
i 
II' !l \) 

CALIFORNIA 
CRIMINAL ..JU·STICe SYSTEM 

() 

ANALYSIS 

19S5 .. 1974 1M 1975 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF POLICE 
LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPAR'TMENT 

JANliARY 197& 
" 

.r 

f; 
,~ 

:a"lL......-_~ 
o 

/1 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



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

FOREWORD 

~j'T\ . 

~ 

MAY 51978 

ACQU~f"''!~''fi·~,~~'''; ~,J r.~ 
--.. l!~,.~ti It. ! i.~", ~ ~ ... .fY' 

There is a preoccupation with crime today that has generated a climate of fear for many citizens 
of this State. This fear has adebilitating effect on the quality of life experienced in communities 
throughout the State but particularly large urban centers. One function of the criminal justice 
system~the police, the prosecutors, the judiciary, corrections-is to alleviate that fear and thus • 
contribute to a sense of security and well-being among the populace this system exists to serve. 

This role, however, is not being fulfilled because of an imbalance in the priorities focused upon 
by the respective segments of the criminal justice system. The imbalance is characterized by an 
excessive concern for the rights of criminal defendants at the expense of their victims .. The 
criminal justice system needs a balanced advocacy in order to maintain the deterrent potential 
of the law. 

When Senate Bill 42 was signed into law on July 1, 1977, the imbalance became intensified. 
Senate Bill 42 requires a judge to choose one of three ligh~ sentences for convicted felons. For 
example, instead of the previous five-years-to-life for robbery, a judge must now pick between 
two, three, or four years. He must select three years unless he finds that there are circumstances 
which justify leniency (two years) or severity (four years). An extra year may be added ·if the 
offender used a gun and/or an extra yew may be added if he had been previously convicted. 
Bl!t then the fE;llon is entitled, in advance, to a one-third reduction of prison time, subject to 
certain conditions attached to the sentence, Senate Bill 42 cuts prison terms for serious crime; 
it thereby reduces both prison population and state correctional expenditures. This economy, 
however, is realized at the expense of all Californians because they experience increased crime 
as a direct result of the felons' earlier release and the inability of the system to achieve anywhere 
near 100% rehabilitcl'tion of these criminals. 

The following report is an overview of some criminal justice system activities in California during 
1975. The analysis focuses on the crimes of homicide, robbery and burglary, and Superior Court 
sentencing practices associated with persons convicted of those crimes. Unfortunately, a sentenc­
ing pattern established in prior years continued in 1975: the judiciary persists in committing 
onl\! a small percentage of dangerous offenders to state prison. The data in th is report point out 
the urgent need for additional reform in sentencing practices. Such reform should include 
stricter limitations upon judicial discretion in granting probation and stiffer prison terms for 
convicted felons. 

Another area of increasing concern is the rapidly expanding use of Penal Code Section 17(b} (4) 
in Los Angeles County by the District Attorney. This section gives the District Attorney broad 
di'scretionary power to refer cases judged unlikely to receive felony convictions to either his own 
staff or to the City Attorney for prosecution as misdemeanors. The alternate felony/misdemeanor 
filing option allows the conviction rate for felonies to be increased through the retention of the 
"strongestll cases rather than through vigorous prosecution of all cases. 17(b} (4) P.C. permits the 
District Attorney to preach a hard line against felons and offer as proof a high felony conviction 
rate while actually practicing a selective policy of felony filings. 

/1. /7 . fn1! /J 
;V ;Kr~(~L----' 
'ROBERT ,¥.ROCK 
Chief of Police 
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CRIMINAL ..JUSTICE 
IN LOS ANGELES 

SYSTEM 
COUNTY 

FISCAL 1964 - 1965 

COSTS 

DETENTIONS '& ~ 
CORRECTIONS A. 1\ 
$17,089,533 ----,--------------'------ 8.5% 

PROSATION 
$17,395,945 ------,-------------- 8.7% 

JUDICIAL 
$33,049,550 --Iirii .. _un. __ iiiiiiiir------- 16.5% 

.-;; 

LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 

Crime may affect citizens in more than 
one way. EVen if they are not personally 
involved in the tragedies of crime, they 
must help shoulder the Criminal Justice 
System costs. 

The costs of the Criminal Justice System 
in Los Angeles County rose 213.3 percent 
between 1964-65 and 1974-75. The 
expense of law enforcemen t ros@ 222.8 
percent, while probation costs rose 191,5 
percent. Judicial disbursements grew at a 
faster rate than other expenditures, 232.1 
percent. Only detention and correction 
outlays (125.3 percent) did not keep pace 
with the growth rate for other costs, and 

$132,654,902 ---=::=--==~=::::::::::::::::~~--... ---- 66.3% 

SOURCES: Financial Transactio~,s Concerning Cities of California 64-65/74-75 
Financial Transactions Cd'tlcerning Counties of California 64-65/74-75 

; L.A. County Budget '64-'65 and '74.!75 
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CRIMINAL JWSTICE 
IN LOS ANGELES 

SYSTEM 
COUNTY 

FISCAL 1974-1975 

COSTS 

6.1% 

DETENTIONS & 
CO R.R ECTI ONS 

-----=--~-:.:.:.:--------------- $38,496,492 

8.1% 

I' F:tROBAT!ON ff 

-----------------~-"----- :$50,701,542 
,(: 

JUDICIAL 
17.5% $109,741,146 

as a percentage of the total Criminal 
Justice System costs, the 1974-75 share 
(6.1 percent) is 2.4 percentage points 
lower than the comparable 1964-65 figure 
(8.5 percent). This large variance suggests 
a decrease in the use of detention and 
correction facilities and/or a cutback in ) 
the funds available. 

