
I ~ 

I CRI E I 
I IN THE 

SAN DIEGO REGION 
I 
I MID-YEAR 
I 1992 
I 
I 

-- .......... ,... 

I 
I 

~ " I 
I 

~ I ~--------

I 
~ 

I 
I 
I 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESEARCH DIVISION 
SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

I 
j 

>. 

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



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

CRIME 
IN THE SAN DIEGO REGION 

MID-YEAR 
1992 

San Diego 

~ 
ASSOCIATION OF 
GOVERNMENTS 

401 B Street 
Suite 800 • First Interstate Plaza 

San Diego, California 92101 

(619) 595-5383 

Criminal Justice Research Division 
Susan Pennell 

Christine Curtis 
Darlanne Hoctor 
Elizabeth Evans 

SEPTEMBER 1992 

This report is a product of the Regional Criminal Justice Clearinghouse, 
funded by the County of San Diego and the cities with municipal police agencies. 

MEMBER AGENCIES: Cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, EI Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, 
Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Vista and County of San Diego. 
ADVISORY/LIAISON MEMBERS: California Department ofTransportation, U.S. Department of Defense and Tijuana/Baja California Norte. 



Board of Directors 
SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is a public agency formed voluntarily by 
local governments to assure overall areawide planning and coordination for the San Diego region. 

Voting members include the Incorporated Cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, EI Cajon, 
Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, 

Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Vista, and the County of San Diego. 
Advisory and Uaison members include CALTRANS, U.S. Department of Defense, 

, and Tijuana/Baja California. 

CHAIRWOMAN: Hon. Gloria McClellan 
VICE CHAIRMAN: Hon. Mike Bixler 

SECRETARY-EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: Kenneth E. Sulzer 

CITY OF CARLSBAD 
Hon. Bud Lewis, Mayor 
(A) Han. Ann Kulchin, Mayor Pro Tem 

CITY OF CHULA VISTA 
Han. Leonard Moore, Councilmember 
(A) Han. Tim Nader, Mayor 

CITY OF CORONADO 
Hon. Michel Napolitano, Mayor Pro Tem 
(Al Han. Susan Keith, Councilmember 

CITY OF DEL MAR 
Han. Elliot Parks, Deputy Mayor 
(Al Han. Henry Abarbanel, Councilmember 
(A) Hon. Ed Colbert, Councilmember 

CITY OF EL CAJON 
Han. Harriet Stockwell, Deputy Mayor 
(A) Han. Mark Lewis, Councilmember 
(A) Han. Richard Ramos, Council member 

CITY OF ENCINITAS 
Hen. Maura Wiegand, Mayor 
(A) Han. Gail Hano, Councilmember 

CITY OF ESCONDIDO 
Hon. Jerry Harmon, Mayor 
(A) Hon. Lori Holt Pfeiler, Councilmember 

CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH 
Han. Mike Bixler, Mayor 
(A) Han. Marti Goethe, Vice Mayor 

CITY OF LA MESA 
Han. Art Madrid, Mayor 
CA) Hon. Barry Jantz, Councilmember 
(A) Han. Jay LaSuer, Vice Mayor 

CITY OF LEMON GROVE 
Han. Brian Cochran, Mayor 
(A) Han. Jerome Legerton, Councilmember 

CITY OF NATIONAL CITY 
Hon. Jess E. Van Deventer, Council member 
(A) Han. Michael Dalla, Councilmember 

CITY OF OCEANSIDE 
Hon. Nancy York, Councilmember 
(A) Han. Melba Bishop, Deputy Mayor 

CITY OF POWAY 
Han. Don Higginson, Councilmember 
(Al Hon. Jan Goldsmith, Mayor 
(Al Han. Bob Emery, Council member 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
Han. Judy McCarty, Council member 
(Al Han. Tom 8ehr, Councilmemb£,f 

CITY OF SAN MARCOS 
Han. Lee Thibadeau, Mayor 
(A) Han. Mike Preston, Vice Mayor 
(Al Han. Mark Loscher, Councilmember 

CITY OF SANTEE 
Hon. Jack Doyle, Mayor 
(Al Han. Hal Ryan, Vice Mayor 

CITY OF SOLANA BEACH 
Han. Richard Hendlin, Councilmember 
(A) Han. Margaret Schlesinger, Deputy Mayor 
(Al Hon. Celine Olson, Mayor 

CITY OF VISTA 
Han. Gloria E. McClellan, Mayor 
(A) Hon. Bernie Rappaport, Mayor Pro Tem 

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Han. Brian Bilbray, Supervisor 
(A) Hon. Susan Golding, Supervisor 
(A) Hon. John MacDonald, Supervisor 

