3 58 33% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 1 1 <1% 
No Teams 1 1 <1% 

e *Less than 100% is reflected due to "other" schedules which were not broken down into teams/no teams. 
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Work Schedules Used by Traffic Supervisory Personnel 

Survey question 28 (Appendix 1, page 7), asks if Traffic shift supervisors work a different schedule than 
line-level Traffic officers. Tables 42 through 44 depic:t (by agency size, type and location) the number and 
percentage of supervisors working a different or the same schedule as line-level officers. 

Significant finding~ include: 

• Most responding agencies (75%) reported that Traffic shift supervisors work the.same schedule as 
linedlevel Traffic officers. 

• Traffic shift supervisors work the same schedule as line-level Traffic officers in a higher percentage of 
sheriffs' departments (86%) than police departments (75%). 

Q Traffic shift supervisors work the same schedule as line-level Traffic officers in 70% of agencies with 
fewer than 100 employees, 76% of agencies with 100-499 employees, and all agencies with 500 or 
employees. 

• Inland agencies reported the highest percentage (94%) of Traffic supervisors and line-level officers 
working the same schedule; North Coast and San Francisco Bay agencies reported the lowest 
percentage (50%-60%). 

Table 42, below, depicts the number and percentage of supervisors working a different or the same schedule as 
line-level officers by agency type. 

TABLE 42:- Traffic Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Type 

AGENCY TYPE 
Sl)'PERVISORY % 

WORK COMM. OF 
SCHEDULES SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a DIFFERENT , 
Schedule than Officers 1 42 43 25% 

Percentage by Type 14% 25% 

Work the SAME I 
Schedule as Officers 6 124 1 1 132 75% 

, 
Percentage by Type 86% 75% 100% 100% 

• 

• 

• 
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Table 43, below, depicts the number and percentage of supervisors working a different or the same schedule as 
line~level officers by agency size. 

TABLE 43: Traffic Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Size 

AGENCY SIZE 
SUPERVISORY % 

WORK 1~ 25- 50- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500~ OVER OF 
SCHEDULES 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

Warka 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 6 8 9 13 6 1 43 25% 
than Officers 

Percentage 
by Size 30% 28% 36% 25% 27% 33% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 3 14 21 16 39 16 7 2 4 10 132 75% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
by Size 100% ·70% 72% 64% 75% 73% 100% 67% 100% 100% 

Table 44, below, depicts the number and percentage of supervisors working a different or the same schedule as 
line-level officers by agency location. 

TABLE 44: Traffic Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Loc#ltion 

AGENCY LOCATION 
SUPERVISORY % 

WORK NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
SCHEDULES COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 1 17 2 5 3 14 1 43 25% 
than Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 50% 40% 17% 23% 23% 21% 6% 

-, 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 1 26 10 17 10 52 16 132 75% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 50% 60% 83% 77% 77% 79% 94% 
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Work Schedules Used by Traffic Unit Commanders 

Survey question 29 (Appendix 1, page 7) asks if Traffic unit commanders work a different schedule than 
line-level Traffic·officers. Tables 45 through 47 depict (by agency type, si:.w and location) the number and 
percentage of Traffic unit c{)mmanders working a different or the same schedule as line-level officers. 

Significant findings include: 

• Most responding agencies (74%) reported that Traffic unit commanders work the same schedule as 
line-level Traffic officers. 

• Traffic unit commanders work the same schedule as line-level Traffic officers in a slightly higher 
percentage of police departments (73%) than sheriffs' departments (71 %). 

• Traffic unit commanders work the same schedule as line-level Traffic officers in 81 % of agencies with 
fewer than 100 employees, 67% in agencies with 100-399 employees, and 76% of agencies with 400 or 
more employees. 

• South Coast, Valley and Inland agencies reported the highest percentages (820/0-100%) of Traffic unit 
commanders and line-level officers working the same schedule; North, San Francisco Bay and South 
agencies reported the lowest percentages (59% .. 73%). 

Table 45, below; depicts the number and percentage of Patrol unit commanders working a different or the same 
schedule as line-level officers by agency type. 

TABLE 45: Traffic Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Type 

UNIT AGENCY TYPE 
COMMANDER % 

WORK ·COMM. OF 
SCHEDULES SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a DIFFERENT 
Schedule than Officers 2 44 46 26% 

Percentage by Type 29% 27% 

Work the SAME I 
Schedule as Officers 5 122 1 1 129 74% 

Percentage by Type 71% 73% 100% 100% 
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Table 46, below, depicts the number and percentage of Traffic unit commanders working a different or the 
same schedule as line-level officers by agency size . 

TABLE 46: Traffic Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Size 

UNIT AGENCY SIZE 
COMMANDER % 

WORK 1- 25- SO- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 
SCHEDULES 14 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 5 4 6 21 5 1 2 2 46 26% 
than Officers 

Percentage 
by Size 25% 14% 24% 40% 23% 14% 67% 50% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 3 15 2S 19 31 17 6 1 2 10 129 74% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
by Size 100% 75% 86% 76% 60% 77% 86% 33% 50% 100% 

Table 47, below, depicts the number and percentage of Traffic unit commanders working a different or the 
same schedule as line-level officers by agency location. 

TABLE 47: Traffic Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Location . 

UNIT AGENCY LOCATION 
COMMANDER % 

WORK NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
SCHEDULES COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEl SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 1 14 9 1 18 3 46 26% 
than Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 50% 33% 41% 8% 27% 18% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 1 29 12 13 12 48 14 129 74% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 50% 67% 100% 59% 92% 73% 82% 
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Comparison nfWork Schedules Used by Line, Supervisory and Unit Commander Traffic Personnel 

In reviewing the data concerning line, supervisory and unit commander Traffic personnel, Tables 48 through 50 • 
were developed to graphically compare the ratio of line, supervisory and unit commander personnel working the 
same work schedule by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Traffic shift supervisors and unit commanders work the same schedule as line-level Traffic officers in 
74% of responding agencies. 

• Traffic shift supervisors and unit commanders work tha same schedule as line·level Traffic officers in a 
slightly higher percentage of police departments (73%) than sheriffs' departments (71 %). 

• Traffic shift'supervisors, unit commanders and line-level officers work the same schedule in 70% of 
agencies with fewer than 100 employees, 64% of agencies with 100-499 employees, and 86% of agencies 
with 500 or more employees. 

• Traffic shift supervisors, unit commanders and line-level officers work the same schedule more frequently 
in agencies located in the South Coast, Valley and Inland areas (average 79%), than in agencies in the 
North, South, North Coast and San Francisco Bay areas (average 61 %). 

Table 48, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and command-level 
personnel work the same schedule by agency type. 

TABLE 48: Comparison orLine, Supervisory and Unit Commander Traffic Personnel 
Working the Same Schedule by Agency Type 

SHERIFF ~\ 
POLICE 

122 
124 

~ __________________________________________________ ~166 

STATE 

UC 

CSU 

COMM. 
COLLEGE 

(No CSU or Conununity 
College agencies maintain 
separate Traffic units) 
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Table 49, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
personnel.work the same schedule by agency size. 

TABLE 49: Comparison orLine, Supervisory and Unit Commander Traffic Personnel 
Working the Saml'!-Schedule by Agency Size 

,-----------------_.;, .......... _------------------, 

-3
33 

1-24 ~ 

25 n49 
20 

50 -74 
~ ______________ ~ 29 

75 - 99 
25 

100 ~ 199 
52 

200 - 299 
22 

6 
300 - 399 7 

7 

~\ 
I LEGEND 

400 - 499 
!! 

• Agencies with unit commander working 
same schedule as line staff 

~: • Agencies with supervisors working 
500 - 999 same schedule as line staff 

D Respondents 

OVER 10 
1,000 10 

10 
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Table 50, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisoI)' and unit conunander 
personnel work the same schedule by agency location. 

TABLE 50: Comparison of Line, SUPf;rvisory and -Unit Commander Traffic Personnel 
. Workin2 the Same Schedule by Agency Location 

NORm 1112 
COAST ~ 

29 SAN 
FRANCISCO 
BAY ~ __________________________ ~43 

SOUTH 
COAST 

NORTH 

VALLEY 

SOUTH 

INLAND 

12 
o 

12 

~ ______ --J 22 

.~ __________________________________________ ~65 
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Traffic Units' Shift Rotation Practices 

Survey question 27 (Appendix 1, page 6), deals with the Traffic unit's shift rotation practices, including: 

• Do the Traffic unit officers rotate? 
• How often do officers rotate? 

Table 51 presents a summary of Traffic units' rotation practices, including the total number of responding 
agencies, the percentage that rotate, and the sub-percentages on how often rotation occurs. Tables 52 through 
54 depict the same data by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

o Traffic unit officers rotate in 74% of responding agencies. 

• The most common frequency of rotation is almost evenly divided between quarterly (24%), every 6 
months (23%), and "other" (25%) ("As needed" was the most commonly reported "other" rotation.) 

• Sheriffs' depariments most frequently use an "other" rotation (60%), while police departments are 
almost evenly split between quarterly, every 6 months, and "other" (240/0, 24%,23%, respectively). 

• Traffic unit officers rotate in 73% of agencies witu fewer than 100 employees, 76% of agencies \\ith 
100-499 employees, and 71 % of agencies with 50t) or more employees. 

Table 51, below, presents a summary of Traffic units' rotation practices. 

Table 51: Summary of Traffic Units' Rotation Practices 

TOTAL TOTAL "I. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
RESP. THAT THAT 

AGENCIES ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

175 130 74% 1% 3% 2% 24% 15% 23% 6% 25% 

Table 52, below, presmlts Traffic units' rotation practices by agency type. 

Table 52: Traffic Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Type 

TOTAL TOTAL ·1. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

TYPE AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. OTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

Sheriff 7 5 71% 20% 20% 60% 

Police 166 124 75% 1% 3% 2% 24% 16% 24% 6% 23% 

State 1 1 100% 100% 

UC 1 0 0% 

CSU 0 0 0% 

Comm. 
ColI. 0 0 0% 
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Table 53, below, presents Traffic units' rotation practices by agency size. 

Table 53: Traffic Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Size 
a • TOTAL TOTAL ./. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 

AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 
SIZE AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE W"KLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

1-24 3 2 67010 50% 50% 

25-49 20 14 70% 21% 21% 7% 7% 43% 

50-74 29 24 83% 38% 8% 17% 38% 

75-99 25 16 64% 13% 25% 13% . 38% 6% 6% 

100-199 52 38 73% 3% 5% 29% 16% 24% 5% 18% 

200-299 22 18 82% 6% 11% 17% 28% 11% 28% 

300-399 7· 6 86% 33% 33% 17% 17% 

400-499 3 2 67% 50% 50% 

500-999 4 4 100% 50% 25% 25% 

Over 
1,000 10 6 60% 17% 17% 67% 

Table 54, below, presents Traffic units' rotation practices by agency location. • Table 54: Traffic Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Location 

TOTAL TOTAL ./. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

LOC. AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6··MO •. ANNUAL OTHER 

North 
Coast 2 1 50% 100% 

S.F. 
Bay 43 30 70% 3% 20% 7% 23% 10% 37% 

South 
Coast 12 10 83% 30% 20% 40% 10% 

North 22 16 73% 13% 6% .25% 13% 44% 

Valley 13 12 92% 17% 8% 33% 8% 8% 25% 

South 65 47 72% 2% 4% 30% 21% 23% 4% 15% 

Inland 18 14 78% 7% 14% 29% 21% 7% 21% 

• 
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Primary Factors that Resulted in Change to Current Traffic Unit Work Schedule 

Survey question 32 (Appendix 1, page 3), asks respondents to indicate the primary factor that resulted in the 
Traffic unit's change from a previous work schedule to their present schedule. 'Five choiCes, an additional 
"fill-inll response, and a "not applicable" designation comprised the possible selections. 

Significa.nt findings include: 

• 36 respondents (21 %) indicated that a workload study precipitated their schedule change. 

• 14 respondents (8%) indicated that the schedule change was due to contract negotiations. 

• 12 respondents (7%) indicated that the schedule change was to make Traffic a more desirable 
assignment. 

• 8 respondents (5%) indicated a choice other than the five choices offered. 

• 7 respondents (4%) indicated that the schedule change was the decision of the chief/sheriff. 

• 4 respondents (2%) indicated the change was made to improve recruitment and retention. 

• 94 respondents (54%) selected "not applicable" as they have never used a schedule other than the one 
they are presently using or the reason for change is unknown. 

Other Factors Considered in Choosing Traffic Unit Work Schedule 

Survey questions 33 through 37 (Appendix 1, page 7) asked a variety of questions regarding the choice of the 
Traffic unit work schedule. 

, Significant findings include: 

• 143 respondents (82%) conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 

• 18 respondents (10%) repo~:'rl that the Fair Labor Standards Act affected. their decision to use the 
present schedule. 

• 46 respondents (26%) reported that the present schedule helps to satisfy, in part, air quality control 
requirements. 

• 55 respondents (31 %) reported that the present schedule is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

o 14 respondents (8%) reported that minimum staffing is specified in an M.O.U. or contract . 
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ANALYSIS OF INVESTIGATION UNIT RESPONSES 

Introduction 

The Work Schedule Survey's third area of inquiry was Investigation units' work schedules. Pages 8-10 of the 
survey instrument (Appendix 1) depict the questions asked. 

Significant Findings 

Overall significant findings include: 

o Police departments assign a greater percentage of personnel to Investigation than do sheriffs' 
departments (17% of sworn, 14% oftota! personnel in police departments; 9% of sworn, 6% oftota! 
personnel in sheriffs' departments). 

• CSUs assign a greater percentage of personnel to Investigation than do UCs and community colleges. 

• 72% of responding agencies use an 8-plan; 11 % use a 9-plan; and 15% use a 10-plan. 

• 45 % of responding agencies use an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with teams. 
(Survey Schedule "a") 

• 24 % of responding agencies use an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor), and no teams (Survey Schedule lid") 

• 84 % of sheriffs' departments use an 8-plan; 4% use a 9-plan; and 9% use a 10-plan. 

68% of police departments use an 8-plan; 13% use a 9-plan; and 17% use a lO-plan. 

The State Police, all community colleges, and more than 80% ofUCs and CSUs use an 8-plan. 

64% of agencies using an 8-plan use teams. 76% of agencies using a 9-, 10- or 12-plan do not use 
teams. 

• 64% of sheriffs' departments and 53% of police departments use teams. 

e 15% of CSUs and 40% of community colleges use teams. 

• Investigation supervisors and unit commanders work the same schedule as investigators in 88% of 
responcling agencies. 

• Investigators rotate in 19% of responding agencies. 

"Other" was the most common frequency of rotation reported (66%). The most common"otherll 

rotations were evenly divided between 2 years and 3 years. 

• 141 respond~ts (44%) conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 



Investigation Unit Staffing 

Tables SS through S7 summarize total sworn personnel assigned to Investigation and the average percentage of 
personnel assigned to Investigation by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Police departments assign a greater percentage of personnel to Investigation than do sheriffs' 
departments (17% of sworn, 14% of total personnel in police departments; 9% of sworn, 6% oftota! 
personnel in sheriffs' departments). 

• CSUs assign a greater percentage of personnel to Investigation than do UCs and community colleges. 

• In agencies with fewer than 300 employees, as agency size increases, so does the percentage of sworn 
personnel assigned to Investigation. In agencies with 300 or more employees, as agency size increases, 
the percentage of personnel assigned to Investigation decreases. 

• Agencies in the South assign the highest percentage of sworn personnel to Investigation (15%); Valley 
agencies assign the lowest (13%). 

• Agencies in the San Francisco Bay area and South assign the highest percentage of personnel (sworn 
and nonswom) to Investigation (10%); North Coast agencies assign the lowest (7%). 

Table 55, below, summarizes returned responses for agencies with Investigation units by agency type. 

TABLE 55: Staffmg.for Agencies With Investigation Units by Agency Type 

AVERAGE % 
NO. OF AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

RESPONDING TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWORN & 
AGENCIES WITH PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY INVESTIGATION ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE UNITS INVESTIGATION INVESTIGATION INVESTIGATION 

Sheriff 4S 1,334 9% 6% 
Police 247 3,916.5 17% 11% 
State 1 64 18% 14% 
UC 6 20 8% 5% 
CSU 13 24 12% 7% 
College 5 5 7% 5% 

TOTAL 317 5,363.5 
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Table 56, below, summarizes returned responses for agencies with Investigation units by. agency size. 

TABLE 56: Stafl"mg for Agencies With Investigation Units by Agency Size 

AVERAGE % 
NO. OF AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

l RESPONDING TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWORN & 
AGENCIES WITH PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY INVESTIGA nON ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE UNITS INVESTIGATION INVESTIGATION INVESTIGATION 

1 -24 39 49.5 9% 7% 
25 -49 72 205 12% 8% 
50 -74 44 268 14% 10% 
75 - 99 37 301 14% 9% 

100 -199 61 876 16% 10% 
200 - 299 28 710 16% 10% 
300 - 399 11 340 14% 9% 
400 - 499 7 277 14% 9% 
500 - 999 8 449 12% 8% 

Over 1,000 10 1,888 13% 9% 

TOTAL 317 5,363.5 

Table 57, below, summarizes returned responses for agencies with Investigation units by agency location . 

TABLE 57: Staff'm2 for Agencies With Investigation Units by Agency Location 

AVERAGE % 
NO. OF AVERAGE % OF PERSONNEL 

RESPONDING TOTAL SWORN OF SWORN (SWORN & 
AGENCIES WITH PERSONNEL PERSONNEL NONSWORN) 

AGENCY INVESTIGA nON ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE UNITS INVESTIGATION INVESTIGATION INVESTIGATION 

North Coast 13 100 14% 7% 
S.F Bay 65 1,252 14% 10% 
South Coast 27 233 14% 9% 
North 50 459 14% 8% 
Valley 46 511.5 13% 8% 
South 88 2,361 15% 10% 
Inland 28 447 .. ** 

TOTAL 317 5,363.5 

*The Riverside and San Bernardino County Sheriffs' Departments respectively assign 6% and 11 % of their 
sworn personnel to Investigation. The remaining Inland agencies assign an average of 14% sworn to Investiga­
tion. 

·*The Riverside and San Bernardino County Sheriffs' Departments respectively assign 3% and 7% of their 
personnel (sworn and nonsworn) to Investigation. The remaining Inland agencies assign an average of 9% of 
their personnel to Investigation. 
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Type of Work Schedules Used by Investigators 

Responding agencies were asked to indicate the work schedules used by their agencies by investigators, • 
supervisors and commanding officers. Appendix 4 depicts the work schedules used by investigators in 
responding agencies. Appendix 5 depicts the work schedules used by investigators in responding agencies by 
agency size and location. 

Tables 58 through 60 depict the number of responding agencies whose invet:.'tigators work each of the suggested 
schedules by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• 72% of responding agencies use an 8-plan. 

8 11 % of responding agencies use a 9-plan. 

• 15% of responding agencies use a IO-plan. 

• Less than 1 % of responding agencies use a 12-plan. 

1 % of responding agencies use a schedule other than an 8-, 9-, 10- or 12-plan. 

• 45% of responding agencies use an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with teams. 
(Survey Schedule "a") 

The second most frequently used schedule (used by 24% of responding agencies), is an 8-hour work­
day, 5-day work week, with different days off (including days off of the supervisor), and no teams 
(Survey Schedule "d") 

• 84% of sheriffS' departments use an 8-plan, 4% use a 9-plan, and 9% use a lO-plan. 

• 68% of police departments use an 8-plan; 13% use a 9-plan, and 17% use a IO-plan. 

• The State Police, all community colleges, and more than 80% ofUes and CSUs use an 8-plan. 

8-plans are used by 77% of agencies with fewer than 100 employees; 12% use 10-plans. 

• 8-plans are used by 61 % of agencies with 100-499 employees; 21 % use 10-plans. 

• 8-plans are used by 78% of agencies with 500 or more employees; 11 % use 10-plans. 

• 8-plans are used by at least 60% of agencies in each geographic location except South. 

• Agencies in the North Coast, San Francisco Bay and South areas are more likely than other areas to 
use a work schedule other than an 8-plan. 
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Table 58, below, depicts the Investigation work schedules used by agency~ . 