NOTE: Law enforcement costs in 
Los Angeles County were determined' 
by totaling the expenditures for Marshall, 
Sheriff, and Police ,services. The judicial "Ii 

costs rts:flect Los/Angeles County Clerk, 
District and City Attorneys, Grand Jury, 
Justice, Municipal, and Superior Courts, 
and Public Defender expenditures. 

" ~;' LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 

68.;3% ____ 2--_~~~~~~:=.~==__' __ $428,256,058 

$0URCES: F!nanc!al Tran.sact!o. ns C~ .. 09Cern!ng Cities ?f CalifQr:nia 6.4-65174-75 
. Fmanclal TransactlOns.Co)~cernmg Counties of California 64-65/74-75 

L.A. County Bud~et '6765 and'74~'75 
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DiSPOSITION OF FELONY DEPENDANTS CONVICTED 
IN LOS ANGELES SUPERIOR COURT 

/ .... '.j 

HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGLARY 

,Ghart.l shows the final disposition of telonv defendants convicted in Los Angeles Superior Court in 
bornparison with the number of arrests made and crimes reported (homicide, robbery and burglary), 
From 1974 to 1975 the number of times the three felonies were reoorted increased 5.29 percent, 

°while arrests rose 5.42 percent.' " 

During 1975 the conviction rate rose 1.3 percentage points above the 1974 figure. This was expected 
because the District Attorney prosecuted only the "best" cases. Cases not likely to result in felony 
convictiQns'weresent to the City Attorney under Penai Code Section 17(b}(4), or relected outright. 
Thjssection, added to the Penal Code in 1969, permits the District Attorney the option of filing an 
alternate felony/misdemeanor offense; This option allows the District Attorney to select desirable 
cases to prosecute but conversely increases both the City Attorney and Municipal Court trial vvork· 
loads. 

In Los AngElles County during 1974, 10 robberies and 1,538 burglaries were filed as misdemeanors 
under 17(b){4) P.C., and ofthose filings 7 (70.0 percent) of the robberies and 1,301 (84.6 percent) 
of the burglaries received lower court convictions. During 1975, 7 robberies and 1,832 burglaries 
were filed under 17(b) (4) P.C., with none of the robberies and 1,582 (86,4 percent) of the burglaries' 
receiving convictions. No homicideswere filed under this section in either year. 

The combined conviction rate for robbery and burglary 17(b}(4} P .C. referrals was 84.5 percent for 
1974 and 86.0 percent for 1975. The high conviction rates in lower courts of these 17(b} (4) P.C. cases, 
which were refer,f'ed as IIweak'f cases, sugg~st that the District Attorney's criteria for downgrading felony 
cases should 9.l.lsubjected to very close scrutiny. 

)., 

Probation contll1ues to be the mQst frequentpim:;'osition, and in 1975 rose 1.7 percentage points above 
the 1974 level. Sentences to prison increased during 1975, ,4 percentage point over 1974; however, ' ... 
prison sentences are still considerably below the 1965 rate of 33.6 percent. 

NOTE: In compiling the percentages, the number of crimes reported in Los Angeles County was used 
as a starting block. The number of arrests is 91soshownas a percentage of the crimes reported. The 
convicted category is the percentage of arrestees who vvere successfully prosecuted in Superior Court. 

In past years a Itpersons chargedJl category was included, betweenarrest~,' and convicted. This infonna­
tion, however, was not available for 1975 or 1965, making the comparisbn impossible, 
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DiS~05iTION OF FELONY DEFENDANTS ._/ 
cONy)erED IN LOS ANGELES SUPERiOf\ CQlJAT 

/;:;> HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGL6\RY 

Chart§..-Z:.{nd 3 show the disposition of defendants convicted of homicide, robbery and burglary in 
L9S"'AngelesSuperior Court from 1970 through 1975.10 each of those years probation was the 

/most frequent sentence for the three crimes as a group (in excess of 50 percent of the dispositions . 
. ' annually). DUring 1975 there were slight increases over 1974 in the percent of probation and prlson/ 

dh;pDsitfons (1.7 and .4 percentage points, respectively). Probation accounted for 58.5 percenJof 
the combined homicide, robbery and burglary dispositions in 1975. . 

