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There js a preoccupation with crime today that has generated a climate of fear for many citizens
of this State. This fear has a debilitating effect on the quality of life experienced in communities
throughout the State but particularly large urban centers, Qne 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 prioritjes 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 maintair 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 light sentences for convicted felons. For
example, instead of the previous five-years-to-life for robbery, a judge must now pick between
two, threg, 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 year may be added if he had been previously convicted.
But then the felon is entitled, in advance, to a one-third reduction of prisan 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

‘a@s a direct result of the felons’ earlier release and the inability of the system to achieve anywhere

near 100% rehabilitation 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 1976: the judiciary persists in committing

only a small percentage of dangerous offenders to state prison. The data in this 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
discretionary power to refer cases judged unlikely to receive felony convictions to either his own
staff or to the City Attorney for prosecution as misdemaanors. The alternate felony/misdemeanor

- filing option allows the conviction rate for felonies to be increased through the retention of the

"sjtrongest” cases rather than through vigorous prosecution of all cases. 17(b)(4) P.C. permits the
District Attorney to preach a hard ling against felons and offer as proof a high felony conviction
rate while actually practicing a selective policy of felony filings.
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ENFORCEMENT

’ _SOURCES: Financial Transactions Concerning Cities of California 64-65/74-75 : Ry
b  L.A. County Budget '64-'65 and "74-75 ’
. : : 2 i )

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY
FISCAL [964-1965
coSsSTS

DETENTIONS &

CORRECTIONS
. $17,089,533 8.5%
- PROBATION
$17.395,045 8.7%
JUDICIAL
$33,049,550 16.5%

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 enforcement rosg 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

o

LAW

$132,654,902 66.3%

/

Financial Transactions Cdhcerning Counties of California 64-65/74-75



CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
ANGELES COUNTY

1274 - l975
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COSTS

DETENTIONS &
CORRECTIONS

L

68.3%

'SOURCES:

;,2 |

’ $428 256,058

\\\\

Financial Transact:ons Concernmg Cities of Cahfomla B4- 65/74 R

Financial Transactions:Coj ncernmg Counties of CaJ(forma 64 85/74-75

LA County Budqet 64/65 and '74- 75

a

6.1% $38,496,492
PROBATION 7
8.1% i(‘jsso,7o1‘,54z‘
- 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 ? o
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 %
costs r@alect Los. Angeles. County Clerk,
District and Cm/ Attorneys, Grand Jury, -
Justice, Municipal, ana Superior . Courts,
and Public Defender expenditures. <
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DiSPOSITION OF FELONY DEFENDANTS CONVICTED :
“IN LOS ANGELES SUPERICR COURT e T

HOMICIDE — ROBBERY — BURGLARY

L

4
#

Ghart | shows the final dlsposmon of felony defendants convicted in Los Angeles Supenor Ccurt in
comparlson with the number of arrests made and crimes reported (homicide, robbery and burglary}.
From 1974 to 1975 the number of times the three feiomes were reported increased’ 6 29 percent

- “while arrests rose 5.42 percent.

During 1975 the conviction rate rose 1.3 percent tage pomts above the 1874 figure, Thxs was expected
because the District Attome\/ prosecuted only the “best” cases. Cases not likely to result in felony
convictions'were sent to the City Attorney under Penal Code Section 17(b}{4), or rejected outright.
This section, added to the Penal Code in 1968, permits the District Attorney the option- of filing an

altefnate felony/mlsdemeanor offense. This option allows the District Attorney to select desirabie

cases to prosecute put conversely increases both the City Attorne\/ and Municipal Court trial work-
loads.

In Los Angeles Count\/ during 1974, 10 robberies and 1 538 alarles ware ﬂled &8s misdemeanors

~under 17(b){4) P.C., and of those filings 7 (70.0 percent) of the robberies and 1,307 {84.6 percent)

of the burglaries received lower court convictions. During 1975, 7 robbenes and 1,832 burglaries
were filed under 17(b)(4) P.C., with none of th& robberies and 1,582 {86.4 percent) of the burglaries-

~receiving convictions. No hommndm were ﬂled under this sec’uon in elther year,

The combined convictiort r te for robberv and aurglarv 1 /(b)(4) P.C. referrals was 84.5 percent for
1974 and 86.0 percent for 1975. The high conviction rates in fower courts of these 17({b)(4) P.C. cases,
which were refer red as ""weak’’ cases, suggest that the District Attorney’s criteria for dovvngrar‘mo felony
cases should br/ sub}ec‘ced o very e,'ose serutiny.