• TABLE 58: Investi2ation Work Schedules Used by Agency Type 

WORK AGENCY TYPE % 
SCHEDULE COMM. OF 

DESCRIPTION" SHERIFF POLICE STATE U.C. C.S.U. COLLEGE TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN . 

a 28 107 1 4 2 142 45% 
b 0 0% 
c 1 2 3 1% 
d 9 54 1 8 3 75 24% 
e 0 0% 
f 1 1 <1% 
g 1 4 1 6 2% 

9-PLAN 

'-, 
~" 9 9 3% 
i 0 0% 

J 1 22 1 24 8% 
k 1 1 <1% 
1 1 1 2 1% 

• lO-PLAN 

m 6 6 2% 
n 6 6 2% 
0 3 28 1 1 33 10% 

P 1 3 4 1% 

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 0 0% 
s 0 0% 
t 0 0% 
u 0 0% 
v 0 0% 
w 0 0% 
x 0 0% 
y 1 1 <1% 

OTHER 

z 1 3 4 1% 

• ·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 59, below, depicts the Investigation work schedules used by agency type. 

TABLE 59: Investigation Work Schedules Used by Agency Size • WORK AGENCY SIZE ./. 
SCHEDULE 1- 2s.. 50- 75- ! 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 

DESCRIPTION- '24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 9 31 23 18 29 13 4 6 5 4 142 45% 
b 0 0% 
c 1 1 1 3 1% 
d 22 24 10 7 4 2 3 1 2 75 24% 
e 0 0% 
f 1 1 <1% 
g 1 1 2 1 1 6 2% 

9-PLAN 

h 1 2 4 2 9 3% 
i 0 0% 
j 6 4 3 2 7 1 1 24 8% 
k 1 1 <1% 
1 1 1 2 1% 

100PLAN 

m 2 :2 2 6 2% 
n :2 3 1 6 2% 
0 3 8 6 2 11 2 1 33 10% • P 1 2 1 4 1% 

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 0 0% 
s 0 0% 
t 0 0% 
u 0 0% 
v 0 0% 
w 0 0% 
x 0 0% 

Y 1 1 <1% 

OTHER 
, 

z 2 1 1 4 1% 

'·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 60, below, depicts the Investigation work schedules used by agency location. 

• TABLE 60: Investigation Work Schedules Used by Agency Location 
t 

WORK AGENCY LOCATION %J 

SCHEDULE NORTH S.F. . SOUTH OF 
DESCRIPT.* COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 6 25 16 21 26 31 17 142 45% 
b 0 0% 
c 2 1 3 1% 
d 3 15 7 . 17 18 9 6 75 24% 
e 0 0% 
f 1 1 <1% 

g 2 2 1 1 6 2% 

9-PLAN .. 

h: 1 2 1 5 9 3% 
1 0 0% 
j 5 3 15 1 24 8% 
k 1 1 <1% 
1 1 1 2 <1% 

• 10-PLAN 

m 3 3 6 2% 
n 1 1 4 6 2% 
0 1 7 6 17 2 33 10% 

p 1 1 2 4 1% 

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 0 0% 

s 0 0% 

t 0 0% 

u 0 0% 

v 0 0% 
, w 0 0% 

x 0 0% 

Y 1 1 < 1% 

OTHER 

z 1 1 1 1 4 1% 

• ·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Teams/No Teams 

Tables 61 through 63 depict Investigation workdays (tearns/no teams) by agency type, size and location. • 
"Teams" are defined as work schedules wherein the supervisor and investigators have the same days off. 
''No Teams" are defined as work schedules in which the supervisor and the investigators have different days off. 

, 
Significant findings include: 

• 64% of agencies using an 8-plan use teams. 76% of agencies using a 9-, 10- or 12-plan do not use 
teams. 

• 64% of sheriffs' departments and 53% of police departments use teams. 

• 15% of CSUs and 40% of community colleges use teams. 

• Teams are used by 47% of agencies with fewer than 100 employees, 63% of agencies with 100-499 
employees, and 53% of agencies with 500 or more employees. 

• Teams are used by more than 50% of agencies located in the North Coast (67%), South Coast (63%) 
Inland (61 %) and Valley (57%). 

Table 61, below, depicts Investigation workdays (teams/no teams) by agency type. 

TABLE 61: Workdays (Teams/No Teams) Used by Agency Type 

AGENCY TYPE 
WORKDAYS % 

TEAMSI COMM. OF 
NO TEAMS SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COiL TOTAL TOTAL * 

8-HOURDAYS , 

Teams 28 108 1 4 2 2 145 46% 
No Teams 10 59 1 9 3 82 26% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 9 9 3% 
No Teams 2 24 1 27 9% 

10-HOURDAYS 
Teams 12 12 4% -
No Teams 4 31 1 1 37 12% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 0 0% 
No Teams 1 1 <1% 

• 

*Less than 100% is reflected due to "other" schedules which were not broken down into teams/no teams. • 
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Table 62, below, depicts investigator workdays (teams/no teams) by agency size. 

• TABLE 62: Workdays (Teams/No Teams) Used by Agency Size 

AGENCY SIZE -. 
WORKDAYS % 

TEAMSI 1- 25- SO- 75- ~OO- 200- 300- 400- SOO- OVER OF 
NO TEAMS 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAl 

8~HmJRDAYS 
. 

Teams 10 32 23 18 30 13 4 6 5 4 145 46% 
No Teams 23 24 10 8 6 2 3 1 1 4 82 26% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 2 4 2 9 3% 
No Teams 6 4 4 2 8 2 1 27 9% 

lO·HOURDAYS 
Teams 4 5 1 2 12 4% 
No Teams 3 8 7 2 13 2 2 37 12% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 0 0% 
No Teams 1 1 <1% 

• Table 63, below, depicts investigator workdays (teams/no teams) by agency location. 

TABLE 63: Workdays (TeamslNo Teams) Used by Agency Location 

AGENCY LOCATION 
WORKDAYS % 

TEAMSI NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
NO TEAMS COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL· 

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 6 27 16 22 26 31 17 145 46% 
No Teams 3 18 7 19 19 9 7 82 26% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 2 1 5 9 3% 
NoTeruru; 5 3 1 16 2 27 9% 

10-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 1 3 1 7 12 4% 
No Teams 1 8 6 1 19 2 37 12% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 0 0% 
No Teams 1 1 <1% 

• ·Less than 100% is reflected due to "other" schedules which were not broken down into teams/no teams. 
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Work Schedules Used by Investieation Supervisory Personnel 

Survey question 43 (Appendix 1, page 9), asks if Investigation supervisors work a different schedule than • 
investigators. Tables 64 through 66 depict (by agency size, type and location) the number and percentage of 
Investigation supervisors working a different or the same schedule as investigators. 

Significant findings include: 

• Most responding agencies (96%) reported that Investigation supervisors work the same schedule as 
investigators. 

• There is no significant difference between the percentage of Investigation supervisors and investigators 
worIcing the same schedule reflected by agency type or size. 

• Respondents in the North Coast reported the lowest percentage (85%) of Investigation supervisors and 
investigators working the same schedule; Inland agencies reported the highest l'ercentage (100%). 

Table 64, below, depicts the number and percentage of Investigation supervisors working a different or the 
same schedule as investigators by agency type. 

TABLE 64: Investigation Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Type 

AGENCY TYPE 
SUPERVISORY % 

WORK COMM. OF 
SCHEDULES SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a DIFFERENT 
Schedule than 
Investigators 2 10 1 13 4% 

Percentage by Type 4% 4% 8% 

Work the SAME 
Schedule as 

Investigators 43 237 1 6 12 5 304 96% 

Percentage by Type 96% 96% 100% 100% 92% 100% 
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Table 65, below, depict~ the number and percentage of Investigation supervisors working a different or the 
same schedule as invesdgators by agency size . 

TABLE 65: Investigation Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Size 

AGENCY SIZE 
SUPERVISORY % 

WORK 1- 2S- 50- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 
SCHEDULES 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 
Schedule than 2 S 1 2 2 1 13 4% 
Investigators 

Percentage 
by Size 5% 7% 2% 3% 7% 13% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule as 37 67 43 37 S9 26 11 7 7 10 304 96% 
Investigators 

Lercentage 
by Size 95% 93% 98% 100% 97% 93% 100% 100% 87% 100% 

Ta.ble 66, below, depicts the number and percentage of Investigation supervisors working a different or the 
same schedule as investigators by agency location. 

TABLE 66: Investigation Supervisory 'York Schedules by Agency Location 

AGENCY LOCATION 
SUPERVISORY 1--. % 

WORK NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
SCHEDULES COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 
Schedule than 2 5 1 1 1 3 13 4% 
Investigators 

Percentage 
by Location 15% 8% 4% 2% 2% 3% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule as 11 60 26 49 45 &6 27 304 96% 
Investigators 

Percentage 
by Location 85% 92% 96% 98% 98% 97% 100% 
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Work Schedules Used by Investi2ation Unit Commanders 

Survey question 44 (Appendix 1, page 9) asks if Investigation unit commanders work a different schedule than • 
investigators. Tables 67 through 69 depict (by agency type, size and location) the number and percentage of 
Investigation unit commanders working a different or the same schedule as investigators. 

Significant findings include: 

• Most responding agencies (88%) reported that Investigation unit commanders work the same schedule 
as investigators. 

• There is no significant difference between the percentage of commanders and investigators working the 
same schedule in police or sheriffs' departments. 

Investigation unit commanders and investigators work the same schedule in 91 % of agencies with fewer 
than 100 employees, 84% of agencies with 100-499 employees, and 83% in agencies with 500 or more 
employees. 

.. North Coast, Valley and South Coast agencies reported the highest percentages (960/0-100%) of 
Investigation unit commanders and investigators workWg the same schedule; San Francisco Bay 
agencies reported the lowest percentage (78%). 

Table 67, below, depicts the number and percentage of Investigation unit conunanders working a different or 
the same schedule as investigators by agency type. 

TABLE 67: Investigation Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Type 

UNIT AGENCY TYPE 
COMMANDER % 

WORK COMM. OF 
SCHEDULES SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL. TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a DIFFERENT 
Schedule than 
Investigators 5 29 1 2 1 38 12% 

Percentage by Type 11% 12% 17% 15% 20% 

Work the SAME 
Schedule as 

Investigators . 40 218 1 5 11 4 279 88% 

Percentage by Type 89% 88% 100% 83% 85% 80% 
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Table 68, below, depicts the number and percentage of Investigation unit commanders working a different or 
the same schedule as investigators by agency size . 

TABLE 68: Investigation Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Size 

UNIT AGENCY SIZE 
COMMANDER % 

WORK 1- 25- SO- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 
SCHEDULES 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 1 8 6 3 10 6 1 2 1 38 12% 
than Oi.'licers 

Percentage 
by Size 3% 11% 14% 8% 16% 21% 9% 25% 10% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 38 64 38 34 51 22 10 7 6 9 279 88% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
by Size 97% 89% 86% 92% 84% 79% 91% 100% 75% 90% 

Table 69, below, depicts the number and percentage of Investigation unit commanders working a different or 
the same schedule as investigators by agency location. 

TABLE 69: Investigation Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Location 

UNIT AGENCY LOCATION 
COMMANDER % 

WORK NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
SCHEDULES COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH JNLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 14 1 7 1 13 2 38 12% 
than Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 22% 4% 14% 2% 15% 7% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 13 51 26 43 45 76 25 279 88% 
as Officers 

Percentage 
by Location 100% 78% 96% 86% 98% 85% 93% 
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Comparison of Work Schedules Used by Investigators, Supervisors and Unit Commander 
Investigative Personnel 

In reviewing the data concerning investigators, supervisors and unit commander personnel, Tables 70 through • 
73 were developed to graphically compare the ratio of line, supervisory and unit commander personnel working 
the same work schedule by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Investigation supervisors and unit commanders work the same schedule as investigators in 88% of 
responding agencies. 

• Investigation supervisors, unit commariders and investigators work the same schedule in 90% of 
agencies with fewer than 100 employees, 84% of agencies with 100-499 employees, and 83% of 
agencies with 500 or more employees. 

• A higher overall percentage of agencies in the South Coast and Valley assign supervisors and com­
manders to the same schedule as investigators than in any other location (average 97%); agencies in the 
San Francisco Bay area assign the lowest percentage (78%). 

Table 70, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
personnel work the same schedule by agency type. 

TABLE 70: Comparison of Line, Supervisory and Unit Commander Investigative Personnel 
Working the Same Schedule by Agency Type 

SHERIFF 

POLICE 

STATE 

UC 

CSU 

COMM:. 14 
COLLEGE ~~ . 
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Table 71, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
personnel. work the same schedule by agency size . 

1-24 

25 -49 

50 -74 

75 - 99 

TABLE 71: Comparison orLine, Supervisory and Unit Commander Investigative Personnel 
Workine the Same Schedule by Agency Size 

~------------------------~ 
39 

~ ______ ~ ________________________________________ ~ 72 

• 100-199 

• 

200 - 299 

300 - 399 

400 - 499 

500 - 999 

OVER 
1,000 

7 
7 

'--_-' 7 • • 
LEGEND 

Agencies with unit commander working 
same schedule as line staff 

Agencies with supervisors working 
same schedule as line staff 
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Table 72, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
personnel work the same schedule by agency location. 

TABLE 72: Comparison of Line, Supervisory and Command-Level Investigative Personnel 
Working the Same Schedule by Agency Location 

r------.~ .... ,-,----------------------------_., 

NORTH 
COAST 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
BAY 

SOUTII 
COAST 

NORTH 

VALLEY 

SOUTH 

INLAND 

13 
1 

1-__ ....1 13 

~ __________________________________ ~65 
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Investigation Units' Shift Rotation Practices 

Survey question 42 (Appendix 1, page 9), deals with the fuvestigation unit's shift rotation practices, including: 

Q Do the investigators rotate? 
• How often do investigators rotate? 

Table 73 presents a sUIllIlUiry of Investigation units' rotation practices, including the total number of responding 
agencies, the percentage that rotate, and the sub-percentages on how often rotation occurs. Tables 74 through 
76 depict the same data by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

.. fuvestigators rotate in 19% of responding agetJeies. 

• "Other" was the most common frequency ofratation reported (66%). The most common"other" 
rotations were evenly divided between 2 years and 3 years. 

• 75% of sheriffs' departments and 68% of police departments chose "other" as their pri.Iruu-y rotation 
frequency. Ixt analyzing the "other" responses in this category, it was determined that 50% of sheriffs' 
departments and 17% of police departments use .a 2ayear rotation, and 21 % of police departments use a 
3-year rotation. 

Investigators rptate in 23% of agencies with fewer than 100 employees, 15% of agencies with 100-499 
employees, and 6% of agencies with 500 or more employees. . 

• Agencies in the South Coast, North and San Francisco Bay areas show the highest percentage of 
investigator rotation; agencies in the North Coast and South show the lowest percentage . 

Table 73, below, presents a summary of Investigation units' rotation practices. 

Table 73: Summary ofInvestigation Units' Rotation Practices 

TOTAL TOTAL -I. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
RESP. THAT THAT 

AGENCIES ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

317 61 19% 2% 8% 0% 2% 2% 5% 16% 66% .-
Table 74, below, presents fuvestigation units' rotation practices by agency type. 

Table 74: Investigation Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Type 

TOTAL TOTAL ·1. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

TYPE ACNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

Sheriff 45 4 9% 25% 75% 

Police 247 53 21% 2% 8% 2% 6% 15% 68% 

State 1 1 100% 100% 

UC 6 1 17% 100% 

CSU 13 1 8% -..... 100% 

Comm. 
Call. 5 1 20% 100% 
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Table 75, below, presents Investigation units' rotation practices by agency size. 

Table 75: Investigation Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Size • 'TOTAL TOTAL -/- PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFfEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

SIZE AGNC'S.' ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

1-24 39 7 18% 14% 29% 57% 

25-49 72 17 24% 24% 76% 

50-74 44 11 25% 18% 82% 

75-99 37 9 24% 11% 11% 22% 56% 

100-199 61 10 16% 10% 10% 10% 70% 

200-299 28 4 14% 25% 25% 50% 

300-399 11 1 9% 100% 

400-499 7 1 14% 100% 

500-999 8 1 13% 100% 

Over 
1,000 10 0 0% 

Table 76, below, presents Investigation units' rotation practices by agency location. • 
Table 76: Investigation Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Location 

TOTAL TOTAL -/- PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
; 

AGNCY. &ESP. THAT THAT 
LOC. AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

North 
coast 13 1 8% 100% 

S.F. 
Bay 65 18 28% 11% 17% 72% 

South 
Coast 27 6 22% 17% 17% 67% 

North 50 11 22% 9% 9% 9% 18% 55% 

Valley 46 9 20% 11% 11% 78% 

South 88 11 13% 9% 9% 9% 18% 55% 

Inland 28 5 18% 20% 20% 60% 

• 
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Primary Factors that Resulted in Change to Current Investigation Unit Work Schedule 

Survey question 47 (Appendix 1, page 9), asks respondents to indicate the primary factor that resulted in the 
Investigation unit's change from a previous work schedule to their present schedule. Five choices, an additional 
llfill_in" response, and a "not applicable" designation comprised the possible selections. 

Significant findings include: 

• 30 respondents (9%) indicated that the schedule change was to make Investigation a more desirable 
assignment. 

• 19 respondents (6%) indicated that a workload study precipitated their schedule change. 

• 19 respondents (6%) indicated that the schedule change wa.'l due to contract negotiations. 

• 17 respondents (5%) indicated a choice other than the five choices offered. 

• 13 respondents (4%) indicated that the schedule change was the decision of the chief/sheriff. 

• 4 respondent') (1 %) indicated the change was made to improve recruitment and retention. 

• 215 respondents (68%) selected "not applicable" as they have never used a schedule other than the one 
they are presently using or the reason for change is unknown. 

• Other Factors Considered in Chnosing Investigation Unit Work Schedule 

• 

Survey questions 48 through 52 (Appendix 1, page 10) asked a variety of questions regarding the choice of the 
Investigation unit work schedule. 

Significant findings include: 

• 141 respondents (44%) conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 

• 29 respondents (9%) reported that the Fair Labor Standards Act affected their decision to use the 
pa-esent schedule. 

• 52 respondents (16%) reported that the present schedule helps to satisfy, in part, air quality control 
requirements. 

8 87 respondents (27%) reported that the present schedule is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

• 13 respondents (4%) reported that minimum staffing is specified in an M.O.U. or contract . 
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ANALYSIS OF DISPATCH UNIT RESPONSES 

Introduction 

The Work Schedule SUIVey's foruth area of inquiry was Dispatch units' work schedules. Pages 11-13 of the 
survey instrument (Appendix 1) depict the questions asked. 

Significant Findings . 

Overall significant findings include: 

• Police departments assign a higher percentage of their personnel to Dispatch (10%) than sheriffs' 
departments (5%). 

• As agency size increases, the percentage of personnel assigned to Dispatch decreases. 

• 69% of responding agencies use an 8-plan; 3% use a 9-plan; 20% use a 10-plan; 4% use a 12-plan. 

• 58% of responding agencies use an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey schedule "d") 

• 13 % of responding agencies use a 10-hour workday, 4-day work week, with different days off (includ­
ing days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey Schedule "0") 

• • 53% of sheriff's' departments use an 8-plan; 33% use a 10eplan. 

• 70% of police departments use an 8-plan; 19% use a lO-plan. 

• 

• 79% of agencies using an 8-, 9-, 10- or 12-plan do not use teams. 

• 92% of~heriffs' departments and 80% of police departments do not use teams. 

• Dispatch shift supervisors, unit commanders and dispatchers work the same schedule in 70% O.f 
responding agencies. 

• Dispatch shift supervisors, unit conunanders and dispatchers work the same schedule in a higher 
percentage of police departments (73%) than sheriffs' departments (53%). 

• Dispatchers rotate in 87% of responding agencies. 

• A quarterly rotation was the most common rotation reported. 

• 173 respondents (55%) conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 
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Dispatch Unit Staffing 

Tables 77 through 79 summarize total personnel assigned to Dispatch and the average percentage of personnel • 
assigned to Dispatch·by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Police departments assign a higher percentage of their personnel to Dispatch (10%) than sheriffs' 
departments (5%). 

• CSUs and community colleges assign the highest percentage of their personnel to Dispatch 
(200/0-21 %). 

• As agency size increases, the percentage of personnel as~igned to Dispatch decreases. 

• Inland agencies assign the lowest percentage of their personnel to Dispatch (5%); South Coast agencies 
assign the highest percentage (11 %). 

Table 77, below, swnmarizes returned responses for agencies with Dispatch units by agency type. 