The inadequacy of probation as the primary disposition for convicted felons will be shown elsewhere 
inthls report. 
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NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED AND PERCENTAGE 
OF CONVICTED FELONS SENT TO PRISON 

HOMICIDE -:,"'ROBBERY - BUR'GLARY 

~b~ ANGELES COUNTY 

/\" 
\ c" 
''\.~_J 

Charts 4 and 5 show the inverse correlation which.exists between the number of homicides, robberies 
and burglaries reported in Los Angeles C0unty and the number of felons convicted and sent to prison 
for those crimes. Reported crimes in the three categories increased from 119,217 in 1965 to 193,319 

Yin 1975, a jump of 62.2 percent. The number of convicted killers, robbers and burglars sentenced to 
state prison, however, decreased from 1,245 in 1965 to 1,086 in 1975, a drop of 12.8 percent. In 
short, more crimes are being committed, more arrests made, more felons convicted, but fewer convicted 
telons are being sent to state prison! 

These well-established trends, evidence of lenient sentencing practices in the face of increasing crime, 
com[Tlunicate a clear message to criminals: the odds on going to state prison are shifting in your favor. 

As a group, the percentage of convicted killers, robbers and burglars who were sentenced to state prison 
increased slightly from 1974 to 1975 (from 24.1 percent to 24.5 percent). These percentages, however, 
contrast unfavorably with the one for 1965 when 33.6 percent of those convicted for the same crimes 
were sent to state prison. 
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NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED 
AND PERCENT OF CONVICTED FELONS 

SENT TO PRISON 
LOS ANGELES; COUNTY 

NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED CHART 4 0 
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NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED AND PERCENT 
OF CONVICTED FELONS SENT TO PRISON 

HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGLARY 

LOS ANGELES 'COUNTY 

Charts 6 and 7 show the number of crimes reported and the percentage of convicted felons sent to prison. 
I.n 1975 the number of homicides, robberies and burglaries increased over 1974 levels, and apprecjably 
above 1970 levels. " 

Quring 1975 the percentage of convicted robbers and burglars sentenced to prison increased over both the 
1974 and 1970 figures. The percentage of convicted murderers sentenced to prison decreased to a point 
lower than both 1974 and 1970 levels. 
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NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED AND 
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SUPERIOR COURT CONVICTIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSITION 
~"LOS ANGELES COUNTY - STATE LESS 
o ' LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

Charts 8 through 16 show Superior Court homicide, robbery and burglary/convictions by type of dispo­
sition and the percentage for each. For the three crimes during 1975, Los Angeles County, as compared 
with the remainder of the State, sent a smaller percentage of convicted felons to state prison, and a 
greater percentage were given probation with jail. 

The most disturbing information is in Chart 10, which deals with homicide in Los Angeles County during 
1975. Only 55.1 percent of the convicted killers received state prison sentences, as compared with 74.4 
percent for the remainder of the State. In 1965, Los Angeles County was tougher on murderers (62.3 
percent sentenced to state prison) than was the remainder of the State (50.2 percent). From 1965 for­
ward, Los Angeles County's handling of killers softened while the remainder of the State toughened 
their position. The percentage receiving commitments to probation with jail has greatly increased. The 
1975 figure (31.8 percent) is 12.7 percentage points above the 1965 figure (19.1 percent). During that 

"same period, however, the number of homicides reported in Los Angeles County went from 420 in 1965 
to 997 in 1975, an increase of 137.4 percent! 

\\ 

In 1975,41.6 percent of the convicted robbers in Los Angeles County received state-prison sentences. 
This is up slightly from the year before (1.8 percentage points); however, it is still 2.5 percentage points 
below the remainder of the State, and a significant drop from the 1965 level of 62.7 percent. As was 
the case with homicide, the slack made by the decrease in commitments to state prison was more than 
made up for by the commitm.ents to probation with jail. In 1965, 12.1 percent received sentences of 
probation with jail and by 1975 the percentage rose to 37.0 percent, an increase of 24.9 percentage 
points. 

In Los Angeles County, during 1975, the percentage of conVicted burglars sentenced to state prison 
increased slightly over 1974 (.8 percentage point); however, that figure is still 9.3 percentage points 
lower than the 1965 figure. Probation with jail is the sentence being used most often for burglars 
throughout the State; 57.0 percent received this sentence in Los Angeles County, up from 20.0 

, percent in 1965. 
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SUPERIOR COURT CONVICTIONS BY TYPE OE DISPOSITION' 
,:~ 

HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGLARY 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - STATE LESS 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

----------, • c ~ -::- .-

Charts., 17 and 18 show Superior Court convictions by type of disposition for both Los Angeles Cou.nty 
and the State less Los Angeles County. In Los Angeles County, the fluctuations occurring over'the 
past years are leveling off as sentencing practices generally become al igned with those in the remainder 
of the State. The percentage of individuals sentenced to prison in Los Angere:) County has genetaliy 
increased over the years, yet it remains below the remainder of the State in 1975 (by 2.2 percentage " 
points). . 0.== .~=~ . ___ =0 -

,lIThe increase in probation-with-jail dispositions shown in both charts may beiflterpreted by some as 
evidence of hardened judicial atti!tJdes toward felons. F'robation with jail( however, is insufficient 
punishment to result in either rehabilitation or deterrence, and such dispositions are not fitting 
substitutes for state prison sentences. 
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-SENT.6f,JCES OF F=F::I.:;Qi'JY DEFE("DANTS CONVICTED 
_/;;~~~ I}OMIC;Jr;1El'R0BB~EJ.Y;/AND BURGLARY 

STATE -~ ~os ANGELES COUNTY ~// 

':\···.//1965 - 1974 -- 1975 

OF 

~;;:/c/'>'//» .,' ."" 
~:!~ ___ ~~~;'~.T~b!Bff1 through ~rgl!ect dispositions of persons convicted of homicide, robbery and burglary during, . 
~-;;:~>r;://1965, 1974andAg75. .•• .. 