STATE DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION 
(Advisory Member) 
James W. van Lobel. Sels, Director 
(A) Jesus Garcia, District Eleven Director 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
(Uaison Member) 
Capl Tom Crane, CEC, USN 
Commanding Officer Southwest Division 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 

TIJUANA/BAJA CALIFORNIA 
(Advisory Member) 
Hon. Carlos M,ontejo Favela 
Presldente Municipal de Tijuana 

Revised August 24,1992 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Title: 

Author: 

Date: 

Local Planning Agency: 

Source of Copies: 

Number of Pages: 

Abstract: 

U.S. Department of Justice 
Nationa/lnstitute of Justice 

143205 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received f 
ih~r~n or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions ~fa~e~~~ 

IS ocument are those of the authors and do not ne 'I 
the official position or policies of the National Institu~:s;faJ~~~~~~esent 

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material has been 
granted by 

San Diego Association of Governments 

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS), 

~~~~e~~~~~~~~c~~~~r~tside of the NCJRS system requires permissi,'n 

Local Use Guidelines: ' 

ABSTRACT 

Crime in the San Diego Region - Mid-Year 
1992 

San Diego Association of Governments 

September 1992 

San Diego County Criminal Justice Council 

San Diego Association of Governments 
401 B Street, Suite 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 

144 

Since 1979, the SANDAG Criminal Justice 
Research Division has been preparing 
reports on crime within San Diego county. 
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The 1992 mid-year report presents crime 
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mance in solving crimes, returning stolen 
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SUMMARY 

Violent crime has increased significantly in San Diego county over the 
past two years. A survey of law enforcement administrators, conducted 
in February 1992, suggests that the factors associated with this 
increase include: increases in gang and drug activity; the availability of 
weapons; the inability of the justice system to handle increasing 
caseloads; lack of space in detention facilities to house offenders; the 
economic situation; social factors; exposure to violence through the 
media; and an increasing acceptance of violence to resolve disputes. 
This list provides a challenge for administrators, policy makers, and the 
community to address the causes of violence. 

In contrast, property crimes decreased in 1992. A number of programs 
have been implemented to address property crimes. Specialized task 
forces and enforcement have targeted professional auto theft rings. In 
addition, neighborhood watch programs have been enhanced in some 
areas, innovative approaches to crime prevention have been imple­
mented through community mobilization, and problem-oriented policing 
has been established in a number of agencies to solve problems 
associated with crime. 

This report examines crime trends for the first six months of 1988, 
1991, and 1992, with a discussion of the criminal justice system 
response and the relationship of drug use and crime. In addition, a 
section is devoted to SANDAG's Criminal Justice Research Division 
projects, with a discussion of the workplan for the upcoming year and 
a summary of on-going and recently-completed research. A major 
portion of the research being conducted addresses issues related to 
drugs, including the link between drugs and crime, drug enforcement 
strategies, and probation and treatment for drug offenders. Also, two 
studies examine community and criminal justice responses to gang 
involvement in drugs and crime. The results of these studies should 
provide a foundation for evaluating current policies regarding these 
issues. 

CRIME IN THE REGION 

• Overall, the FBI Index crime rate has declined 2%, from 68.0 crime 
per 1,000 residents in the first six months of 1991 to 66.5 in 1992. 
The reduction is due to a 3% drop in the property crime rate. 

• The violent crime rate increased 5% between 1991 and 1992, from 
9.2 crimes per 1 ,000 to 9.7. The increase over five years was 39 %. 
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• The greatest increases in the numbers of crimes over the past year 
were in forcible rape (17%) and aggravated assault (9%). The 
aggravated assault figures are affected by some inconsistencies in 
reporting in 1991. 

• Decreases in the number of incidents occurred in homicides (from 
131 in 1991 to 126 in 1992), larceny thefts (3%), and motor vehicle 
thefts (1 %). 

• The most frequently reported crime was larceny theft, but the 
percentage of the total decreased somewhat from 47% of the Index 
crimes in 1991 to 45% in 1992. 

• Chances of becoming a victim of three categories of violent crimes 
increased in 1992 compared to the prior year. In 1992, 1 of 1,238 
women was raped; 1 of 311 residents was robbed; and 1 of 166 
