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BONNEVILLE COUNTY SYSTEM RATES STUDY 

BUFGlARY and ROBBERY 

1975 

The Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) of the Idaho Law Enforcement Plan­
ning Commission studied the robbery and bwglary arrests that occUI'I"ed in Bon­
neville County dwing 1975. The names of persons arrested for these offenses 
were obtained from the Idaho Falls Police :cepartJrent and the Bonneville County 
Sheriff's Office. Arrest records in the Sheriff's Office we...~ not filed by 
individual years. To identify the robbery and bwglary arrests for 1975, re­
searchers rranually reviewed all arrests the agency had on file dating back 
to the 1930' s. The Ma.gist:rate Court tocket was also searched to find the bW­
glary and robbery cases that were filed in 1975. From these procedt.l!"eS re­
searchers documented 2 5 robbery and 61 bwglary a.rrests. 

The Statistical Analysis Center expresses appreciation to Robert Pollock, 
Chief, Idaho Falls Police :cepartrnent; to Blaine Skinner, Sheriff, Bonneville 
Co.snty; to M3x G3.llup, :ceputy, Bonneville County Sheriff's Office; and to 
Gary Jensen, Prosecutor, Bonneville County. 

Illustrations I-A, I-B, II-A, and II-B depict the flow of offenders i:h:rDugh 
the Cr:iminal Justice System. Percentages in Illustrations I-A and II-A are 
based on the n1..lI!lbe!' of arrests; percentages in illustrations I~B and II-B are 
b=.s~d on the number entering each branch. 

Of the 25 offenders a.rrested on robbery ch.arges, 16 were prosecuted and 
16 conv::~cted. Nine of the 16 were committed to the Idaho State Correctional 
Institution (ISCI), with the Court retaining jurisdiction in six cases. 

Sixty-one persons were arrested for bwglary offenses; forty-four cases 
were prosecuted and 33 defendants convicted. 'Three defendants were committed 
to ISCI, with the Court retaining jwisdiction in two of the three cases. 

Table 1 presents the dispositions of ~1e robbery and burglary cases by 
sex. Of the 25 robbery defendants, 24 WerB nEles and one was fenEle. Thir­
teen (52%) cases reached final disposition in M3.gistrate Court; six (24%) 
defendants w"eI"e fOLmd gull ty of reduced cil.aJ::'ges, and seve.TJ. (28 %) cases WerB 

dismissed. (Refer to Table 5 , Robbery Dismissals.) Ten (40%) of the 25 were 
bound over to District Court: and were convicted. 

Of the 61 burglary defendants (58 nEles and three fenEles) , 27 (44.3%) 
reached final disposition in M3.gistrate Court. Eightee.TJ. (28. 5 %) were dismissed 
(refer to Table 6 , BtJ.rglary Dismissal), nine (14.8%) were found guilty of 
reduced charges and 30 (49.2%) were bound over to District Court. Twenty-fow 
defendants were found guilty of burglary; six (9.8%) cases were dismissed in 
District Court. 

Five cases (one robbery and four burglary) that were orio-inally bound 
over to District Court were rem3l1ded to M3.gistrate Court. ~ded complaints 
charging misdemeanors were filed; the robbery case and twu bUI"glary cases were 
amended to Recei vi...ng Stolen Prope...'\'"I'f:.y, and two burglaries were amended to 
Petit Larceny. 

-1-

.' 





I 
N 
I 

IDflJ 10 CPJ}J] !A1... JUS'nCE SYSTD1 RflTCS W)TJf.L 

ILLUSTRATION I-A 

BONNEVILLE COUNTY SYSTEM RATES STUDY 

ROBBERY 
1975 
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ILLUSTRATION I-B 

BONNEVILLE COUNTY SJSTEM RATES STUDY 

ROBBERY 
1975 
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ILLUSTRATION II-A 

