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In March, ?967,~the University of Georgia institute of Governmer: appiied
to the United States Departmént of Justice Office of Law Enforcemen* Assistance
(OLEA} for funding of a planning project. The purpose of the proposed project
was the determination of the heed and demand for a training program iavelving
all phases of correctional work, prob;t?on, parole and‘institutionai programs

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

v

One guestion of extreme significance to be answered ir the course of th
subsequently funded program was "What are the prevailing levels of professional
knowledge and competency ambng employees of the participating agencies?' The
answer was foreseen as potentially forming the basis for a state-wide training

program at the various levels of training and competency.

By July, a form was developed to measure the educatioral and experien-
tial levels of all personnel in the Sta%e Departments of Parole, Probation and
Corrections. Also included were indicators of age, salary, length of service,
martial status, and specific job titles. This information was gathered durihg
the months of July and August through a survey of personrel records i~ the
appropriate offices in Atlanta. Data tabulated was taken primarily from the
application form andkisfnot necessarily verified. The actual review of records
was conducted by Mro Foy S; Horne, Jr., an Institute of Government ressarch
assistant with the full cooperation and assistance of all three departments.
Analysis of data and the Foi]owing report were compiled by Miss Carol Blair,

Assistant Project Director, Institute of Government staff.
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ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

The Georgia correction system consists of the State Departments of Parole,
Probation and Corrections. The State Department of Parole and the State Department
of Probation are defined by law as two separate systems. Although fhey>are
required to maintain independent records and operate independently, thé three
members of the Board of Pardons and Paroles sit also as the State Board of
Probation, The size of the Board is set by statute at three members who serve
seven year terms.  Parole officers are appointed by the Board and are under the
‘State Merit System. Probation officers are appointed by the Sﬁperior Court
Judges.  There are sevén independent systems, the largest of which is
Fulton County. Data on these indepehdent systems s not included. However,

Fulton County has indicated interest in any trainfng program-that may be developed.,
The following chart briefly illustrates the organization of these departments.

/ GOVERNOR ~\\

STATE BOARD OF PARDONS | ‘ STATE BOARD OF

AND PAROLES | PROBATION
]
DIRECTOR | DIRECTOR
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
s / | ’
T | FIELD SUPERVISORS |
OFFICE STATE —
STAFF SUPERVI SOR '
| | CHIEF PROBATION
, ; , OFFICERS
PAROLE INSTITUTIONAL
OFFICERS PAROLE OFFICERS -
PROBAT10N
OFFICERS

The State Department of Corrections ilso exists independently of any other
State agency. Its Board is composed of five members who serve for five year
periods. As of 1964, all personnel in the Corrections Department other than

policy making officials are subject to review by the Georgia Merit System.
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A general outline of the major organization components of the Corrections

Department follows:

GOVERNOR

I

BOARD OF CORRECTIONS

I

DIRECTOR
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR
| ASSISTANT DIRECTOR ASSISTANTLDIRECTOR.. . 1ASSISTANT DIRECTOR: :ASS I STANT DIRECTOR
.| FOR INSPECT!ONS FOR TRAINING & FOR FINANCING AND FOR CLASSIFICATION
DEVELOPMENT PURCHASING & CUSTODY
PENAL SYSTEM
, _ | wARDEN | _ ;
TREATMENT ‘___»""’ l RN MATNTENANCE & INDUSTRIES
PERSONNEL

DEPUTY WARDEN

CORRECTIONAL MAJOR

l

CORRECT|ONAL CAPTAIN

I

CORRECTIONAL LIEUTENANT

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER |

]
CORRECTIONAL OFFICER !l
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The total personnel of the Parole, Probation, and Correctiors Jepartmen<:

exclusive of the cierical staff of the Probation and Parole Depariments, curredtly

Y

numbers 854, These employees are widely disbursed throughout tne stzte, s'though
éoncentraﬁions do exist In larger cities, such as Atlanta and Savannsh arnd ar

each of the sixteen state correctional institutions, Ffor genera) summary purposes,
all personnel in the three departments has been piaced in aae of five categor:zs,
These are (a) administration, including heads of departments acd al} policy miking
persohne]ﬁ,(b) middle management, including corrections wardens and deputy

wardens and chief probation officers; (c) other professional personﬁe?, including
probation officers, parole officers, and corrections tfeatment persorne?g

(d) corrections custodial personnel, including supervisory officers [iisutenante,

captains, and majors) and correctional officers | and !i; and, fisally, fe) sup-~

portive staff and maintenance personnel representing the Correctiors Departmen:,

ADMINISTRATION

1
A MiDDLE MANAGEMENT | _

-
> =~

WARDENS AND CHIZF PROBAT!ON

DEPUTY WARDENS OFFICERS

__ - -] OTHER PROFESSIONAL
e T ] PERSONNEL S~
““".’ b \\\
PAROLE | | PROBATION. CORRECTf ONS
OFFCERS OFFICERS TREATMENT
CORRECT [ONS

CUSTODTAL PERSONNEL

7
f SUPERVISORY
7
Co- 11
Vi
Co 1

oy

CORRECT1ONS
SUPPORT I VE~
MATNTENANCE
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SUMMARY DATA"

Even though many variations are evident between and within each of :he five
categories of personnel, a total summary was devised consisting of the average

data for the entire correctional system;

GRAND TOTAL SUMMARY. FOR ENTIRE CORRECTIONS SYSTEM

~ X | X VEARS | X YEARS | % H! SCH GRAD| % sOMT | % COLLEGE} % PRIV
EN | X AGE} SALARY{ SERVICE j EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE GRAD EAP
| | | 356 46.2 | 35135 | b5 1.0 41 .9% 9.8% | 3.5% | 49.9%

On. the basis of this summary, the foilowing profile of the personnel in the

corrections system is offered:

The‘Average correctional system employee in Georgia is 46,2 years of age,
and is making $5,135 annually. He has been employed 4.5 years and has a fifuy
percent probabiiity of haVing had some previous relatad experiencew‘ He has a
£1.9% probability of being a high school graduate; a 9.8% prokability of having
done some college work, and a 3,5% probability of being a college graduate.

{See Téble it.1)

As mentioned above, variations between and within categories do exist,
Surprisingly, however, these are not as great as one might expect considering the
five different levels of responsibility and expected expertise. In Table {i.l,

a Summary of Personnel Data by Department and ty Category, harrow rarges in the

mean ages, years of education, years of service and salary can be observed. Of

TTOAm srTmmrRe ey T s

particular interest is the small variation in mean age and saiary in the admini-

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

¥
H
1
£

two s only two-tenths of one year and $1,679 in salary, Within the administrative

group, the range is 4.7 years in ége and $1,068 in salary. Within middle

managemeht, the range in mean age is only 1.9,yea%s and 3780 in mean salary.
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Other areas of comparable similarity are (1) vears of service between
administrative personnel and middle management (1.2 years range), (2) mean
years Qf education between administrative, middle management and other pro-
fessional personnel (2.2 years range), and (3) percentage of high school

graduates between the administrative and other professional personnel

categories {1.5% range).

One factor of interest in contrasting Category 1V, corrections custodial
personnel, and Category V, corrections supportive and maintenance personnel,
is the similarity in mean salaries. The mean salary for supportive pérsornel
(clerical staff, bookkeepers, $uwitchboard operator, etc.) is over a hundred
dollars more than the annual saiary of correctional officers i and almost
$600 more than the annual salary of correctional officers |. The mean salary
of the maintehancé personnel‘(storekeépers, cooks, mechanics, construction |

workers, nurserymen, etc.) while only $20 less than the mean annual salary

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

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

salary of correctional officers Il. (See Table Il.1)

O0f course, the mean is at best a measure of Centra] tendency and is often
distorted by even a few far-spread figures wheh, as in the present study, thei
number of cases is small. Thefefore, the similarities noted may actually be
smaller or even greater, according to the internal distributions of each sub-
category. In the following sections, these distributions Will be discussed

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

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

a relatively narrow range in mean age, length of service, salary, and education
is of interest, if not of statistical significance. This c]uster?ng,assumes

even greater imp]ications‘when the categories are considered by department. This

| point will be elaborated in subsequent sections in which eachldepartment,is'

prgsented independently.‘
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PAROLE DEPARTMENT

An overall summary for the department exclusive of supporting clerical

personnel follows:

SUMMARY FOR ENT!RE PAROLE DEPARTMENT

- X X YEARS X YEARS % Hi SCH GRAD | % SOME % COLLEGE | % PREY
N {X AGE | SALARY { SERVICE | EDUCATION ONLY COLLESE GRAD EXP
54 147.5 | $6,677 1 6.6 | 125 L2, 7% 31.5% 12.,9% 38.9%

In the personnel structure of the parb]e department, only two major

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

officers.
 SUMMARY FOR PAROLE ADMIN!STRATORS

} X YEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD | % SOME  |% COLLEGE |% PREV

N | X AGE | X SALARY | SERVICE | EDUCAT{ON ONLY COLLEGE GRAD EXP
7147.8 | 48,353 | 12.3 13,1 57.1% 28.7% 14.2% 0 157.1%

SUMMARY FOR PAROLE OFFICERS

N o X YEARS | X YEARS | % H! SCH GRAD |% SOME | % COLLEGE |% PRE™

N | X AGE |X SALARY| SERVICE [ EDUCATION ONLY | COLLEGE GRAD EXF
47 | 47.4 | $6,429 5.7 12.7 L0, 6% 31.9% 12.7% | 36.1%

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

in the State Parole Department. ‘As illustrated in Table {11.1,
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these officers are widely dispersed to facilitate more effective supervision,

The overall picture of the Parole Department personnel surveyed is illus-
trated in Table I11.2 and above. The greatest distinctions between the two
categories are in salary and years of service. The parole administrator is most
likely to have served a longer period (mean, 12.3 years) than the parole officer
(mean, 5.7 years). Also, the mean salary is almost $2,000 more annually for the
administrators. Yet, this difference is not as high as one might expect con-
sidering that the administrative staff has a greater likelihood of having
had previous related experience (57.1% versus 36.1%) and has a slightly higher
grade level achievement (13.1 for administrators as opposed to 12;7 for parole
officers). Also, the responsibility differential would predict a greater salary

range between the two.

The Parole Department shows 42.7% of its parole officers had attained high
5choo1 graduation only, although it has the highest percentage of college graduates
(12.9%) of the three departments. There are, however, 12.9% or seven parole
officers who have not completed high ;choo]. Four of thesé;have only two .to th?ee
years service. As can be noted in the education section for parole officers in
Table I'M1.4, the’two to three years of service category indicates a hesavy hiring
pefiod, Possibly there were not enough el}gib]e applicants,to fill all positions,
This could account for four non-high school graduates being clusteréd in this
group. ~Two of the five new officers hired this yeaf have had some college work
and three’are co]]ege‘graduatesf Also, these five are 15.9 years below the meah
age for all state parole officers. These facts may indicate a trend toward |

recrui tment of younger and better educated officers.