residents was the victim of aggravated assault. 

• One in five crimes was cleared by arrest or identification of a suspect 
in both 1991 and 1992. 

• Over $144 million in property was stolen in the first six months of 
1992, down 4% from 1991. The rate of recovery of stolen property 
has been decreasing over the past five years, to 40% recovered and 
returned to owners in 1992. 

• In 1992, 343 arsons were reported; a decline from 375 in 1991 
(9%). 

• The total number of domestic violence incidents increased 34% from 
1991 to 1992 (from 10,056 to 13,499), in part due to improved 
reporting as a result of officer training in reporting guidelines. The 
percentage of incidents involving weapons was the same in both 
years (12%). 

SYSTEM RESPONSE 

Arrest and adult case disposition data are available through calendar 
year 1991 from the State Bureau of Criminal Statistics. Other informa­
tion on the system response to crime is provided through the first six 
months of 1992. Data on juvenile case dispositions are not yet available 
from a recently implemented automated system for juvenile case 
information, so this information is not included in the report. 

• The number of total adult and juvenile arrests decreased 7% between 
1987 and 1991 (from 165,121 to 153,673), due to a decrease in 
adult arrests. When accounting for the increase in population over 
this time frame, the rate of arrests per 1,000 residents 10 years ,of 
age and older decreased 17% (from 85.9 to 71.0). Over a one-year 
period, total arrests decreased 4%, with a 5% decrease in the arrest 
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rate. The arrest data are under-reported somewhat for 1990 and 
1991, because Oceanside no longer enters selected citations into the 
computer system which compiles arrest statistics. 

• Juvenile arrests have increased consistently over the past five years, 
with the greatest increase in status offenses, such as curfew 
violations and truancy. Adult arrests decreased 11 % since 1987, 
and 6% from 1990 to 1991. 

• Arrests for violent felony crimes increased significantly for both 
juveniles and adults since 1987 (155% and 79%, respectively). This 
change is associated with the increase in violent crimes reported. 

• Arrests for felony and misdemeanor drug law violations have declined 
for adults and juveniles, which could be associated with enforcement 
efforts as well as the nature of drug sales and use in the community. 

• In 1991, complaints were filed in 78% of the adult felony arrest 
dispositions, down slightly from 79% the prior year. Two-thirds of 
these arrestees were convicted, and 59% were sentenced to local or 
state custody. 

• In FY 1991-92, an average of 4,656 inmates were housed in county­
operated adult detention facilities; about the same number as in the 
prior year (4,663). The population has decreased since FY 1989-90 
due to the imposition of court-ordered capacity limits at five Sheriff's 
jails. 

• To meet the court-ordered capacity limits, the county implemented 
four early release programs. Data from a special study 'indicate that 
early releases did not have a significant negat,ive effect on court 
appearance rates or public safety. 

• In May 1992, the City of San Diego opened a 200-bed jail for pre­
arraignment misdemeanants and persons sentenced to short custody 
terms. A total of 1,943 arrestees had been booked as of July 31, 
1992. In July, the population at this facility ranged from 31 to 92 
inmates. 

• During January to June 1992, the Juvenile Hall facility held an 
average of 340 minors in a facility designed for 219. Overcrowding 
was alleviated somewhat when the facility was expanded to a rated 
capacity of 336 beds in August 1992. Other county-operated 
juvenile facilities have been below, or close to, the rated capacity 
limits over the past ten years. 
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INDICATORS OF DRUG USE 

San Diego county is one of 24 sites participating in the Drug Use 
Forecasting (DUF) piOgram sponsored by the National Institute of 
Justice and the Bureau of Justice Assistance. Each quarter, adult 
males, adult females, and juvenile males booked into local detention 
facilities are interviewed and asked to submit to a voluntary drug test. 
The DUF data presented are for ten quarters from 1990 to 1992. 
Statistics are also included for admissions to drug treatment in San 
Diego county over a five-year period. 

• The most recent data available (second quarter, 1992) show 
divergent trends in drug use for men and women. The proportion of 
women testing positive for any drug decreased to the lowest level 
since the beginning of 1990, with 66% positive. In contrast, the 
percentage of men positive for any drug rose between the first and 
second quarters of 1992 to 79% positive. 

• The trends are similar for men and women positive for drugs, 
excluding marijuana. Between the first and second quarters of 1992, 
the proportion of women positive for drugs other than marijuana 