BONNEVILLE COUNTY SYSTEM RATES STUDY 

BURGLARY 

1975 
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ILLUSTRATION II-B 

BONNEVILLE COUNTY SYSTEM RATES STUDY 

BURGLARY 

1975 
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TABLE 1 

DISPOSITIONS BY OFIDISE AND SEX 

ROBBERY - BURGlARY SYSTEM RATES STUDY 

BONNEVILLE COUNTY 

1975 

Convict 
Magist:r'ate Court Dist:r'ict Court 

Dismiss BOund Over ConVJ.ct DJ.smiss Pending 

Robbery: 
Male 6 6 10 10 
Female 1 

Total 6(24%) 7(28%) 10(40%) 10(40%) 

Burglary: 
&Ie 9 16 29 23 6 1 
Fenale 2 1 1 

Total 9(14.8%) 18(29.5%) 30(49.2%) 24(39.3%) 6(9.8%) 1(~.6%) 

Grand 
Total 15·(17.4%) 25(29.1%) 40(46.5%) 34(39.5%) 6(7%) 1(1.2%) 

The tw-o unl<nown robbery and three unknown burglary cases could not be 
located either on the docket or in the Prosecutor's files and are excluded 
frcm the rerra:inder of this report. 

Dnk. 

2 
2(8%) 

3 

3(4.9%) 

5(5.8%) 

The gra.1"Jd total of the 19"75 robbery and burgJ.ary cases show-s 40 (46.596) 

cases reaching disposition in Magistrate Court, LH (47.7%) cases bound over to 
Dist:r'ict Court (includes the one case pending), and five (5.8%) unknown. 
Thirty-one (36.1%) of the grand. total of 86 were dismissed. 

Ages of robbery defendants ranged between 17 and 27 with the average 
age of known defendants 19.7 years. For burglary defendants, ages 
ranged from 17 to 43 with the average age of known defendants 23.2 years. One 
of the two 17-year-olds waived his juvenile hearing; information concerning 
a juvenile hearing en the other 17-year-old was not available other than 
court records which indicated he was held in the adult tank. 

Pre-trial release of the arrested pe.-l"Son shows 3 5 released on bond and 
ten released on own recognizance. Twenty-eight re.mained in jail while their 
cases were pending. (Refer to Table 2.) Of the known robbery arrestees, 
65% were rem:mded to jail versus only 29% of b1..lI'glary arrestees for whom pre­
trial release information was available. 
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Offense 

. Robbery 
Burglary 

Total 

TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF PRE-TRIAL RELEASE 

ROBBERY - BURGlARY SYSTEM RATES STUDY 

BONNEVIlLE COUNTY 

1975 

Released Released on Re.rrained 
on Bond Own Recognizance in Jail 

5 2 13 
30 8 15 

35 10 28 

Unknown Total 

3 23 
6 58 

9 81 

The overall analysis of case disposition is presented in Table 3. Thirty­
three of the 81 defendants were convicted of the original charge; 15 (18.5%) 
of reduced charges; one (1.2%) of another felony; and 31 (38.3%) cases were 
dismissed. tb trials were held in 1975 for b1..JI'glary or robbery cases. Ten 
defendants woo initially entered pleas of not guilty eventually changed their 
pleas to guilty. (The one defendant whose ~se is pending entered a plea of 
not guilty on November 20, 1975, filed a notice to rely on mental disease 
an \ was sent to State Hospital South for evaluation; no furi:::!er inforrration 
is available from the file.) Twenty-foU!" defendants pleaded guilty of ori-
gi al offenses and lS pleaded guilty of reduced charges. (Refer to Table 4.) 

Original 

TABLE 3 

ANALYSIS OF CASES PROSECUTED 

ROBBERY - BURGlARY SYSTEM RATES 

BONNEVIlLE COUNTY 

1975 

Lesser Other 

" 

Offense Charge Charie }:'",loIlY Dismissp,j Acquitted Pending Total 

Freq. o. Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % '0 Freq. % Freq 

Robbery 10 43.5 6 26.1 0 0.0 7* 30.4 0 0.0 0 
Bur'glary 23 39.7 9 15.5 1 1 ,7 ?1J.of:* LLl eLL 0 aea J 