TABLE 77: Stafl"mg for Agencies With Dispatch Units by Agency Type 

NO. OF TOTAL AVERAGE % 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL OF PERSONNEL 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
TYPE DISPATCH UNITS DISPATCH DISPATCH 

Sheriff 40 1,114 5% 
Police 235 3,212.5 10% 
State 2 606 6% 
UC 6 49 12% 
esu 17 84 20% 
College 12 52 21% 

TOTAL 312 5,117.5 
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Table 78, below, swnmarizes returned responses for agencies with Dispatch units by agency size. 

TABLE 78: Staffing for Agencies With Dispatch Units by Agency Size 

NO. OF TOTAL AVERAGE % 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL OF PERSONNEL 

t 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
SIZE DISPATCH UNITS DISPATCH DISPATCH 

1-24 59 265 27% 
25 -49 . 65 393.5 18% 
50 -74 42 314 12% 
75 - 99 32 315 11% 

100 - 199 55 786 .10% 
200 - 299 23 450 8% 
300 - 399 10 262 8% 
400 - 499 6 177 7% 
500 - 999 8 375 6% 

Over 1,000 12 1,780 5% 

TOTAL 312 5,117.5 

Table 79, below, swnmarizes returned responses for agencies with Dispatch units by agency location. 

TABI"E 79: Staffing for Agencies With Dispatch Units by Agency Location 

NO. OF TOTAL AVERAGE % 
RESPONDING PERSONNEL OF PERSONNEL 

AGENCY AGENCIES WITH ASSIGNED TO ASSIGNED TO 
LOCATION DISPATCH UNITS DISPATCH DISPATCH 

North COlb'1: 16 144.5 10% 
San Francisco 

Bay 64 1,178.5 10% 
South Coast 18 150.5 11% 
North 53 1,248 * 
Valley 48 507 9% 
South 88 1,539 7% 
Inland 25 350 5% 

TOTAL 312 5,117.5 

*The California Highway Patrol assign 6% of its personnel to Dispatch. The remaining North agencies assign 
an average of 10% of their personnel to Dispatch. 

-77 -



Type of Work Schedules Used by Dispatchers 

Responding agencies were asked to indicate the work schedules used by their agencies by line-level sta.ff. 
supervisors and commanding officers. Appendix 6 depicts the work schedules used by dispatchers in 
responding agencies. Appendix 7 depicts the work schedules used by dispatchers in responding agencies by 
agency size and l~tion. 

Tables 80 through 82 depict the number of responding agencies whose dispatchers work each of the suggested 
schedules by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• 69% of responding agencies use an 8-plan. 

• 3% of responding agencies use a 9-plan. 

• 20% of responding agencies use a 10-plan. 

• 4% of responding agencies use a 12-plan. 

• 4% of responding agencies use a schedule other than an 8-, 9-, 10- or 12-plan. 

.• 58% of responding agencies use an 8-hour workday, 5-day work week, with different days off 
(including days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Survey schedule IId") 

• 13% of responding agencies use a lO-hour workday, 4~...ay work week, with different days off (includ­
ing days off of the supervisor), and no teams. (Surve-j Schedule "011

) 

• 53% of sheriffs' departments use an 8-plan; 33% use' a 10-plan. 

• 70% of police departments use an 8-plan; 19% use a 10-plan. 

• In agencies with fewer than 400 employees, as agency size increases, use of 8-plans decreases (from 
90% in agencies with 1-24 employees, to 30% in agencies with 300-399 employees). 

• In agencies with fewer than 300 employees, as agency size increases, so does the use of 10-plans (from 
2% in agencies with 1-24 employees, to 48% in agencies with 200-299 employees). 

• 65% of agencies with 400 or more personnel use an 8-plan; 27% use a 10-plan. 

• More than 70% of agencies in all locations except San Francisco Bay and South use an 8-plan. 

• 62% of San Francisco Bay agencies use an 8-plan; 27% use a 10-plan. 56% of South agencies use an 
8-plan; 23% use a 10-pIau; 10% use a 12-plan. 
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Table 80, below, depicts the Dispatch work schedules used by agency type. 

• TABLE 80: Dispatch Work Schedules Used by Agency Type 

WORK AGENCYTVPE % 
SCHEDULE COMM. OF 

DESCRIPTION" ~HERIFF POLICE STATE U.C. C.S.U. COLLEGE TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 26 2 28 9% 
b 1 1 <1% 
c 0 0% 
d 21 132 2 3 13 9 180 58% 
e 1 1 <1% 
f 0 0% 
g 4 4 1% 

9-PLAN 

h 1 1 2 1% 
i 0 0% 
j 5 5 2% 
k 1 1 <1% 
I 1 1 < 1% 

.- 100PLAN 

m 5 5 2% 
n 2 7 9 3% 
0 10 28 . 2 2 42 13% 
p 1 4 1 6 2% 

12-PLAN 

q , 0 0% 
r . 0 0% 
s 2 ! 2 1% 
t 3 3 1% 
u 1 1 <1% 
v 0 0% 
w 1 1 < 1% 
x 0 0% 
y 2 4 6 2% 

OTHER 

z 3 9 1 1 14 4% 

• *See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 81. below, depicts the Dispatch work schedules used by agency type. 

TABLE 81: Dispatch Work Schedules Used by Agency Size • WORK AGENCY SIZE 0/. 
SCHEDULE 1- 2S- SO- 7S- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 

DESCRIPTION- :24 49 74 99 199 299 '399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

I 

s-.PLAN 

a 9 5 6 3 1 2 1 1 28 9% 
b 1 1 <1% 
c 0 0% 
d 42 45 22 16 30 7 3 3 5 7 180 58% 
e 1 1 <1% 
f 0 0% 
g 1 2 1 4 1% 

9-PLAN 
I 

h 1 1 2 1% 
i 0 0% 
j 1 1 2 1 5 2% 
k 1 1 <1% 
1 1 1 <1% 

100PLAN 

m 2 1 1 1 5 2% 
n 1 1 3 1 1 2 9 3% 
0 1 7 7 5 11 6 2 1 1 1 42 13% • P 1 1 2 1 1 6 2% 

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r 0 0% 
s 1 1 2 1% 
t 1 2 3 1% 
u 1 1 <1% 
v 0 0% 
w 1 1 <1% 
x 0 0% 

Y 1 1 1 1 1 1 6 2% 

OTHER 

z 3 1 2 2 3 2 1 14 4% 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Table 82, below, depicts the Dispatch work schedules used by agency location. 

• TABLE 82: Dispatch Wor~~ Schedules Used by Agency Location 

WORK AGENCY LOCATION % 
SCHEDULE INORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
DESCRIPT.* COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

8-PLAN 

a 2 6 2 7 3 6 2 28 9% 
b 1 1 <1% 
c 0 0% 
d. 10 35 11 33 33 41 17 180 58% 
e 1 1 <1% 
f 0 0% 
g 1 1 2 4 1% 

9-PLAN 

h 1 1 2 1% 
i 0 0% 

J 5 5 2% 
k 1 1 <1% 
1 1 1 < 1% 

• 10-PLAN 

m 
I 

2 3 5 2% 
n 1 2 2 2 2 9 3% 
0 

I"t 11" 4 8 2 14 1 42 13% ..:. 

p 1 2 1 1 1 6 2% 
. 

12-PLAN 

q 0 0% 
r O. 0% 
s 2 2 1% 
t 3 3 1% 
u 1 1 <1% 
v 0 0% 
w 1 1 < 1% 
x 0 0% 
y 1 1 3 1 6 2% 

OTHER 

z 3 2 4 4 1 14 4% 

• ·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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TeamslNo Teams 

. Tables 83 through 85 depict Dispatch workdays (teams/no teams) by agency type, size and location. 'iTeams" • 
are defined as work schedules wherein the supervisor and dispatchers have the same days off. ''No Teams" are 
defined as work schedules in which the supervisor and the dispatchers have different days off. 

Significant findings include: 

• 79% of agencies using an 8-, 9-, 10- or 12-plan do not use teams. 

.. 92% of sheriffs' deparbnents and 80% of police departments do not use teams. 

• 84% of agencies with fewer than 100 employees, 83% ofagericies with 100-499 employees, and 79% 
of agencies with 500 or more employees do not use teams. 

• 80% or more agencies in each geographic location do not use teams. 

Table 83, below, depicts Dispatch workdays (teams/no teams) by agency type. 

TABLE 83: Workdays (Teams/No Teams) Used by Agency Type 

AGENCY TYPE 
WORKDAYS 0/0 

TEAMSI COMM. OF 
NO TEAMS SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL TOTAL TOTAL * 

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 27 2 29 9% 
No Teams 21 137 2 3 13 9 185 59% 

9-HOURDAYS . 
Teams 1 1 2 1% 
No Teams 7 7 2% 

10-HOURDAYS 
Teams 2 12 14 4% 
No Teams 11 32 3 2 48 15% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 5 5 2% 
No Teams 2 5 1 8 3% 

*Less than 100% is reflected due to "other" schedules which were not broken down into teams/no teams. 
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Table 84, below, depicts Dispatch workdays (teams/no teams) by agency size. 

• TABLE 84: Workdays (TeamslNo Teams) Used bY.Agency Size 
..-

AGENCY SIZE * 
WORKDAYS 

75- ! 
% 

TEAMS! 1- 25- 50- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 
NO TEAMS 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAl 

8-HOURDAYS 
Teams 10 5 6 3 1 2 1 1 29 9% 
No Teams 43 47 23 16 31 7 3 3 5 7 185 59% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 1 2 1% 
No Teams 1 1 1 1 2 1 7 2% 

lO-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 2 2 4 2 1 2 14 4% 
No Teams 1 8 7 6 13 7 2 1 2 1 48 15% I 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 1 2 2 5 2% 
No Teams 1 2 1 1 2 1 8 3% 

• Table 85, below, depicts Dispatch workdays (tearns/no teams) by agency location . 

TABLE 85: Workdays (TeamsINo Teams) Used by Agency Location 
. 

AGENCY LOCATION 
WORKDAYS % 

TEAMS! NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
NO TEAMS COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEl SOUTH INLAND· TOTAL TOTAL* 

8.:HOURDAYS 
Teams 2 6 2 7 4 6 2 29 9% 
No Teams 10 36 11 34 34 43 17 185 59% 

9-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 1 2 1% 
No Teams 1 5 1 7 2% 

10-HOURDAYS 
Teams 1 4 2 5 2 14 4% 
No Teams 3 13 5 8 3 15 1 48 15% 

12-HOUR DAYS 
Teams 5 5 2% 
No Teams 1 1 1 4 1 8 3% 

• *Less than 100% is reflected due to "other" schedules which were not broken down into teams/no teams. 
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Work Schedules Used by Dispatch Supervisory Persoimel 

Survey question 59 (Appendix 1, page 12), asks if Dispatch supervisors work a different schedule than 
dispatcherS. Tables 86 through 88 depict (by agency size, type and location) the number and percentage of 
Dispatch supervisors working a different o~ the same schedules as dispatchers. 

Significant findings include: 

• Most responding agencies (79%) reported that Dispatch shift supervisors work the same schedule as 
dispatchers. 

• Dispatch shift supervisors work the same schedule as dispatchers in a higher percentage of police 
departments (80%) than sheriffs' departments (72%). 

• Dispatch shift supervisors work the same schedule as dispatchers in 81 % of agencies with fewer than 
100 employees; 77% of agencies with 100-499 employees; and 70% of agencies with 500 or more 
employees. 

• Dispatch shift supervisors work the same schedule as dispatchers in more than 70% of agencies in each 
geographic location, and more than 80% of agencies located in the North Coast, San Francisco Bay 
and Valley. . 

Table 86, below, depicts the number and percentage of Dispatch supervisors working a different or the same 
schedule as dispatchers by agency type. 

TABLE 86: Dispatch Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Type 
.... -

AGENCY TYPE 
SUPERVISORY % 

WORK COMMa OF 
SCHEDULES SHERIFF POLICE STATZ UC CSU COLL. TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a DIFFERENT 
Schedule than 
Dispatchers 11 46 2 5 2 66 21% 

Percentage by Type 28% 20% 33% 29% 17% 

Work the SAJ.'\fE 
Schedule as 
Dispatchers 29 189 2 4 12 10 246 79% 

Percentage by Type 72% 80% 100% 67% 71% 83% 
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Table 87. below, depicts the nwnber and percentage of Dispatch supervisors working a different or the same 
schedule as dispatchers by agency size. 

TABLE 87: Dispatch Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Size 

AGENCY SIZE 
SUPERVISORY % 

WORK 1- 25- 50- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER. OF 
SCHEDULES 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,000 TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT f 

Schedule than 9. 17 6 6 14 5 1 2 4 2 66 21% 
Dispatchers 

Percentage 
by Size 15% 26% 14% 19% 25% 22% 10% 33% 50% 17% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule as 50 48 36 26 41 18 9 4 4 10 246 79% 
Dispatchers 

Percentage 
by Size 85% 74% 86% 81% 75% 78% 90% 67% 50% 83% 

Table 88, below, depicts the number and percentage of Dispatch supervisors working a different or the same 
schedule as dispatchers by agency location. 

TABLE 88: Dispatch Supervisory Work Schedules by Agency Location 

AGENCY LOCATION . 
SUPERVISORY % 

WORK NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
SCHEDULES COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLEY SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 

Schedule 2 12 5 11 8 21 7 66 21% 
than Dispatchers 

Percentage 
by Location 13% 19% 28% 21% 17% 24% 29% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule 14 52 13 42 40 68 17 246 79% 
as Dispatchers 

Percentage 

I 
by Location 87% 81% 72% 79% 83% 76% 71% 



Work Schedules Used by Dispatch Unit Commanders 

Survey question 60 (Appendix 1, page 12) asks if Dispatch unit commanders work a different schedule than 
dispatchers. Tables 89 through 91 depict (by agency type, size and location) the number and percentage of 
Dispatch unit conunanders working a different or the same schedule as dispatchers. 

Significant findings include: 

• Most responding agencies (72%) reported that Dispatch unit commanders work the same schedule as 
dispatchers. 

• Dispatch ullit commanders work the same schedule as dispatchers in a higher percentage of police 
departments (73%) than sheriffs' departments (52%). 

• Dispatch unit commanders work the same schedule as dispatchers in 84% of agencies with fewer than 
100 employees; 60% of agencies with 100 or more employees. 

• Dispatch unit commanders work the same schedule as dispatchers in more than 70% of agencies in 
every geographic location except North (68%). 

Table 89, below, depicts the number and percentage of Dispatch unit commanders working a different or the 
same schedule as dispatchers by agency type. 

. TABLE 89: Dispatch Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Type 

UNIT AGENCY TYPE 
COMMANDER % 

WORK COMM. OF 
SCHEDULES SHERIFF POLICE STATE UC CSU COLL. TOTAL TOTAL 

, 

Work a DIFFERENT 
Schedule than . 
Dispatchers 19 64 3 2 88 28% 

Percentage by Type 48% 27% 50% 12% 

Work the SAME 
Schedule as 
Dispatchers 21 171 2 3 15 12 224 72% 

Percentage by Type 52% 73% 100% 50% 88% 100% 
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Table 90, below, depicts the number aud percentage of Dispatch unit commanders working a different or the 
same schedule as dispatchers by agency size. 

TABLE 90: Dispatch Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Size 

UNIT AGENCY SIZE 
COMMANDER % 

WORK 1- 25- SO- 75- 100- 200- 300- 400- 500- OVER OF 
SCHEDULES 24 49 74 99 199 299 399 499 999 1,CJOO TOTAl. TOTAL 

= 
Work a 

DIFFERENT 
Schedule than 5 12 13 12 21 12 2 3 5 3 88 28% 
Dispatchers 

Percentage 
by Size 8% 18% 31% 38% 38% 52% 20% 50% 63% 25% 

Work the 
SAME 

Schedule as 54 53 29 20 34 11 8 3 3 9 224 72% 
Dispatchers 

Percentage 
by Size 92% 82% 69% 62% 62% 48% 80% 50% 37% 75% 

Table 91, below, depicts the nurnber and percentage of Dispatch unit commanders working a different or the 
same schedule as dispatchers by agency location. 

TABLE 91: Dispatch Unit Commander Work Schedules by Agency Location 

UNIT AGENCY LOCATION 
COMMANDER % 

WORK NORTH S.F. SOUTH OF 
SCHEDULES COAST BAY COAST NORTH VALLE~ SOUTH INLAND TOTAL TOTAL 

Work a 
DIFFERENT 
Sche:dule than 3 18 5 17 11 27 7 88 28% 
Dispatchers 

Pen:entage 
by Location 19% 28% 28% 32% 23% 30% 29% 

Work the 
SiWE 

Schedule as 
I 

13 46 13 36 37 62 17 224 72% 
Dispatchers 

PerC(mtage 
byL~cation 81% 72% 72% 68% 77% 70% 71% 
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Comparison of Work Schedules Used by Line, Supervisory and Unit Commander Dispatch Personnel 

In reviewing the data concerning line, supervisory and wiif conunander personnel, Tables 92 'through 94 were • 
developed to graphically compare tIi~ ratio of line, supervisory and unit commander personnel working the same 
work schedule by agency type, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Dispatch shift supervisors, unit commanders and dispatchers work the same schedule in 70% of 
responding agencies. 

• Dispatch shift supervisors, unit commanders and dispatchers work the same schedule in a higher percent· 
age of police departments (73%) than sheriffs' departments (53%). 

• Dispatch shift supervisors, unit commanders and dispatchers work the same schedule in 74% of 
agencies with fewer than 100 employees, 60% of agencies with 100 or more employees. 

• Dispatch shift supervisors, unit commanders and dispatchers work the same schedule more frequently in 
agencies located in the North Coast and Valley (average 78%), than in agencies located in all remaining 
geographic locations (average 70%). 

Table 92, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
personnel work the same schedule by agency type. 

SHERIFF 

POLICE 

STATE 

UC 

CSU 

TABLE 92: Comparison of Line, Supervis~ry and Unit Commander Dispatch Personnel 
Working the Same Schedule by Agency Type 

'--------' 
40 

189 
~ __________________________________________________ ~235 

• • 
D 

LEGEND 

Agencies with unit commander working 
same schedule as line staff 

Agencies with supervisors working 
same schedule as line staff 

Respondents 

COMM. ~ 12 
COLLEGE 10 

12 
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Table 93, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit commander 
personnel work the same schedule by agency size . 

1- 24 

25 -49 

50 -74 

75 - 99 

100 - 199 

200 - 299 

300 - 399 

400 - 499 

500 - 999 

OVER 
1,000 

TABLE 93: Comparison of Line, Supervisory and Unit Commander Dispatch Personnel 
Working the Same Schedule by Agency Size 

~ ______________________________________ ~59 

32 

23 
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53 

65 

42 

41 
55, 

LEGEND 

Agencies with unit commander working 
same schedule as line staff 

Agencies with supervisors working 
same schedule as line staff 

Respondents 



Table 94, below, depicts a comparison of the number of agencies whose line, supervisory and unit conunander 
personnel work the same schedule by agency location. 

TABLE 94: Comparison orLine, Supervisory and Unit Commander Dispatch Personnel 
Workinl the Same Schedule by Agency Location 

NORTH 
COAST 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
BAY 

SOUTH 
COAST 

NORTH 

VALLEY 

SOUTH 

INLAND 

~ ____________________________________ ~ 64 

1.-.. _____ _� 18 

~ ____________________________ ~53 

~ _________________ __' 48 

68 

~----------------------------------~-------------------I 

L--. _______ _I 25 
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Dispatch Units' Shift Rotation Practices 

Survey question 58 (Appendix 1. page 11). deats with the Dispatch unit's shift rotation practice".s, including: 

• Do the dispatchers rotate? 
• How often do dispatchers rotate? 

Table 95 presents a summary of Dispatch units' rotation practices, including the total nwnber of responding 
agencies, the percentage that rotate, and the sub-percentages on how ofu:n rotation occurs. Tables 96 through 
98 depict the same data by agency ~;pc, size and location. 

Significant findings include: 

• Dispatchers rotate in 87% of responding agencies. 

• A quarterly rotation was the most common rotation reported. 

• 31% of sheriffs' departments and 40% of police departments us(: a quarterly rotation. 

• Dispatchers rotate in 85%.of agencies with fewer than 100 employees, 93% of agencies with 100-499 
employees, and 70% of agencies with 500 or more employees. 

Table 95, below, presents a summary of Dispatch units' rotation practices. 

Table 95: Summary of Dispatch Units' Rotation Practices 

TOTAL TOTAL ·1. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
RESP. THAT THAT 

AGENCIES ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. DI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

312 270 87% 0% 2% 7% 38% 20% 24% 3% 7% 

Table 96, below, presents Dispatch units' rotation practices by agency type. 