A1l members of the seven-man parole administrative staff are high school

graduates, and 28.2% have sorme céllege while 14.2% show college graduation.
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o A

They have a slightly higher percentage of previous related experience (57.1%)

e

than the correctional system as a whole (49.9%) and the parole officers
(36.1%) in specific., The entire Parole Department, while having the lowest

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

service (6.6 years).
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PROBATION DEPARTMENT b

The Probation Department personnel number 91, 56 of which are probation
officers, 27 chief probation officers, and 8, administrators, -As in the Parole

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

o
R

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

assigned to one district. As Table IV.1 indicates, the officers are not
generally clustered, although there are certain areas of concentration. Some

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

s

TRk

s
%
%

area and the Fulton-DeKalb-Gwinnett County area.

oy
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SUMMARY FOR ENTIRE PROBATION DERPARTMENT

) X X YEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD | % SOME | % COLLEGE| % PREV |

N | X.AGE| SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION : ONLY COLLEGE GRAD EXP
91 | 47.9 | $6,737 | 4.3 3.1 58.3% 31.8% } 7.7% | b45.0% |
The Probation Department personnel reviewed includes the administrative staff, }%
: . L
the chief probation officers and the probation officer staff. Summary data on each ﬂ

category follows:

Bl e

AP Pt S N ED S AL St e SR Y Y 0 AP S A P S A S e

SUMMARY FOR PROBAT!ON ADMINISTRATORS

-

) X X YEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD-| % SOME | % COLLEGE| ¥ PREV
N| X AGE| SALARY | SERVICE | EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE |  GRAD. EXP

A e e e et s e s g Lt

et

e

8|52.4 | $9,585 | 6.9 4.3 - 25% 37.5% | 37.5% | 50.0%

SUMMARY FOR CHIEF PROBATION OFFICERS

-

| X |XYEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD | % SOME | % COLLEGE | % PREV
N{X AGE | SALARY | SERVICE | EDUCATION ONLY ) cOLLEGE |  GRAD | EXP

._w&cmmww

T nr

27 b9 |s¢6,665 | 7.2 | 13.0 59.2% 33.3% | 3.7% |37.0%
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SUMMARY FOR PROBATION OFFICERS
- X | X YEARS| X YEARS | % Hi SCH GRAD| % SOME | % COLLEGE| % PREV
EN | X AGE | SALARY | SERVICE | EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE|  GRAD | EXP
56 | 45.4 ] $6130 2.5 12.9 62. 7% 30.3% 5.3% | 49.2%

1

The Probation Department personnel as a whole has slightly higher mean age
than the other departments and annually receives $40 less salary than the Paroie
Department and almost $2,000 more than the Corrections Department average. The
Probation Department has a higher educational‘achievement (13.1 &ear'meaﬁ)
than the Correctional system as a whole. All personnel in the department has
graduated from high school and about forty percent have either done some college

work or completed a four-year degree. (Vable 1V,2)

The age ranges between the three levels of probation personnel reflect
the responsibility tevels of each category. In every case, as rank increases,
the mean ages increase. The range is seven years with a mean of 47.9 years,
35% of Probation Department personnel have been employed from one to twe?Ve
moniths and 25.5% from two to three years, Surprisingly, 45 of the 56 prokation
officers (80%) have been with the department less than four years.’ The mean
years of service of this gfoup as a whole is only 2.5 years, a figure which

exceeds bn]y one other sub-category in the system = corrections officer |

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

The Probation Department personnel have a wider range of previous refated

experfénce than the correctional system as a whole, although the probabiiity

of having had some related experience is somewhat less (45.6% versus #9,9%),

Chief probation officers fall 12.9% short of the system average, exceeding
only the 36.1% average for parole officers. The'most commonly reported

previous experience is a pbsition as either a ''sheriff" or ''deputy sheriff!,
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Seventeen of the forty-one Probation Department employees who had any previous
experience listed this background, with the ne;t highest fiaure, seven, listing
police experience. Only three listed an educational background, each of which
indicated "teacher',

Although salaries in the chief probation officer sub-category are con-
centrated in two income levels (mean, $6,665), the range for probation officers
is distributed over five levels with a mean of $6,130. However, 39 of the
56 officers are concentrated at one level with oﬁ]y one. officer receiving $7;032
or $336 more than the next level. Salaries for the administrative;personge1

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

approximately $10,500 on the other for a mean of $9,585. (Table 1V.3)
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CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT

The Corrections Department represents 83% or 709 of the total correctional
system personnel included in the study. They are located at the sixteen state
prison institutions and the central office in Atlanta. The greatest concentra=
tion is at the Alto Industrial Institute for Youthful Offenders amdkth@ Retds=
ville State Prison. Table V.1 gives thekstaff/inmate breakdown by institution
and focates the prisoné‘in the state. Each of these are graphically located

in Appendix 1, Data is summarized below:

SUMMARY OF ENTIRE CORRECT/!ONS DEPARTMENT

X X YEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD | % SOME | % COLLEGE| % PREV

N ; AGE | SALARY | SERVICE | EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE_ GRAD EXP
709 | 46.0 | $4,877 43 | 10.5 50 0% 5.3% 2.2% | 51.1%

Each of the five categories of personnel are represented in the Corrections
Department, A departmental profile was preparad ihdicating the following
dimensions: the average Corrections Department employee is L6,0 years of age,
has been employed for 4.3 years‘and receives an annual salary of 5$4,877. His
educational level is 10.5 years., He has a L0% probability of being a high
school graduate and a 7.5% probability of having done some college work or
graduating from college. The average Corrections Department employees has sifghtly
over a 50% probability of having had previous reiated experience. He is also
more likely to have been employed previously in the same capacity than personnel

in the other two departments. {Table V.1)

T R R S St N e e
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«

The administrative personnel is stationed either in the State Office
in Atlanta or at one of two state prisons, Reidsville or Alto. The seven-
teen administrators at the Atlanta office have a 13.3 year mean grade levetl
achievement with only one non-high school graduate. While earning approximately
the mean of combined Alto and Reidsville administrators, ($8,731), the Atlar:a
perscnnel earn approximately $600 less annually than the Alto staff. However,

the Alto mean educational level is 15.0 years with 50% being college gradua*es

and 50% with some college work. Also, the Alto mean years of service, {14 8}

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

On the average, the administrators are 51.9 years of age and have served
for 8.2 years. The mean educational level, 12.8, is slightly lower thar the
same category in the other groups (parole and probation administrators), but,

in the Corrections Department is exceeded only by treatment persornel,

SUMMARY OF CORRECTIONS ADMINISTRATORS

.| X " |X YEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD | % SOME| % COLLEGE |% PREV
SN [X AGE | SALARY | SERVICE |EDUCATION ~ ONLY COLLEGE| GRAD EXP

26(51.9 | $8,517 8.2 12.9 38.4% 15.5% 7.8%  |38.5

a2

The staff comprising the second level of authority in.the Corrections
Department, the wardens and deputy wardens, is all Ioéated'at the staie prfsoﬁ
branches. Since vacancies currently exist in several institutions, only l&;
wardens and 15 depufy wardens were included in the study. There is less than :
a year separating the mean ages of the two groups and only $],306\betWeen the
mean annual;sa]aries., Wardens and deputy wardens employed in the fast few
years have been somewﬁat younger than the total mean age (45 years versus 52,#)

and have been better educated (12.9 years versus 10.1 years). However,

Ry S 5 ot g
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only 35% of the middle management group are represented in this one to four years
service group. An even lower mean educational achievement is indicated for the

remaining 65% than the total 10.] mean would suggest. (Table V.5}

SUMMARY FOR CORRECTIONS WARDENS & DEPUTY WARDENS

_ X | X YEARS| X YEARS | % H! SCH GRAD | % SOME | % COLLEGE! %PREV
AN{ X AGE| SALARY| SERVICE | EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE | GRAD EXP

291 51.9 | $5,885 7.6 10.9 41.5% 6.8% 1 3.9 51.7%

The most nearly comparable group in terms of sa]ary and education to the
wardens and deputy wardens is the maintenance and supportive staff. There is
only about $1,000 separating the mean annual salaries for the two categories,
The maintenance group receives only about $500 less yearly than the heads of
their employing institutions. On the whole, the maintenance and supportive
group has a slight advantage in educational level achieved (11.5 versus 10.9), but
the maintenance group when taken alone has a mean of only 10.1 years. The
maintenanég and supportive group is younger than the wardens and depuﬁy wardehs

and has a lowér percentage of previous related experience. (Tahle V.14)

SUMMARY OF MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT IVE STAFF

_ X | X YEARS| X YEARS | % H! SCH GRAD| % SOME | % COLLEGE| % PREY
SN X AGE| SALARY| SERVICE| EDUCATION| ONLY- COLLEGE |  GRAD EXP
15{k0.6 | 4,859 5.6 | 11.5 57. 1% 13.7% | 2.6% | b9.k%

In what has been loosely termed ''treatment'' have been placed the Fifty
Correctional Department peréonﬁel listed as other pfofessional personhe].
Included in these fifty are the eight categories analyzed in Table V,7. There
is a physician in each of the state'prisons'éxcept for Battey ‘Prison Branch

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

N T B T S S T

ST

R e e

1y
2 e i

p—
B S O,

5

fr




o
;
I3
!

el

(16)

~
.

pasis in attendance only during sick-call hours. in the total i-zatiment

category, thirty-one of the fifty reviewed were part~time receiving a mear

fee of 31,547,

-

Surprisingly, the group with the highest mean age (54.5 vears of 2ge) is
the recreation group, all of which are part time. The groups with the next highss:
mean ages are all in the medical services category with a mean age of 4%.7 for

the entire treatment personnel. (Table ¥.7)

38% or 19 of theySO have Jess than two years of service with the remaining
staff distributed over the scale. The analysis of treatment personnel using
vears of service as a constant included only those categories mos: traditionaiiy
corsidered treatment: recreation specialists, teachers, aﬂd’correctfonai

ounseiors, The mean grade achieved by this group of twelve staff membe-s {15.0}

O

£

greatly exceeds that of the Corrections Department as a whoie {i0.5;. Aiso,

it is only .8 less than the mean for the treatment category when the medical

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

A startling feature is the relatively low mean salary of the corrzctional
counselors which at $4,928 is less than maintenance personnel ard corractions
supervisory custodial perSonnelrreceive. It is oVer $i,OOO lass than the mean
annual saiary for parole and probation officers. The range between sducational
achievement of parole and probation officers and the correctional counasQérs is
2.7 years (15,5 for correctional counselors versus 12.7 for parols and probation
combined). The percentage of previous experiencé of the counselors exceeds koth