Total 33 40.7 lS 18.5 1 1.2 31 38.3 0 0.0 1 

*0ne of seve.T1 Robbery cases dismissed was amended to Grand larceny 
in the complaint filed in M3.gistrate Court 

% Freq 

0.0 23 
1.7 58 

1.2 81 

1:*T.he criminal complaint filed in tA.agistrate Court for one of 
the Burglary cases dismissed was for a charge of Carrying a Concealed 'Neapon. 
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Offense 
Guilty of 

TABLE 4 

GUILTY PLEAS BY OFFENSE 
ROBBERY - BURGLARY SYf::>'TEM RATES STUDY 

BONNEVIlLE COUNTY 

1975 

Change of Plea Guilty of 
OriginaJ. Charge From Not Guilty to Guilty Lesser Charge 

f Guilty of 
Other Feloni': Total 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. 

Robbery 8 50.0 2 12.5 6 37.5 0 0.0 16 
Burglary 16 48.5 8 21~. 2 9 27.3 a 0.0 

Reasons for dismissals of robbery and burglary cases are listed in the 
following two tables. All seven robbery cases dismissed were dismissed in, 
M.agistrate Court; eighteen burglary cases were dismissed in Magistrate Court 
and six in District Court. 

N1..IITl1::ler of 
Dismissals 

1 
1 
1 

1 

3 

7 

TABLE 5 

ROBBERY DISMISS~lB 

BONNEVILlE COUNTY 

1975 

Reason 

Insufficient evidence 
Interests of Justice 
Ivbtion of State-

Dismissed without Prejudice 
lack of opportunity for State IS 

witnesses to appear 
Good cause appearing 

-8-

Court 

l-f.agistrate 
Magistrate 
Magistrate 

l-f,agistrate 

Magistrate 

33 
100.0 
100.0 

96 



TABLE 6 

BURGlARY DISMISSAlS 

BONNEVTILE COUNTY 

1975 

Num1:er of 
Dismissals Reason Court 

1 Insufficient evidence to Magistrate 
obtain conviction 

7 Interests of Justice M3.gistI'ate 
1 Extradited to California ff.agistrate 
2 No probable cause ff.agistrate 
3 State's witnesses were Magistrate 

unavailable 
1 Preliminary hearing n<?t 

held within the required 
iO-day period 

1 Insufficient evidence -- ff.agistrate 
3 of 4 State exhibits not 
accepted, lacking proper 
identification 

1 Not sufficient probable ff.agistI'ate 
cause, but probable cause 
found for a simple assault 

1 Unknown M3.gistrate 
3 Interests of Justice District 
1 Insufficient proof District 
2 Sentenced on related cb.arge-- District 

prosecution serves no use-
ful purpose 

24 

Presented in Tables 7 and 8, analysis of sentences imposed revealed that 
four defendants v;ere committed to the Idaho State Correctional Institution; 
eight were also corrnnitted to ISCI with the Court retaining jurisdic.+ion for 120 
or 180 days. In the ten robl:ery cases that reac!1ed District Court, all ten 
defendants received prison sentences with the court retaining jurisdiction in six 
cases. In one case, the defendant received a suspended prison sentence of three 
years with 90 days jail withheld. Jail sentences and/or probations were imI:osed 
in the majority of the burglary cases. 
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It is interesting to note that one defendant who served six months in jail 
was given a choice betw=en two sentences and chose six rronths in the county jail 
over eight months in prison. 

TABLE 7 

SENI'ENCES FOR CONV!crrONS OF ROBBERIES 

BONNEVILLE COUNTY 

1975 

Sentences Numl::er 

Jail: 

90 days-70 suspended! 
1 year probation/costs 

90 days - 60 suspended! 
costs 

Jail Suspended: 

$200/costs/ 
2 years prol:ation 

Withheld Judgment! 
1 year probation! 
costs/$150 contribution 
to county 

1 

1 

2 

2 

Amended to 

Receiving Stolen Property 

Conspiracy to Commit 
Grand L3.rceny 

Receiving Stolen Property . -

Conspiracy to Commit Grand 
Larceny 

---~----------------------------------~~~~~~~~-----.0..-:' C\tt'i qt Coll1"'l't' OUtcome if Known 

?!-;~tson! 
-""""9""years 

3 years 

Prison/Retained Jurisdiction: 
-r--"~1" 

6 years/180 days/ 
Restitution 

6 years/180 days 
6 years/120 days 
5 years/180 days 
3 years/120 days! 

restitution 

Prison--Suspended . 