dropped from 69% to 59%, a figure which is lower than any other 
quarter since 1990. For men, the percentage who showed recent 
use of drugs other than marijuana increased from 64% to 70% 
between the first and second quarters of this year. 

• The types of drugs used have varied somewhat over time. Cocaine 
has remained the most prevalent drug used by adults over the past 
two and one-half years. Opiate use was fairly stable for adults, and 
arrestees positive for amphetamines have shown a declining trend. 

• The recent reduction in drug use for women in the second quarter of 
1992 is related to decreases in those testing positive for opiates, 
cocaine, and amphetamines. The men showed increases in positive 
results for opiates, amphetamines, and marijuana in the same quarter. 

• Adult drug use in San Diego county is relatively high compared to 
other DUF sites. In the most recent comparison available (third 
quarter 1991), San Diego DUF men ranked above all other sites with 
74% positive for any drug. Of the 21 sites testing females, San 
Diego ranked fourth, with 74% positive for drug use. 

• With two exceptions, over 30% of the juveniles in the San Diego 
county DUF sample tested positive for drug use in each quarter since 
1990. In the second quarter of 1992, 41 % tested positive for any 
drug. 

• The drug most commonly used by juveniles in San Diego was 
marijuana (33% positive in the second quarter of 1992). 
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• Compared to the eight other DUF sites that tested juveniles, San 
Diego ranked second in the third quarter of 1991, with 32% testing' 
positive for overall drug use. 

• The total number of individuals admitted to drug treatment in San 
Diego county has more than doubled over five years, from ',554 in 
1987 to 3,246 in 1991, in part due to increases in treatment 
programs. The greatest increases occurred in admissions for heroin 
and cocaine use. 
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REGIONAL CRIME 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) collects crime data from most 
law enforcement agencies in the nation through the Uniform Crime 
Reporting system. In the State of California, these data are first 
tabulated by the State Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS) and then 
forwarded to the FBI. The FBI Index offenses include willful homicide, 
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny theft, motor 
vehicle theft, and arson. Arson was added to the Index in 1979. In this 
repo'rt, the FBI Index refers to the first seven crime categories, with 
arson data presented separately. Part II offenses, such as drug 
possession and sales, are not included in the FBI Index. 

The willful homicide category excludes attempted murder and man­
slaughter by negligence. Other crimes, such as rape, robbery, and 
burglary, include attempted crimes (for example, when a suspect tries 
to force entry into a house to steal property but fails). 

The State of California requires law enforcement agencies to report 
statistics on domestic violence. These data include aggravated assaults 
which occur in a domestic situation and other domestic violence calls to 
police. 

This chapter summarizes crimes reported during the first six months of 
1988, 1991, and 1992. To account for the impact of population 
changes, the crime rate per 1 ,000 residents is presented in, addition to 
the number of reported crimes. Crime rates may vary from those 
reported in prior reports due to revised population estimates. 

More detailed countywide crime statistics and data for individual 
jurisdictions are presented in Appendix A. The glossary provides 
definitions of crimes and other criminal justice terms used in this report. 
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REPORT LIMITATIONS 

The following qualifications should be considered when examining the 
data presented. 

• Reported crime figures do not represent all crimes committed. The 
1991 National Crime Victimization Survey I conducted by the Bureau 
of Justice Statistics, indicates that only 37% of all major crimes 
committed are reported to law enforcement. Violent crimes are more 
likely to be reported than property offenses. 

• Police agencies vary in reporting procedures, which can account for 
some differences between jurisdictions. 

• The timeliness of data entry may result in variations in the number of 
crimes reported and crime rates over time. 

• Figures for California State Police and Santa Fe Railroad are not 
included. Since these agencies report a relatively small number of 
crimes, this omission does not have a significant impact on the total 
number of crimes reported or the overall crime rate. 

Despite these limitations, official crime statistics provide the best 
measure available of changes in crimes occurring in the county. Major 
trends and crime patterns can be identified using the data, such as the 
significant increase in violent crimes in recent years. Also, crime data, 
combined with other information on factors associated with crime, can 