Probation oontlnues fo be the most frequent. disposition, and in 1975 rose 1.7 percentage points above
the 1974 level. Sentences to prison incressed during 1975, .4 percentage point over 1974; however,
prison senterices are still oonsidera‘Hy 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 also shown as & percentage of the crimes reported. The
convicted category is the percentage of arrestees who were successfully prosecuted in Superior Court.

In past years a "persons charged” category was mcluded between arrests and convicted. This informa-
tion, however, was not available for 1975 or 1965 msk,na the comparis on impossible,
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© .~ DiseoSITION OF FELONY DEFENDANTS .~
R ' com\g CTED IN LOS ANGELES SUPERIOR COURT |

" HOMICIDE — ROBBERY — BURGLARY

L

e : Charts 27 nd 3 show the disposition of defendants conv:oted of homicide, robbery and burgnary in
Los Anaelns Superior Court from 1270 through 1975. Ir each of those years probatlon was the
_-most frequent sentence for the three crimes as a group {in excess of 50 percent of the dispositions

dispmitlons (1.7 and .4 percentage points, respectively). Probation accounted for 58.5 percent of
ihe combined hormcude, robbery and burgiary dispositions in 1975.

Thc lnadequacy of probation as the primary disposition for corivicted felons will be shown elsewhere
inthis report.

annually). -During 19875 there were slight increases over 1974 in the percent of robation and prisorn”
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NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED AND PERCENTAGE
OF CONVICTED FELONS SENT TO PRISON

HOMICIDE -ROBBERY — BURGLARY
LbS ANGELES COUNTY

Charts 4 and 5 show the inverse correlation which.exists between the number of homicides, robberies
and burglarles reported in Los Angeles County and the number of felons convicted and sent to prison
for those crimes. Reported crimes in the three categories increased from 119,217 in 1966 to 193,319
“in 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 fe]ons convicted, but fewer convicted
felons are being sent to state prison!

These well-established trends, evidence of lenient sentencing practices in the face of increasing crime,
communicate 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

S were sent to state prlson
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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 °
162,913
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HOMICIDE ‘ ROBBERY ~SURGLARY ’ o
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NUMBER OF CRIMES REPORTED AND PERCENT | )
OF CONVICTED FELONS SENT TO PRISON '

HOMICIDE — ROBBERY BURGLARY ¥
108 Al\l(‘El ES"COUNTY

Charts 6 and 7 show the number of crimes reported and the pércentage of convicted felons sent to prison.

In 1975 the number of homicides, robberies and burglaries increased over 1974 levels, and appreoiably
above 1970 levals,

Durmg 1975 the percentage of convicted robbers and burglars sentenced to prlson 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
PERCENT OF CONVICTED FELONS

SENT TO PRISON

HOMICIDE - ROBBERY - BURGLARY

' LOS ANGELES COUNTY

CHART 6 : . CHART 7.
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SUPERIOR COURT CONVICTIONS BY TYPE OF DISPOSlTlON . ' , e

"L,0OS ANGELES COUNTY — STATE LESS
{ 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 ccmpared .
with the remainder of the State, sent a smaller percentage of convicted felons to state prison, and a

greater percentage were given probatlon with jail. .