2 
1 

2 

1 
1 
1 
1 

(1) Probation, 5 years 
90 days jail (f)* 

(1) Probation, 5 years 

Probation, 5 years 
Probation, 5 years 

Probation, 3 years 

90 days jail withheld 1 Extended to 5 years probatio::! 
for probation violation 

1:Failed; 1/7/77 sentenced to ISCI for 6 yrs. on b'\..lI'glary ch:3rge in 
Jefferson County 
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TABLE 8 

SENTENCES FOR CONVICITONS OF BURGLARIES 

BONNEVIllE COUNTY 

Magistrate Court 

Sentence 

Jail 

90 days/costs 
30 days/costs 
60 days/$200/costs 

Jail-Suspended 
" 

1 year 

1975 

Number 

1 
2 
1 

probation/$150/costs 1 

Restitution/costs 1 
Withheld Judgrn:nt/6 lIOnths informal 
probation/$50 contribution to 
County/costs 1 

$500/costs 1 

Fine 

$50/costs 1 

District Court 

Sentence 

Prison 

6 years 

Prison/Retained Jurisdiction 

5 yea.rs/120 days 
3 years/120 days 

Prison-Suspended 
5 Years-Suspended 

3 years-probation/6 lIOnths 
jail/restitution 

5 years probation/30 days 
jail/costs 

5 years probation/90 days 
jail 

3 years probation 

Restitution 

4 Years-Suspended 
90 days jail-served 7 

Number 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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-Amended to: 

Petit I..arceny 
Petit I..arceny 
Receiving Stolen Prol;:erty 

Petit Larceny 

t-f.alicious Injury to Property 

Disturbing the Peace 

Malicious Inj ury to Property 

Disturbing the Peace 

OutcoJre if known: 

Retained additional 60 days 
before placed on 2 yrs. prob. 

Failed probation; com tted 
to ISCI 

Failed probation; comni tted 
to ISCI 

" 
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Table 8 (contd.) 

District Court 

Sentence. Number 

3 Years-Suspended 
60 days jail-58 suspended/ 
costs 1 

90 days jaill2 years probation/ 
resti. tution $125 Public 
t:efender fees 1 

Withheld Judgment 

2 years/120 days jail/costs 1 

3 years probation 
Restitution/$35 fine 1 

Costs 1 
Restitution/gO days jail 2 
Restitution/30 days jail 3 

2 years probation 
gO days jail 1 

2 weeks jail/$125 
Public ]):fender fees 1 

Withheld "Sentence 

2 years probation/gO days jail 2 

Jail 

7 days/2 years probation 1 

OutcOIlE if known! 

Probation terminated, case 
dismissed 

Time frames analyzed by number of days from arrest to disposition show-ed 
that the gr-and average for robberies was 152 days and for burglaries 68.6 days. 
'Ihree robbery cases distorted the average days for dismissals in Magist!'ate 
Court; criminal cOll'Plaints were filed lJ.'"1 February 1974, and the cases were 
dismissed in t-'fErci1 1977, good cause appearing. The average days in parentheses 
in Table 9 exclude trese three cases and present a nore representative time span. 
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,Offense 

Robbery 

Burglary 

TABLE 9 

TIME SPANS FROM P.Jl~ST TO DISPOSITION 
ROBBERY - BUFfllARY SYSTEM RATES S'IUDY 

BONNEVTI..LE COUNTY 

1975 

Magi~trate Court District Court 

Convictions Dismissals Convictions Ilismissals 

50.7 336.4- 83.7 
(23.3)* 

70 55.7 65.9 li5.5 

i;Excludes the three robbery cases mentioned above 
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Gr'snd Average 

152 
(61. 7) 
68.6 