be used to set priorities and develop criminal justice responses. 
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OVERVIEW 

The number and rate of violent crimes have increased dramatically over 
the past five years, with increases in all categories of these offenses. 
The 1991 Crime in the San Diego Region report included a number of 
explanations provided by law enforcement for the current level of 
violence. The rise in violence was attributed to: increased drug and 
gang activity; the availability of weapons; the limited space in locai 
detention facilities; the economic situation; social factors, such as . 
education and family stability; exposure to violence through the media; 
an increasing acceptance of violence to resolve disputes; and improved 
reporting of some specific types of crime, such as domestic violence and 
acquaintance rape. The growing level of violence presents a challenge 
to criminal justice administrators and elected officials to find innovative 
approaches to reverse this trend . 

One approach implemented by the federal government is the Weed and 
Seed program, which supports law enforcement (weeding out the 
problem) and community efforts to solve the problems and revitalize 
communities (providing the seeds for change). The City of San Diego 
has received funding to implement a Weed and Seed program in a 
relatively small, high-crime area. This project should provide insights 
into the effectiveness of an intensive intervention in a community to 
improve the quality of life. The lessons learned can be applied through­
out the region. 

Other efforts directed at violent crime include: the City of San Diego's 
task force on violent crime, which recently published a number of 
recommendations to curb violence; an increased emphasis placed cn 
arrest and prosecution in domestic violence incidents; enhanced gang 
enforcement efforts by police, prosecutors, and probation; drug 
enforcement and education programs; and crime-specific task forces 
combining resources of criminal justice agencies. 

On a more positive note, the number and rate of property crimes have 
decreased throughout the county. A number of programs have been 
implemented with local and state funds to address property crimes, 
including auto theft task forces and community crime prevention efforts. 
Over the past two years, specialized auto-theft units and enforcement 
directed at professional auto theft rings may have contributed to a 
reduction in motor vehicle thefts. In 1992, the California Highway 
Patrol expanded an east county pilot project to create the Regional Auto 
Theft Task Force (RATT), which includes all agencies in the county. 
With state funding, several agencies have also expanded neighborhood 
watch programs and attempted innovative approaches to crime 
prevention through community mobilization. In addition, problem­
oriented policing has been used in some agencies to target drug 
offenders who also commit property crimes. 
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NUMBER OF CRIMES 

FBI Index crimes include four violent 
offenses (willful homicide, forcible 
rape, robbery, and aggravated 
assault) and three categories of 
property crime (burglary, larceny 
theft, and motor vehicle theft). 
Crime data presented compare the 
first six months of 1988, 1991 , and 
1992. 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• Overall, reported FBI Index 
crimes rose 3%, from 83,748 in 
1988 to 86,533 in the current 
year, due to a 57% rise in the 
number of violent crimes (from 
8,074 in 1988 to 12,645). The 
largest increase in violent crimes 
occurre.j in robbery (65%), par­
ticularly robberies of commercial 
establishments (88%) and 
robberies occurring outside struc­
tures (81 %). (Not shown.) 

• Aggravated assaults were up 
55 %. These figures may be 
somewhat inflated as a result of 
a computer programming error 
and increased reporting of do­
mestic violence incidents after 
police officers received training 
on guidelines for reporting. 

• The 2% decline in the number of 
property crimes reported was 
due to decreases in all categories 
of property crime, except non­
residential burglary I which rose 
16%. Residential burglary de­
creased 7 %, motor vehicle theft 
6%, and larceny theft 2%. 
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Figure 1 
NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES 
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Table 1 

NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY OFFENSE 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Homicide 103 131 126 22% -4% 
Forcible Rape 386 440 515 33% 17% 
Robbery 2,531 4,001 4,181 65% 4% 
Aggravated Assault 5,054 7,160 7,823 55% 9% 
Burglary - Total 17,479 16,925 17,464 <-1% 3% 
Residential 12,178 11,084 11,310 -7% 2% 
Non-Residential 5,301 5,841 6,154 16% 5% 

Larceny Theft 39,960 40,641 39,358 -2% -3% 
Motor Vehicle Theft 18,235 17,308 17,066 -6% -1% 

Total Violent Crimes 8,074 11,732 12,645 57% 8% 
Total Property Crimes 75,674 74,874 73,888 -2% -1% 