"

the paroie and probation officers percentage and the counselors have a longer

o4

period of service than the probation and parole officers (5.1 versus 3.8 years).
The distribution over the years of service scale does not indicate any signifi-

cant trend toward higher salaries for the counselors or for the non~medical

freatment group as a whole. (Table V.8)
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SUMMARY OF TREATMENT FERSONVEL

_ X | X YEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD| % SOME i % so;ggc:g‘z FATY
5K | X AGE | SALARY | SERVICE |EDUCATION ONLY COLLEZE{  CRAD | EXP

501 43.7 $8270 3.8 16.8 6% . 10.0% 70% 72%

~The largest personnel category in the correctioral system is that of the
corrections custodial staff. The 489 émployees in the category comprise distirct
levels of responsibility and advancement, The bottom step is composed of 28§ 
correctional officers I, commonly referred to as ''guards®'. Moving one step
up, one finds 191 correctional officersliﬂ also gererally identified as guards
The fimal step in the ladder is occupied by seventeen supervisory officers, which
are internally stratified in the following manner: eleven lieuterarts, Five
captairs, and one major. These supervisory officers are all located at either

Reidsville or Alto State Prison Branches, (Tables, V.9, V.11, and ¥.12}

Within the custodial category there is a direct relationship betweer iength
of service, educational achievement and rank. The higher the educational
achievement and the Jower the length of service;, the lower the rank: That is,
the lowest rank, correctional officer |, has the highest eduéationa1 achfeg@ﬂent
and the lowest mean length of service (2.3 years). The highest rank, superviscry
custodiai officers; has the lowest educational acﬁieﬁemeﬂt (8.9) ard the highest
mean }engfh of service (11.5). Previous experience is also inversely related

to rank - the higher the percentage of previous experience, the lower the rank.

{Table f1,1)

There is only a harrow range in mean education hetween the three categories,

however (1.2 years)., Also the ranges in age and mean ennual salary are some-

R N

i
:
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what small (age, 3.9 years and salary, $1,406). The important distinction Fetween
the three categories would seem to be in the years of service with a wide range
of 9.2 years - a range which is higher than in any other category in the correc-

tional system.

Since 67% of the correctional officers | have been employed for less +han
one year, the data on this group is of great interest. The breakdown using

tength of service was completed for each of the other sub-categories (correctional

i
\
|
|
|
\
\
;
: | ‘ officers |l and supervisory custodial officers) as well. Trends toward slightly
younger personnel is indicated and the educational level is edging upward at a

slow, yet progressive, rate. (Tables V.10 and V.13)

SUMMARY FOR CUSTODIAL OFFICERS

g

_ X |X YEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD {% SOME |% COLLEGE % PREV
SN | X AGE [ SALARY | SERVICE | EDUCATION ONLY COLLEGE | GRAD EXP

L8[ 46.9 | $4,206 3.7 9.6 39.0% 2.2% 2% 50. 4%

By analyzing Table V.9, V.11, and V.12 in which the three groups of custodial
personnel are presented by location, one can see a relatively tight distribution
in all variables. There are institutions in which no officer has completed high
school. Over 50% of the correctional officers |l have not completed high school

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

as do- the supervisory officers. |n some cases, a high percentage of these non~
high school graduates are clustered in a few institutions. Battey, Decatur,

Pulaski and Montgomery illustrate this concentration.

IR TN v

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

in specific institutions. For example; at Alto, thirty of the thifty~five

correctional officers | have served less than a year. Over 60% at Reidsvilie

were employed within the last year, and at Chatham and Decatur 100% of the

{:
1
2
o
1

x
4
3
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custodial staff have less than a year's service. Years of service is more evenly

distributed in the correctional officers |l and supervisory category,
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SUMMARY

With a backward glance at the preceeding sections, one can identify a

2]

smali yet significant group of characteristics of the Georgia correctional

system personnel, Enumerated, these assume the following dimensions,

n

(] AGE: They are older than might be expected (46.2 year

—nt

. of age) and there

is no significant trend in any group toward younger employees.

¢ SALARY: They receive a mean salary not necessarily corresponding to their

level of achievement or responsibi]ity'($5,13$

& LENGTH OF SERVICE: They remain in service for a relatively short period

of time (4.5 years)

9 PREVIOUS RELATED EXPERIENCE: They do not enter service wi th any great

degree of previous related experience (49.9%).

§ EDUCATION: They have not achieved a high level of education (11.0) and

there are no significant trends to predict improvements in the near future,

2 CAREER ADVANCEMENT: Employees are clustered in a relatively smalil rumber
of positfons with. Vittle chatice for advancemeft in most categories. ¥For

example, 472 correctional officers conceivably hope to achiasve raak as a

el e b ik i

correctional lieutenant, captain or major. Currently, there are seventsen

o such positions,

@
—

OCATION: Correctional system employees are distributed throughout the

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

sections of Georgia.
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CONCLUS ON

The foregoing discussion of the persohne] in the Georgia correctional
system is not offered as a complete analysis. Rather, an attempt was made
to point out factors which might not be obvious with only a causuai review
of the attached tables and other appendices. Most trends withir tHe system
are clearly refiected in these tables and do. not need elaboration. Or the basis
of the salient characteristics of the personnel dats outiined in the body‘of
this report and in the tables attached, a number of implications for the develop-

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

g The low average length of service and high percentages of correctional
officer personnel with less than one year service indicate the need
for a continuous training program at the orientation or induction

level,

@ The relative low percentage of related experierce shown by those
e%tering the service emphésizes the need for‘sensitivity'traiﬁing
geared to acquaint personnel with those factors particulariy
related to the correctional process and to the offender. Tﬁe faci
that the correctional department makes wide use of personnel assigned

by other state departments underscores this need.

® The general educational level of personnel requires, at least
inftial]y, training geared to the high school level or below.
Thfs is further indicated by the relatively highi pumber of personnel

forty-five years of age and over,

®  The distribution of personnel throughout the state emphasizes

the FeaSibility of training on a reéfona] basis~for‘éii departments., -
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The lack of-'a career ;ladder ahd- current.salary levels constitute

serious barriers in terms of individual motivation.

The lack of college background for the majority of personnel in
all departments including those rendering specialized services
indicates the need for specific training in the social sciences and

related fields.

The need for additional training officers within the system is
urgent. Except for the Department of Corrections which has one
training officer designated as such there are no such positions

reflected in the organizational structures.

The success of Police Science and training programs in the state
indicates the need for further study concerning the applicability

of methods used in these programs to correctional training,

While In-Service Training is the most urgent need, consideration
should be given to the development of college level curricular

and in the training and recruitment of personnel in this expanding

field.
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APPENDIX 1
STATEWIDE DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONNEL

GEORGIA DEPARTMENTS OF PAROLE,
PROBATION AND CORRECTIONS

General Explanation of Map

The three different colors on the map correspond to each of
the three departments. If personnel is illustrated with 8nly one ¢ircle
around it, then that group represents only one department, with the
color of the circle indicating which department. If more than one
circle is around the symbols, then the number inside each symbol
signifies the total number of personnel in that categoryin both |
departments. For example in Dougherty County there is both a
parole and a probation office. Thus, the colored circles indicating
these Departments are placed around the symbol which denotes '"Other
Professional Personngl", in thid case, Parole and Probation Officers,
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State Corrections Department
State Parole Department
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N APPENDIX II
SUMMARY DATA

Georgia Departments of Parole,
Probation and Corrections

Table II. 1 ‘Summary of entire Correctional System by Category
and by Department

Table IL 2 Summary of Correctional System by Department




TABLE. ]I .1 - SUMMARY BY CATEGORY AND DEPARTMENT
STATE CORRECTIONS, PROBATION, AND PAROLE DEPARTMENTS
SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL DATA, BY: CATEGORY AND BY DEPARTMENT

B ~ X YEARS | X YEARS | % HI SCH GRAD
4N X AGE X SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY % SOME COLLEGE % COLLEGE GRAD % PREVIOUS EXPER}ENCE
Administrative k
Personnel
A.  Probation .
81 52.4 $9585 6.9 14.3 25.0 37.5 37.5 50.0
B Parole )
71 47.8 $8343 12.3 13.1 57.1 28.7 4.2 57:1
C. Corrections ‘
- 26| 51.9 $8517 8.2 12.8 38.4 15.5 7.8 38.5
TOTAL )
- L 50.7 58696 8.6 13.1 38.9 22.1 14,7 L3.9
Middle Management i
A. Corrections Wardens
& Deputy Wardens 231 51.9 $5885 7.6 10.9 41.5 6.8 3.k 51.7
B Chief Probation
0Fficers . 271 49 $6665 7.2 13.0 53.2 33.3 3.7 ;37'0
TOTAL 56| 50.5 56917 7.4 1.9 50.0 19.6 3.5 uh.6
Other Professional
Personnel
A. Probation Officers 56 5.4 $6130 . 2.5 2.9 62.7 30.3 5.3 Lg8.2
B. Parole Officers u7| b7.n $6429 5.7 12.7 50.6 31.9 12.7 36.1
C. Corrections Treatment ) :
Personnel 50 3.7 $8270 3.8 16.8 6.0 10.0 70.0% 72.0
TOTAL 153 | 45.5 $6921 3.9 14,1 37.4 242 28.7% 52.3




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

X YEARS X YEARS % Hl SCH GRAD , % PREVIOUS
zN X AGE X SALARY SERVICE EDUCATION ONLY % SOME COLLEGE % COLLEGE GRAD EXPERIENCE
Iv. Corrections Custodial
Personnel
A. Supervisory Personnel ;
17 | 50.4 $5385 1r.5 8.9 35.0 6.0 None 35.0
B. Correctional Officer | 28] 46.5 $3978 2.3 0.1 5.0 2.7 3 56.2
C. Correctional Officer H 191 47,1 §LL37 5.0 9 30.6 10 ‘None 3.4
TOTAL 489 | 146.9 $4206 3.7 9.6 39.0 2.2 2 50.4
V. Supportive Staff & Corrections
Maintenance Personnel
A. Supportive Personnel 7 35.7 sL548 3.7 12k 67.6 211 - £g.7
8. Maintenance Personnel s | w86 | s5360 8.6 10.1 455 2. 4.5 57.7
TOTAL 115 Lo.6 $4859 5,6 11.5 5Z.b 13.7 2.6 Lo L
GRAND TOTAL gsh | 462 | 5135 4.5 1.0 41.9 9.8 3.5 49-9

g T g s




i
? TABLE 11.2
P GRAND TOTALS BY DEPARTMENT
[
: PROBATION PAROLE CORRECT | ONS
N 91 sy 709
g ¥ AGE 47,0 47.5 | 46,0
. X SALARY $6737 $6677 $4877
- X VEARS
SERVICE k.3 ‘ 6.6 L3
X YEARS
EDUCAT!ON 13.1 12.8 10.5
% HI SCH
GRAD ONLY 58.3 b2y 40,0
% SOME
COLLEGE 31.8 31.5 5.3
% COLLEGE | |
GRAD 7.7 12.9 5.9
: % PREVIOUS . , o
§; EXPER!ENCE 45.0 38.9 51.4