Table 96: Dispatch Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Type 

TOTAL TOTAL -I. PERCENTAGF, OF' ROTATION BY HOW OFTEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

TYPE AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

Sheriff 40 32 80% 3% 28% 31% 19% 13% 6% 

Police 235 210 89% 2% 4% 40% 20% 24% 3% 6% 

State 2 2 100% 50% 50% 

UC 6 6 100% 50% 17% 17% 17% 

CSU 17 14 82% 7% 36% 21% 36% 

Comm. 
Coil. 12 6 50% 17% 50% 17% 17% 



Table 97. below, presents Dispatch units' rotation practices by agency size. 

Table 97: Dispatch Units' Rotation Practices by Ai:ency Size • TOTAL TOTAL "I. PERCENTAGE OF ROTAll0N BY ;HOW OFTEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

SIZE AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER 

1-24 59 41 69% 5% 5% 39% 27% 22% 2% 

I 

65 25-49 59 91% 2% 7% 47% 15% 15% 3% 10% 

50-74 42 40 95% 3% 8% 37% 17% 30% 5% 

75-99 32 29 91% 7% 41% 28% 14% 10% 

100-199 55 52 93% 2% 10% 36% 11% 35% 2% 4% 

200-299 23 21 91% 5% 19% 38% 24% 5% 10% 

300-399 10 8 80% 38% 25% 38% 

400-499 6 6 100% 1 ']0/0 50% 17% 17% 

500-999 8 5 63% 20% 20% ~!O% 20% 20% 

Over 
1,000 12 9 75% 22% 22% 22% 22% 11% 

:rab1e 98, below, presents Dispatch units' rotation practices by agencr location. • 
Table 98: Dispatch Units' Rotation Practices by Agency Locati(lD 

TOTAl,. TOTAL ·1. PERCENTAGE OF ROTATION BY E:OW OFTEN 
AGNCY. RESP. THAT THAT 

LOC. AGNC'S. ROTATE ROTATE WKLY. MO. BI-MO. QTRLY. 4-MO. 6-MO. ANNUAL OTHER . 
North . 
coast 16 13 81% fl~" f 1"0 38% 15% 54% 

S.F. 
Bay 64 53 83% 28% 15% 38% 8% 11% 

South 
Coast IS 16 89% 50% 38% 12% 

North 53 44 83% 2% 14% 45% 20% 9% 2% 7% 

Valley 48 41 85% 7% 12% 44% 17% 12% 2% 5% 

South 8S 79 90% 1% 4% 35% 22% 29% 1% S% 

Inland 25 24 96% 4% 13% 46% 17% 13% 4% 4% 
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Primary Factors that Resulted in Change to Current Dispatch Unit Work Schedule 

Survey questiQn 63 (Appendix 1, page 12), asks respondents to indicate the primary factor that resulted in the 
Dispatch unit's change from a previous work schedule to their present schedule. Five choices, an additional 
"fill-in" response, and a "not applicable II designation comprised the possible selections. 

Significant findings include: 

• 33 respondents (11 %) indicated that a workload study precipitated their schedule change. 

• 23 respondents (7%) indicated a choice other than the five choices offered. 

• 19 respondents (6%) indicated the change was made to improve recruitment and retention. 

• 16 respondents (5%) indicated that the schedule change was to make Dispatch a more desirable 
assignment. 

• 14 respondents (4%) indicated that the schedule change wa'l due to contract negotiationS. 

• 11 respondents (4%) indicated that the schedule change was the decision of the chief/sheriff. 

196 respondents (63%) selected "not applicable II as they have never used a schedule other than the one 
they are presently using or the reason for change is unknown. . 

Other Factors Considered in Choosing Dispatch Unit Work Schedule 

Survey questions 64 through 68 (Appendix 1, pages 12-13) asked a variety of questions regarding the choice of 
the Dispatch unit work schedule. 

Significant findings include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

173 respondents (55%) conducted a workload study prior to adopting the present schedule. 

46 respondents (15%) reported that the Fair Labor Standards Act affected their decision to use the 
present schedule. 

45 respondents (14%) reported that the present schedule helps to satisfy, in part, air quality control 
requirements. 

91 respondents (29%) reported that the present schedule is specified in an M.O.U. or contract. 

27 respondents (9%) reported that minimum staffing is specified in an M,O.U. or contract. 
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Work Schedule Survey 

PATROL/TRAFFICIINVESTIGATIONID/SPATCH 

APPENDIX! 

The Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training is conducting a survey of work 
schedules used in patrol, traffic, investigations, and dispatch units in California law 
enforcement agencies. 

Your cooperation in completing this survey is appreciated. If you would like a copy of the 
survey rep on, complete the information at the bottom of this page. 

Instructions for Completing the Questionnaire 

• The questionnaire consists of four parts: Patrol, Traffic, Investigations, and 
Dispatch. 

.• Please read this survey in its entirety before responding to each question. 

• Each part should be completed by the unit commander, or other supervisor/ 
manager who is most knowledgeable about the operation of the unit. Please 
stan with the Patrol Unit. 

.. Please complete and return the questionnaire in the attached pre-addressed 
envelope by November 15,1991. 

Questions may be directed to POST, Management Counseling Services Bureau, 
(9-16) 739-3868 . 

1. Agency:----________________________________________ _ 

2. County: ___________________________ _ 

3. Total number of authorized full-time peace officer positions: I I J I 
4. Total number of authorized full-time non-peace officer positions: I I I ,. 
5. Contact person to whom questions may be directed: 

a. Name: ______________________________ _ 

h. Rank:--___________________________________________ _ 

c. Telephone: ( __ ) _________________________ _ 

6. Please send a copy of the survey rep on to: 
a. Nrune: ______________________________________ __ 

h. Title: -----------------------___ _ 

C. Address:-----------------------------____ ___ 

d. City/State/Zip: --------------------------___ _ 

1 
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PA TROL WORK SCHEDULE 

Response Sheet 

7. Total number of full-time peace officers: assigned to patrol. 
(Exclude the traffic unit if it is a separate unit.) 

8. What kind of work schedule do you primarily use? (Select 
from the list starting on page 14.) 

APPENDIX 1 

[ I 

D 
If g, I, p. y or z selected, describe: __________________ _ 

9. L"1 a 24-hour period. how many routine shifts are scheduled? 

a. Enter starting and ending times of all shifts. including 
specialized units within patrol such as K-9. (Use military 
time.) Indicate in the remarks section below pertinent 
information if you feel it is necessary to explain your 
agency's patrol unit shift schedule. If more than ten shifts, 
attach a supplementary sheet indicating remaining shifts. 

D 
SHIFT NO. START END 

-

• b. Remarks: __________________________ _ 

• 

c. NOTE: Check this box if these shifts include different 
schedules worked in different sub-stations. 

d. Does your agency routinely assign 2-person units? (Exclude 
Field Training units.) 

e. If your agency assigns 2-person units, indicate which shifts by 
shift number. If more than ten shifts. attach supplementary 
sheet indicating remaining shifts . 

2 

D 
DYes DNa 

SHIFT NO. 



PA TROL WORK SCHEDULE 

Response Sheet (Cant.) 

10. Do patrol office~ rotate or change shifts? 

a. How often? Insert number in box. 

1) Weekly 
2) Monthly 
'3) Bi-monthly 
4) Quarterly 
5) Every four months 
6) Semi~annually 
7) Annually 
8) Other, describe: 

b. Do all shifts have approximately the same number of 
officers assigned to make rotation easy? 

11. Do Patrol shift supervisors work a different schedule than 
patrol officers? 

a. If yes, what type of work schedule? (Select from list 
starting on page 14.) 

If g, 1, p, y or z selected, describe: 

12. Do Patrol Unit command officers work a different schedule 
than patrol officers? 

a. If yes, what type of work schedule? (Select from list 
starting on page 14.) 

If g, 1, p, y or z selected, describe: 

13. How long have you used the schedule for patrol officers? 

14. Prior to the present schedule, what kind of schedule did you 
use for patrol officers? (Select from the list starting on 
page 14 or indicllte if not applicable.) 

If g, 1, p, Y or z selected, describe: 

15. What was the primary factor that resulted in the change to the 
present work schedule for patrol officers? Make one choice 
only. Select from list below or indicate if not applicable. 

a. Workload study indicated more efficient use of personnel 
b. Decision of the Chief of Police/Sheriff 
c. Result of contract negotiation 
d. Improve recruitment and retention 
e. Make patrol a more desirable assignment 

DYes ONo 

0 

DYes ONo 

DYes ONo 

0 

DYes ONo 

0 

YEARS 

0 
HlA 

DO 

DO 

f. OIher, describe: ______________________ _ 
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PA TROL WORK SCHEDULE APPENDIX 1 

Response Sheet (Cant.) 

Please respond to the following questions as they pertain to your present schedule, regardless of the 
length of time the schedule has been in effect. 

16. Did you analyze the patrol workload before adopting the 
present schedule for patrol officers? 

17. Did the Fair Labor Standards Act affect the decision to use 
the present work schedule for patrol officers? 

18. Does the present schedule help to satisfy, in part, air quality 
control requirements for your agency? 

19. Is the schedule specified in P. M.O.U. or contract? 

20. Is minimum staffing specified in a M.O.V. or contract? 

21. Indicate the three most significant advantages, from the 
management point of view, of the existing work schedule 
by inserting the appropriate letters in boxes. 

a. Reduce overtime 
b. Reduce sick time 
c. More training time 
d.' . More days off 
e. Rotating days off 
f. Fixed days off 
g .. Improved recruitment and retention 
h. Present schedule makes patrol a more desirable assignment 

DYes 0 No DUnkn 

DYes D No D Vnkn 

DYes D No D Unkn 

D N/A 

DYes D No 

DYes ONo 

DOD 

i. Present schedule closely matches patrol coverage to workload, increasing productivity 
j. Present schedule assists in satisfying air quality control requirements of your county 
k. Present schedule supports team policing 
1. Present schedule supports other community-oriented programs 
m. Other, describe: _______________________ _ 

4 



PATROL WORK SCHEDULE 

Response Sheet (Cont.) 

22. Indicate the three most significant disailvaniages, from the 
management point of view, of the existing work schedule by 
inserting the appropriate letters in boxes. 

a. Increased overtime 
b. Increased sick time 
c. Less training time 
d. Too many days off 
e. Fewer days off 
f. Lack of consistent supervision 
g. Lack of report completion and review 
h. Inconsistent subpoena service and court appearance of officers 
i. Present schedule is mandated through a M.O.U. or contract 

DOD 

j. Present schedule does not closely match patrol coverage to workload 
k. Presen.t schedule helps us meet the aii quality requirements, regardless of 

other significant patrol issues 
l. Present schedule increases officer fatigue, accidents and injuries 
m. Present schedule does not support team policing or corrununity-oriented programs 
n. 'Other, describe: _______________________ _ 

We appreciate your work to complete this survey. Please send the questionnaire to: 

• If your agency has some or all of these specific units, please fOIWard this 
questionnaire to the fIrst applicable unit commander. 

9 If your agency does not have the following separate units, please complete only 
the top portion of the pages: for those units: 

TraffIc Unit. ....................... .Page 6 

Investigations Unit .................. .Page 8 

Dispatch Unit ....................... .Page 11 
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TRAFFIC WORK SCHEDULE APPENDIX 1 

Response Sheet 

23. IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A TRAFFIC UNIT, INDICATE HOW YOU HANDLE TRAFFIC 
ACCIDENTS. Select from the list below, inserting letter in box .. D 
a. Patrol Unit handles traffic accidents 
b. The CHP/other agency handles traffic accidents . 
c. Other, describe: _____________________ _ 

DO NOT COMPLETE THE REMAINDER OF THIS PORTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A TRAme UNIT. PLEASE FORWARD THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
TO THE CONTACf PERSON NAMED IN QUESTION 5, ON PAGE 1. 

24. Total number of full-time peace officers assigned to traffic? 

25. What kind of work. schedule do you use? (Select from the 
list starting on page 14.) 

I I J J 
D 

If g. I, p, y or z selected, describe: -----------_____ _ 

26. In a 24-hour period, how many shifts are scheduled? 

a. Enter starting and ending times of all shifts. (Use military 
time.) If more than ten shifts, attach a supplementary sheet 
indicating remaining shifts. . 

27. Do traffic officers rotate or change shifts? 

a. How often? Insen number in box. 

1) Weekly 
2) Monthly 
3) Bi-monthly 
4) Quanerly 
5) Every four months 
6) Semi-annually 
7) Annually 

D 
SHIFT NO. START END 

DYes ONo 
D 

8) Other, describe: _____________________ _ 

6 



TRAFFIC WORK SCHE.DULE 

Response Sheet (Cont.) 

28. Do Traffic Unit shift supervisors work a different schedule than 
traffic officers? 

a. If yes:. what type of work schedule? (Select from list ~aning on 
page 14.) 

DYes 0 No 

D 
If g.l. p, Y or z selected, describe: --,------------------

DYes D No D N/A 29. Do Traffic Unit comma.'ld officers work a different schedule than 
traffic officers? Enter yes, no or not applicable. 

a. If yes. what type of work schedule? (Select from list staning ·on 
page 14.) 

DYes DNa 
If g.l. p, Y Clr z selected, describe: -------------------

30. How long have you used the schedule for traffic officers? 

31. Prior to the present schedule. what kind of schedule did you 
use for traffic officers? (Select from the list staning on 
page 14 or indicate if not applicable.) 

If g;I, p. y or z selected, describe: ___________________ _ 

32. What was the primary factor that resulted in the change to the 
present work schedule for traffic officers? Make one choice 
only. Select from list below or indicate if not applicable. 

a. Workload study indicated more efficient use of personnel 
b.Decision of the Chief of Police/Sheriff 
c. Result of contract negotiation 
d. Improve recruitment and retention 

DO 

e. Make traffic a more desirable assignment f. Other, describe: ________________________ _ 

Please respond to the following questions as they pertain to your present schedule, regardless of the 
length of time the schedule has been in effect. 

33. Did you analyze the traffic workload before adopting the present 
schedule for traffic officers? 

DYes D No DUnkn 

34. Did the Fair Labor Standards Act affect the decision 10 use the present DYes D No 0 Unkn 
work schedule for traffic officers? 

35. Does the present schedule help to satisfy, in pan, air quality control 
requirements for your agency? 

36. Is the schedule specified in a M.O.U. or contract? 

37. Is minimum staffing specified in a M.O.U. or contract? 

DYes D No DUnkn 

ON/A 

DYes DNo 

DYes D No 

We appreciate your work to complete this survey. Piease send the questionnaire to the Investigations Unit 
Commander. 
If your agency does not have an Investigations Unit, please send this ques~ionnaire to the Dispatch Unit 
Commander. 
If your agency does not have a Dispatch Unit. please send the questionnaire to the contact person named in 
Question S, on page 1. 
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INVESTIGA TION WORK SCHEDULE APPENDJXl 

Response Sheet 

38. IF YOU DO NOT HAVE AN INVESTIGATIONS UNIT, INDICATE HOW YOU HANDLE 
INVESTIGATIONS. Select from the list below, inserting letter in box. D 
a. Patrol Unit handles investigations 
b. An administrative supervisor/manager,handles investigations 
c. Another agency handles investigations 
d. Other, describe: _______ , _____________ _ 

DO NOT COMPLETE THE REMAINDER OF THIS PORTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
IF YOU DO NOT HAVE AN WVESTIGATIONS UNIT. PLEASE FORWARD THE QUES­
TIONNAIRE TO THE CONI' ACT PERSON NAMED IN QUESTION 5, ON PAGE 1 .. 

39. Total number of full-time peace officers assigned to investiga­
tions? 

40. What kind of work schedule do you use? (Select from the 
list staning on page 14.) 

[ 

D 
If g, 1, p, Y or z selected, describe: . _________________ _ 

41. In a 24-hour period, how many shifts are scheduled? (Exclude D 
narcotics investigators.) 

a. Enter staning and ending times uf all shifts. (Use military 
time.) If more than ten shifts, attach a supplementary sheet 

. indicating remaining shifts. 

b. Does this schedule include weekend coverage? 
c. Does this schedule inclrllde night coverag~? 
d. If weekend and night coverage are not included in your 

regular schedule, indicate how this coverage is primarily 
provided. Make one choice only, from the list below, 
inserting the number in box. 

1) Patrol Unit handles- night/weekend investigations 
2) An on-call investigator is used, on overtime assignment 

S~IFT NO. START ENO 

3) Other. describe: ___________________ _ 

8 



INVESTIGA TION WORK SCHEDULE 

Response Sheet (Cont.) 
42. Do investigators rotate or change shifts? 

a. How often? Insen number in box. 

1) Weekly 
2) Monthly 
3) Bi-monthly 
4) Quanerly 
5) Every four months 
6) Semi-annually 
7) Annually 
8) Other. describe: ----------------------

43. Do investigative supervisors work a different schedule than 
investigators? 

a. If yes, what type of work schedule? (Select from list 
starting on page 14.) 

~f g,l, p, Y or z selected, describe: _______ _ 

44. Do Investigations Unit command officers work a different 
schedule than investigators? Indicate yes, no, or not appli­
cable. 

a. If yes, what type of work schedule? (Select from list 
starting on page 14.) 

'" 

DYes DNo 

D 

DYes ONo ON/A 

D 
If g.l, p, Y or z selected, describe: ________________ _ 

45. How long have you used the schedule for investigators? 

46. Prior to the present schedule, what kind of schedule did you 
use for investigators? (Select from the list starting on 
page 14 or indicate if not applicable.) 

YEARS 

D 
Nil. 

DD 
If g, I, P. Y or z selected, describe: ------------------

41. What was the primary factor that resulted in the change to the 
present work schedule for investigators? Make one choice 
ollly. Select from list below or indicate if not applicable. 

a. Workload study indicated more efficient use of personnel 
b. Decision of the Chief of Police/Sheriff 
c. Result of contract negotiation 
d. Improve recruitment and retention 
e. Make investigations a more desirable assignment 

DO 

f. Other, describe: _______________________ _ 
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INVESTIGA TlON WORK SCHEDULE APPENDIX! 

Response Sheet (Cant.) 

Please respond to the following questions as they penain to your present schedule, regardless of the 
length of time the schedule has been in effect. 

48. Did you analyze the investigations workload before adopting 
the present schedule for investigators? 

49. Did the Fair Labor Standards Act affect the decision to use 
the present work schedule for investigators? 

50. Does the present schedule help to satisfy, in part, air quality 
contr.ol requirements for your agency? 

51. Is the schedule specified in a M.O.U. or contract? 

52. Is minimum staffing specified in a M.O.U. or contract? 

DYes D No DUnkn 

DYes D No DUnkn 

DYes D No DUnkn 

D N/A 

DYes ONo 

DYes ONo 

We appreciate your work to complete this survey. Please send the questionnaire to the Dispatch 
Unit Cemmander. 

If your agency does not have a Dispatch Unit, please send the questionnaire to the contact 
person named in Question s, on page 1 . 

10 
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DISPA TCH WORK SCHEDULE APPENDIX 1 

Response Sheet 

53. IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A DISPATCH UNIT, INDICATE HOW YOU HANDLE 
DISPATCIDNG. Select from the list below, insening letter in box. D 
a. Another agency handles dispatching for our agency 
b. Other, describe: ----:--------------------

DO NOT COMPLETE THE REMAINDER OF 'fillS PORTION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A DISPATCH UNIT. PLEASE FORWARD THE COMPLETED 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE CONTACT PERSON NAMED IN QUESTION 5, ON PAGE 1. 

54. Total number of p~rsonnel assigned to Dispatch. 

55. Are records personnel included in the same organizational 
unit as dispatchers? . 

a. If yes, are they cross-trained to both assignments? 

56. What kind of work schedule: do you use? (Select from the 
list staning on page 14.) 

[I IJ 
DYes ONo 
DYes ONo 

D 
If g. 1, p, Y or z selected, describe: ________________ _ 

57. In a 24-hour period, how many shifts are scheduled? 

a. Enter starting and end.ing times of all shifts. (Use military 
time.) If more than ten. shifts, attach a supplementary sheet 
indicating remaining shifts. 

58. Do dispatchers rotate or ~hange shifts? 

a. How often? Insen number in box. 

1) Weekly 
2) Monthly 
3) Bi-monthly 
4) Quanerly 
5) Every four months 
6) Semi-annually 
7) Annually 

D 
SHIFT NO. START END 

DYes D No 

D 

8) Other, describe: ---------------___ ~ __ 

11 



DrSPA TCH WORK SCHEDULE 

Response $heet (Cant.) 