~(;/\ se!)te.nci~}!:i~ti»es lIn Los~An~eles County, and .throug~out the State, changed drastical Lv(fo~ 19!35 
to 1975land on!1 two ofthe eight categories registered Increases. In Los Angeles COUllty, CaJliOrnla 

:- f{ehabfli"tation Center (CRC) commitments rose· from 2.7 percent in 1965to 3.9 percent in 1975, 
~")i • wI:Jr(e probation wIth jail rose from 17.9 percent to 48.4 percent over the Sgme period. Throughout 

" , "t~i.h.e iPt8.t8. f I.e .. nie~c. y ~e~ident!y ut.m. ost in the minds of. the Judlciary b~cause. a f:l~m C;)f1Vi?.ted of ona 
/./ ~;v of th/~e 9nrt1$s JIJ, 1975 hads 47 percent chance of bemg gl'ven probation with Jail. Convicted. 
z= /7/.. ~t.tr~lars .. ··.IO,~OS. :t\nf!ele~.!G6LJnw duri~g 1975 had only .a 10.7 percent chance of doing hare! time. 
/' I II' Not bag,~dds a,taTJ-.:fbr the'burglars!! .. ' ,/ ",:~~'I /1,,' / 
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SENT"ENCES0F FELONY DEeENrfANTSCONViCTED!N SUPERIOR COURT 

HQMICibE--ROBBERY -BURGLARY 

~;.J'~~-

-~~ - -

:-

~.j,\ •. e0i)NTY 
-:c/':"-" 

Hamiei.de 
i' Percent of Total 
Robbery 

Percent of Total 
Burglary 

, Percent of Total 
TOTALS 

Percent of T ptal 

Deft 
Totals 

220 
100% 

961 
100% . 

2525., 
100% 

3706 
100% 

ST'AtE..,.LF,.SSLA. COUNTY 
, Ho"r'nicLde" ..370 

,Percent of T ot~i 100% 
Robbery 987 

f'srcelJt q:f Total 100% 
Burglary' ;~348 

Pefcentof Total /"'100%, 
J".-.>JCJTALS 470fh<· . 

.' State 
Priso[! 

137'1; . 
62'.3%· 

1303 
62.7% 

505;,' " 
'. ~O.O% 

'1245 
33.6% 

'.-;.-;r::::",;~~ '~-'~ :;;;~ ~>'. Percent of T otal10MG 

;'./!";.-~ STATE TOTAtS 
H~micide(.' 

Peresnt of T ~fu! 

, 
11 

II 
II 
Ii 
/' 

l 

.:Robbery 
.. , percent of Total 

8ufglary ~" ' 
Perc~nt of,~T otal 

TOTAL;S 
'Percel~t of Total \ .--:": 

1948 
100% 

5873 
100% 

841T >-

1!jO~-

* Indudes 8 death sentenGe~ . if 
** Includesi,g death sentences ;; 

-£I '~, . ___ '... r .. '. Or. 
SOU'RCE: Bureau or Crlmmal Sitallstlcs \ . ' - P , 

t f 
\\ .l~-"""< 

~. , 

12 
5.4% 

168 
17.4% 

290 
11;5% ,-

479 
'1'2~7% 

20 
3.4% 

280 
"14,4%;-
576 

1965 

Straight. " 
Probation 

25 
1.1.4% 
'39 

4.1% 
586 

23.2% 
650 0." ".-

17.5% 

90. 
15;3% 

.93 
4.8% 

1236 
"9.8% 21,0% . 

$76 1418 ,",,"'" 
10,4% lV:90/0 

<~-:~ 

.> /~-

, 

~::--

Probation 
WithJail . 

42 
19.1% 

116 
12.1% 

506 
",,20.0% 
664 

17.9% ' 

99 
26.8% 

176 
17;9% 

.896 
26.7% 

1171 
24.9% 

141 
23.9% 

292 
, 14.9%~ 

1- ~ 'ie"" ' p,4!J,,-
23.9% 

1835 _ 
21S.of-· .•.• 70 

4 0 
-;> 

1.8% 0% 
18 0 

1.9% "0%' 
548 4 

21.7% .2% 
570 4 

15.4% .1% 

1L 0 
3.0% 0% 

19 0 
_. 1.9% 0% 

505 6. 
15.1'% 

. . 
• 2% 

535 6 
11.4% .1% 

15 0 '-"'''-.:.~. 