TOTAL FBI INDEX 83,748 86,606 86,533 3% <-1% 
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January-June 1991 and 1992 

• Over the past year, the number of FBI Index crimes decreased slightly 
(less than 1 %), from 86,606 in 1991 to 86,533. 

• Three categories of crime. decreased: homicide (4%), larceny theft 
(3%), and motor vehicle theft (1 %). Of the categories showing 
increases, the number of forcible rapes increased most (17%), 
followed by aggravated assault (9%). 

• Larceny theft was the most frequently reported crime, accounting for 
47% of total reported FBI Index crimes reported in 1991 and 45% in 
1992. 
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CRIME RATES 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• The FBI Index crime rate decreased 
9%, from 72.8 crimes per 1,000 
residents in 1988 to 66.5 in 1992, 
due to a 14% decline in the total 
property crime rate (from 65.8 
crimes per 1,000. to 56.8 in 
1992). 

• The decline in the property crime 
rate was related to decreases in aiL 
categories of property crime, ex­
cept non-residential burglary which 
rose slightly from 4.6 crimes per 
1,000 residents to 4.7 (2%). 

• The rate of violent crimes rose 
39% (from 7.0 crimes per 1,000 
in 1988 to 9.7) due to increases in 
forcible rape, robbery, and aggra­
vated assault rates. 

January-June 1991 and 1992 

• The crime rate decreased slightly 
in 1992 compared to the prior year 
(2%). In 1992, the crime rate was 
66.5 offenses per ',000 residents, 
down from Q.8.0 in 1991. . 

• The violence rate rose 5 % (from 
9.2 crimes per 1,000 to 9.7), 
related to the 8% increase in the 
number of violent crimes reported. 
The homicide rate remained the 
same, while other violent offenses 
increased. The 33% increase in 
the rate for forcible rape is some­
what high because of the relatively 
small number of crimes reported 
(0.4 per 1,000 residents in 1992). 

• The rate for crimes involving pro­
perty decreased 3% (58.8 in 1991 
to 56.8). The rate of residential 
burglary remained constant, while 
non-residential burglary increased 
2%. Larceny theft and motor 
vehicle theft rates went down 5 % 
and 4 %, respectively. 
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Figure 2 
ANNUALIZED FBI INDEX CRIME RATE 
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Table 2 

ANNUALIZED FBI INDEX CRIME RATE 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Homicide 0.1 0.1 0.1 0% 0% 
Forcible Rape 0.3 0.3 0.4 33% 33% 
Robbery 2.2 3.1 3.2 45% 3% 
Aggravated Assault 4.4 5.6 6.0 36% 7% 
Burglary - Total 15.2 13.3 13.4 -12% 1% 

Residential 10.6 8.7 8.7 -18% 0% 
Non-Residential 4.6 4.6 4.7 2% 2% 

Larceny Theft 34.7 31.9 30.2 -13% -5% 
Motor Vehicle Theft 15.9 13.6 13.1 -18% -4% 

Total Violent Crimes 7.0 9.2 9.7 39% 5% 
Total Property Crimes 65.8 58.8 56.8 -14% -3% 

TOTAL FBI INDEX 72.8 68.0 66.5 -9% -2% 
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JURISDICTIONAL CRIME 

This section presents three-year comparisons (1988, 1991, and 1992) 
of the crime rate for incorporated cities and the unincorporated area of 
the county. Standardized FBI crime Index data are collected nationwide. 
However, a number of factors can influence crime reporting in particular 
jurisdictions. The following factors should be considered when using 
crime statistics, especially for comparative purposes: 

• variations in composition of the population, particularly age structure 
• population density and size of locality and its surrounding area 
• - stability of population with respect to residents' mobility, commuting 

patterns, and transient factcis 
• modes of transportation and highway system 
• economic conditions, including median income and job availability 
• cultural conditions, such as education, recreation, and religious 

characteristics 
• family stability 
• effective strength of luw enforcement agencies 
• administrative and investigative emphases of law enforcement 

agencies 
• attitudes of citizenry toward crime 
• crime-reporting practices of citizenryl. 

1 State Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Crime and Delinquency, 1990. 
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FBI Index Crimes 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• The countywide decrease (9%) in the overall crime rate was 
consistent with decreases occurring in most jurisdictions over the 
past five years. The largest decline occurred in Del Mar (30%), 
which resulted from a decrease in property crimes. The percent 
change is also affected by the small number of property crimes 
reported in this city. 

• Other areas with decreases ranged f.rom 1 % in Vista to 20% in the 
unincorporated area served by the Sheriff. 

• Increases in the Index crime rate occurred in seven areas: La Mesa 
(30%)' Poway (17%), EI Cajon (12%), Coronado and San Marcos 
(9%), Solana Beach (7%), and Lemon Grove (4%). 

January-June 1991 and 1992 

• The 2 % decrease in the countywide FBI Index crime rate is attributed 
to decreases in eight areas of the county: Solana Beach (15%), the 