59. Do dispatch shift supervisors work a different schedule 
than dispatchers? Please respond to this question even if 
supervision of the dispatch function is provided by another 
unit, such as patrol. 

, 
a. If yes, what type of work schedule? (Select from list 

staning on page 14.) 

DYes D.No 

D 
If g, I, p. y or z selected, describe: -----------------

60. Does the Dispatch Unit Commander work a different 
schedule than dispatchers? Please respond to this question 
even if management of the dispatch function is provided by 
another unit, such as patrol. Indicate yes, no, or not appli-
cable. 

a. If yes, what type of work schedule? (Select from list 
staning on page 14.) 

DYes D No D N/A 

D 
If g, 1, p, y or z selected, describe: -----------------

61. How long have you used the schedule for dispatchers? 

62. Prior to the present schedule, what kind of schedule did you 
use for dispatchers? (Select from the list staning on 
page 14 or indicate if not applicable.) 

o WA 

DD 
If g, I, p, y or z selected, describe: ------------------

63. What was the primary factor that resulted in the change to the 
present work schedule for dispatchers? Make one choice 
only. Select from list below or indicate if not applicable. 

a. Workload study indicated more efficient use of personnel 
b. Decision of the Chief of Police/Sheriff 
c. Result of contract negotiation 
d. Improve recmitment and retention 
e. Make dispatch a more desirable assignment 

DO 

f. Other, describe: _____________________ _ 

Please respond to the following questions as they pertain to your present schedule, regardless of the 
length of time the schedule has been in effect. 

64. Did you analyze the dispatch workload prior to adopting the 
present schedule for dispatchers? 

65. Did the Fair Labor Standards Act affect the decision to use 
the present work schedule for dispatchers? 

66. Does the present schedule help to satisfy, in part, air quality 
control requirements for your agency? 

12 

DYes D No DUnkn 

DYes D No DUnkn 

DYes 0 No DUnkn ". 
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D/SPA TCH WORK SCHEDULE 

Response Sheet (Cant.) 

67. Is the schedule specified in a M.O.U. or contract? 

68. Is minimum staffing specified in a M.O.U. or contract? 

APPENDIX 1 

DYes D No 

DYes D No 

We appreciate your work to complete this survey. Please send the completed 
questionnaire to the contact person named in Question 5, on page 1 . 
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AL TERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULE APPENDIX 1 

Eight-Hour Workday 

Teams. 

a. 5-2 (5 workdays, followed by 2 days off, team and supervisor have same days off) 

b. 6-3 (6 workdays, followed by 3 days off, team and supervisor have same days off) 

c. 5-2/6-3 (5 workdays, followed by 2 days off; then 6 workdays, followed by 3 days 
off, team and supervisor have same days off) 

No Teams 

d. 5-2 (5 workdays, followed by 2 days off, days off are different, including days off 
of the supervisor) 

e. 6-3 (6 workdays followed by 3 days off. days off are different, including days off 
of the supervise,) 

f. 5-2/6-3 (5 workdays, followed by 2 days off; then 6 workdays, followed by 3 days 
off, day.s off are different, including days off of the supervisor) 

g. Other 8-plan not described above 

Nine .. Hour Workday 

• Teams 

• 

h. 5-2/4-3 or 5-3/4-2 (5 workdays, followed by 2 days off, followed by 4 workdays, 
followed by 3 days off, team and supervisor have same days off) 

In this schedule, some personnel may work 5 days, followed by 3 days off, followed 
by 4 workdays, followed by 2 days off. 

1. 6-3 (6 workdays, followed by 3 days off; personnel are periodically scheduled to take 
extra hours/days off, team and supervisor have same days off) 

No Teams 

j. 5-2/4-3 or 5-3/4-2 (5 workdays, followed by 2 days off, followed by 4 workdays, 
followed by 3 days off, days off are different, including days off of the supervisor) 

k. 6-3 (6 workdays, followed by 3 days off; personnel are perioc.~ica11y scheduled to take 
extra hours/days off, days off are different, including days off of the supervisor) 

1. Other 9-plan not' described above 

14 



AL TERNA TIVE WORK SCHEDULE (Cont.) , 

Ten .. Ho,ur Workday 

Teams 

m. 4-3 (4 workdays, followed by 3 days off; no common workday; team and supervisor 
have same days off) 

n. 4-3 (4 workdays, followed by 3 days off; team and supervisor have same days off; all 
share a common workday) 

No Teams 

o. 4-3 (4 workdays, followed by 3 days off; days off are different, including days off of 
the supervisor) 

p. Other 4810 plan not described above 

Twelve .. Hour Workday 

Teams 

. q. 3-3 (3 workdays, followed by 3 days off; all personnel share a common workday on 
which they work on alternate weeks, team and supervisor have same days off) 

!. 3-3 (3 workdays, followed by 3 days off; personnel are periodically scheduled to take 
extra hours off, team and supervisor have same days off) 

s. 4-3 (4 workdays, followed by 3 days off; personnel are periodically scheduled to take 
extra hours off, team and supervisor have same days off) 

t. 3-4 (3 workdays, followed by 4 days off; personnel are periodically required to work 
additional hours, team and supervisor have same days off) 

No Teams 

u. 3-3 (3 workdays, followed by3 days off; all personnel share a common workday on 
which they work on alternate weeks, days off are different, including days off of the 
supervisor) 

v. 3-3 (3 workdays, followed by 3 days off; personnel are periodically scheduled to take 
extra hours off, days off are different, including days off of the supervisor) 

w. 4-3 (4 workdays, followed by 3 days off; personnel are periodically scheduled to take 
extra hours off, days off are different, including days off of the supervisor) 

x. 3-4 (3 workdays, followed by 4 days off; personnel are periodically required to work 
additional hours, days off are different, including days off of ;he supelvisor) 

y. Other 12-plan not described above 

Other Work Schedule 

z. Other work schedule if number of hours worked per day is not 8, 9, 10 or 12. 

15 
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PATROL 
.ou SCHEDULES* BY AGENCY TYPE 

1 

*See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

APPENDIX 1 



2 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

APPENDJX2 
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·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

APPENDIX 2 



4 

·See AppeL~dix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

APPENDIX 2 
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·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPEND1X3 

PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORm COAST 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Cloverdale PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Crescent City PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CSU Sonoma PD d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
FcmdalePD d 8-Plan (5~2. no teams) 
FortunaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
Santa Rosa 
Comm. ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Sebastapol PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
TrinidadPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
WillitsPD a S-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency 

ArcataPD 
CotatiPD 

Schedule Descliption· 

Fort Bragg PO 
Healdsbmg PD 
UkiahPD 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
o IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
o IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

..... ' ···AGENCY:SIZEi .. 50 -:74: ::·.X .. ;:\::':: 

Agency Schedule Description· 

No agencies in this category. 

~~'----------------------------------~ :AGENCY·SIZE::::75.;. 99 '';':::::''. 

Agency Schedule Description· 

Petaluma PO 0 lO-PIan (4-3, no teams) 
ROMen Park PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description· 

Humboldt Co. SD D lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
Mendocino Co. SO d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 

Agency 

Santa Rosa PD 

Agency 

Schedule Description· 

D IO-Plan (4·3, teams) 

Schedule Description" 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description· 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Sonoma Co. SO o 10-Plan (4·3, DO teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 3 

PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY 

Agency Schedule Description* 

AthertonPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Belvedere PD d K-Plan (5-2, .no teams) 
Brentwood PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
BrisbanePD y Other 12-Plan 
Broadmoor PD r 12-Plan (3-3, teams) 
·ClaytonPD y Other 12-Plan 
ColmaPD d 8wPlan (5-2, no teams) 
Contra Costa 

Comm. ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-7, no teams) 
CSU Hayward PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
FairfaxPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Foothill-Deanze 

Comm. ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Fremont-Newark 

Comm. ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
HalfMoon Bay PD 0 lO-Plan (4.3, no teams) 
MoragaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
San ]ose!Evergreen 
Comm. Coll. PD 0 ·IO·Plan (4-3, no teams) 

TiburonPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
West Valley-Mission 
Comm. ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

:. ,.,. ".:;:' ··i .••. :: :AGENCY·SIZE!'''25:~4~:·:?S:::::,::.::::·'::? 

Agency Schedule Description* 

AlbanyPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
BelmontPD d K-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CSUSan 
Francisco PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

CSU San Jose PD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
EI Cerrito PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Emeryville PD d 8-Pla,n (5-2, no teams) 
HerculesPD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
Hillsborough PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Los AltosPD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Mill Valley PD d 8-Plar.~ (5-2, no teams) 
MillbraePD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Morgan Hill PD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Peralta 

Comm. ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
PinolePD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
San Carlos PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Sausalito PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Twin Cities PD d 8-Plan (5··2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Burlingame PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CampbellPD d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Foster City PD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
GilroyPD n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
MartinezPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Newark:PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
NovatoPD 0 lO-PIan (4-3, no teams) 
PacificaPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Pleasant Hill PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
SanBrunoPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

:;i:::{::-::,:··;;:;::r::i.::·:··::~C?ENty;'SIp!~75:~9~;::.·::y'.':.\:,::,,:: 

Agency Schedule Description* 

East Bay Regional 
ParkDist PD 

Los GatosPD 
m 
z 

IO-Plan (40 3, teams) 
Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

Agency Scbedule Description it 

Alameda Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
AntiochPD p Other 10-PIan 
BARTPD m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
DalyCityPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Livermore PD I Other 9-Plan 
Milpitas PD I Other 9-Plan 
Mountain View PD n 10-Plan (4-3, team,,) 
Palo Alto PD p Other 10-Plan 
Pleasanton PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Redwood City PD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
San Mateo PD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
San Rafael PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
SantaClaraPD n IO-PIan (4-3, teams) 
South San 
Francisco PD b . 8-Plan (6-3, teams) 

UC Berkeley PD 0 to-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Union City PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Walnut Creek PD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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I APPENDIXl 
PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY (Contd.) 

Agency 

BerkeleyPD 
ConcordPD 
HaywardPD 
Marin Co. SO 
RichmondPD 
Sunnyvale PO 

Agency 

Schedule Description* 

n 10-Plan (4-3, teams) 
n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
n lO·Plan (4-3, teams) 
m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description * 

FrcmontPO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
12-Plan (3-4, teams) San Mateo Co. SO t 

Agency Schedule Destription* 

No agencies in this category. 

·S~ Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

-3-

Agency Schedule Description" 

Contra Costa Co. SO d 8-Plan (5-2, no 'teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Oakland PO a 
San Francisco PO m 

San JoscPD n 

8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
9·Plan (5·214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
lO-PIan (4-3. teams) 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

APPENDlX3 

PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH COAST 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Allan Hancock 
Comm. Coli. PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Cabrillo Comm. 
Coli. PO n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

Gonzales PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Greenfield PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Guadalupe PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Sanjuan 
Bautista PO y Other l2-Plan 

Sand City PO d 8·Plan (5·2, no teams) 
Scotts Valley PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
SoledadPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Arroyo Grande PD v 12~Plan (3-3. no teams) 
Atascadero PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CapitolaPD h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 
Cannel-by-the-
SeaPD d 8-PIan (5-2. no teams) 

Carpinteria PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
CSUSanLuis 
ObispoPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Grover City PD j 9u PIari. (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Hollister PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
MarinaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Morro Bay PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Pacific Grove PO d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Pismo Beach PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
San Benito Co. SD t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
UC Santa 
BaJbaraPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

UC Santa Cruz PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

.. AGENCY.sIZE:SO;';·74. 

Agency 

LompocPD 
SeasidePD 

Scbedule Description" 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Monterey PO pOther IO-Plan 
San Luis Obispo PD x 12-Plan (3-4, no teams) 
Santa Maria PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

Salinas PO 
Santa Cruz PD 

Agency 

San Luis 

Schedule Description* 

pOther IO-Plan 
p Other IO-Plan 

Schedule Description* 

Obispo Co. SD 0 lO-Plan (4,.3, no teams) 
100Plan (4-3, teams) Santa Cruz Co. SO n 

Agency 

SantaBarbara 
Co.SD 

Agency 

Schedule Description* 

t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 

Schedule Description * 

Monterey Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

..... <:h:·;·,·:AGENCY SIZE: .500·~ .999:<;;·, ...... . 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No lagencies in thjJi category. 

::Y::(:~;:<:··{:AGENCYSIZE: ··OVER1,OOO ................ './; 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 3 

PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORTH 

Agency Schedule Description * 

Blue Lake PO d 
Butte Comm. z 

Coll.PO 
Calistoga PD 0 

ColfaxPD 0 

ComingPD d 
CSU Chico PO d 
CSU Humboldt PO m 

CSU Sacramento PD d 
OixonPO 0 
OorrisPD y 
Dunsmuir PO 0 

GridleyPD e 
IonePD a 
IsletonPD d 
lacksonPD d 
Lake Shastina PO b 
Lakeport PO d 
Lincoln PO d 
Mt Shasta PO d 
Nevada City PO 0 

RioDellPD d 
Rio Vista PD 0 

Sierra Co. SO d 
St Helena PO d 
WCf~PD 0 
Wbeatland PO d 
Winters PO d 
Yreka PO 0 

8-Plan (5 u 2, no teams) 
Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-PIan) 
I()'PIan (4-3, no teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3. no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
9-PIan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
8,·PIan (5-2, no teams) 
100Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Other 12-Plan 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (6-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
g-Plan (6-3, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
lO-PIan (4-3, no teams) 
8-PIan (S·2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
a-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no~) 
8-PIan (S~2. no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
lO-PIan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency 

AubumPO 
Clearlake PO 
Colusa Co. SD 
FoisomPD 
Grass Valley PD 
Marysville PO 
Paradise PO 
Placerville PD 

Schedule Description* 

Red BlutfPO 
Rocklin PO 
Suisun City PO 

d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
t 12-Phn (3-4, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
e 8-Plan (6-3, no teams) 
n IO-'~an (4-3, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

Amador Co. SO 
Benicia PO 
DavisPD 
EurekaPD 
Glenn Co. SO 
WoodiandPD 
YubaCityPD 

Agency 

ChlcoPD 
WsenCo. SO 
Napa Co. SO 
Siskiyou Co. SO 
SouthLake 
TahoePD 

Tehama Co. SO 
West 

Sacramentc PO 
YubaCA, SO 

Agency 

Butte Co. SO 
Fairfield PD 
Lake Co. SO 
Napa PO 
Nevada Co. SO 
Redding PO 
Roseville PO 
Sutter Co. SO 
Vacaville PO 

Schedule Description* 

o 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
g Other 8-PIan 
d g-Plan (5-2. no teams) 
o lO-PIan (4-3, no teams) 
o IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
1 Other 9-PIan 
e 8~Plan (6-3, no teams) 

Schedule Description * 

o lO-PIan (40 3, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2. no teams) 
I Other 9·Plan 
d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 

m 9-PIan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 

d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule Descriptionft 

n IO-PIan (4-3, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
o IO~Plan (4-3, no teams) 
o IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
o lO-Plan (4-3. no teams) 
n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

.••••. ' >; ·.,AGENCY,'SIZE:::'200 ~.'299,}:, " .... 
" 

Agency Schedule Description* 

EI Porado Co. SO 0 

Vallejo PO m 

Yolo Co. SD e 

lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
g-Plan (6-3, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 3 

PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORTH (Contd.) 

Agency Schedule Description* Agency Schedule Description * 

Placer Co. SD n IO-Plan (4-3, teams) Sacramento PD n IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

Agency Scbedule Description· Agency Schedule Description· 

California State Sacramento Co. SO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Police d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Solano Co. SD d 8wPlan (5·2, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 3 

PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

VALLEY 

Agency Schedule Description* 

AngelsPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
ArvinPD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Bear Valley PD Y Other 12-Plan 
California City PD d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teaulls) 
Chowchilla PO d 8-Plan (S-2, nei teams) 
CorcoranPD g Other 8-Plan 
CSU Bakersfield PD d 8n Plan (5-2, no teruns) 
CSU Stanislaus PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
DosPalosPD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
EscalonPD e 8-Plan (6-3, no teams) 
ExeterPD d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
GustinePD d 8 ·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
HughsonPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
KermanPD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Kingsburg PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Livingston PD b 8-Plan (6-3. teams) 
Merced Comm. 
.coll. PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

NewmanPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Patterson PD b 8-Plan (6-3, teams) 
RiponPD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Riverbank PD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
San Joaquin Delta 

Comm. Coll. PD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
SonoraPD d S-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Stallion Springs PD 0 10·Plan (4-3, no teams) 
State Center 

Comm. Coll. PD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams} 
Waterford PD c 8-Plan (6-3, no teams) 

AGENCY SIZE: .2S -49 

Agency 

AtwaterPD 
CSU Fresno PD 
DinubaPD 
LemoorePD 
Los Banos PD 
Mariposa Co. SO 

Oakdale PO 
R.eedleyPO 
Selma PO 

Schedule Description* 

o lO-Plan (4-3, DO teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no t~) 
o 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
b 8-Plan (6-3, teams) 
z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule De!Cription* 

Calaveras Co. SD p Othtr 10-Plan 
CeresPD e 8-Plan (6-3, no teams) 
HanfordPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Madera Co. SO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Manteca PO z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
Porterville PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Ridgecrest PO d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
TracyPD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
TuJarePD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description" 

Madera PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
10-Plan (4-3, teams) 
8-Plan (6-3, no teams) 

Merced Co. SD d 
Tuolumne Co. SO n 
Turlock PO e 

. .:.:,:AGENCYSIZE:IOO":199; ........ :. 

Agency 

DelanoPD 
Kings Co. SO 
LodiPD 
Merced PO 
Visalia PO 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5M 2, no teams) 
pOther IO-Plan 
d 8-Pian (5-2, no teams) 
o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

I·:· ' ... :.·.· .. :.AGENCYSIZE: ·.200·-299 

Agency 

ModestoPD 

Schedule Description· 

b 8-Plan (6-3, teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

VALLEY (Contd.) 

APPENDIX 3 

Agency Schedule Description· Agency Schedule Description· 

Bakersfield PD n lO-Plan (4-3. teams) 
Stanislaus Co. SD e 8-Plan (6-3. DO teams) 

Agency 

StocktonPD 
Tulare Co. SD 

Schedule Description· 

P 
d 

Other lO-Plan 
8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 

FrcsnoPD p 
Kern Co. SD n 
San Joaquin Co. SD P 

Other IO-Plan 
IO-Plan (4~3, teams) 
Other lO-Plan 

Agency Schedule Description· 

No agencies in this category. 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH 

APPENnIX3 

Agency Scbedule Description * Agency 

BeUPD 
CamarilloPD 
Claremont PD 
CoronadoPD 

Schedule Description* 

Cerritos 
Corom. ColI. rn 0 IO-Plan (4--3, no teams) 

CSU Dominguez 
HillsPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

CSULong 
BeachPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

ElCamino 
Comm. ColI. PD x 12-Plan (3-4, no teams) 

Pasadena 
Comm. ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Sierra Madre PD z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

Agency Schedule Description'" 

AdelantoPD s 12-Plan (4-3, teams) 
CSU Fullerton PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
CSU Pomona PO d 8·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CSU San Diego PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Irwindale PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
La Palma PD t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
Los Alamitos PO t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
MaywoodPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Palos Verdes 

EstatcsPO x 12-Plan (3-4, no teams) 
Port Hueneme PO d 8-Plan (S-2. no teams) 
San Diego 

Comm. CoIl. PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
San Marino PO z Other schedule (not 8-. 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
Santa Paula PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

o IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
g Other 8-Plan 
a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
j 9-Plan (5.214-3 or 5-3/4-

2, no teams) 
LaVemePD 
Placentia PD 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

San Fernando PO 
Seal Beach PD 
Signal Hill PD 
South Pasadena PD 
UCIrvinePD 
VemonPD 

d 
0 

s 
t 
d 
0 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
12-Plan (4-3, teams) 
ll-Plan (3-4, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

ArcadiaPD z 

AzusaPD 0 

Baldwin Park PO d 
Covina PO 0 

Cypress PO j 

El Segundo PD 0 

Fountain Valley PO 0 

Glendora PD 0 

La HabraPD 0 

LaMesaPD z 

Laguna Beach PO y 
Mahattan Beach PD 0 

Monrovia PD 0 

San Clemente PO y 
UC Los Angeles Pi> d 
UC San Diego PO z 

Other schedule (not 8-. 
9-, 10- or 12~Plan) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
Other 12-Plan 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Other 12-Plan 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- 0. 12-Plan) 

.See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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PATROL WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH (Contd.) 