The most disturbing information is in Chart 10, which deals with homicide in Los Angeles County during 4
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 1o state prlson) than was the remainder of the State (50.2 percent). From 1965 for-
ward, Los Angeles County'’s handlmg 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
L same penod 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 commitments 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
pomts

_ Inlos Angeles County, during 1975, the percentage of convicted burgiars 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 e
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 OF DISPOSITION -~

HOMICIDE — ROBBERY — BURGLARY

“ '~ LOS ANGELES COUNTY — STATE LESS
' LOS ANGELES COUNTY

e

Charts, 17 and 18 show Superior Court convictions oy type of aisposition for both l_os Angele County
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 aligned with those in the remainder
~of the State. The percentage of individuals sentenced to prison in Los Angeles County has generaliy
increased over the years yet it remains below the remainder of the State in 1975 (by 2.2 prarcentage

“points). o

\The increase in probation-with-jail dlsposmons shown in both charts may be interpreted by some as
evidence of hardened judicial attitiides toward felons. Probation with Jal| however, is insufficient
punishment to result in either rehabilitation or deterrence, and such dispositions are not fitting
substjtutes for state prison sentences.
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JCES OF FELO ,'v DFFFN../ANTS CONVICTED OF L iR
@Qﬁﬁig@ SE, ROBBERY, AND BURGLARY 7
" STATE-LOS ANGELES COUNTY . .-

79065 — 1974 —1075 L ' :

P . ST NN TN

hles 1 through 3 raf! eot disposifcjdins of persons convicted of H&;‘?{:ide, robbery and burgiary du,r,i,{ng;;‘f o

1965, 1974 and 1978.

/ i Sentcncmq/ract(ces Jn Los’ /—\nge;es Cotmty, and thrOJghout the State, changed drastncallv from 1965 ST
o “to 1975 and onlsftvs}o of the eight categories registered increases. Iy Los Angeles Couﬂty, California o
,P\ehd‘ml itation Center-{CRC) co*nml’rments rose from 2.7 percent in 1965 to 3.9 percent in 1975,

whle probatlon wi ith jail rose from 17, 9 percent to 48.4 percent over the sarme period. Throughou‘r

, ptate, ,emency is svidently utmost in the minds of the JUC’:"‘I&I’V because a felon convicted c:s ong

oft1eue crimes in 1978 had a 47 percent chance of being given probation with jail. Convieted.

burdlars in Lra Angeles.CoLnty during 1875 had cnly a 10. 7 percent chance of domg hard fime,

~Noc bac nws a,T:-dII-:or ‘chc oum.ar i
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SENTE“\ibES Ol' FELONY DEFE?\IDANTS GNViCTED 'N SUPERIOR COURT
S ~ Howm IDE~-ROBBERV-—:5LJRC’LARY g

e T R . - TABLE 1

Totais Prison ~ __ _CYA ~  Probation _ With Ja.. _Jail _Fine_- CRC_ . Hydgiene'\ -

homl\,.ae '" 220 7 187* ootz 25 : 42 o4 e}
“» Percent of Total - 100% - 623% . 54% 11.4% 19.1% 1.8%
Robbery L 961 603 =168 39 116 : 18
Percent of Total 100% . 82.7% 17.4% 41% 12.1% . 1.9%.
‘Burglary . 2825, . 805.~ 200 586 506 548
7= "Percent of Total - 100% . = 206.0% 115% - 232% . .- 20.0% 21.7%
R TOTALS 3706 1245 470 -

P

6% . -

\!d‘ (ﬂ

ﬁ% S

2% 33% 1%

-b -l>-‘O O
(082
=
N

| | 650 .. 664 570 |
Percentof Total  100%  836%  127%  175% . 17.9%  154% a%  27%  .1%

sTATE—..essLA f‘OUNTY B I ST S

_ Homicide . 7870 99 1. -0 oo g

Robbery
Percent of Total

CE

= ' . Burgiary-

Percent of Te’fa 100%
g8y :

' 100‘7

} ('\A‘g

176 19
17.8% - 1.9%
695 505

0%
. B

26.8% CB0% 0% 3% 0%
OB

26.7% 1BA% 2%
17 535 6 <. B9
24.8% - ‘ ‘11_4% 1% e ==

. Parcent of Total i TOD%

4705 -
' Pen.ent of Total .t i

- STATE TOT‘L\L\‘ R A i , e : LTt
.. Homicide® . 5907 328 4 20 90 14 15 0 e
N PercontofTotal | - 100%  5A7% -° 34% - 163% 23.9% 25% 0%
S Rabbery “1948 1217 - 280 .83 . 202 7 .37 0
- % Percentof Total 100% - - 825% -~ 144% 4.8% 7 149% 0 1.9% 0% .
7 Buglary - 1 B873 - 1453 - 576 1235 . 1402 1053 10
AR Percentof Total . 160% °  247% -~ 9.8%  210% . 239% - 179% 2%
TOTALS - S B4 2888 876 1418 == 1835 . 1105 10