2.5% 0% 
37 0 

1.9% 0% 
1053 10 

17:9% .2% 
1105 1,0 

13.1% .1% 

~ 

• 

Q 

TABLE 1 

CRe 

9 / 
0"; 

; .. 
. .0%·'- 0% 

16 . 1 
1.7% .1% 

84 2 
3.a%·,· .1% 

lOOY 3 
2.7% .1% 

.. J 0 
.~.o/.) 0% 
" 12 0 

1.2% 0°/ , 70 

56 2'/ .. 
1;7% . ~".".1% .::' ~;d 

69 .. 2 .' ,,' 
,J.5% "j' "0% 

----:-;.-

c< 

1 
.2% 

:28?' 
1.4%" 

140 
2.4% 

169 
2.0% 
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SENTENCES OF FELONY DEFENDANTS CONVICTED IN SUPERIOR CQURT 
HOMICIDE-ROBBERY-BURGLARY 

'<t 

1974 \'1 

TABLE 2 

Deft State Straight Probation Mental 
Totals Prison CYA Probation With Jail Jail Fine CRC Hygiene 

L.A. COUNTY. 
Homicide 382 234* 16 30 99 0 0 2. 

Percent of Total 100% 61.3% 4.2% 7.9% 26.0% 0"10 0% .4% .2% 
Robbery 1196 476 197 41 413 2 0 66 

Percent of Total 100% 39.8% 16.5% 3.4% 34.5% .2% 0% 5.5% .1% 
Burglary 2316 229 136 381 1249 149 0 168 4 

Percent of Total 100% 9.9% 5.9% 16.4% 53.9% 6.4% !) 0% 7.3% .2%' 

TOTALS 3894 939 349 452 1761 151 0 236 6 
Percent of Total 10Q% . 24.1% 8.9% 11.6% 45.2% 3.9% 0% 6.1% .2% 

STATE-LESS L.A. COUNTY 
Homicide ,519 377** 11 41 86 2 0 0 2-

Percent of Total 100% 72.6% 2.1% 7.9% 16.6% .4% 0% 0% .4% 

Robbery 1760 827 234 80 519 3 0 94 3 
Percent of Total 100% 47.0% 13.3% 4.5% 29.5% .2% 0% 5.3% .2% 

Burglary 4485 578 318 652 2367 236 4 324 6 
Percent of Total 100% 12.9% 7.1% 14.5% 52.8% 5.3% .1% 7.2% .1% 

TOTALS 6764 1782 563 773 2972 241 -4 418 11 
Percent of Total 100% 26.3% 8.3% 11.4% 43.9% 3.6% .1% 6.2% .2% 

STATE TOTALS 
Homicide 901 611 27 71 185 2 0 2 3 

Percent of Total 100% 67.8% 3.0% 8.0% 20.5% .2% 0% .2% .3% 

Robbery 2956 1303 431 121 932 5,; J 0 160 4 
- Perc.:l~t of Totai 100% 44.1% 14.6% 4.1% 31.5% :\.2% 0% 

.-
5.4% .1% 

Burglary 6801 807 454 1033 3616 385 4 492 10 
Percent of Total 100% 11.9% '6.7% 15.2% 53.2% 5.7% 0% 7.2% .1% 

1:':' 
TOTALS 10,658 2721 912 1225 4733 392 4 654 17 

Percent of Total 100% 25.5% 8.6% 11.5% - 44.4% 3.7% 0% 6.1% .2% 

* Includes 2 death sentences 
::-,\ 

** Includes 7 death sentences 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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SENTENCES OF FELONY DEFENDANTS CONVICTED IN SUPERIOR COURT 

Deft 
Totals 

State 
Prison 

--------------------
L.A. COUNTY 

Homicide 

Percent of Total 
Robbery 

~ercent of Total 

Burglary 
,II ,Percent of Total 

TOTALS 
'== '_ PercC'nt of Total 

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

STATE-LESS L.A. COUNTY 
Homicide 

Percent of Total 

Robbery 

Percent of Total 

Burglary 

Percent of Total 

TOTALS 
Percerit of Total 

STATE TOTALS 
Homicide 

Pe~i:ent of Total 

Rol:!bery 

Percent of Total 

Burglary 

Percent of Total 

TOTALS 
Percent of Total 

412\, 
l;\. 

10~% 
1385 \~;, 

'. 100% 
\\1 

2634~\ 
100CYti.\ 

4431:,1 
" II 

100% " 

473 
100% 

1885 
100% 

4002 
100% 

(3360 
100% 

885 
100% 

3270 
100% 

6636 
100% 

10791 
100% 

* Includes 3 given death penalty 

** I ncliJdes 16 given death penalty 

SOU RCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 

227* 
55.1'% 

576 
41.6% 

283 
1.0.7% 

1086 
24.5% 

352** 
74A% 

831 
44.1% 

511 

12.8% 
" 1694 1) 

}' 

26.7~ 

\ 
579 I 

65.4%1 

1407 
43.0% 

794 
12.0% 

2780 
25.8% 

\. 