APPENDlX3 

Agency Schedule Description* Agency Schedule Description* 

AlbambraPD t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
CarlsbadPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Culver City PD P Other 100Plan 
DowneyPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
EIMontePD t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
GardenaPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
HawthomePD x 12-Plan (3-4, no teams) 
Huntington Park PD n 100Plan (4-3, teams) 
IrvinePD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Montebello PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Monterey Park PD x 12-Plan (3-4, no tcaras) 
National City PD n IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
Redondo Beach PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Simi Valley PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Southgate PD n IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
TustinPD a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
VenturaPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
West Covina PD t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
Westminster PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
WbittierPD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, IC- or 12-Plan) 

Agency. Schedule Description* 

Beverly Hills PD 
BwbankPD 
Chula Vista PD 
ComptonPD 

Costa Mesa PD 

El CajonPD 
Escondido PD 
Fullerton PD 
Garden Grove PD 
Oceanside PD 
OrangePD 

OxnardPD 
PomonaPD 

0 

a 
n 
j 

j 

d 
d 
0 

n 
d 
j 

0 

n 

IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4·3, no teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

GlendalcPD d S-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Huntington 

BeachPD m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Inglewood PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
PasadenaPD d ,S-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Santa Monica PD 0 IO-Plan (4--3, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Ventura Co. SD g Other 8-Plan 

:::}:::i':::.:;::';:::::·:~GEN;~:~~:··:SOO.-·~?~{:::::::::::.:;:i'i\::: 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Anaheim PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
. Sa3/4m2, no teams) 

Santa Ana PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

Long Beach PD 

Schedule Description* 

z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

Los Angelcs 
Co. SD d 

Orange Co. SD d 
San Diego Co. SD d 
San Diego PD n 

8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Agency 

BishopPD 
CSUSan 

PATROL WORK SCHEDUI~ES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

INLAND 

. APPENDIX3 

Schedule Description* Agency Schedule Description * 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) ChinoPD p Other 10·Plan 
CoronaPD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

Bernardino DPS 0 10-Plan (403, no teams) 5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Holtville PD d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
ImperialPD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Mammoth Lakes PD d 8~Plan (5-2, no teams) 
UC Riverside PD 

Agency 

BanningPD 
BeaumontPD 
BlytbePD 
CalexicoPD 
Coachella PD 

Agency 

BarstowPD 
El CentroPD 
HemetPD 
Inyo Co. SD 
Montclair PD 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule DescriptionA 

yOther 12-Plan 
t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
o 10·Plan (4-3, no teams) 

FontanaPD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Palm Springs PD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
RialtoPD 
UplandPD 

Agency 

Imperial Co. SD 
OntarioPD 

d 8-Plan (5-2. no teams) 
d 8·Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 

":.;;;,';', ," ..... :·.:AGENCY SIZE: '300 - 399 ':. . ..... : ... 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

San Bernardino PD m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

..--_____ ·i_A_G_E_'N_C_Y..;.,.S_'_Z_E!_.·_7S_:-_'_'_,._ .. , ___ ""-1'; ":.;."< ,,:AGENCY SIZE:' 500 ":999.:,:".,.,: 

Agency 

ColtonPD 
IndioPD 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

"'.: .>: .. ::~GENCYSIZE:>OVER '1,000 .•.. : .••• ' .. , ... 

Agency Schedule Description" 

Riverside Co. SD z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

San Bernardino 
Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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TRAFFIC 
.ou SCHEDULES* BY AGENCY TYPE 

• 

• 

• 1 

.See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 



2 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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• 3 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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4 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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TRAFFIC WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORTH COAST 

APPEy.."DlX 5 

Agency Schedule Description* Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. No agencies in this category. 

Agency Scbedule Description* Agency Schedule Description * 

No agencies in this category. No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Rohnert Park PD a 8~Plan (5-2, teams) 

1.·:·:·::·::::AGENCY:SIZE::';l00:;';'1~:::·:)\\:::::::;:\:: 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category . 

. AGENCY SIZE: .::200;';299: 

Agency 

Santa Rosa PD 

Schedule Description* 

z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10·· or 12·Plan) 

Agency Scbedule Description* 

No agencies in this category . 

Agency Schedule Description" 

No agencies in this category. 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14~15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX! 

TRAFFIC WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY 

Agency Schedule Description* 

HalfMoon Bay PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description" 

AlbanyPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
BelmontPD 0 100Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Emeryville PD d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Hercu1esPD d 8·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Los AltosPD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
MillbraePD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Morgan Hill PD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
San Carlos PD d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Twin Cities PD d 8-Plan (5·2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Burlingame PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CampbellPD d 8-Plan (5.2, no teams) 
MartinezPD d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
NewarkPD j 9-Plan (5-2/4-3 or 

S-3/4~2, no teams) 
NovatoPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
PacificaPD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Pleasant Hill PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
SanBrunoPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

AGENCYSIZE:7S·99 

Agency 

Los GatosPD 

Schedule Description· 

j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

AGENCY SIZE: 1&0 - 199* 

Agency 

AntiochPD 
BARTPD 

Daly CityPD 
Livermore PD 

Schedule Description 

p 
m 

d 
a 

Other IO-Plan 
9-Plan (5-2/4-3 or 
5-314·2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
g-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency 

MilpitasPD 

Schedule Description* 

h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, teams) 

Mountain View PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4.3, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12~Plan) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Palo Alto PO 0 

Pleasanton PD d 
Redwood City PO 0 
SanMateoPD 0 

San Rafael PO d 
SantaClaraPD 0 
South San z 
Francisco PO 

Union City PD 0 
Walnut Creek PD 0 

Agency 

BerkeleyPD 
ConcordPD 
HaywardPD 
RichmondPD 
Sunnyvale PD 

Scbedule Description* 

d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
o I()"Plan (4-3, no teams) 
o IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
o IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

<:P./::{:::.':;,:AGENCYSIZE::JOO-399 

Agency 

FremontPD 

Schedule Description* 

p . Other IO-Plan 

AGENCY SIZE: 400 -499··.··· 

Agency Schedule Description * 

No agencies in this category. 

•• :( •• / ...•..•• :.. .AGENCYSIZE:·:SOO·';' 99!)· 

Agency Schedule Description * 

No agencies in this category. 

' ........ ·.AGENCY SIZE: OVER1~OOO 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Oakland PO 
San Francisco PD 
San Jose PO 

a 
c 
n 

8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-216-3, teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 5 

TRAFFIC WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH COAST 

Agency Schedule Description * 

Scotts Valley PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency 

Carmel~-the­
SeaPD 

Grover City PO 

Pacific Grove PD 
Pismo Beach PD 

Schedule Description * 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
j 9-Plan (S-21~-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-;lan (5-2, no teams) 

•.. ..•. .. .. AGENCY. SIZE: '50·:. 74 : 
.. ,;:-::; .•.. 

Schedule Description* Agency 

Lompoc PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

.... ···· •• ·;AGENCY:SIZEf7S~· 99. 

Agency Schedule Descriptio~* 

.. ; •.... ; ... 
.; .. 

Monterey PD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
San Luis Obispo PD x 12-Plan 0-4, no teams) 
Santa Maria PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

. ...... . .. AGENCYSJZE:100"';·199 ' .• ;;'.. 

Agency 

SalinasPD 
Santa Cruz PD 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
p Other lO-Plan 

Agency Schedule DeKription~ 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Santa BaIbara 
Co. SD t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description· 

No agencies in this category . 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category . 

;>·;'.·::.AGENCYSIZE:· OVERl;OOO .•... 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

- 3 -

- I 



• 

• 

• 

Agency 

TRAFFIC WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORTH 

Schedule De5CriptionA' 

APPENDIX 5 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency 

VallejoPD 

Scbedule Description* 

m 9~Plan (5-214-3 or 
S~3/4-2, no teams) 

Agency 

Grass Valley PD 
Marysville PD 
ParadisePD 
Red BluffPD 
RocklinPD 

Agency 

BeniciaPD 
DavisPD 
EurekaPD 
WoodlandPD 

YubaCityPD 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
e 8-Plan (6-3, 110 teams) 
o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Schedule De5Cription* 

d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
0 lo-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10 or l2-Plan) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

·AGENCYSIZE:·75 .;99·· ••••.•.•.•• : •.•.•• , 

Agency Schedule DescriptionR 

ChicoPD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
SouthLake m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
TahoePD 5-3/4-2, DO teams) 

West 
Sacramento PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

. AGENCY SIZE: 100 -199 .. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Fairfield PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
NapaPD n 10-Plan (4-3, teams) 
ReddingPD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Roseville PD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Sutter Co. SD n 10-Plan (4.3, teams) 
Vacaville PD m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Scbedule Description* 

,·:/:t;)i}.:,: ••. ··.,eAG.ENc;y:sIZE: .. ·500:;..999\>.:..·.:.·.······· 
Agency 

Sacrnmento PD 

Sche~!lle Description" 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

, .• ; .•. · .. ii·'\AGENCY$IZEfOVER::1~OOO>:'·"········:·· 

Agency Schedule De5Cription * 

California 
Highway Patrol g Other 8-Plan 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX! 

TRAFFIC WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

VALLEY 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency 

MantecaPD 

Porterville PD 
Ridgecrest PD 
TracyPD 

Agency 

TurlockPD 

Schedule Description* 

z Other schedt.ue (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Schedule: D~ription* 

e 8-Plan (6-3, no teams) 

AGENCY SIZE:.I00 -199 .. 

Agency 

DelanoPD 
LodiPD 
MercedPD 
VisaliaPD 

Schedule Description * 

d 8·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Pl2n (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
o IO-Phn (4-3, no teams) 

Agency 

ModestoPD 

Agency 

Bakersfield PD 

Agency 

StocktonPD 

Agency 

FresnoPD 

Scbedule Description * 

k 9-Plan (6-3, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Schedule Description * 

a 8-Plan (5-2, tearns) 

.. ', .".".:·.",AGENCY:SIZE::OVERl,OOO:") ;;.:"" 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX! 

TRAFFIC 'VORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH 

Agency Schedule Description" Agency Schedule Description • 

No ag~ncies in this catego1Y. Alhambra PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Carlsbad PO a 8-Plan (05-2, t=uns) 
Culver City PO p Other lO-Plan 

o OowneyPO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description· 
EIMontePD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
GardenaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

No agencies in this category. Hawthorne PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
IrviDcPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Montebello PO d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Monterey Park PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description· 
National City PD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Redondo Beach PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Bell PO 0 IO·PIan (4-3, no teams) 
Ca.!Uarillo PO j 9-Plan (S-214-3 or 

S~3/4-2, no teams) 
Claremont PO d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Coronado PO j 9,-PIan (5-214-3 or 

S-3/4-2, no teams) 
LaVerne PO d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Placentia PO j 9-Plan (S-214-3 or 

Simi Valley PO 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Southgate PO 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
TustinPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Ventura PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
West Covina PO 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Westminster PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

WhittierPD 
5-314-2, no teams) 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

S-3/4-2, no teams) 
Seal 'Beach PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Signal Hill PD P Other IO-Plan 

Agency Schedule Description· 

...•• . ..•.... ·.,AGENCYSIZEf7S ... ";;;;:,:>:;\ .. ' 

Agency Schedule Description • 

Beverly Hills PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

BwbankPO 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 

ArcadiaPD z Other schedule (not 8v , 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
AzusaPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Baldwin, Park PD d 8·PIan (5-2, no teams) 
CovinaPD 0 IO-PIan (4-3, no teams) 
Cypress PO j 9-PIan (S-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no tea.m5) 
EI Segundo PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Fountain Valley PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Glendora PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
La HabraPD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
La Mesa PD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
Laguna Beach PO 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Chula Vista PO h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, teams) 

ComptonPD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Costa Mesa PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

ElCajonPO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Escondido PO d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Fullerton PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Garden Grove PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Oceanside PO d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
OrangePD 

, 
9-Plan (5-2/4-3 or J 

Oxnard PO 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

m IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
PomonaPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Mahattan Beach PD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Monrovia PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no tc:ams) 
DC San Diego PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Agency 

GlendalePD 
Huntington 
BeachPD 

Inglewood PD 
PasadenaPD 

Agency 

Ventura Co. SD 

APPENDIX! 

TRAFFIC WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY ARE,A AND SIZE 

SOUTH (Contd.) 

Schedule Description· 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

AnaheimPD 
SautaAnaPD 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8~Plan (5-2, teams) 

::::!:;:::::::::::i:;:'·!::::;::i:;~;~~~f~:::::::9YE~:~~~~q:::::::::!::!:!::'::!::!;::;;:;::.; 
Agency Schedule Description* 

Long Beach PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Los Angeles Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
San Diego Co. SD d 8-Plan (5·2, n.o teams) 
San Diego PD n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

·See Appendix 1. pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Agency 

BishopPD 

Agency 

BanningPD 
Coachella PD 

Agency 

El CentroPD 
HemetPD 
Montclair PD 

Agency 

ColtonPD 
IndioPD 

Agency 

ChinoPD 
CoronaPD 

FontanaPD 
Palm Springs PD 
RialtoPD 
Upla.ndPD 

APPENDIX 5 

TRAFFIC WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

INLAND 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
j 9-Ptan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d g-Ptan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

OntarioPD 

Agency 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 

Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

San Bernardino PD n 10-PIIll1 (4-3, teams) 

Agency 

Agency 

Riverside Co. SD 

San Bernardino 
Co.SD 

Schedule Description* 

Schedule Description* 

z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

-8-



APPENDlX6 

INVESTIGATION 

• WORlt SCHEDULES* BY AGENCY TYPE 

• 

• 1 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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tlSee Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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3 
.See Appendix 1, pages 14.15, for complete description 
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·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 7 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORTH COAST 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Cloverdale PD 
Crescent City PD 

o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

Agency 

ArcataPD 
CotatiPD 
Fort Bragg PD 
Healdsburg PD 
UkiahPD 

Agency 

Schedule Description'" 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2) 

Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

I' .. ..... . AGENCY SIZE: . 75 - 99· .. ' ........... ; .. . 
.... ,. . .:" ,.: ...... :. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Petaluma PD n 10-Plan (4-3, teams) 
Rohnert Park PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description '" 

Humboldt Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Mendocino Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

- 1 • 

Agency 

Santa Rosa PD 

Agency 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Sonoma Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 
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• 

APPENDIX' 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Atherton PO a 
Brisbane PO z 

ClaytonPD y 
Contra Costa 

Comm. ColI. PD d 
CSUHayward PO d 
Foothill-Oeanze 

Comm. ColI. PO a 
HalfMoon Bay PO 0 

8·Plan (5-2, teams) 
Oilier schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
Other 12-Plan 

8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

S-Plan (5-2, teams) 
10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description~ 

AlbanyPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Belmont PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
CSUSan 
Francisco PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

CSU San Jose PD c 8-Plan (5-216-3, teams) 
EI Cerrito PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Emeryville PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Hercules PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Hillsborough PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Los Altos PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Mill Valley PD d 8-Plan (5-2. no teams) 
MillbraePD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Morgan Hill PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Peralta 

Comm. CoIl. PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Pinole PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
San Carlos PO a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
Sausalito PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Twin Cities PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description * 

Burlingame PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Campbell PO a. S-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Foster City PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
GilrojrPD 0 10-Plan (4 .. 3, no teams) 
MartinezPD a 8-Plan (5-2, u-ams) 
Newark PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Novato PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
PacificaPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Pleasant Hill PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
San Bruno PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

. Agency Schedule Description * 

East Bay Regional 
Park Oist PO m 

Los Gatos PO a 
10-Plan (4-3, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Alameda Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Antioch PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
BART PO m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Daly CityPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Livermore PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Mjlpitas PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Mountain View PO p Other IO-Plan 
Palo Alto PO h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 
Pleasanton PO g Other 8-Plan 
Redwood City PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
San MateoPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
San Rafael PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Santa Clara PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) . 
South San 
Francisco PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

UC Berkeley PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Union City PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Walnut Creek PO c 8-Plan (5-7J6-3, teams) 

.See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 7 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY (Contd.) 

;;.::;:iiiii~ii};ifj!:il:iii;ii:iiiiiii~Q!t;.9Xi:§!#;:;;~~~!:2;~tJ:;:;!;iiiii~ii:i:jjii1iii;~iiiij.iii;;!:i: U::i:::i;i;:i;ii;;ii~i11!ii:;;i~:ii;i~~!:;i~§~£K.~~;.:i;~~:i?:;:!~t;:t;!;;ii;iii~lii:ii;:!::i!~iii:':;;! 
Agency Schedule Description* 1 Agency Scbedule Description* 

Berlce1cyPO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
ConcordPD j 9·Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
HaywardPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Marin Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
RichmondPD b 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 
SunnyvalePD 0 lO~Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Scbedule De!Cription* 

Fremont PD m IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
San Mateo Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

.Agency Schedule Description* 

No ~gencies in this category. 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Contra Costa 
Co.SD o IO-Plan (4-3. no teams) 

Agency 

OaklandPD 

Scbedule Description* 

SanFranciscoPD 
San JoscPD 

f 

g 
a 

8-Plan (S~216-3. 
no teams) 
Other 8-Plan 
8-Plan (5-2. teams) 

• 

• 

• 
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APPENDIX 7 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH COAST 

Agency Schedule Description* Agency Schedule Description* 

Scotts Valley PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) Salinas PD 
Santa Cruz PD 

a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Arroyo Grande PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description-

Atascadero PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) . San Luis 
CapitolaPD a 8~Plan (5-2, teams) 
~el~-the-
SeaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Carpinteria PD d 8-Plan (5-2. no teams) 
CSUSanLuis 
ObispoPD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 

Grover City PD j 9-P.lan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Hollister PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
MarinaPD a 8n Plan (5-2, teams) 
Morro BayPD j 9-Plan (S-2l4-3 or . , 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Pacific Grove PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Pismo Beach PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
San Benito Co. SD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
UC Santa 

BarbaraPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
UC Santa Cruz PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

AGENCYSIZE::SO ~:74:>:· .... 

Agency 

LompocPD 
SeasidePD 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
as-Plan (5-2, teams) 

. , :.. .•. . ...• ':.AGENCYSIZE:'15"!'99':·;i),L:,·· 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Monterey PD a 
San Luis Obispo PD a 
Santa Maria PD d 

8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Obispo Co. SD a 8-Plan (5 8 2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) Santa Cruz Co. SD a 

Agency 

Santa Barbara 
Co.SD 

Agency 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Schedule Description* 

Monterey Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

: •.. ····:,·::AGENCY SIZE::.500-999.::'·}"··: : ..... 

Agency Schedule Description· 

No agencies in this category. 

. ....:<AGENCYSIZE:·OVER 1,000· :< .:,. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category . 



• 

• 

• 

APPENDIX 7 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORTH 

~.:·.::.::i;:?;·:·::::::::·:·::;mi::::),.::~ff~9¥!:,~~~::;::i~"t:~~.;··::\:··.:1::ilii::~,·;::j;i;:;.j::::i:.i; ::::.[:jii::[:·:~:1:t:;:·:;;::::;ii::.;::~g~9!·:'~:~::::::~~~:H:~.~~ .. :;;::::::;:;;·:::%::::i::::1i::;: 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Coming PD d 8~Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CSU Chico PD d 8-Plan (5&2, no teams) 
CSU Sacrn.mento PD c 8·Plan (5-216-3, teams) 
Dixon PD d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
Gridley PD a 8-PWi (5-2, teams) 
Lakeport PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Weed PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Yreka PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

AubumPD 'a g-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Clearlake PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Colusa Co. SD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or l2-Plan) 
FoisomPD 0 la-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Grass Valley PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Marysville PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
ParadisePD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Placerville PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Red BluffPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
RocklinPD 0 la-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Suisun City PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

••.. ' .. ·•·· •. :.;.AGENCY·S!ZE:'.SO-74::-::·':::/}::::.·· .. 