B ""F‘erce‘i‘?\' ofTotal 100% - 35.6%  104% _169%  718% S 131% A%

“

* Includes 8 death sentences . =
o lncludesBde ithsentences .~ v -
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'SENTENCES OF FELONY DEFENDANTS CONVICTED IN SUPERIOR CQURT

HONIICIDE—ROBBERY—-BURGLARY
1974 §
: : ) TABLE 2
Deft State ' Straight Probation Mental
Jotals - 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% T 0% 0% 4% . 2%
Robbery , 1196 476 197 4 413 2 0 ; 66 v 1
Percent of Total 100% * 39.8% 16.5% 3.4% 34.5% 2% 0% 5.5% A%
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 161 o0 s 236 6
Percent of Total 100% - 24.1% 8.9% 11.6% 45.2% 3.9% 0%  6.1% 2%
STATE—LESS L.A. COUNTY A
Homicide 71519 377%* 11 41 86 2 0 0 7
Percent of Total T 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% 28.5% 2% 0% 53% 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% A% 7.2% A%
TOTALS 6764 1782 563 773 2972 o241 4 418 11
Percent of Total 100% 26.3% 8.3% C114% 43.9% 3.6% A% 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; T 0 7 160 4 _
Percent of Total o 100% 44.1% 14.6% 41% . 315% 2% 0% 5.4% A%
Burglary 6801 807 454 1033 3616 385 4 492 10
; Percent of Total 100% 11.9% ¢ “8.7% 15.2% 53.2% - BI% 0% 7.2% , A%
~ TOTALS 10,658 2721 912 1225 4733 P2 4 654 7o
Percent of Total - 100% 25.5% 8.6% 11.5% . - 44.4% 3.7% 0% ~  81% 26
* “Includes 2 death sentéences
** Includes 7 death sentences
SOURCE: . Bureau of Criminal Statistics
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L.A. COUNTY
Homicide ,
Percent of Total

. Robbery
Percent of Tmtal

?urglary
}' Percent of Total

‘ TOTALS

== .. Percrat of Total

il STATE-—LESS L.A. COUNTY

Homicide
Percent of Total
Robbery:
Percent of Total
Bu rglary
Percent of Total
TOTA LS
Percent of Total

STATE TOTALS

Homicide

Percent of Total
Robbery

Percent of Total
Burglary

* ‘Parcent of Total

~TOTALS -
Percent of Total

* Includes 3 given. death penalty
** |ncludes 16 given death penalty

o

SOURCE:‘ Bureau .of Criminal Statistics
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: SENTENCES OF FELONY DEFENDANTS CONVICTEDIN supemon COURT o
HOMICIDE—-ROBBERY—-BURGLARY Y 3\ Yo b
1975 ~, % \ a
- ‘ N TABLES 3
Deft State b Straight Probation
+ Totals Prison 1 CYA Probation - With Jail Jail\\
412¢ 227+ 21 32 131 Y0 \
100% 55.1% 51% - 78% 31.8% 0%
1385 1, 576 210 45 512 5
- 100} 41.6% . 15.2% 3.2% 37.0% A%
2634 \’a 283 - 168 369 1502 5174
00%, L - 10.7% 6.4% 14.0% 57.0% Y 6.5%
4431 1086 399 - 446° 2145 79
L 100% ¢ 24.5% 9.0% 10.1% 48.4% L 4.0%
473 ' 362%* 12 35 73 Y
100% | 744% 2.5% 74% . 155% 0%
1885 831" 273 79 627 g
100% 44.1% - 14.5% 4.2% C 0 33.2% 2%
4002 . 511 264 575 12230 149
100% 12.8% 6.6% 14.4% 55.7% P BT%
6360 1604 | 549 689 . 2930 153
100% 26.7% 8.6% 10.8% L 48A% 24% -
885 579 | 33 67 s 208 0
100%  65A4% 3.7% 6% | 289% 0%
3270 1407 483 124 e 9
100% L 430% | 147% ‘3.8% o Bas% 3%
6636 794 Lo 432 944 3732 L33
100%  «  120% 6.5% 14.2% 86.2% 0 4.9%
10791 - . 2780 948 1185 5075, 332
100% 25.8% 8.8% 105% 47.0% \ 3.4%
\:“‘-\\_
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‘\ PI:RCENTAGE OF COI\;VICTIONS INVOLVING PROBATIONERS
\‘; A > .LOs ANGthS COUNTY — STATE LESS
oo \\ A LOS ANGELES COUNTY
v VN HDMICIDE — ROBBERY — BURGLARY
p ’3: vr : § \ \:j\ ~ . \ ‘\ . . ,.\\ -
. R : 1" “, - ’
' e CHert 19 shows that durlng 1975 the State Iess Lo A‘wgeles County had a greater percentage of
: \‘\.\\\\' " ho mcrdes committed by probationers (20.3 percenf) than did Los Angeles County (16.8 percent)
\ Los L\nge}es County ied the rest of the State in the percentage of robbers and burglars convicted
%\\’\\