, . \I . 
HOMICIDE-ROBBERY-BURGLARY " 

1\ 

171 i CYA 

21 
5.1% 

210 
'15.2% 

168 
6.4% 

399 
9'.0% 

12 
2.5% 

273 
14.5% 

264 
6.6% 

549 
8.6% 

33 
3.7% 

483 
14.7% 

432 
6.5% 

948 
8.8% 

1975 

Straight 
Probation 

32 
7~8% 

45 
3.2% 

369 
14.0% 

446 
10.1~~ 

35 
7.4% 

79 
4.2% 

575 
14.4% 

689 
10.8% 

67 
7.6% 

124 
'3.8% 

944 " 

14.2% 

1135 
10.5% 

(! 

\', 

20 
'I 
I' 

Probation 
With Jail 

131 
31,8% 

512 , 
37.0% 

(i 
1502 '. 

57.0% 

2145 
48.4% 

73 
15.5% 

.. 627 
33.2% 

2230 
55.7% 

2930 
46.1% 

204 
~\ 23.1% 

11'39 
II 

~l4.8% 

3732 
H 
?~.2% 

5075 
47.0% 

o 
0% 

5 
.4% 

174 
6.6% 

':179 
, 4.0% 

o 

4 

149 
3.7% 

153 
2.4% 

0 
0% 

9 
.3% 

323 
4.9% 

332 ." 

\ 3.1% 

Fine GRC 

\\ 
'\. 
\ '0 \\ 

\\ 0% .2% '\0 35 
'!\ 0%" 2.5% 

,0\ 136 
\0% 5.2% 

o ~\ 172 
3.9% 

o 

2 

3 

o 

\\ 

'\ '\ 
\ 0 

" 0% 
0% 

.1% 

0% 

'0% 

\~6 
\3.5% 

266\ 
~1% 

332 1" 
Ii 5.2\ 

1 
,;t 0% .1% 
2 \, 101 

.1% \ . 3.1% 

0% 

3 
0% 

\402 
\ 6.1% 

i04 

\ 4.7% 

\ 
'. \\ 

" 

ij 1/ 

". 
'. 

\" 
~Mental '\ 
Hygiene . \\. 

I', 

'h 
a , " 

0% ~ 
\\ I 2 

.1% 

2 
.1% 

4 
,.1% 

1 1~ I, 
;'2% 

~" 'I 
\' 3 

.2% 
6 
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OF Cbi\!VICTIONS INVOLVING PROBATIONERS 
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LOS ANGELE:S COUNTY - STATE LESS 
LOS ~NGELES COUNTY 

\ \\. ~ 
,\ 

HQMICIDE ';- ROBBERY - BURGLARY 
\ ~; 

\ .' 

~ \ '\ ''\ 1,. 

CH~rt 1'9 shows that during 1975 the State 16'~S Lo~ tXngeles County had a greater percentage of 
hotl'licid0S comlnitted by probationers (20.3 percent) than did Los Angeles County (16.8 percent). 

~ ., .. . '. 

Los \f\ngeles Cdunty red the rest of the State in. the percentage of robbers and burglars c,onvicted 
while.\ on'probation, by .5 ~'~d 5 percentage pt)il~ts resp~ctively. Fmm 1·974 to 1975, LO$ Angeles 
Coun:w reduced the robber~\and burglqry figures nearl~~ 5 percentage po'jnts each. This brought this 
percet.)tage qf robbery convicltlons invofving probationer~ to a point just above the level for the 

\. rema.i~\der of the State, but th't\pe\centag~ of burglary ?oflvictio~s involviqg probatio.ners is still 
\ consIderably c.lbove the State les~ Lps Angejes County fIgure. ThIS chart leads to the Inescapable 
\"G,onclusiors thatymany probation!3rs,are crirQinallyactive and that a greater relia'tlce on state prison 

:shntences\(ather than probation would resultin reduced crime. 
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§±§±I L.A. COUNTY 

STATE LESS 
....... ~ ..... L.A. COUNTY 

~30.6% 

25.5% 
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I, \ \ \\ \, teS ANG~~LES COUN11\Y - STATE LESS 

\\E. RC\\~AGE.'~ OF C~VICTIONS INVOLVING PROBATIONERS 

\ ; ','I, LO$~ ANGELES COUNTY '\1 
.\.\\... ... \ HOMICIDEt ROBBERY,.. BURGLARY 

\ 'i; 
~ ,\ 
~: ~\\ '\ \ 
~ Charts 20 ancl21 illustrate a:\$ix~year trend In the percentage of homicide, robbery and burglary con\ric-

\
-~C~ tions involving prdbationers.Nn Los Angeleu County the upward trend of the early seventies has started 
\to reverse itsel1;, The graph for,the 8t(3te less Los Angeles County shows a convergence of the percent,~ 

\~
\ ages involving bwg\:flry and rO~)DerVI both of which have remained relatively stable since 1970. The \ 
\ slight upswing ih 19F4'::af homipi'd,e convictiol~s involving probationers appears to be leveling off. 
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R,~RCENTAGE OF CO,NVICTI'ONS 
INVOLVING PROBATIONERS 