Agency 

Amador Co. SD 
BeniciaPD 
DavisPD 
EurekaPD 
Glenn Co. SD 
WoodlandPD 
Yuba CityPD 

Schedule Description* 

o la-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

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

Agency Schedule Description * 

ChicoPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Lassen Co. SD d S-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Napa Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Siskiyou Co. SD g Other 8-Plan 
South Lake Tahoe PDa 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Tehama Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no t:ams) 
West Sacramento PDd 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Yuba Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Butte Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, karns) 
Fairfield PD g Other 8-Plan 
Lake Co. 50 a 8a Plan (5-2, teams) 
NapaPD n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
NewdaCo. SO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
RcddingPD .a 8-Pian (5-2, teams) 
RosevillePD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Sutter Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
VacavillePD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

::1.:::!.::·::::i::::::%::::i::it=:~f::::::AGEN~::sIZE:·/lO~:~:;:i~~.!:.:.::.:::;::::::::;.':::.';:,b:::'::: 

Agency Scbedule Description * 
El Dorado Co. SD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Vallejo PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Yolo G). SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Yn::":::\:::.,'{:':::·;:i;:;AGENCY:SIZE:)300 t 399:··::Yd:·::;:;=:-·':.:'(:" 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Placer Co. SD Other 9-Plan 

Agency Schedule Description· 

California State 
Police a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Solano Co. SD a g-Plan (5-2, teams) 

:'.. '. . ".:ii. ,'::)( .• ': .··AGENCYSIZE:·500·';;999; .. ,:/ ...... . 

Agency 

Sacramento PD 

Agency 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this catego.ry. 

.Sce Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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• 

• 

APPENDIX": 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

VALLEY 

Agency Sc:hedule Descriptiona 

ArvinPD d 
California City PD d 
Chowchilla PD d 
CSU Bakersfield PD d 
ExeterPD d 
Kingsburg PD a 
NewmanPD d 
Patterson PD a 
RiponPD d 
Riverbank PD d 
SonoraPD d 
State Center 

Comm. ColI. PD d 

8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5·2, no teams) 
8·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S·2, no teams) 

8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

AtwaterPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
CSU Fresno PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
DinubaPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
LemoorePD a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
LosBanosPD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
OakdalePD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
ReedleyPD a 8-Plan (5.2, teams) 
SelmaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

OelanoPD 
Kings Co. SO 
LodiPD 
Merced PO 
V1Sa.liaPD 

Agency 

ModestoPD 

Agency 

Schedule Description * 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Scbedlde' Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Schedule Description* 

Bakersfield PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Stanislaus Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

Stockton PO 
Tulare Co. SD 

Schedule Description* 

g Other 8-Plan 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

,AGENCYSIZE::50·· 
:·:<:>:r:,AGENCYSIZE:··:SOO·;..999 .. :.:..·· .. :·:. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Calaveras Co. SD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
CeresPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
HanfordPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Madera Co. SO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Manteca PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Porterville PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Ridgecrest PO a 8-Plan (5-2, tearns) 
TracyPD a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
Tulare PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description· 

Madera PO a 
Merced Co. SO d 
Tuolumne Co. SO a 
Turlock PO a 

8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Agency Schedule Description* 

Fresno PO a 
KemCo. SO p 
San Joaquin Co. SD a 

8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Other lO~Plan 
8~Plan (5-2, teams) 

.,: .... AGENCYSIZE:'OVER'l~OOO' : .' 
, 

Agency Scbedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 



• 

• 

• 

APPENDIX 7 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH 

.C: .. ;:.::::'::.:.·i,.;·'>U;;::;:;(.:;;;::;~(;E~~i:S~~:i)l*-·~.:~::::'·;;i.;;::-);:!i:!::;:·i;:;·:·:::;:::::i .::ti:!:!::::jii~:·i:;i!;;;;::::i;!~:;:i::;~g~~¢t:~~·:rl~.:~.:~~::;;:}; ... i.i.·:·;:··:·:·i:::::·.::ii 
Agency Schedule Description* 

CSU Dominguez 
Hills PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

CSU Long Beach PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Pasa.dena 

Comm. ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Sierra Madre PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
~-,------------------------~ 

Agency Schedule Description * 

AdelantoPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
CSU Fullerton PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
esu San Diego PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Irwindale PD a g-Plan (5-2, teams) 
La Palma PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Los Alamitos PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Maywood PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Palos Verdes 

EstatesPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Port Hueneme PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
San Marino PO a 8-Plan (5a 2, teams) 
Santa Paula PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Bell PO 0 

Camarillo PO a 
Claremont PD a 
Coronado PO j 

LaVernePD d 
Placentia PD j 

San Fernando PD a 
Seal Beach PD p 
Signal Hill PO j 

South Pasadena PD 0 

VernonPD 0 

IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-314-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Other IO-Plan 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, no temlS) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Schedwe Description* 

ArcadiaPD h 9-Plan (Se2l4-3 or 
5-3/4-2, teams) 

AzusaPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Baldwin Parle PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
CovinaPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Cypress PO j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
El Segundo PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-314-2, no teams) 
Fountain Valley PD n IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
GlendoraPD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
La HabraPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
LaMesaPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Laguna Beach PD m IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
Mahattan Beach PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
MonroviaPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
San Clemente PD h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 
UC Los Angeles PD a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
UC San Diego PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

AlhambraPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
CarlsbadPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Culver City PD P Other IO-Plan 
DowneyPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
EIMontePD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
GardenaPD a 8-Plan (S-2, tearns) 
Hawthorne PO m IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
Huntington Park PD n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
Irvine PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Montebello PD a 8-Plan (5-~, teams) 
Monterey Park PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
National City PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Redondo Beach PD h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 
Simi Valley PD b 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 
Southgate PD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
TustinPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
VenturaPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
West Covina PD n IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
Westminster PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
WhittierPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 7 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH (Contd.) 

·:·:.:::··:·.::;::":::.:.{!:::!:::::):'fA.¢~N¢¥"$~i::::~AA;:f:~~;~::::!; •• !;ii:!i·.::i:;i;·:::!.·i::.:;.:;:: :;:;:i:~:::;;·:::.;:;1:i.j::;;.;:::::::;~g~~¢X::SIZI!::.·400.:~;4~.)::: .. ::::;·:::::·:.::::i:;::··:·;:·::· 

Agency Schedule Description * 

Beverly Hills PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

BwbanlcPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Chula VISta PD I Other 9-Plan 
ComptonPD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Costa Mesa PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
El CajonPD h 9-Plan (Sw2l4.3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 
Escondido PD a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
Fullerton PD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Garden Grove PD j 9-Plan (5.214.3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Oceanside PD a 8-Plan (S·2, teams) 
OrangePD j 9-Plan (5.214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 
OxnardPD a 8-Plan (5·2, teams) 
PomonaPD n 10-Plan (4.3, teams) 

.. .·.'AG;ENCYSIZE:·300~399:::.:·\;; ~\';: 

Agency Schedule Description * 
GlendalePD d 8·Plan (5·2, no teams) 
Huntington m 9-Plan (S-214-3 or 
BeachPD S-3/4-2, no teams) 

Inglewood PD a 8-Plan (5.2, teams) 
PasadenaPD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Santa Monica PD j 9-Plan (S-214-3 or 

5-3/4-ij, no teams) 

·See Appendix I, pages 14.1S, for complete description 

-8· 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Ventura Co. SD a 8-Plan (5·2, teams) 

Agency 

AnaheimPD 
SantaAnaPD 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
a 8-Plan (S·2, teams) 

Agency 

Long D.each PD 

Schedule Description * 

z 

Los Angeles Co. SO d 
Orange Co. SD j 

San Diego Co. SO a 
San Diego PD a 

Other schedule (not 8·, 
9-, 10· or 12·Plan) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
9-Plan (5·214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
S-Plan (5-2, teams) 

• 

• 

• 
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APPENDIX 7 
INVESTIGATION WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

INLAND 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Bishop PO a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
csuSan 
Bernardino OPS g 

Imperial PO 0 

Mammoth Lakes PD d 
UC Riverside PO a 

Other 8-Plan 
10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency 

BanningPD 
BeaumontPD 
Blythe PO 
Calexico PO 
Coachella PO 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-PIan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-PIan (S-2, teams) 
d 8-PIan (S-2, no teams) 

Agency 

Imperial Co. SO 
OntarioPD 

Agency 

Schedule Descrlption* 

a g-Plan (S~2, teams) 
a 8·Plan (S-2, teams) 

Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Scbedule Description * 
San Bernardino PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

.··.:; ... :.,./'.:'(,.·AGENCy'sizE£"soo ·;"999:f;::·) 

Agency 

BarstowPD 
EI CentroPD 
HemetPD 
Inyo Co. SD 
Montclair PD 

Agency 

ColtonPD 
IndioPD 

Schedule Description" 

d g·PIan (5.2, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
d g-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
0 IO-PIan (4-3, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

.AGENCY;SIZE:l00';;l99.:; .,;, .• ;,,'.:-

Agency Schedule Description* 

ChinoPD k 9-Plan (6-3, no teams) 
CoronaPD j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

I Fontana PO 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
Palm Springs PD a g-Plan (S-2, teams) 
Rialto PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Upland PO a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Agency Schedule Description * 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency 

Riverside Co. SO 
San Bernardino 

Co. SO 

Schedule Description* 

d 

a 

8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 

8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
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*See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 9 
DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORTH COAST 

Agency 

Cloverdale PD 
CSU Sonoma PD 
FortunaPD 
Sebastapol PD 
WillitsPD 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8a Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

ArcataPD 
CotatiPD 

Schedule Description* 

Fort Bragg PD 
Healdsburg PD 
UkiahPD 

Agency 

a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
pOther lO-Plan 

Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Petaluma PO 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Rohnert Park PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Humboldt Co. SO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Medocino Co. SO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency 

Santa Rosa PO 

Agency 

Scbedule Description* 

n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Sonoma Co. SO o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

··~······.) .. \>:AGENCYSIZE:OVER 1,000:... . •. :.'. 

Agency Schedule Description" 

No agencies in this category. 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY 

Agency Scbedule Description· Agency Schedule Description* 

AthcrtonPD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
BrisbanePD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
ColmaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Contra Costa 

Comm. Coli. PD d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
esu Hayward PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
FairfaxPD a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
Foothill-Deanze 

Comm. Coli. PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
San JoselEvergrcen 
Comm. Coli. PD d 8·Plan (S~2, no teams) 

TiburonPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
West Valley-Mission 
Comm. Coli. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description * 

Alb3nyPD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
BelmontPD d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
CSUSan 
Francisco PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

CSU San Jose PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Emeryville PD d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
Hillsborough PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Los AltosPD a 8-PIan (5-2, teams) 
Mill Valley PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
MillbraePD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Morgan Hill PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Peralta Comm. 

ColI. PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
PinolePD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
San Carlos PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Sausalito PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Twin Cities PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Burlingamc PD d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CampbellPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Foster City PD z Other schedulc (not 8-, 

9-, lOG or 12~Plan) 
GilroyPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
MartinczPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
NewarkPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
NovatoPD n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
PacificaPD ·a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Pleasant Hill PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
SanBrunoPD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description * 

East Bay Regional 
Park Dist. PD m 

Las Gatos PD 0 

10-Plan (4-3, teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description· 

Alameda Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
AntiochPD p Other lO-Plan 
BARTPD m 9-Plan (5-2/4-3 or 

5-314-2, no teams) 
Daly CityPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Livermore PD g Other 8-Plan 
MilpitasPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Palo AltoPD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Pleasanton PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Redwood City PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
San Rafael PD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
SantaClaraPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
South San 
Francisco PD w l2-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

UC Berkeley PD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Union City PD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Walnut Creek PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Azency 

BedceleyPD 
ConcordPD 
HaywardPD 
Marin Co. SD 

RichmondPD 
SunnyvalePD 

Agency 

FremontPD 

SanMatcoPD 

APPENDIX 9 
DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY (Contd.) 

Schedule Description* 

d ·8-Plan (5-2, no t~) 
0 IOePlan (4-3, no teams) 
0 lo-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
h 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, teams) 
0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
p Other IO-Plan 

Schedule Description ill 

z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9·, 10- or 12-Plan) 

z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency 

Contra Costa 
Co.SD 

Agency 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule . Description* 

OaklandPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
10.Plan(4-3, teams) 

San Francisco PD a 
San Jose PD n 

• See Appendix I, pages 14·15, for complete description 
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DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH COAST 

Agency Schedule DeJCription* 

Allan Hancock 
Comm. ColI. PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

8-Plan (5.2, teams) Scotts Valley PD (> 

Agency Schedule Description * 

Arroyo Grande PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Atascadero PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CapitolaPD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Carmel..()y-
the-ScaPO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

CarpinteriaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CSUSanLuis 
ObispoPD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Grover City PD d a·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Morro BayPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Pismo Beach PD d 8~Plan (5-2, no teams) 
uC'Santa 

BarbaraPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

AGENCYSJZE::SO·';';74 •. 

Agency 

I LompocPD 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

AGENCY SIZE: 75 -99:' ." •. 

Agency 

San Luis 
Obispo PO 

Santa Maria PO 

Scbedule Description-

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d g-Plan (5.2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Santa Cruz PO pOther lO-Plan 

Agency 

San Luis Obispo 
Co. SO 

Agency 

Santa Barbara 
Co. SO 

Agency 

Schedule DeJCription* 

o lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Schedule DeJCription* 

o 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Schedule DeJCriptionQ 

No agencies in this category. 

. ·.AGENCYSIZE:'SOO ";;99~ 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

i'" ...... :,AGENCYSIZE:; OVER 1,000 ;::, 

Agency 

No agencies in this category . 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 9 
DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORTH 

Agency Schedule Description * 

Calistoga PDI d 
ComingPD d 
CSU Chico PD z 

CSU Humboldt PO d 
CSU Sacramento PD d 
DorrisPD d 
Dunsmuir PD a 
GridleyPD a 
IonePD I 
LincolnPD d 
Mt Shasta PD d 
Sierra Co. SD d 
St Helena PD d 
WeedPD d 
YrekaPD d 

8·Plan (5-2. no teams) 
8-Plan (5·2, no teams) 
Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5·2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Other 9·Plan 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8mPIan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no tea.w.s) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule DeScription* 

AubumPD a 8·Plan (5-2, teams) 
Clearlake PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Colusa Co. SD 0 I()"Plan (4-3, no teams) 
FoisomPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Grass Valley PD d 8-Plan (5-2. no teams) . 
MarysvillePD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
ParadisePD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Red BluffPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
RocklinPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Suisun City PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

ChicoPD 0 

Lassen Co. SD d 
Siskiyou Co. SO Y 
South Lake Tahoe PDa 
Tehama Co. SD d 
Yuba Co. SO d 

10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Other 12-Plan 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

::'::'::':!:·{:;:::::·:::::i::':::.::::::lA~q::'~IZE::\'1~A19~:.::;:;':,'::ii;"':,\:: 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Butte Co. SD 0 10-PJan (4-3, no teams) 
Fairfield PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Lake Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
NapaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Nevada Co. SD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
ReddingPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Roseville PD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Sutter Co. SD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

9-, 10- or l2-Plan) 
Vacaville PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

... ;::'.}·;.::::)/::AG~CY'SIZE:200:~·299:::;:\:);:':··.:·(.i· 

Agency 

VallejoPD 

Agency 

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule Description* 

~_·_'···_.'·_.A_G_E_N __ CY_S_IZE_:_SO_. _.~_"['_4 .......... __ . __ ....• ~.:/:... Placer Co. SD o 10·Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Agency 

AmadorCo.SD 
BeniciaPD 
DavisPD 
EurekaPD 
Glenn Co. SD 
Yuba CityPD 

Schedule Description!/! 

() lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
o 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
d 8·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
e 8-Plan (6-3, no teams) 

Agency 

California State 
Police 

Solano Co. SD 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 

-5-

Schedule Description* 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 



DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

NORm (Contd.) 

Agency Schedule Description* Agency Schedule Description* 

Sacramento PD a 8·Plan (5.2, teams) California Highway 
Patrol d gaplan (5·2, no teams) 

Sacramento Co. SO d g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

·Sec Appendix 1, pages 14·15, for complete description 
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APPENDIX 9 
DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 

BY AREA AND SIZE 

VALLEY 

Agency Schedule DescriptionA 

AngelsPD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
ArvinPD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Bear Valley PO Y Other 12-Plan 
California City PO d 8·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Chowchilla PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Corcoran PO g Other 8-PIan 
CSU Bakersfield PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
CSU Stanislaus PO d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
OosPalosPO a 8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
Escalon PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Exeter PO d g-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Kingsburg PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
Livingston PO b 8-Plan (6-3, teams) 
RipcnPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
San Joaquin Delta 
Comm.Coll.PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

SonoraPD d B-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
State Center z Other schedule (not 8·, 
Comm. ColI. PD 9-. 10- or 12-Plan) 

Agency 

AtwaterPD 
CSU Fresno PD 
DinubaPD 

Schedule Description'" 

Los Banos PD 
OakdalePD 
ReedleyPD 
SeimaPD 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

AGENCY SIZE: 50 ~74' 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Calaveras Co. SD d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
Ceres PO d 8-Plan (S-2, DO teams) 
HanfordPD d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
Madera Co. SD 0 10-Plan (4-3, DO teams) 
MantecaPD d B-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
Porterville PO d 8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
Ridgecrest PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
TracyPD z Other schedule (not 8-. 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
TularePD d 8-Plan (S-2, DO teams) 

Schedule Agency 

MaderaPD 
Merced Co. SD 
Tuolumne Co. SO 
TurlockPD 

Description* 

d 
d 
d 
z 

g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

Agency 

OelanoPD 
Kings Co. SD 
LodiPO 
Merced PO 
Visalia PO 

Schedule Description/) 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
dB-Pian (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
z Other schedule (not 8., 

9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

!:'}:'::':\:AGENCYSlZE:·· 200.;299. :.:.:. ..... . , 

Agency Schedule Description· 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency Schedule Description· 

Bakersfield PD n lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 

Agency 

Stockton PO 
Tulare Co. SO 

Schedule Description· 

D lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
o 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

AGENCYSIZE:SOO -,999. . ..... 

Agency Schedule Description* 

Fresno PO d 
KemCo. SO d 
San Joaquin Co. SO P 

8·Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5.2, no teams) 
Other lO-Plan 

AGENCY SIZE: OVER 1,000 

Agency Schedule Description· 

No agencies in this category. 