unincorporated area served by the Sheriff (11 %), La Mesa (8%)' San 
Diego (7%), Carlsbad and Escondido (6%)' Lemon Grove (5%), and 
National City (1 %). 

• Eleven areas of the county experienced increases in their crime rates. 
The increases ranged from 49% in EI Cajon to less than 1 % for 
Imperial Beach. The change in EI Cajon is partially due to delays in 
data entry of 1991 crime cases during the first part of the year. 
These cases were entered during the last six months of 1991. EI 
Cajon estimates that the actual increase in the number of crimes was 
approximately 11 %, with a 10% increase in the rate. 

• The significant increases in Vista (47%) and San Marcos (30%) are 
primarily related to increases in property offenses. 
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January-June 1992 

• The following cities had crime rates above the countywide figure of 
66.5 crimes per 1,000: National City (92.5); EI Cajon (87.9); San 
Diego (80.6); Escondido (78.1); Chula Vista (75.7); and Del Mar 
(74.3). 

Table 3 

ANNUALIZED FBI INDEX CRIME RATE, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Chenge 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Carlsbad 58.2 59.7 56.1 -4% -6% 
Chula Vista 78.9 73.1 75.7 -4% 4% 
Coronado 30.2 31.7 33.0 9% 4% 
EI Cajon' 78.5 58.9 87.9 12% 49% 
Escondido 79.0 83.2 78.1 -1% -6% 
La Mesa2 48.1 68.1 62.4 30% -8% 
National City 108.8 93.8 92.5 -15% -1% 
Oceanside 73.3 62.5 66.0 -10% 6% 
San Diego 89.9 86.8 80.6 -10% -7% 
Sheriff - Total 3 41.9 37.0 37.9 -10% 3% 

Del Mar 106.1 68.3 74.3 -30% 9% 
Encinitas 52.0 47.6 50.9 -2% 7% 
Imperial Beach 62.0 57.0 57.1 -8% <1% 
Lemon Grove 55.2 60.0 57.2 4%' -5% 
Poway 25.9 28.1 30.4 17% 8% 
San Marcor. 49.7 41.7 54.1 9% 30% 
Santee 35.6 30.0 30.5 -14% 2% 
Solana Beach 39.4 49.8 42.3 7% -15% 
Vista 55.2 37.0 54.4 -1% 47% 
Unincorporated3 37.0 33.1 29.6 -20% -11 % 

TOTAL- 72.8 68.0 66.5 -9% -2% 

1 The FBI Index crime rate for 1991 is understated due to deleys in the data entry process during 
that time. EI Cajon Police Department has estimated an increase of 10% between January -
June 1991 and 1992. 

2 The FBI Index crime rate for 1988 is understated due to delays in the data entry. 
3 Includes crimes occurring in adult detention facilities. Does not -include Camp Pendleton 

population. 
4 Includes California Highway Patrol, San Diego State University, University of California San 

Diego, and State Department of Parks and Recreation. 
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Violent Crimes 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• All areas, except Oceanside, experienced an increase in the violent 
crime rate when comparing 1988 and 1992, accounting for the 39% 
rise in the violent crime rate countywide (from 7.0 crimes per 1 ,000 
to 9.7 in 1992). 

• Though the violent crime rate in Oceanside decreased, the number of 
violent crimes actually rose 22% (from 673 crimes reported during 
the first half of 1988 to 822 in 1992). The decline in the rate is 
associated with a large increase in population, from 107,840 to 
138,469 residents in 1992. 

• The violent crime rate in Escondido almost doubled (96%), primarily 
due to a rise in the number of aggravated assaults and robberies 
reported; 157% and 106%, respectively (not shown). 

• Other areas with increases over 75% were EI Cajon. which experi­
enced data entry problems, San Marcos, and Coronado. 

January-June 1991 and 1992 

• Ten areas of the county experienced an increase in the violent crime 
rate. The greatest increases occurred in Del Mar (51 %), Coronado 
(38%), EI Cajon (27%), and Chula Vista (22%). The number of 
violent crimes in Del Mar went from 9 to 14 in 1992, and in 
Coronado from 21 to 29. For both agencies, these changes could be 
related to inconsistencies in reporting aggravated assaults during this 
time frame. As mentioned previously, the increase in EI Cajon may 
be artificially high due to delays in data entry. 
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January-June 1992 

• The rate of violent crimes per 1,000 residents was over the regional 
rate of 9.7 in six cities: National City (16.1); San Diego (12.5); Chula 
Vista (12.3); Oceanside (11.9); Lemon Grove (10.1); and EI Cajon 
(10.0). 

Table 4 

ANNUALIZED VIOLENT CRIME RATE, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Carlsbad 4.9 6.9 6.2 27% -10% 
Chula Vista 8.6 10.1 12.3 43% 22% 
Coronado 1.2 1.6 2.2 83% 38% 
EI Cajon1 5.3 7.9 10.0 89% 27% 
Escondido 4.6 10.9 9.0 96% -17% 
La Mesa2 2.9 5.8 4.8 66% -17% 
National City 11.4 16.2 16.1 41% <-1% 
Oceanside 12.5 11.5 11.9 -5% 3% 
San Diego 8.5 11.5 12.5 47% 9% 
Sheriff - Total3 4.6 5.6 5.5 20% -2% 

Del Mar 4.6 3.7 5.6 22% 51% 
Encinitas 4.3 5.1 4.9 14% -4% 
Imperial Beach 6.9 8.9 8.3 20% -7% 
Lemon Grove 10.0 9.5 10.1 1% 6% 
Poway 2.0 3.0 3.1 55% 3% 
San Marcos 3.6 6.2 6.7 86% 8% 
Santee 2.5 4.0 3.3 32% -18% 
Solana Beach 1.8 5.8 2.3 28% -60% 
Vista 5.7 6.9 8.3 46% 20% 
Unincorporated3 4.7 5.4 5.0 6% -7% 

TOTAL4 7.0 9.2 9.7 39% 5% 