APPENDIX III

~

PAROLE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL DATA

Table III. 1 Location of officers and number of parolees

Table III. 2 Overall Summary of Parole Department by
category of Personnel

Table IIL 3 Parole Officers and Administrators by
category

Table III 4 Parole Officers and administrators by Length
of Service ‘
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TABLE 11,1
LOCATION OF PAROLE
OFFICERS AND NUMBERS
OF PAROLEES”

# OF # OF KATI0 et
LOCATION OFFICERS _ PAROLEES OFF1CER/PAROLEES

i
ATLANTA 41 499 1/83
AL BANY 1] 102 1/102
ATHENS 2 86 1 /543
AUGUSTA 2 106 1/53
BLACKSHEAR 111 53 1/53
COLUMBUS 2 139 1/69
DUBLIN 2 83 1741
GAINESVILLE 2 77 1/38
GA, INDUSTRIAL INSTITUTE!| 1 NLA. NLA,
GA. STATE PRISON ] N.A, N.A,
JESUP 2 63 1731
MACON 2 109 1/5h
MILLEDGEVILLE 2 78 1/39
NEWNAN 2 121 1/60
OCILLA 2 79 1739
OGLETHORPE 111 61 1/61
ROME 2 92 1746
SAVANNAH 2 Lo 1/28
THOMASTON 2 89 1 /uk
VALDOSTA 2 93 1746

Ly - 1979 1/bk

* AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1967

%% FILLED
Ftde VACANT

#*%k These figures are not true representations of the actual
caseloads since there is a trend toward having an "investi=
gator' who makes pre=sentence reports and assumes most
other field duties and a '"supervisor" who conducts most of
the counseling and additional interviewing.




2N

X AGE

X SALARY
X YEARS

SERVICE

X YEARS
EDUCAT I ON

% Hi SCH
GRAD ONLY

% SOME

COLLEGE

% COLLEGE

GRAD

% PREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE

TABLE 111.2
SUMMARY
PAROLE DEPARTMENT
PERSONNEL
ADMINI STRATORS PAROLE OFFICERS TOTAL
7 47 54
L7.8 7.4 47,5
8343 86429 $6677
12.3 5.7 6.6
13.1 12.7 12.8
57.1% Lo.6% k2., 7%
28.7% 31.9% 31.5%
14.2% 12.7% 12.9%
57.1% 36.1% 38.9%
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: TABLE IIT, 3
\ STATE PAROLE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL
} AGE: k’Administrative Staff | Parole Officers TOTAL
| 20-24
|
: 25-34 2 10 12
« 3544 L & 9
{u‘ : 15-54 1 15 16
| 55-u4 2 e 1
‘ : 65-70 " . 5 6
R t Over 70
’}; ; Unlisted
? h TOTAL 7 4 54
1 S _ NMEAN I778 yrs +7 .t yrs 7. 5 yrs
; SALARY: |
$3784-6072 , 1 21 22
0372-6096 1 17 18
; | ég 7032-7752 ! 9 19
k %‘ 8136 . 1
! 8976 5 o , !
: 9420 ol 7 1
£ 1a.oLz 1 1
;f . TOTAL 7 47 54
: MEAN [ BLERE ST 36671
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TABLE 111.3 - PAROLE OFFICERS AND PAROLE ADMINISTRATQRS BY CATEGQORY
STATE PAROLE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL

YRS OF SERVICE: Administrative Parole Officer TOTAL T
0-1 1 5 6 11,1
2-3 1 16 17 31,7
4-5 1 11 12 22,2

67 3 3 5.5
8-10 4 4 7.4
11-14 2 3 5 9.2
15-20 1 3 4 7.4
Over 20 1 1 2 3.7
Unlisted 1 1 1,8
TOTAL 7 47 54 100%
MEAN 12,3 5.7 6,6

EDUCATION
5-7 1(2,1%) 1 1.8
8-9 4 (8. 5%) 4 7.4

10-11 2 (4.2%) 2 3.9

High School Grad, 4 (57, 1%) 19 (40, 6%) 23 42, 5

Some College 2 (28. 7%) 15 (31.9%) 17 31.7

College Grad. 1 (14.2%) 6 (12.7%) 7 12.9
TOTAL. 7 47 54 100%
MEAN 13,1 yrs 12,7 yrs 12.8 yrs




TABLE 11,3 ~ PAROLE OFFICERS AND PAROLE ADMINISTRATORS BY CATEGORY

STATE PAROLE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL
PREVIOUS v
EXPERIENCE: | Administrative Parole Officers TOTAL
Probation Officer ’ 1 1
Clerk 1 1
| Investigator 1 I
Police 2 , 9 . 11
Warden 1 | . 1
Military s ) 1 | i 1
Counselor 1 ‘ : 1
Tax Agent ’ 1 15
Sheriff , o : 3 3
TOTAL . 4 ' 17 21
% . 57.1 36,1 , 40,3
REEMPLOYMENT:

DATA NOT AVAILABLE

b Fo b . St




TABLE 111.4 - PAROLE OFF!CERé AND ADHINISTRATORS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE

STATE PAROLE ADMINISTRATORS

STATE PAROLE OFFICERS

- YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE 11 Il
Not Not GR‘AND’
0-1.1.2-3 | 4-5 { 6-7 {8-10f I1-14} 15-20{ 20+ | Listed| TOTAL @-t- 2-3 | 4-5 | .6-7 ; 8-10 11-14 | -15-20 | 20+ { Listed | TOTAL ||| TOTAL
EDUCATION S
0 -3
3 - In L
5 -7 N (6.2} : ' , 1 ]
8-9 p{12.6)1(9) {100 L L
10 ~11 1(6.2 1(33.3) 2 2
Hi Sch Grad ~ [1(100) T{100 1{1co) {1{ioo L{gz 1 8(50) K5 L) 3. 12(50) 13(100) ' 19 23
Some College ' 2(100) 228 s)llP2(ho) M2 1) I36.6) 266712 (70). 2(66.7) 101p0) 415 17
College Grad 1 (100} Tlih ) 3(60Y  R(12.6) 11 (9) [ 7
Additional
Degree '
Unlisted i3
TOTAL i 1 1 2 ! 1 J 5 Jie o3 3 3 1 IR, sy}
HEAN 12 |2 Th 12 12 13.1 15.2 111.8{712.8} 13.3] 13 12 - 12.8 8.5 | 14 12,741l 12,84
AGE
20-24 i , ;
25-34 i 1 2 L L 2 o L 120
25 Ll 1 1 1 i 2 y ! ! 8
45-54 1 1 6 4 i ] i 2 15 B 16
[N 1 1 2 313 ] 3 1 9 1]
65-70 1 ] 2 L 1 1 5 6
70 + ]
Unlisted
TOTAL 1 1 1 2 1 1 7 5 16 11 3 L 3 3 1 1o Ly sk
HEAN 39.5[29.5| 59.5 39.5 | 67.5 | 59.5 u7.8 || 315 |us |ue.8| ss.8| 2 | 88 ' ws2 675 395 | wdll ws




* TABLE 141 .4 = PAROLE OFFICERS AND ADMENISTRATORS BY LENGTH. OF SERVICE
STATE PAROLE ADMINISTRATORS STATE PAROLE .OFFICERS
[ YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE
; Not : Not GRAN
0-1] 2-3] b-s5i{ 6-7| 8-10{ 11-141 15-20 | 20+ Listed] TOTAL 0-1 | 2-3| L4-5} 6-7] 810 | 11=14|15-20] 20+| Listed TOTAL|| TOTA
SALARY : :
,784 ‘ 5 9 14 14
6,072 1 1 2 3 2 7 8
6,372 - 6,696 ] 1 5 8 ! 2 1 17 18
7,032 - 7,757 ] 1 7 .3 2 bt a9 1a
8,136 1 ] : v
8,926 ] ]
9,520 ] 1
12,012 1 1
MEAN 6,072 | 6,534 8,136 8,160 12,0121 9, 420 8,356 |- 5,784 16,054 16,408 16,226 1 6,965 1 7,395 17,108 17,394 7,3951 6,407
REEMPLOYMENT ot AvatLABLE
One Time
Two Times+
TOTAL
MEAN
PREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE
Military j 1 1
Guard ; ‘
Police ] 1 : 2 3 L ] 1 : 1 9 11
Sheriff-Warden ) | ] P N
“Education I
~Other ] i 2 3 3 5
TOTAL 1 ] , [ 1 4 8 I ¢ 1 2 ! .1 21
MEAN 100 100 50 100 57.1 50 | 45.4133 .3 .~ 66.7 100 36.1 Wl 40




* APPENDIX IV .

PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL DATA

Table IV.1 Liocation of Officers and number of P_roba.tioners

Table IV.2 Overall Summary of Probation Department by
Category of Personnel

Table IV. 3 Probation Administrators, Chief Probation
: Officers and Probation Officers by Category

Table IV. 4 Probation Administration by Length of Service

Table IV. 5 Chief Probation Officers and Probation Officers
by Length of Service




TABLE 1V.1

LOCATION OF PROBATION
OFFICERS AND NUMBERS
OF PROBAT!ONERS™

-

 *AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1967

A7}

9878

# OF . # OUNGER RAT L
CIRCUITS LOCATION ____OFFICERS, SUPERY/ STON OFFICER/
. CHIEF OTHER® PROBLTICHER
, : OFFiCERS OFFICERS
Atapaha Lakeland i 1 292 LAY
Atlanta Atlanta i L 190 1 /95
Atiantic Reidsville i 125 17125
Augusta Augusta ] 2 267 V/y22
Blue Ridge Canton 1 2 478 17742
Bruniswick Brunswick ] 105 17105
Jesup 1 1o i/1i6
Chattahooche Columbus 1 152 /152
Cherokee Cathoun 1 145 /145
Clayton Jonesboro 1 2 ki 1/149
Cobb Marietta ] 1 250 /130
Conasauga Dalton i i 284 1/1k2
Cordele Vienna 1 1 208 1710k
Coweta L.aGrange 1 113 17313
Newnan i 119 17119
Dougherty Albany ¥ 129 1/129
Dubtin Dubiin 1 89 1/89
‘ Wrightsville i 93 1/98
Eastern Sayannah ! 169 17169
Flint Barnesvilie 1 134 1713k
McDonough : 1 134 17135
Griffin Griffin i joz 1/102
: Thomas ton 1 i 204 17102
Ewlpnett Lawrenceville 1 1 304 17152
Lookout Mountain] LaFayette i 1 237 /119
Macon Fort Valley 1 1 2b7 1/124
Macon i P 23% 17117
Perry 1 R 1/14%
Warner Robins ] i 181 1/91
Middie Sandersvilie i 135 17138
: Swainshoro 1 IRL: VAL
Mountain Clayton ] 164 1/164
Yortheastern Gainesvilie T 1 221 17111
Northern Carnesville 1 1546 /186
Ocmulgee Eatonton 1 [ 165 1/83
Greensboro i 117 1/117
. Milledgevilie ) 1 204 17102
Qconee McRae = iR 90 1/90
dgeechee Statesboro i 2 356 17099
Pataula Donalsonviile = 145 17145
Piedmont Winder ! 130 1/130
Rome Rome 1 i 235 /116
Southern Qui tman [ [ 263 1/122
South Georgia Newton ~ 1 133 . 17133
Southwestern Preston i 1 323 1/162
| Stone Mountain | Decatur 2 140 1770
{ Tallapoosa Buchanan 1 173 17173
| Tifton T1fton 1 i 202 17101
| Toombys Crawfordville [ 127 17127
Waycross Waycross 1 1 213 17107
1 L¥estern _Athens i 2 346 1118
TOTAL L 1/118




SN
X AGE
X SALARY

X YEARS
SERVICE

X YEARS
EDUCAT 10N

% HI SCH
GRAD ONLY

% SOME
COLLEGE

% COLLEGE
GRAD

% FREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE

TABLE 1V,2

SUMMARY

PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONMEL

CHIEF
ADMIN{STRATORS PROBAT{ON OFFICERS PROBATION OFFLERS TOTAL
8 27 56 al
52.4 Lg.o Ls . i 47.9
$9585 $6665 $6130 $5737
6.9 7.2 2.5 i3
14,3 13.0 12.9 13,1
- 25.0% 59.2% 62. 7% 58.3%
37.5% 33.3% 30.3% 31.8%
37.5% 3.7% 5.3% 7 7
50.0% 37.0% 48.2% 45, 0%




TABLE 1V,3 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS AND CHIEFS BY CATEGORY
STATE PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL

AGE: Administrative [Chief Probation Officers | Probation Qfficers TOTAL
20-24 1 1
25-34 4 12 16
3544 1 5 11 17
15-54 3 6 16 25
55-64 3 10 12 25
05-70 1 2 3
Over 70 0
Unlisted 1 1 2 4

TOTAL 8 27 36 91
"MEAN 52,4 49,0 45, 47. 0
SALARY:
$4752 1 1
5784 1 7 8
6072 39 39
6372 15 4 19
u696 5 5
7032 12 1 13
8544 1 1
10,500 4 4
15, 600 1 1
TOTAL 8 27 36 91
MEAN $9585 36665 $6592

$6130




TABLE 1V.3 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS AND CHIEFS BY CATEGORY

STATE PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL

YRS OF SERVICE: Administrative Chief Probation Officers Probation Officers TOTAL A
0-1 2 2 | 28 32 353
2-3 ts 17 23 25,5
4-5 1 5 ~3. 11 12,0
6-7 2 i 2 1 5 5_4
8-10 2 2 4 4.3
l11-14 2 10 3. 15 16. 4
i5-26 o
Over 20 o .
Unlisted 1 1 1,0
TOTAL . 8 27 56 él 100%
MEAN 6.9 yrs 7.2 yrs 2.5 vyrs 4.3 'vyrs
EDUCATION:
. 0-7
8-11 i
High School Grad. 2 (25, 0%) 16 (59, 27) 35 {62, T%) 53 58.5
Some College 3 (37. 5%) 9 (33, 3"%) 17 (30.37) Zf\ 31 8
College Grad. 2 (25.'02')‘ 1 (3 7%) 3 (5. 3% 6 6.6
| _Masters 1 (12.5%) L (3.7%) V{1 7%) 3 3.3
TOTAL 8 27 56 ‘ 91 100%
MEAN 14,3 13.0 12.9 13,1
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TABLE 1V.3 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS AND CHIEFS BY

STATE PROBATION DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL

CATEGORY

PREVIOUS T
EXPERIENCE: Administrative Chief Probation Officers Probation Officer || TOTAL "

Military 1 1
Police 2 5 7
Guard 1 1 2
Sheriff or Dep. 4 12 16
Tax.Agent 0
Teacher 1 3. 5
Law Practice 2 3
Clerk Superior Ct. 3 3
Board of C;rrections 2
Warden (PWC) 0
Minister 1 1
Parole Officer 1 ‘1

TOTAL 10 27 41

o 37% 48, 2% 45, 6%

i

Ce




STATE PROBATION OFFICERS

TABLE IV.L - PROBATION ADMINJSTRATORS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE

CHIEF PROBATION OFFICERS

YEARS OF SERVICE

YEARS OF SERVICE

Not ; ' Not GPRAKZ
0-1 | 2-3 | 45 | 6-7 {810 | 11=ik| i15-20| 20+ | Listed| = TOTAL 0-1 | 2-3 | 45| 6-7 | 8-10 | 11-14 | 15-20 | 20+ | Listed | TOTAL ||| TOTAL
EDUCATION ‘
L0 -3
i 3-5L
1 5 -7
- 8-9
{10 -11 , .
“Hi Sch Grad _ h8(6L)[1 (6.7 4(80) 1(50) 11(33.3) 35(62.5}1 2(100) L'E100Y3(40) 1(50)] 4(40) 1605, A 51
i Some College B{32.1)5(29.4) 1(10031(50) {1(33.3) 17(30.31}" 2(40)1 2(100 5{50) p (33, 3]i 26
. College Grad N(3.9)/1(5.9) 1(33.3) 3(5.1%) 1(50) T8 b
- jAdditional . ] 1
iUn]isted
TOTAL 28 17 5 ! 2 3 56 2 6 | 5 2 2 10 27 8
MEAN 12.8/12.8 {12.8 | 14 13 1k 12.9 12 iz |12.8) 14 |1k 14.7. 130413
AGE
20-24 1 1 1
25-34 9 2 1 12 3 1 ki 16
35-L4L - L 3 1 11 ] 2 1 1 5 16
L5-5k ‘ 10 3 2 ] 16 ] 1 1 3 6 |22
55-6L 2 5 2 ] 2 12 2 2 1 5 10 22
65-70 1 ~ 1 2 ' 1 1 3
70 + v
Unlisted 1 i 2 1 1 3
TOTAL 28 17 5 ) 2 3 56 2 6 5 2 2 10 27 ligs - o
HEAN 41.7 |64 |49.5 | 49.5] 63.5|52.8 4.3 || b5 | wislus.s | ouhs| sh5 ] 5.3 sg.ollj 6.y




TABLE IV .4 - PROBATION ADMINISTRATORS BY LENGTH. OF SERVICE

STATE PROBATION OFFICERS CHIEF PROBATION OFF[CERS -

[ YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE ﬂ
‘ Not ~ “Not [ | GRAN
0-11" 2-3| 4-5] 6-7] 8-10} 1i-14 | I5-20 | 20+ | Listed| TOTAL|| 0-1} 2-3} L-5] 6-7| 810 | 1i-1k | 15-20} 20+ Listed TOTAL|l TOTA
SALARY
5, 78L 2 1 ] —_—
6,072 20 15 | & 39
6,372 1 ] 1 1 L 2 6 5 2
6,696 ! 2 2 3
7,032 1 1 2 )
Untisted
TOTAL 28 17 5 1 2 3 56 2 6 5 2 2 10
MEAN 6,011 {6,126]6,132/6,372] 6,696] 6,808 6,130 6,37216,37216,372'16,372 { 7,032 { ;,032
REEMPLOYMENT NOT AVAILABLE
One Time
Two Times 4
TOTAL
MEAN
PREVIOUS
EXPERVENCE
Military !
Guard i 1 1
Police 2 L] o 1 5 2
Sheriff-Warden 9 2 | 12 2 1 )
Education 2 | 3 i
Other 3 1 ! ) 6 ]
TOTAL 16 L. L i 1 1 27 2 2 1 2 3
MEAN 57.1-| 23.5] 80|00 50 33.3 8.2 100_] Lo 201 10030
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PROBAT | ON
ADMINISTRATIVE
STAFF

EDUCATION

TABLE 1V.5 - PROBATION OFFICERS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE

YEARS OF SERVICE

.

0-1 2-3 L-5

8-10 1=-14

15-20

20+

Not
Listed

TOTAL

N O
~EN

8 -9

10 -T1

Hi Sch Grad

1

1(50)

2(25)

Some College

1(50)

1(50)

3(37.5)

Coliege Grad

1(50)

10100}

1(50)

3(37.5)

Additional
Deqgree

Unlisted

TOTAL

g |

MEAN

AGE

43 |

20-24

25-34

35-4L

455k

P NS DS U

fA) }—

55-6h

65-/0

D+

Unlisted

8 S

TOTAL

MEAN

SALARY

49.5

5h.5

2.4

4,752

5,78k

g8, 54%

10,500

15,600

T e e R

Unlisfed

TOTAL
MEAN

REEMPLOYMENT

1

10,500

10,500

NOT AVAILABLE

One Time

Two Times-\-

TOTAL

PREVIQUS
EXPERIENCE

Military

Guard

Police

Sheriff-Warden

Education

Other

TOTAL
PERCENT

! . AJ:

50%

100%

LeQ

5C%
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Table
Table

Table
Table

Table

Table
Table
Table
Table
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APPENDIX V

-~

CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT P‘ERSONNEL DATA

Liocation of State Prisons and number of inmates

Overall Summary of Corrections Department
by Category

Corrections Administrators by Location
Corrections Administrators by Length of Service

Corrections Wardens and Deputy Wardens by
Category

Corrections Wardens and Deputy Wardens by

Length of Service

Corrections Treatment Personnel by Category

Corrections Treatment-Personnel by Length
of Service

~Corrections Supervisory Custodial Personnel

by Category

Corrections Supervisory Custodial Personnel
by Length of Service

Corrections Correctional Officers II by
Location :

Corrections Correctional Officers I by
Location

Corrections Correctional Officers I and II
by Length of Service

Corrections Maintenance and Supportive .
Personnel by Location
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TABLE V,1

DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONNEL
AND TNMATES BY fNSTITUTION
CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT

TS e By PN AR AP T e e e

inmates

Capt., Lt.,

*AS OF AUGUST 31, 1967

17

Priscns c.0, 1} C.0, 11 3§ Treatment Maj. Maintenance | Supportive
Hattey 18 / 1
Chatham L6 3 L 1
Decatur Gl 5 5 2 1
G, . 1, ’
(A1to) 996 35 33 12 5 10 5
G. T. D,
(Buford) 174 18 9 L ] 2
G. S, P,
- (Reidsvilie) 2857 151 58 9 12 33 27
Jefferson 88 8 6 3 i
 Lee 94 8 8 2 1
Lowndes 78 5 9 3 )
Macon 59 6 7 2 i
Meriwether 66 7 8 2 1
Montgomery 74 6 7 1 i
Pulaski 62 6 8 2
Putnam 127 6 12 2 1
Ware 78 2 8 2
Wayne 57 8 9 2 1
State Office
(Atlanta) 28
TOTAL 4925 281 191 50 L 71




&N

X AGE

-1 SALARY
- { YEARS
| SERVICE
* X YEARS
UCAT 1 ON

Y HI SCH
D ONLY

© % SOME
§ COLLEGE

{COLLEGE
 GRAD

PREVIOUS
LPERIENCE

TABLE V.2
SUMMARY
CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT
PERSONNEL
MAINTENANCE
WARDENS AND CUSTODITAL AND TOTAL
ADMINISTRATORS DEP WARDENS TREATMENT OFF{CERS SUPPORTIVE
26 29 50 L89 115 709
51.9 51.9 3.7 16.9 40,6 L46.0
$8517 $5885 §8270 54206 §4859 {su877
8.2 7.6 3.8 3.7 5.6 k.3
12.8 10.9 16.8 9.6 11.5 10.5
38.4% 41.5% 6.0% 39.0% 57. 1% 40%
15.5% 6.8% 10.0% 2,2% 13.7% 5.3%
7.8% 3.49% 70.0% 2% 2.6% 5.9%
38.5% 51.7% 72.0% 50.4% L9, 4% 51.4%

=
Pk
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ST RN R L RO R

3N
% AGE
X SALARY

X YEARS
SERVICE

X YEARS
EDUCAT I ON

% H1 SCH
GRAD ONLY
9 SOME
COLLEGE

% COLLEGE
GRAD

% PREVIOUS
EXFERIENCE

TABLE V.2.a
SUMMARY
CORRECTIONS CUSTODIAL
PERSONNEL
SUPERV SORY Co | o 11 TOTAL
17 . 281 191 k8o
50.4 46.5 47.1 %69
$5385 © 83978 $LL36 55205
1.5 2.3 5.0 5.7
8.9 10,1 9.0 9.6
35.0% L5.0% 30.6% 28,6
6.0% 2.7% 1.0% 2.2%
NONE .3% NONE 2%
. 35.,0% - 56.2% 43, 4% 50,4%
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TABLE V.3 - CORRECTIONS ADMIN|STRATORS BY LOCATION
STATE ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL ey

(BY DUTY STATION)

CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT .

ALTO REIDSVILLE STATE OFFICE TOTAL
AGE:
20-24
25-34 i 1
35~k | 3 b
bs-5k 1 3 2 6
55-64 2 6 8
65-70 ] 1
Qver 70
Unlisted 1 5 6
TOTAL = ) 7 17 26
MEAN - = 49.5 48. 1 53.7 51.9
SALARY:
$524l4 - 5784 5 g
6072 - 7032 | 3 L
7752 - 85“’-& 2 3 5
8976 -10380 ! L 5
10896 -18190 | A 5
Fee Basis 1 1
Not Listed o ] ]
HEAM; -~ = $9397.50. $7655.00 $8731.13 $8517.63
(Exclusive of Fees)




TABLE V.3 - CORRECTIONS ADMINISTRATORS BY LOCATION

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL

(BY: DUTY STATION)

ALTO REIDSVILLE STATE OFFICE TOTAL %
YRS SERVICE:

0-1 2 3 5

2-3 1 6 7

4-5 ] ! 2

6-7 I I

8-10 1 1
11-14 1 1
15-20 1 ! z
Over 20 1 1 2 1L
Unlisted 3 3

TOTAL = 2 7 17 26

MEAN = 1.8 yrs 8.8 yrs 7.2 yrs 8.2 yrs
EDUCATION:

7 1(i14.28) ! 3.8%
1 1(5.88) 1 3.8%
Hi Sch Grad 4(57.16) 7(k1.18) 11 b2.39
Some College 1(50%) 1(14.28) 2(11.76) Ih 15.5%
College Grad 1 (50%) 1(1L4.28) 2 7.8%
Master's Degree 2(11.76) 3 11.5%
Unlisted 5(29.42) 5 19.2%

TOTAL = 2 7 17 26
MEAN = 15 yrs 12.1 yrs. 13.3 yrs 13.1

RO S N A S R A




TABLE V.7 - TREATMENT BY CATEGORIES
STATE TREATMENT PERSONNEL ~ (BY CATEGORY)

CORRECTIONAL COUNSELOR = | TEACHER | RECREATION SUPERVISOR | CHAPLAIN | STAFF PHYSICIAN | STAFF DENTIST | LAB TECH - NURSE | TOTAL| ¢
RS SERVICE: ' k
0-1 3 ! -9 3 3 19
2-3 1 2 2 ] 6
-5 z 1. 3
6-7 1 2 1 L
8-10 i i 2
-1k ‘ 2 2 L
15-20 1 o1
Dver 20
Unlisted 1 1 3 6 11
TOTAL = 8 | 3 17 5 4 2 50
MEAN = 51 .z k.5 1.9 5.2 6 10.0 3.8
EDUCATION:
9-11 2(16.7%) 2 Ly
Hi Sch Grad 3(257) 30| 6y
Some College 2(25%) 1(AA) (8.3%) yz(AA, RN) 5 109
College Grad 5(62.5%) } 2066 2/3%) 1(8.3) 9 187
Masters, BD 1(12.5%) 1(33 1/37) 5(L1.77) 7 L%
MD, DDS I5 L 19 38%
Unlisted 5 5 10“’/;-*
TOTAL = 8 i 3 17 5 4 2 50 '
MEAN = 155 16 16.3 14,25 20.0 20,0 14.0 16.8




TABLE V.7 - TREATMENT BY CATEGORIES

STATE TREATMENT PERSONNE}L

{BY  CATEGORY)

CORRECTIONAL COUNSELOR

RECREATION SUPERVISOR

CHAPLAIN

STAFF PHYSICIAN

STAFF _DENTIST

LAB TECH = NURSE

TOTAL

PREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE:

TEACHER

Minister

Teacher

Private Practice

Counselor

TOTAL

«

36

PERCENT

50%

100%

100%

52.94%

100%

0%

72%

MARITAL STATUS:

Married

L

Single

Divorced

REEMPLOYMENT:

One Time

Two Times

Three Times

Four Times

I

TOTAL

RACE:

‘Non-Wni te

W

| o

TOTAL

i
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CORRECTIONS
TREATMENT
PERSONNEL

EDUCATION

TABLE V.8 ~ TREATMENT BY LENGTH OF SERVICE

YEARS 0F SERVICE

0-1

2-3

6-7

8-10 11-14

15-20

20+

Not
Listed

TOTAL

Hi Sch Grad

Some Colleqe

1(100)

1100}

2016 7}

College Grad

5 (75)

{100}

2{i00)

1{50)

R(6A.A)

Additional
Deqgree

1(25)

]

(50)

Unlisted

2(16.7)

TOTAL
MEAN

AGE

12

17.0

16.0

16

20-24

25-34

_35-L44

55

bl (=

55-64

65-/0

0

Unlisted

TOTAL
MEAN

SALARY

12

3h.5

29.5

219.5

29.5

)

39.5

600 (Fee)

2,016 (Fee) -

2,700 (Feel

4,752

4,992

5,508

= N f s | b

Unlisted

TOTAL
MEAN

“MEAN FEE
REEMPLOYMENT

L

2

12

4,752

4,752

4,752

4,992

5,508

14,928

1,650

1,308

1,600

1,303

One Time

~Two Times-+

TOTAL

PREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE

Military

Guard

Police

Sheriff-Warden

Education

Other

|
N

TOTAL
~ PERCENT

=
(o Sealiil 1 SRV

100

100

H N Vo B (VXY 1, N

e e




TABLE V.9 -~ CORRECTIONS SUPERVISION CUSTODIAL OFFICERS BY CATEGORY

STATE CORRECTIONAL MAJORS, CAPTAINS, AND LIEUTENANTS

REIDSVILLE AND ALTO

REIDSVILLE ALTO
CAPTAINS LIEUTENANTS TOTAL MAJORS _CAPTAINS L LEUTENANTS | TOTAL
AGE: | ’ |
20-24
25-34 i i
35-bk 3 3 1 ]
L5-54 1 3 4 1 ] 2
55-64 2 1 3 1 1
65-70 1 ] I 1
Over 70
Unlisted
TOTAL = 3 9 12 ! 2 2 .5
MEAN = 55 573 493 535 TS BL.5 53.5
SALARY:
$h752 6 6 |
4992 3 3 2 2
5784 1 1
6072 2 2 1 |
6696 1 ]
7380 1 1
TOTAL = 3 g 12 1 2 2 5
MEAN . = $6280 $4832 85195 $7380 $5928 $4992 - | $5385

PRl RS NPT PIC I AL




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

REIDSVILLE AND ALTO

REIDSVILLE

ALTO
CAPTAINS L FEUTENANTS TOTAL 7 MAJOR | CAPTAINS LIEUTENANTS | TOTAL
YRS SERVICE:
0-1 1 1
2-3 I 1 |
L4-5 1 1
6-7
,8-10 2 2 ] 1
11-14 3 3
15-20 2 2 ! 2 3
Over 20 2 2
Unlisted 1 1
TOTAL = 3 9 12 i 2 2 5
MEAN - = 9.83 yrs 11.b.yrs 1.0 yrd 17.5 yrs 5.8 yrs 17.5 yrs 12.7 yrs
EDUCATION:
©0-2
3-4 K (50%) 1
5-7 2 (66 2/3%) 3.(33 1/3%) 5 (b1.6%) 1. (50%) !
8-9 2 (22 1/3% 2 (16.6%)
10-11 1 (11%) 1 { 8.3%)
Hi Sch Grad 3(33 1/3%) ] 3 (25.0%)} 1 (100%) 2 (100%) 3
Some College 1 (33 1/3%) 1 (8.37)
TOTAL = 3 , 9 12 1 2 2 2
MEAN = 8.7 yrs 9 yrs 8.9 (99.8%){ 12 yrs 12 yrs 4. yrs 9