·See Appendix I, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH 

Agency Schedule Description* Agency Schedule Description* 

Cerritos Comm. BcllPD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
Coll. PD d 80Plan (5-2, no tl!aIDS) Claremont PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

CSU Dominguez CoronadoPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
HillsPD 0 IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) LaVerne PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

CSULong Placentia PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
BeachPD d 8-Plan (5-2., no teams) San Fernando PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

El Camino Seal Beach PD y Other 12-Plan 
Comm. ColI. PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) Signal Hill PD 5 12-Plan (4-3, teams) 

Pasadena South Pasadena PD t 12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
Comm. Coll. PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) UC Irvine PD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Sierra Madre PO z Other schedule (not 8-, Vernon PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 

. ·.:'.AGENCYSlZE::25-49i:·}",i, .. ;i 
. Description· 

. ··:';:<::::)::':::AGENC¥SIZE:· 75;;.99\· .,},:,.::;:.:::;:: 
~~~ ... ~";~~--~~~--~--~~':::';~:~~'-.. ~ .. ;.~;.:,::~;": 

Agency Schedule 
Agency Schedule Description* 

ArcadiaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
AdelantoPD s 12-Plan (4-3, teams) Azusa PO 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
CSU Fullerton PD u 12-Plan (3-3, no teams) 
CStiPomona PD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Baldwin Park PD 0 lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
CovinaPD z Other schedule (not 8-, 

CSU San Diego PD d 3-Plan (5·2, no teams) 9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
IrwindalePD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) Cypress PO j 9-Plan (5-214~3 or 
La Palma PO Y Other 12-Plan 5-3/4-2, no teams) 
Los Alamitos PD g Other 8-Plan Fountain 
Maywood PO g Other 8-Plan ValIeyPD m IO·Plan (4-3, teams) 
Palos Verdes GlendoraPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
EstatesPD 0 10-Plan (4-3, no teams) ; La Habra PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Port Hueneme PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no t.eams) La.MesaPD d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
SanOiego U.iguna Beach PD h 9-Plan (5-2/4-3 or 
Comm. Coll. PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 5-3/4-2, teams) 

San Marino PO z Other schedule (not 8-, Monrovia PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
9-, 10- or 12·Plan) . San Clemente PD a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 

Santa Paula PO a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) UC Los Angeles PD p Other 10-Plan 
UC San Diego PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 



DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

SOUTH (Contd.) 

APPENDIX 9 

Agency Schedule Description* Agency 

GlendalePD 
Huntington 
BeachPD 

Schedule Description * 
Alhambra PD z 

Carlsbad PO d 
Culver City PO d 
DowneyPD 0 

El Monte PO () 
Huntington Park PO 0 

IrvinePD t 
Montebello PO d 
Monterey Park PD d 
National City PD 0 

Redondo Beach PD d 
Simi Valley PD d 
Southgate PD n 
Tl1StinPD d 
VenturaPD 0 

West CovinaPD t 
Westminster PD j 

Whittier PD a 

Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
lo-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, DO teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Pla.u (S-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
10-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
12-Plan (3-4, teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
g-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description" 

BeverlyHillsPD 

BwbankPO 
Chula Vista PD 
Compton PO 
Costa Mesa PD 
El Cajon PO 
Escondido PD 
Fullerton PO 
Garden Grove PD 
Oceanside PD 
Orange PO 

Oxnard PO 
Pomona PO 

j 

d 
n 
a 
d 
d 
d 
a 
0 

d 
j 

m 
0 

9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, teams) 
H)-Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-314-2, no teams) 
IO-Plan (4-3, teams) 
lO-Plan (4-3, no teams) 

Inglewood PD 
Pasadena PO 
Santa Monica PD 

d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 

m 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 
5-3/4-2, no teams) 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
j 9-Plan (5-214-3 or 

5-3/4-2, no teams) 

Agency SrheduIe Description * 
Ventura Co. SD yOther 12-Plan 

Agency 

AnaheimPD 
SantaAnaPD 

Schedule Description· 

d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8~Plan (5~2, no teams) 

Agency Schedule Description· 

Long Beach PO d 
Los Angeles Co. SO d 
Orange Co. SO 0 

San Diego Co. SO d 
San Diego PO d 

a-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
lO~Plan (4-3, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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DISPATCH WORK SCHEDULES USED 
BY AREA AND SIZE 

INLAND 

Agency Schedule Description* 

BishopPD d 8~Plan (5-2, no teams) 

8-Plan (5·2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
8-Plan (5.2, no teams) 

CSUSan 
Bernardino DPS d 

Holtville PD d 
UC Riverside PD d 

Agency 

BanningPD 
BeaumontPD 
BlythePD 
CalexicoPD 
Coachella PD 

A.gency 

BarstowPD 
EI Centro.PO 
HemetPD 
Inyo Co. SD 
Montclair PD 

Schedule Description* 

k 9-Plan (6-3, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

Schedule D(!.«:ription* 

d s-ptm (5-2, no teams) 
a 8-Plan (5-2, teams) 
a 8·Plan (S-2, teams) 
d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
o 10-Plan (4-3. no teams) 

.. 

AGENCY SIZE: 75~ 99 

Agency Schedule Description* 

ColtonPD 
Indio PO 

d 8-PIan (S~2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

AGENCY SIZE::::tOO":l99::!'>: 

Agency 

CoronaPD 
FontanaPD 
Palm Springs PD 
Rialto PD 
Upland PO 

Schedule Description* 

yOther l2-Plan 
d 8-Plan (S-2, no teams) 
d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 
d 8-PIan (5-2, no teams) 

·See Appendix 1, pages 14-15, for complete description 
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Agency Schedule Description~ 

lmperial Co. SD n 10-Plan (4-3, teams) 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in·this category. 

Agency Schedule Descriptioo* 

San Bernardino PO d 8-Plan (5-2, no teams) 

:', ·)::::;::' .. :::}AGENCY SIZE:iSOo .. ,999;\· ... ::::·1 

Agency Schedule Description* 

No agencies in this category. 

Agency 

Riverside Co. SO 
San Bernardino 

Co.SD 

Schedule Description* 

n IO-PIan (4-3, teams) 

z Other schedule (not 8-, 
9-, 10- or 12-Plan) 
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APPENDIX 10 

WORK SCHEDULES USED BY RESPONDING AGENCIES 

Returned responses indicated many agencies use more than one work schedule. For example, an agency may 
use a 10-plan for Patrol, an 8-plan for Traffic and Investigation, and a 12-plan for Dispatch. Only 200 of the 
385 respondents use only one plan in their agency. 

Included in this appendix is a llgt of the of work plans used by responding agencies for Patrol, Traffic, 
Investigation and Dispatch units. Analysis shows that 164 agencies use only an 8-plan, 2 use only a 9-p1an, 
28 use only a 10-plan, 4 use only a l2-plan, and 2 use only an "other" schedule. 

Of those agencies using an S-plan in Patrol, the following schedules are also used: 

TRAFFIC JNVIESTIGATION 

9-Plan 2 3 
10-Plan 10 2 
l2-Plan 0 0 
Other 0 1 

Of those agencies using a 9-plan in Patrol, the following schedules are also used: 

TRAFFIC INVF.STIGATION 

8-Plan 2 8 
100Plan I I 
12-Plan 0 0 
Other 1 0 

Of those agencies using a lO-plan in Patrol, the following schedules are also used: 

TRAFFIC INVESTIGATION 

8-Plan 12 60 
9-Plan 3 16 
l2-Plan 0 0 
Other 2 1 

Of those agencies using a 12-plan in Patrol, the following schedules are also U1Sed: 

8-Plan 
9-Plan 
lO-Plan 
Other 

TRAFFIC 

I 
o 
7 
o 

INVESTIGATION ~ 

7 
3 

11 
1 

DISPATCH 

I 
9 
5 
2 

DISPATCH 

11 
I 
1 
1 

DISPATCH 

45 
2 
3 
3 

DISPATCH 

9 
2 
3 
2 

Of those agencies using an "other" plan in Patrolo the following schedules are also used: 

TRAFFIC INVESTIGATION DISPATCH 

8-Plan 5 11 9 
9-Plan 1 I 0 
IO-Plan 1 0 2 
12-Plan 0 0 0 

- 1 -



APPENDIX 10 

WORK SCHEDULES USED 

Patrol Traffic Investigation Dispatch 

Adelanto PD 12-Plan 8wPlan 12~Plan • Alameda Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
AlbanyPD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
AlhambraPD 12-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan Other 
Allan Hancock Com. Coil. PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Amador Co. SD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
AnaheimPD 9-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Angels PD 8-Pl:m 8-Plan 
AntiochPD lO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
ArcadiaPD Other Other 9-Plan 8-Plan 
ArcataPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Arroyo Grande PD 12-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
ArvinPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Atascadero PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
AthertonPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
AtwaterPD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
AubumPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
AzusaPD IOwPlan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
Bakersfield PD lO-Plan Other 8-Plan IO-Plan 
Baldwin Park PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
BanningPD 12-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 9-Plan 
BarstowPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
BARTPD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan lO-Plan • Bear Valley PD 12-Plan 12-Plan 
BeaumontPD \2-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Bell PD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
Belmont PD 8-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Belvedere PD 8-Plan 
Benicia PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
BerkeleyPD . IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Beverly Hills PD lO-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 
Bishop PD 8-Plan 8~Plao 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Blue Lake PD 8-Plan 
BlythePD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Brentwood PD IO-Plan 
Brisbane PD 12-Plan Other 8-Plan 
Broadmoor PD 12-Plan 
Burb<m.k PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Burlingame PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Butte Co. SD IO-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
Butte Comm. ColI. PD Other 
Cabrillo Comrn. ColI. PD IO-Plan 
Calaveras Co. SD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Calexico PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
California City PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
California Highway Patrol 8-Plan 8-Plan • California State Police 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 

-2-
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WORK SCHEDULES USED 

Patrol Traffic: . Investi2ation Dispatch 

• Calistoga PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 
CamarilloPD 8-Plan 9~Plan 8-Plan 
CampbellPD 8-Plan 8~Plan 8-Plan 8-P13lT\ 
CapitolaPD 9-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
CarlsbadPD 8-Plan 8·Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Cannel-by-the-Sea PD 8-P1aJ;J. 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CarpinteriaPD 100Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Ceres PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Cenitos Comrn. Call. PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 
ChicoPD lOaplan IO-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
ChinoPD IO-Plan 8-Plan 9-Plan 
Chowchilla PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Chula Vista PD IO-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan lO-Plan 
Claremont PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan f~-Plan 

ClaytonPD 12-Plan . 12-Plan 
Clearlake PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Cloverdale PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
Coachella PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
ColfaxPD IO-Plan 
ColmaPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CoitonPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Colusa Co. SD IO-Plan Other IO-Plan 

• ComptonPD 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
. ConcordPD IO-Plan IO-Plan 9-Plan IO-Plan 

Contra Costa Co. SD 8-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
Contra Costa 

Comm. CoIL Dist. PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CorcoranPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
ComingPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CoronaPD 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 12-Plan 
Coronado PD 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Costa Mesa PD 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
COValS;; PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8aPlan 
CovinaPD lOaplan IO-Plan IO-Plan Other 
Crescent City PD 8-Plan Other 
CSU Bakersfield DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU Chico PD 8-Plan 8-Plan Other 
CSU Dominguez Hills PD IO-Plan 8-Plan lO-Plan 
CSU Fresno DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU Fullerton DPS IO-Plan IO-Plan 12-Plan 
CSU Hayward DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU Humboldt DPS IO-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU Long Beach PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU Pomona DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU Sacramento DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 

• CSU San Bernardino DPS IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU San Diego DPS 8-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
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CSU San Francisco PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan • CSU San Jose DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU San Luis Obispo DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
esu Sonoma DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 
CSU Stanislaus DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Culver City PD 100Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
Cypress PD 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 9~Plan 

DalyCityPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
DavisPD 8-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
DeianoPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
DinubaPD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Dixon PD' lO-Plan 8-Plan 
Dorris PD 12-Plan 8-Plan 
Dos Palos PD Other 8-Plan 
DowneyPD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan I00Plan 
DunsmuirPD IO-Plan 8-Plan 
East Bay Regional Park 

Dist. PD IO-Plan IO-Plan lO-Plan 
EI CajonPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 9-Plan . 8-Plan 
EI Camino Camm. Coll. PD 12-Plan 8-Plan 
EI Centro PD 8-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
EI Cerrito PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
EI Dorado Co. SD IO-Plan IO-Plan • EI MontePD 12-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
EI Segundo PD IO-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 
Emeryville PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Esca10nPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Escondido PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
EurekaPD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
ExeterPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
FairfaxPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Fairfield PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
FemdalePD 8-Plan 
FolsomPD 12-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
FontanaPD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
F oothill-Deanza 

Comm. CoIl. DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plau 
Fort Bragg PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Fortuna PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Foster City PD Other 8-Pian Other 
Fountain Valley PD lO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
Fremont PD 9-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan Other 
Fremont-Newark 

Comm. Coll. PD 8-Plan 
Fresno PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Fullerton PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan .' Garden Grove PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 9-Plan IO-Plan 
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• GardenaPD IO-Plan 8~Plan 8-Plan 
GilroyPD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
Glendale PO 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
GlendoraPD IO-Plan lO-Plan 8·Plan 8-Plan 
Glenn Co. SD IO-Plan 8-Plan a-Plan 
Gonzales PD 8-Plan 
Grass Valley PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Greenfield PD 8-Plan 
GridleyPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Grover City PO 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Guadalupe P.p 8-Plan 
GustinePD 8-Plan 
HalfMoon Bay PD IO-Plan IO-Plan lO~Plan 

HanfordPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
HawthomePD 12-Plan IO-Plan lO-Plan 
HaywardPD IO-Plan lO-Plan 8-P;an IO-Plan 
Healdsburg PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
HemetPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Hercules PD Other 8-Plan 8-Plari 
Hillsborough PO 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Hollister PO 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Holtville PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 

• HughsonPD 8-PIan 
. .Humboldt Co. SO lO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 

Huntington Beach PO IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
Huntington Park PO IO-Plan lO-Plan IO-Plan 
Imperial Co. SO 8"Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
Imperial PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 
Indio PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Inglewood PO IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8~Plan 

Inyo Co. SO 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
lone PD 8-Plan 9-Plan 
lrvinePO IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 12-Plan 
Irwindale PD 8-Plan 8-Plan S-Plan 
Isleton PO 8-Plan 
lacksonPO 8-Plan 
Kerman PO 8-Plan 
KemCo. SD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
Kings Co. SD 8-Plan 8-PI.an 8-Plan 
Kingsburg PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
La Habra PD IO-Plan lO-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
La Mesa PD Other Other 8-Plan 8-Plan 
La Palma PD 12-Plan IO-Plan 12-Plan 
Laguna Beach PD 12-Plan lO-P!an lO-Plan 9-Plan 
Lake Co. SO 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 

• Lake Shastina PD 8-Plan 
LakeportPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
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WORK SCHEDULES USED 

Patrol Traffic Investi2stion Dispatch • Lassen Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
LaVemePD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
LemoorePD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
LincolnPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Livermore PD 9-Plan 8-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Livingston PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
LodiPD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
LompocPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Long Beach PD Other 8-Plan Other 8-Plan 
Los Alamitos PD 12-Plan IO-Plan 12-Plan 
Los Altos PD 9-Plan 9-P17..n 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Los Angeles Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Los Banos PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Los Gatos PD Other 9-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
Madera Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
MaderaPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Mammoth Lakes PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Manhattan Beach PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
MantecaPD Other Other 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Marin Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 9-Plan 
MarinaPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Mariposa Co. SD Other 
MartinezPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan • Marysville PD 8-PIan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
MaywoodPD 8wPlan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
Mendocino Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Merced Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Merced Comm. CoIl. Dist. PD 8-Plan 
MercedPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Mill Valley PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Millbrae PD 8-Plan IO-Plan 8~Plan 8-Plan 
Milpitas PD 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Modesto PD 8-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
MonroviaPD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Montclair PD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
Montebello PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Monterey Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Pian 
Monterey Park PD 12-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
MontereyPD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
MoragaPD 8-Plan 
Morgan Hill PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Morro BayPD 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Mountain View PD lO-Plan lO-Plan IO-Plan 
Mt. Shasta PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Napa Co. SD 9-Plan 8-Plan 
NapaPD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan • National City PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
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Patrol Traffic Investigation Dispatch 

• Nevada City PD lO-Plan 
Nevada Co. SD IOmPlan 8mPIan 8-Plan 
NewarkPD 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
NewmanPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Novato PD lO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
OakdalePD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-PIan 
OaklandPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan ~-Plan 

Oceanside PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Ontario PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Orange Co. SD 8-Plan 9-Plan IO-Plan 
OrangePD 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 
OxnardPD lO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan IOmPlan 
Pacific Grove PD . 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Pacifica PD lO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Palm Springs PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Palo Alto PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 9-Plan IO-Plan 
Palos Verdes Estates PD 12-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
Paradise PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan IO-PIan 
Pasadena 

Comm. CoIl. Dist. PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
PasadenaPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Patterson PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Peralta Comm. CoIl. DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 

• PetalumaPD l.O-Plan IO-Plan lO-Plan 
Pinole PD IO-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
Pismo Beach PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Placentia PD 9-Plan 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Placer Co. SD IO-Plan 9-Plan IO-Plan 
Placerville PD 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Pleasant Hill PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Pleasanton PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
PomonaPD IO-Plan IO-Plan lO-Plan IO-Plan 
Port Hueneme PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Porterville PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8~Plan 8-Plan 
Red BluffPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
ReddingPD lO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan , 
Redondo Beach PD lO-Plan lO-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Redwood City PD IO-Plan IO-Plan lO-Plan 8-Plan 
Reedley PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Rialto PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-PIan 8-Plan 
Ricfunond PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 9-Plan lO-Plan 
Ridgecrest PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Phm 8-Plan 
Rio Dell PD 8-Plan 
Rio VistaPD IO-Plan 
Ripon PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Riverbank PD 8-Plan 8-Phl.n • Riverside Co. SD Other Other 8-Plan IO-Plan 

-7-



-;, 

APPENDIX 10 

WORK SCHEDULES USED 

Patrol Traffic Investigation Dispatch 

RocklinPD lO~Plan IO-PIan IO-Plan 8-PIan • Rohnert Park PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-PlaD 8-Plan 
Roseville PD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-PIan 
Sacramento Co. SD IO-Plan 8-PIan 
SacramentoPD lO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8~P1an 

. Salinas PD IO-PIan 8-Plan 8-PIan 
San Benito SD 12-Plan 8-Plan 
San Bernardino Co. SD S-Plan 8-Plan 8-PIan Other 
San Bernardino PD IO-PIan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
SanBrunoPD 10-Plan IO-PIan 8~Plan IO-Plan 
San Carlos PD 8-PIan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
San Clemente PD 12-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
San Diego Co. SD 8-Plan 8-PIan 8-Pian 8-Plan 
San Diego 

Comm. Coll. Dist. PD 8-Plan 8-Plan . 
San Diego PD IO-PIan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
San Fernando PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-PIan 
San Francisco PD IO-PIan 8~Plan 8-PIan 8-PIan 
San Joaquin. Co. SD IO-Plan 8-Plan lO-Plan 
San Joaquin Delta 

Comm. Coll. PD 8~Plan 8-Plan 
San Jose/E.vergreen 

Comm. Coll. PD IO-Plan 8-Plan • SanJose PD IO-Plan lO-PIan 8-Plan lO-Plan 
San Juan Bautista PD 12-PIan 
San Luis Obispo Co. SD IO-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
San Luis Obispo PD 12-Plan 12-PIan 8gPlan 8-Plan 
San Marino PD Other 8-Plan Otller 
San Mateo Co. SD 12-Plan 8-Plan Other 
SanMateoPD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-PIan 
San Rafael PD 8~PIan 8-Plan 8-Plan IO-PIan 
Sand CityPD 8~P1an 

SantaAnaPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-PIan 8-Plan 
Santa Barbara Co. SD 12-Plan 12-Plan 8-Plan IO-PIan 
Santa Clara PD lOwPlan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Santa Cruz Co. SD IO-Plan 8-Plan 
Santa Cruz PD lO-Plan IO-Plan 9-Plan IO-Plan 
Santa. Maria PD 8-Plan 8-PIan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Santa Monica PD IO-PIan 9-PIan 9-Plan 
Santa Paula PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Santa Rosa 

Comrn. Call. PD 8-Plan 
Santa Rosa PD IO-Plan Other 8-Plan IO-Plan 
Sausalito PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Scotts Valley PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Seal Beach PD lO-Plan IOgPlan IO-Plan 12-Plan • Seaside PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 

-8-



t 

APPENDIX 10 

WORKSCHEDL~ESUSED 

Patrol Traffic Investigation Dispatch 

• Sebastapol PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 
SeImaPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Sierra Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Sierra Madre PD Other 8-Plan Other 
Signal Hill PD 12-Plan. IO-Plan 9-Plan 12-Plan 
Simi Valley PD IO-:Plan IO-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 
Siskiyou Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 12-Plan 
Solano Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
SoledadPD 8-Plan 
Sonoma Co. SD IO-Plan 8-Plan IO .. Plan 
SonoraPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
South Lake Tahoe PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
South Pasadena PD 12-Plan IO-Plan 12-Plan 
South San Francisco PD 8-Plan Other 8-Plan . 12-Plan 
Southgate PD lO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
St. Helena PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Stallion Springs PD IO-Plan 
Stanislaus Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
State Center 

Comm. Coll. Dist. PD 8-Plan 8-Plan Other 
StocktonPD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
Suisun City PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 

• Sunnyvale PD IO-Plan lO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
. Sutter Co. SD lO-Plan lO-Plan 8-Plan Other 

Tehama Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Tiburon PD 8-Plan 8-Plan . 
TracyPD 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan Other 
Trir""dad PD 8-Plan 
Tulare Co. SD 80Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
TularePD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Tuolumne Co. SD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
TuriockPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan Other 
TustinPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Twin Cities PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
UC Berkeley PD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 
UC Irvine PD 8-Plan IO-Plan 
UC Los Angeles PD 8-Plan 8-Plan IO-Plan 
UC Riverside PD 8-Plan ~-Plan 8-Plan 
UC San Diego PD Other 8-Plan g-Plan 8-Plan 
UC Santa Barbara PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
UC Santa Cruz PD IO-Plan 8-Plan 
UkiahPD 8-Plan 9-Plan IO-Plan 
Union City PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan lO~Plan 

UpiandPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
VacavillePD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 

• Vallejo PD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Ventura Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 12-Plan 
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VenturaPD IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan IO-Plan • VemonPD IO-Plan IO-Plan 8-Plan 
VisaliaPD IO-Plan IOaPlan 8-Plan Other 
W. Valley-Mission 

Comm. ColI. DPS 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Walnut Creek PD Other IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Waterford PD 8-Plan 
WeedPD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
West Covina PD 12-Plan 100Plan IO-Plan 12-Plan 
West Sacramento PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Westminster PD 9-Plan 9-Plan 8-Plan 9-Plan 
Wheatland PD 8-Plan 
WhittierPD Other 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Willits PD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Winters PD 8-Plan 
WoodlandPD 9-Plan Other 8-Plan 
Yolo Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 
YrekaPD IO-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
YubaCityPD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 
Yuba Co. SD 8-Plan 8-Plan 8-Plan 

• 

• 
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