whilé on’grobation, by .b agd 5 percentage poihts respectively. From 1974 to 1975, Los Angeles
Count;y rediiced the robber \\and burglary figures nearly 5 percentage points each. This brought the
percentage of robbery convrc\*lons involving prokationers to a point just above the level for the
remalr\der of the State, but the _percentage of burglary convictions involving probationers is still
cons;derably above the State less Los Angales County figure. This chart leads to the inescapable
CONG ustop

s that'many probatloners are cru‘mnally active and that a greater rellance on state prison
ntences rather than probation V\>ou|d result in reduced Crlme
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Yoo 'H‘OIVIICIDE i~ ROBBERY '~ BURGLARY
A ; ‘:\
, Charts 20 and 21 |Hustrate a \sm«year trend ‘n the percentage of homicide, robbery and burglary convic-
tions mvolvmg prabationers. 4n l.os . Angeles County the upward trend of the early seventies has started
to reverse itself. The graph forithe State less Los Angeles County shows a convergence of the percent:

dges mvolvmg burgiary and robbery, both of which have remained relatively stable since 1970. The
slight upswing m 19\74 tof hom\CIde conwctlons involving probationers appears to be leveling off,
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PERCENTAGE OF CONVICTIONS INVOLVING PAROLEES

C ~ LOS ANGELES COUNTY —STATE LESS
| | LOS ANGELES COUNTY

HOMICIDE — ROBBERY — BURGLARY

Chart 22 shows that during 1975, Los Angeles County was below the remainder of the State in the
percepitage 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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CHART 22
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S PERCENTAGE OF CONVIETIONS INVOLVING PAROLE =
T . LOS ANGELES COUNTY,—STATE LESS
g ; LOS ANGELES COUNTY - ' v

- HOMICIDE — PJPBFr{Y BURGIAF‘\’

Charts 23 and 24 illustrate a six-year trend in the perceritage of homicide, robbery and burglary

convictions involving parolees. In Los Angeles County since 1972, the percentage of convictions .-
; mvolvmg parolees has decreased. The graph depicta the rapid decline of robbery and burglary -

convictions involving parolees. The percentage of homicide convictions involving parolees.

throughout the-State has been subject to numerous fluctuations, but in Los Angeles C‘qumy

in 1975 the percentage was below the 1970 ievel; in the State less Los Angeles COunty in 1975

the percantage was up slightly from 1974 but st|I| below the 1971 level.

Af th" genera] decrease in such convictions throughout the State means fewer ‘Jarolees are com-
y m1tt|ng these crimes, theri the Department of Corrections has finally established more effective
criteria for the determination of parole risks. ,
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PER(‘ENTAGE OF CONVICTIONS INVOLVING (
~ PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES . = .

LGOS ANGELES COUNTY — STATE L
‘ LO ANGELES COUNTY

HON Rf‘l:iBERY BURGLARY

e

e . ; . /, 3

1.Chart 26 reveals the perce ltage of homicide, robbery and burglary COI’]VICUOI’]S during 1975 Whl(‘h
fmvolved mdxvsduals whoswere on probation or parole. These individuals, who were nrocessed this r‘;m: :

the criminal justice system at least once, were returned to the street where they were free to resmm
criminal activity. Community-based rehabilitation. evidently did-ngt work for these criminals %
because as the number of convicticns demonsirates they were involved:in crlmrrrareéfs again and
had to be recirculated through-the system.: ‘

. ‘;Los Angeles County was below the remainder of the State in the percentage of probatlmers 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 perceﬂt compared to 39.6 percent)
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PERCENTAGE OF CONVICTIONS INVOLVING _ =
PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES

LOS ANGELES COUNTY — STATE LESS : . | ‘ ) w
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 convictions involving paro/ees has generally been dropping since 1972; therefore, it appears
that the problem is selecting suitable candidates for probation. : “
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PERCENTA@E OF' CGNV!CTEONS
INVOLVING PROBATIQNERS AND PAROLEES
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TIME SERVED PRIOR TO FIRST RELEASE ON PAROLE
HOMICIDE — ROBBERY — BURGLARY
1965 — 1974 — 1975

:i )
i Y

Chart 28 shows that during 1975, ’zhe median prison time served by persons prior to their first release

~on parole increased over 1974 levels, with the exceptien of those convicted of attempted robbery.

The largest increase was for first-degree mudderers who were required to spend 31 mordns longer in
prison (a 25.3 percent increase). Attempted robbery was the only crime for whickthe medlan time
served dropped (down 1,6 months, a decrease of 3.5 percent).

Such gaing in time served, however, will be all but eliminated because 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 sertenced 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 g convicted criminal to the middle term unless a motion is made and evidence presented

that would justify either raising or J6wering the penalty. The new legislation also requires that the

- Department of Corrections reduce jjentences by one-third as good behavior credit, subject to certain
conditions atteched to the sentence.

Chart 28 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 Code, Such enhancements are subject to considerable discretion by both

the District Attorney in initiating a motion for sentence enhancement and by the judiciary in

finding that the enhancement should be imposed, -
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Charts 29 through 31 allow for a six- v&bar comparison of the ’nrne served prior to first refease on
parole, Durmq 19785, the median time! Iserved increased for all cr(mes except attempted rébbery.
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CONCLUSION

. During 1975 the number of reported crimes and arrests rose above those for 1974, with the percentage
- increase for arrests greater than that for reported crimes. A larger number of felons were convicted
during 1975; however, liberal use of Penal Code Section 17(b)(4), which permits the District Attorney
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 resulting in prison sentences was up less than one-half a percentage

; ; \ point (1975 over 1974) while the mercentage of convicted felons committed to probation rose over
\ \*Lwo percentage points.
N\

N \'\he percentage of convicted felun placed on probation has risen markedly since 1965 to the point
Yoo where probation, i.e., straight prb{batnon and probation with (county) jail, is by far the most frequently

- \‘ Jmposed dispositior;. The probatncn subsidy program, initiated in 1965, grants state funds to the

\'\ o L}(\txes for the administration of ctmmumty -based rehabilitation programs, Judges, perhaps enticed

Sy @ prospect of rehabilitation thhm the community while effecting some, albeit illusory, cost

N sawr 5, relied more and more on 1he pkobatnon subsidy program.

%
Y ow Theré\ls mounting evidence, howaver, that the probation subsidy program has not justified its continual
Loouse an\ that it is ineffective as a method of rehabilitation. The high recidivism rate of probationers
Looover th\ years has apparently been accepteu by the judiciary, at the expense of public safety. Any dis-
. eussion of alternative forms of probation or'tehabilitation, and their societal costs, must include the
. fol lowm\‘g a convicted felon cannot commit'a second crime if still behind bars for the first offense.

The crlm)hal justice systeni managérs and leaders must stop passively accepting whatever results the
eriminal Mstlce system produces, and instead require accountability through a greater disclosure of .
system pragtices. Police departments are judged by ¢rime rates which are widely published. Little
is done, hotvever, to inform the public of the filing rates of the prosecutors, or the sentencing practices
of Indivi dual judges. If these items were published, pro~ecutors and judges would find that they must
deal more saverely with felons or face public censure.
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