PREVIOUS
EXPERIENCE:

TABLE V.9 - CORRECTIONS SUPERVISION CUSTODIAL OFFICERS BY CATEGORY

REIDSVILLE

REIDSVILLE AND ALTO

]

STATE CORRECTIONAL MAJORS, CAPTAINS, AND LIEUTENANTS

ALTO

CAPTAINS

L FEUTENANTS

TOTAL

MAJORS

CAPTAINS

LI EUTENANTS

TOTAL

Military

Police Work

Guard

TOTAL =

PERCENT=

MARITAL STATUS:

1

33 1/3%

11%

16.6%

100%

100%

Married

Single

Divorced

REEMPLOYMENT:

One Time

Two Times

Three Times

SELP DTSRI SRR LTMCIE S

PRSP R
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§ TABLE V.10 - SUPERVISORS BY LENGTH OF SERVICE o
t
!
i

vt

CORRECTIONS - . ‘f
SUPERVISION YEARS OF SERVICE o

CUSTODIAL X :
OFFICERS Not

B 0-1 2-3 -5 6-7 8-10 -1k 15-20 20+ | Listed TOTAL
'j EDUCATION

1(20) 1{58)
1(33.3)11(33.3) |2(40)  {2(100) 6(35.2)
: 1(33.3) ]1(20) 2(11.7)
T0 ~11 1(33..3) 1(5.8)
Hi_Sch Grad {1 (100)[1(T00) 1(33.3)1(33.3) [1(20) 1(100) | 6(35.2)
Some College 1(100) 1 (5. 8)
College Srad B
Additional
Degree
Unlisted

aaqunjwi o
(Vo] LN iog V]

TOTAL 1 1 1 3 3 5 2 1 17
MEAN :

AGE

20-24
25-34 1
35-44 : 2
L5-5L 1 ] I : 1
55-64 ]
65-70 )
n +
Uniisted

—f— ho{—
N OV —

TOTAL 1 1 ] 3 3 5 2 1 17
MEAN 49,5 | 49.5° 9.5 | 46,2 488 53.1 59.5 39.5 50.4

SALARY ‘ ( e

4,752 1 : 1 1 2 ‘ ]
L 992 1 2 2
5,784 i
6,072 I ] ]
6,696 1
7,380 ; ) ]
Unlisted

—4 —~hwl =t lon

* TOTAL ] ) i 3 3 5 2 | 17
HEAN 4,752 5,784 [6,072 5,272 { 4912|5373 |6,384 |u752 | 5,385

- REEMPLOYMENT

One Time

Two Times-i- ) 2 2

TOTAL

i PREVIOUS
' ~ EXPERIENCE

Military ] 1 : 1
Guard . h 9
Police 1 L : 5
Sheriff-Warden| - : ]
Education : j - s
Other

TOTAL | c , i ‘ 2 | 6
PERGENT - ["100 100 { 1 .33.3 Lo 50 152

N N

bty e e e b

SN




TABLE V.11 - CUSTODIAL 1  BY LOCATION

STATE CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS 1]

{(BY THSTITUTION)

rs.

ALTO BATTEY BUFORD CHATHAM DECATUR JEFFERSON LEE LOWNDES MACON MERIWETHER MONTGOMERY  PULASK( PUTNAM REIDSVILLE WARE WAYNE  TOTAL
AGE: k
20-24 i 1 3 5
25-34 5 3 | ] ] 1 2 1 1 2.3 | 3
35-U4 1 1 2 2 3 2 9 1 24
- 45-5h 12 3 2 5 2 L 5 3 L 2 b 3 19 L 2 7k
55-6h 1 2 1 2 3 i 2 3 1 6 13 2 3 50
65-70 2 I 2 g
Over 70
Untisted 1 1 2
TOTAL = 33 g K 5 6 8 g 7 8 7 q 12 cg 8 9 191
MEAN = 50 i) k9.5 ho.5 | 47.8 51.0] 46.2 | 45.6] L2.0 53.8 7.0 | 53.1 45.6 by o g | 1 L7 T
SALARY:
$3912
Lok
4308
3 1 2 ] 3 n 4 3 5 5 5 21 L 4 77
h52h 22 A 2 I 3 L 5 4 3 7 3 7. 37 5 R
4992 :
TOTAL = | . 9 L 5 6 8 9 7 8 7 8 12 58 8 9 191
MEAN . = $hh52 LLol L6 4480 L6 LLi6 | Liog L3} 4389 Lsal 4389 Ly Lio8 LIg { LR | slihzg




e mr e g o e s

DECATUR  JEFFERSON

TABLE V.1l - CUSTODIAL I'l BY LOCATION

STATE CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS 11

LEE LOWRDES

(BY 15T ITUTION)

HE_E;H.’LTlltR MONTGOMERY

PULASKI. PUTHAM REIDSVILLE WARE WAYNE

ALTO BATTEY EF FURTORD - CHATHAM HACON TOTAL

Yos . - [ l l l r

SERVICE: ! !

0-1 10 3 i 2 i Loy 2 3 2 4 3 |2 L)

2-3 6 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 3 2 11 ) 2 42

b-5 5 2 1 1 1 ] 2 2 1 2 3 4 1 3 2 A

6-7 4 ] 1 1 8 1 16

8-10 3 2 i 1 i 13 i 1 23

11-1%4 " 2 2 3 1 12

15-20 1 ! 10 12

Over 20 2 2

TnTisted 1 ) 2

EE S e s B e e e o e e s T
EXCATION: o

0-2 2 ] 1 1 5 2.6

3-4 ) 1 i 2 1 1 y 2 )

5-7 8 1 3 ! 2 3 1 | 21 2 1 b | 23.4

89 5 2 1 4 1 2 Y 2 5 4 ig L 43 [ 22.4

1o-11 3 2 ; 3 1 3 5 3 1 | w8 s

Hi Sch Grad { 'y, 3 1 5 2 1 4 2 1 2 20 3 3 | &9 30.6 |

Some Collegd 1 i 2 (.0

College Grad

UnTisted 1 1 1 1.3

e - 92\" 99.5 91.*0 27 8?0 9?{: TR s + T 8%3 SR B e vis

R T




ALTO BATTEY - BUFORD - CHATHAM ' DECATUR = JEFFERSOM LEE LOWNDES MACDN‘MERWETHER MONTGOMERY PULASKI

TABLE V.|l = CUSTODIAL Il BY LOCATION

STATE CORRECTIOHAL OFFICERS 11 (BY {NSTITUTION)

WAYNE = TOTAL

PUTNAM REIDSVILLE - WARE
PREVIOUS
EXPERTENCE:
Military 9 1 3 1 1 4 ) 3 ! 3 3. 9 1 3 42 {
Police wark N 3 2 1 ] 2 1 ] 2 2 4 3 24
Guard duty 1 1 1 1 1 2 S 2 | 1 2 ') 2 16 ]
Dep. Sheriff] i
Alcohol tax
agent 1 ‘]
TOTAL = 12 L 3 5 2 3 5 L 6 3 6 yi 14 6 3 83 1
PERCENT = | 36 A4 | .75 100 {.331/3 |.38| .56 | .57 .75 13 .75 .58 | .2 75 1.33 | 3.9 |
MARITAL ‘STATUS:
MARRIED 31 3 2 3 6 8 8 7 8 6 8 11 56 51 6 173 l
: i
SINGLE ) " 1 ) ] i 2 2 2 13 . _f
]
DIVORCED ! ] ] i 1 5
REEMPLOYMENT =
One time I 2 ] i | 2 R ] 10 !
Tvo times 2 1 3 'l
Three times 1 ] i
Four: times !
;
ToTAL - : 3 1 i 1 2 BIER
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TABLE V.12 - CUSTODIAL | BY LOCATION

STATE CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS.'|

(BY INSTITUTION)

PUTNAM

ALTO ! BATTEY §BUFORD ) CHATHAM } DECATUR | JEFFERSON | LEE JLOWNDES | MACON | MERIWETHER } MONTGOMERY J PULASK! REIDSVILLE § WARE § WAYNE TOTAL
AGE:
20-24 3 ] 1 L 1 20 ] 28
. 25-3h 9 2 1 1 2 N 2 2 28 [ £2
| 35-44 5 | 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 37 2 | _cq
-1 55k 16 4 12 2 4 3° I ) L ] 1 3 2 29 ] » | 90
55-64 2 2 ] 1 1 2 1 ] 3 1 ] 1 3] L7,
65-70 ! 1 ' 5 2
Over 70
Untrsted 1 |
TOTAL = | 35 7 18 3 5 8 sl s 6 7 6 6 6 151 2 1 s 1om
MEAN = 1.1 | 50.9 | 45.2 | 52.8 | 55.2 48.2  |h8.2f 41,5 | 47.81. 4k 43.2 47.8 | 43.2 5.6 39 51 360 | 43.2
" SALARY:
312 32 3 14 3 4 5 i 4 r i 28 o 4 e Loies
hiok 3 4 Ly ) 3 1 1 2 L 6 1 2 & 2 97
4308 ‘
4574
4992 ‘;
A = 3
TOTAL 35 7 18 | 3 5 8 8] s 6 7 3 6 | 6 | s 2ol g lom |
HEAN = 153928 | 4022 13955 § 3912 | 3950 | 3984 13936} 3950 3976 | n022 hiok 3guk | 3976 | 3992 1912{ 3960 {53978 §
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TABLE V.12 - CUSTODIAL 1| BY LOCATION

STAYTL CORKRECT 0N OFHICIRS (B Inartiutien)

AT {eariiy | eororo {cniatnan | oEcaTur | JEFTrsoN) LEE fLuwsipes §1ocoi b noniveTeir) ronTeongry | pucaskr | putnan ] etosviti e | warg | wAYRE| TovaL
YRS SERVICY: ' ‘
0-1 30 2 15 3 5 5 5 | b I 5 3 i 3 88 2 | g | 186 |
2-3 3 ! ] 2 1 1 ! 3 23 I 36
4-5 1 ) 2 .2 2 13
6-7 ] ] : : 1 4 0 j 13
8-10, 2 1 1 9 13
=14 | 6 7
15-20 | . 2 i
Quer 2( . 2 2
L tinlrsted ! : 1 : L 7
TOTAL < 35 7 18 3 5 8 & 5 6 7 6 6 6 151 y3 8 281
NEAN . - .55 < I ™ b .5 3 Iy .1 2 1.5 2.0 2.8 2.8 1.8 1 2.3 5 5 42.3vr
EDUCATION : ' . %
0-2 ] RN 3
3-4 1 : L ' 1 o 5 , 7 2.5
5-7 2 2 2 \ 2 22 | 12 4|
8-9 1 2 2 3 4 \ | 2 3 2 31 1 63 22.5
1011 " 1 2 1 1 1 2 L2 2 ’ 2 19 ] 3 w1 o1
Hi' Sch Grad |y i 12 1 1 2 5 3 3 A 2 [ 68 4 126 L5
Some College ] i : & 8 2.1
s s 1 ; ; , -
TOTAL = 35 7 18 3 5 8 8 5 6 7 6 ' 6 & 15t . 2 8 281
MEAN = N N TP J.5 7.8 1121 105 11 1.3 9.5 7 103 10 87 111 10