CHART 20 

L.A. COUN'-Y 
CHART 21 
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SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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PERCENTAGE OF CONVICTIONS INVOLVING PAROLEES 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - STATE LESS 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

. 
HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGLARY 

Chak1;,,22 shows that during 1975, Los Angeles Gounty was below the remainder of the State in the 
per~~'tage of parolees convicted of homicide, robbery or burglary. , ~ 

In Los Angeles County the percentage of burglary convictions involving parolees was 4.3 percentage 
points below the figure for the remainder of the State. That differential was larger than the differ-
ences for either homicide, 2.2 percentage points, or robbery, 1.7 percentage points. . 
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(DF CONV1C"T~lONS 
I NVOLV U'iG PAROL.EES . ..~ 

L A COUNTY-S-rArrE LESS L A-COUJ'..JTY 

L.A. COUNTY 

STAlE LESS 
L.A. COUNTY 

1975 

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

8.3% 

HOMICIDE 7.2~~ 

'SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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PERCENTAGE OF CONVICTIONS INVOLVING, PAROLEES-' 
.' .<::-" ~ 

LOS ANGELES COUNT'(..,,-STATE LESS 
LOS ANGELt;S CqUNaY 

HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGLAR" 

Charts 23 and 24 illustrate a six-year trend in the percstytage of homicide, robbery and burglary 
convictions involving parolees. I n Los Angeles County since 1972, the percentage of convictions 
involving parolees has deoreased. The graph depicts the rapid decline of robbery and burglary 
convictions involving parolees., The percentage ot homicide convictions involving parolees 
throughout the State has been subject to numerous fluctuations, but in Los Angeles County 
in 1975 the percentage was below the 1970 I'evel; in the State less l_os Angeles County fn 1975 
the percentage was up slightly from 1974 but still below the 1971 level. 

If the general decrease in such convictions throughout the State means fewer parolees are corn-
, 'dYlitting these crimes, then the Department of Corrections has finally established more effective 

,(' //';' criteria for the determination of parole risks. 
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PE:RCE.NTAGE OF CONVICTIONS 
I~~VOLVING PAROLEES 

CHART 23 
L.A. COUNTY 

CHART 24 

STATE LESS L.A. COUNTY 
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PERCEJ\lTAGE OF' CONVICTIONS INVOLVING 
PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES 

LOS ANGELES CQUNTY -STATE LESS 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

HOMJCiDE - ROBBERY - BURGLARY 

,. ")' \ .:, 
iiChart 25 ,rev.e~l~ the- p~rcflrnage of hom i~ide, robbery and bur~lar'y .col~victlons dqrihg 1975 which if_. 
tinvolv,ed.'ndl~ld~als v.Jnowere on probatIon or parole. These mdl\llduals, \NRo)~Jere procEl$sEl,d thl;qFigl1 . 

< rh~ c.nmlnal.J~stlce system ~t least once, W~I:e r~turne? to tb~ ~~reet where they vvere free. t~resum.,e 
;/ crlmmal activIty. Community-based rehabIlltatl09-evldently (lid n9t wOrk for these crI[T]Jnals i :; 

,./ because i as the number of convictions demonstrates, they were involve-dc;in crlm~narClCtsagajn and 
had to be recirculated through the system. 

Los Angeles County was below the remainder of the State in the percentage of probationers and 
parolees convicted of homicide (22.8 percent compared to 28.6 percent) and robbery (37.9 percent 
compared to 39.2 percent), but was higher in burglary (40.2 percent cOmpared to 39.6 percent); 

u:, 

29 <) 

Ii 
It' 

~, ' 



w 
CJ « 
I-
2 
w 
U 
a: 
W 
/l. 

PERCEt"T:AGE qF COt"V,lc-rIONS 
PROf3ATIO"~ERS, .. AI'JD, <f?AR:OLEES 

L ... ·,..r. .. 'U~I~· ."'y ' .. .A. 'l.'.!J N i , LOS ANGELES COUf\lTY - STATE LESS 

HOMICIDE-ROBBERY-BURGLARY 

1975 
a 

CHART 25 
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PERCENTAGE OF CONVICTIONS INVOLVING 
PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY - STATE LESS 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGLARY 

Charts 26 and 27 show the percentage of convictions for homicide, robbery and burglary involving 
probationers and parolees for the years 1970 through 1975. The tremendous fluctuations that have 

.-;> taken place over the last six years are readily apparent and suggest that there are continuing problems 
in determining good probation and parole risks. Charts 23 and 24 on page 28 show that the percent­
age of convictiO'i1S involving parolees has generally been dropping since 1972; therefore, it appears 
tMt the problem is selecting suitable candidates for probation. 
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PERCENTAGE OF CONVICTIONS u • 

INVOLVING PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES 
1/;1" 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY-STATE LESS L.A. COUNTY 

CHART 26 
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TIME SERVED PRIOR TO FIRST RELEASE ON PAROLE 

HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGLARY 

1965 -1974 -1975 

'/ 

Chart 28 shows that during 1975 the mediqln prison time served by persons prior to their first release' 
on parole increased over 1974 levels, with the exception of those convicted of attempted robbery. 
Tho largest increase wa? for first-degree mu~derers who were required. to spend ~1 rrlor;:tns I(:mge~ in 
prIson (a 25.3 percent Increase). Attemptec'\ robbery was the only cnme for whlchlhe medJ8n tIme 
se.rved dropped (down 1.5 months/ a decrealse of 3.5 percent). .. 