TABLE V.12~ CUSTODIAL | BY LOCATION

STATE CORRECTIONAL CFFICERS 1 (BY IHSTITUTION)

ALTO } GATTEY | BUFORD{ CHATHAM § DECATUR | JEFFERSON § LEE |LOWNDES | MACCN | MERIVETHER | MONTGOHERY | PULASKI | PUTMM | REIDSVILLE | WARE | wayne | ToTAL

PREVIOUS ' ; , ; ‘ ; ' - ‘ ey
EXPERI ENCE: : -
hivitary 15 2 7 1 1 2 2. 2 2 2 3 ] 3 7L . 1. 3 120
Police work 2 2 2 2 2 N 1. 2 1] L 1g
Guard duty i 2 2 i 1 ] 2 : 5 i 1

,bep. Sheviff

Alcohol tax

agent A 1 . \
TOAL = g | oo 9 3 L 4 5 2 | & 5 I 6 4 83 2 | 3 | 138
_ PERGENT = 4 5y ] 28 .50 { 100 .80 .50 .62 1 .Lo .66 7] 100 100 66] .54 100 1 .37 | 56.2%
MARITAL STATUS:
FARRIED 30 | 6 13 2 5 6 2 5 L3 6 y 5 2 127 2 1 6 | 239
SINGLE 3 1 i ) . 3 ] 2 L 2] ] 2 Lo
DIVORCED 2 1 ) N 3 8
. REEMPLOYMENT :
One time ! 1 i 1 11
-Two times : ] ’ - K ] 6
Three times . 1 ‘ !
Four times 5 ) 1 )
TOTAL ] 1 1 1 ) 13 i 19
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TABLE V.13 - CUSTODIAL 1 AND I'f BY LENGTH OF SERVICE

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER | CORRECTIONAL OFFICER 14
YEARS OF SERVICE YEARS OF SERVICE
Not R Not 1l cran
0-1 } 2-3 | 4-5.} 6-7 ;810 { 11-14] 15-201 20+ |: Listed] TOTAL 0-1 1 2-3 | b=5{ 6-7 | 8-10{ 11-1k | 15-20 | 20+ | Listed | TOTAL{{l TOTA
EDUCATION g
0-3 ] 1 2 1 2 5 L6
3 -0 2 2 1 2 7 1 1 2 1 2 7 L
5 <7 7 7 L 4 5 2 2 i 32 2 32119 8 7 6 6 ] 1L Lyl |76
8 -9 37 10 2 5 g 1 3. 63 11 % 9. 3 4 3 b 1 13 106
16 -11 3k 3 3 1 2 43 10 5 |5 I 3 27 70
Hi Sch Grad__foz L1k 1 L 1 1 2 125 19 22 11 2 5 60 185
Some College 6 . 2 8 . 2 2 10
College Grad | 1 ] . i 1
Additiopal : , .
Degree ‘ .
Unlisted 1 1 i 1 : |» ' . ] 3 | It
TOTAL 186 |36 |13 |i3 13 7 b 2 7 281 I3 42 39 117 22 | 12 12 2 2 _jo1 472
MEAN 10.9 /9.3 7.1 [8.8 1 7.6 | 8.6 | 8.5 6.0 111.3 10.1 10.4 |1o.0}9.2 |8.2 |83 |'5.6 |64k 9.0 7.5 19.0 (i 9.7
AGE
20-21; 27 ] 28 2 3 i 5 Il 33
25-34L L6 L ] ] 52 T4 9 3 3 2 31 83
35-Lk L 8 2 2 56 9 6 2 1 5 ] 2L 80
L5-5L 58 12 6 6 1 3 2 2 90 15 17 22 5 6 b4 |3 2 74 164
55-6L 11 11 I L 11 3 1 I I Ly 3 7 1 7 7 7 6 2 50 97
65-70 3 ] 1 1 | 7i 1 2 1 1 g 12
70 + —
Unlisted ] 1 1 1 2 3.
TOTAL 186 |36 13 13 13 7 i 2 7 281 s b2 139 |17 22 12 12 2 2. a1 k72
HEAN 38.8 1481 {567 [no5 [soa| set|ces [ eaaf urslugo |l vos |u3sisosisoe 502|568 | 557 |so.51 no.5 [wyull]l sag

B
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TABLE V.13 - CUSTODIAL -1 AND I} BY LENGTH OF SERVICE

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER | CORRECT IONAL OFFICER 11 ‘
[ YEARS OF SERVICE - - YEARS OF SERVICE i El :
Not ] Not- | .- li GRAND
o-1| 2-31 L4-5| 6-7] 8-1o} 11-14 | 15-20 | 20+ | Listed] TOTAL 0-17} 2-3} 4-5{ 6=71 810 11-1L { 15=20] 20+| Listed TOTAL}| TOTAL
SALARY , »
3,912 157 9 L 4 2 1 g 184
L 1oL 29 27 9 9 11 g 3 2 2 Q7 ,
4 308 37 18 13 32 2d. e 1
Iy 524 6 24 26 14 19 10 R
Unlisted
TOTAL - 186 | 36 |1 130 13 y AR RN 2 7 281l w3 | owp |39 | a7 22 12 1o
HEAN 3,942 14,0561k, 0051, OL5l L Q7 A b o9 | 4,056 1 b G048 3,967 13,978 N 4,338 14 430 & Loo) b 486l 4495 1L LAY - 14 506
REEMPLOYMENT o
One Time b 3 1 1 ] 10 3 4 2 } 10 Il 20
Two Times - 2 L 1 i 8 [ 2 ! L J 12
; :
TOTAL 6 7 1 I . ¢ 18 : & 2 N el 32
MEAN i il
PREV10US
EXPERIENCE
Military 92 11 L 1 2 1 % 114 i 2t & Z i
Guard ic ] 1 12 £ 3 7 1 3 I
Police 9 3 i 2 1 i6 5 2 2 i 2 i i
Sheri ff-Warden
Education
Other L
TOTAL 15 & 3 3 1 3 142 26 30 15 L [ H 1 1
HEAN 59.6 | L4].6 | b6.1 123.0 23.0 14.2 7.8 50.5 1| 60k {71.b [38.4 173.5 127.2 8.3 8.3 50
T

b o




TABLE V.14 ~ CORRECTIONS MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE BY LOCATION

STATE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PERSONNEL
(BY DUTY STATION) g
MAINTENANCE SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
ALTO REIDSVILLE { OTHER| TOTAL - REIDSVILLE| STATE OFFIGE| OTHER| TOTAL
AGE:
20-24 1 1 : 10 ' T4 22 | *
25-34 1 5 6 3 5 3 11
35-44 3 4 7 ' 7 1 4 12
45-54 4 9 1 14 6 4 5. - 15
“ 1 s55.64 2 12 14 1 : S 2 4 7
65-70 . 2 , 2
Over 70
Unlisted
TOTAL 10 33 1 44 27 28 , 16 71
MEAN 46.5 9.2 49.5 48. 6 : 34.5 30.7 —A5.7T 357
SALARY:

. 1$3216-3912 1 1 . 10 8 1 19
4104-4308 5 5 5 4 2 11
4524-4752 2 ' 10 1 13 : 7 5 12 24
4992.5244 4 9 13 . 5 3 1 9
5508-7380 2 7 , 9 8 8
7752-9888 2 1 3

TOTAL 10 33 1 44 27 28 16 r A
MEAN $6027 5181 - 14638 5361 B 4250 4837 4547 4548




TABLE V.14 - CORRECTIONS MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE BY LOCATION

STATE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PERSONNEL
) (BY DUTY STATION)

MAINTENANCE SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
ALTO REIDSVILLE| OTHER TOTAL REIDSVILLE| STATE OFFICE| OTHER TOTAL
YRS SERVICE: - : : '
0-1 1 5 1 7 9 17 4 30
2-3 4 2 6 8 5 6 19
1-5 5 5 4 2 2 8
6-7 i 3 4 1 3 4
8-10 2 5 7 1 i1 2
. 11-14 b 6 5 1 5
15-20 2 3 5 z 3 3
Over 20 4 4
Unlisted
TOTAL 10 33 1 44 ~ 27 28 16 71 v
MEAN 5.4 9.8 i 8.6yrs 4 4 3.3 3.4 3.7 yrs
EDUCATION:
0-2
. 3-4 1 1-(2%)
5-7 1 8 a {20.5%)
8-9 1 8 9.(20. 5%) 1 1 (1.4%)
10-11 2 2 (4. 5%) 1 1 2{2. 8%)
Hi Sch Grad 4 15 1 20 (45.5%) 20 15 13. 48 (67.6%)
Some College 1 1 (2%) < 9 15 (21.1%) -
Coliege Grad 1 1 2 (4. 5%) 1 1 (1. 4%).
Unlisted ) 3 1 4 {5, 6%)
TOTAL 10 33 1 44 7 28 16 71
MEAN 11.4 9.6 12 10,1 12,6 127 11.6 12,2

BRI S Vet
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TABLE V.14 ~ CORRECTIONSMAINTENANCE AND- SUPPORTIVE BY LOCATION*
STATE MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES PERSONNEL
o : (RY DUTY STATIONY :
MAINTENANCE . SUPPORTIVE SERVICES )
ALTO}| REIDSVILLE| OTHER| TOTAL REIDSVILLE| STATE OFFICH . OTHER| TOTAL
PREVIOUS ' ) :
EXPERIENCE:

Military 3 4 1 8 5 5 10

Teaching. 1 1

Police Work 2 1 3 i 1 1

Dairy Work 1 1 o

Sewing ' 1 o 1

Building oy 4 5 o

Butcher k 1 1

Farming 1 : 1

Custodial 1 i ' 1. 1

Secretarial 10 ) 12 7 2 + 24

TOTAL 7 13 1 21 16 12 8 36 :
. PERCENT 70% 39.3% 100% 47. 7% 59. 2% 42, 8% 50% | 50.7% |

MARITAL STATUS:

Married 9 32 1 19 12 14

Single 1 , . L 7 15

Divorced 1 1 : 1 - 1 2
REEMPLOYMENT:

One Time 2 : . i 3

Two Times 1 ‘ I

BT i e PREAR S ER ] SRS N L e L TR e