Such ~Jains In time served, howeVer, will be 811 but eliminated becaus~ of the enactment of Senate 
Bill 42 which became effective on July 1/ 1977. The California State legislature rewrote and replaced 
criminal sanctions described in the Penal Code with sentences less severe than most Adult Authority 
standards which had been imposed on serrtenced criminals. Now each crime has three possible punish­
ments (e,g" for robbery the sentence can be two, three or four years). A judge will be required to 
sentence a convicted criminal to the mIddle term unless a motion is made and evidence presented 
that would justify either raising or !.,bwerrng the penalty. The new legislation al$o requires that the 

~ Department of Corrections reduce I}entences by one-third as good behavior credit, subject to certain 
II conditIons ElttEl.ohed to the sentenc~\. 

Chart 2B shows the effects of Senate Bill 42 and compares the new sentences with past Adult 
Authority practices. It should be noted, however, that the Senate Bill 42 prison terms shown on 
this chart represent the middle term and do not include possible enhancements to prison sentences 
allowed by the Penal Cod~, Such enhancements are subject to considerable discretion by both 
the District Attorney in Initlating a motion for sentence enhancement and by the judiciary in 
fInding that the enhancement should be imposed, 
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TIME SERVE:D Pf~IOR TO FH'iST R~LEASE ON PAROLE' 
\. 
'.I 

\ Charts 29 through 31 allow for a six·y\~ar comparison of the time served prior to first rel'easEl on 
" parole. During 1976, the median tim~\\Served increased for all ct\imes except attempted robbery. 

~' 

r,'J 0. 

~ The encouraging trend of convicted killers, robbers and burglars spending more time behind 
"" bars will be short lived with the enactrrlent of Senate Bill 42. 
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COI\lCLUSION \ 
, ,. "\ ,During 1975 the number of reported crimes and arrests rose above those for 1 974, with the percentage 

increase for arrests greater than that for reported crimes. A larger number of felons were convicted 
, during 1976; however, liberal use of Penal Code Section 17 (b)(4L which permits the District Attorney 

0\ \ to refer felony complaints either to his own staff or to the City Attorney for prosecution as misde-

\ 

meanors, has no doubt contributed significantly to this higher conviction rate. , 

\ The percentage of dispositions resu!tfllg in prison sentences was up less than one-half a percentage 
\\ point (1975 over 1974) while the ~)ercentage of convicted felons committed to probation rose over 

\ ~wo percentage points.' 

\ ~~ha percenta~e of, convict~d ferD.nI~ p!aced on proba!ion h.as risen mar~e?l~ since 1965, to the point 
\" ;rv'~ere prQ.9atro~l. 1,61., straJght pr~t~atlOn ~nd probation. ~I~h (co.unty) Jail, IS by far the most frequently 
" Hl1posed diSposition, The probstllDn subSidy program, II1ltlated 1111965, grants state funds to the 
'\ co~r.ties fot t,h8 administration oi cQ,rn,mUnitY,-baSed rehabilitation programs. Judges, perhaps enticed 
\ ' by ~~e pro~pect of rehabilitation iivithtn the ?ommu~ity while effecting some, albeit illusory, cost 

\ savm~sJ relied more and more on l\he p'tpbatlon subsJdy program. ' 

\.' Th~rJ\{S mou~t.in~ eviden.ce, howe~er, tha:t"the pr??ati,on subsidy,progra.m. ~as not justified it~ c,ontin, ual 
, use an~l that It 1$ meffectlve as a method 0·1 rehabllJtatlon. The high recIdIvIsm rate of probatIoners 

over, th~ years hasfJPparently been ac~epte~l,by th~ jud.iciary, at th~ exp~nse of public sa~ety. Any dis­
CU$slOn'~f alternatJve forms of probation orrehabilltatlon, and their sOCietal costs, must Include the 
followin~: a convicted felon cannot commif\~second crime if still behind bars for the first offense. \ ~\ 

" \ 
« ' \, 

~ 

The crimInal justice system managers and lead~rs must stop passively accepting whatever results the 
oriminal j~stice system produces, and instead ret1Uir~ accountability through a greater disclosure of 
s'/stem pra~tices. Police departments are judged 'by orime rates which are widely published. Little 
is ~Ione, hoxrever, to inform the public of the filing rates of the prosecutors, or the sentencing practices 
oJ lndiVidus:! judges. If these items were PLlblished l prosecutors and judges would find that they must 
deal more sdyerelY with felons or face public censure.' 
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