1 The violent crime rate for 1991 is understated due to delays in the data entry process during that 
time. EI Cajon Police Department has estimated a decrease of 5% between January - June 1991 
and 1992. 

2 The violent crime rate for 1988 is understated due to delays in data entry. 
3 Includes crimes occurring in adult detention facilities. Does not include Camp Pendleton 

population. 
4 Includes California Highway Patrol, San Diego State University, University of California San 

Diego, and State Department of Parks And Recreation. 
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Property Crimes 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• Countywide, the property crime rate went down 14%, with three 
areas reporting decreases of over 20%: Del Mar (32%); the 
unincorporated area served by the Sheriff (24%); and National City 
(22%). 

• Increases occurred in seven areas: 28% in La Mesa; 14% in Poway; 
7% in Solana Beach; 6% in Coronado and EI Cajon; 4% in Lemon 
Grove; and 3% in San Marcos .. La Mesa had delays in data entry 
during the first six months of 1988 which partially accounts for the 
rise in the property crime rate over five years. 

January-June 1991 and "'1992 

• The 3% countywide decline in the property crime rate was due to 
decreases in eight areas: the Sheriff's unincorporated area (11 %); 
San Diego (10%); Solana Beach (9%); La Mesa and Lemon Grove 
(7%); Carlsbad (5%); Escondido (4%); and National City (2%). 

• Three agencies experienced substantial increases in the property 
crime rate. The rate in EI Cajon rose 52%, in part, due to delays in 
data entry during the first part of 1991. The 53% increase for Vista 
was related to increases in all three categories of property crimes, 
with the greatest changes occurring in the numbers of motor vehicle 
thefts (87%) and burglaries (84%). In San Marcos, the 34% increase 
was also related to increases all categories, with the number of 
reported burglaries increasing the most (71 %). Both Vista and San 
Marcos have crime rates that were relatively low compared to other 
areas of the county. 
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January-June 1992 

• Seven cities exceeded the regional property crime rate of 56.8 crimes 
per 1,000 residents: EI Cajon (77.9); National City (76.4); Escondido 
(69.1); Del Mar (68.6); San Diego (68.1); Chula Vista (63.4); and La 
Mesa (57.7). 

Table 5 

ANNUALIZED PROPERTY CRIME RATE, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego.County, January-June, 1988,1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 

Carlsbad 53.3 52.9 50.0 -6% 
Chula Vista 70.4 63.0 63.4 -10% 
Coronado 29.0 30.2 30.8 6% 
EI Cajon' 73.2 51.1 77.9 6% 
Escondido 74.4 72.3 69.1 -7% 
La Mesa2 45.2 62.3 57.7 28% 
National City 97.4 77.6 76.4 -22% 
Oceanside 60.8 51.1 54.2 -11% 
San Diego 81.4 75.3 68.1 -16% 
Sheriff· Total 3 37.3 31.4 32.5 -13% 

Del Mar 101.5 64.6 68.6 -32% 
Encinitas 47.8 42.5 46.1 -4% 
Imperial Beach 55.1 48.1 48.9 -11 % 
Lemon Grove 45.2 50.6 47.0 4% 
Poway 23.9 25.1 27.3 14% 
San Marcos 46.1 35.5 47.5 3% 
Santee 33.1 26.0 27.3 -18% 
Solana Beach 37.5 43.9 40.0 7% 
Vista 49.5 30.1 46.1 -7% 
Unincorporated3 32.2 27.7 24.6 -24% 

TOTAL' 65.8 58.8 56.8 -14% 

1991-92 

-5% 
1% 
2% 

52% 
-4% 
-7% 
-2% 
6% 

-10% 
3% 
6% 
8% 
2% 

-7% 
9% 

34% 
5% 

-9% 
53% 

-11% 

-3% 

, The property crime rate for 1991 is understated due to delays in the data entry process during 
that time. EI Cajon Police Department has estimated an increase of 12% between January • 
June 1991 and 1992. 

2 The property crime rate for 1988 is understated due to delays in data entry. 
3 Includes crimes occurring in adult detention facilities. Does not include Camp Pendleton 

population. 
, Includes California Highway Patrol, San Diego State University, University of California San 

Diego, and State Department of Parks and Recreation. 

23 



FIVE CALIFORNIA 
COUNTIES 

To place San Diego county's crime 
rate in perspective, the rates for the 
State of California and the State's 
five most populated counties are 
compared for 1987, 1990, and 
1991. Data for other counties are 
not available for the- first six months 
of 1992. 

FBI Index Crime Rate 

• San Diego and San Bernardino 
counties are the only areas to 
experience declines in the overall 
crime rate since 1987. The FBI 
Index crime rate went down 4% 
in both counties. In San Diego, 
the rate decreased from 70.9 to 
68.2 crimes per 1,000 residents. 

• Of the counties showing an 
increase in the rate over five 
years, Los Angeles rose the most 
(13%), from 68.3 crimes per 
1,000 to 77.0 in 1991. 

• San Bernardino county had the 
highest overall crime rate in 
1987 (71.5). However, due to 
substantial population increases 
in San Bernardino over the past 
five years, Los Angeles had the 
highest rate in 1990 and 1991. 
Santa Clara had the lowest rate 
during 1987,1990, and 1991. 

• For every comparison year, the 
FBI Index crime rate for San 
Diego was above the statewide 
rate. 
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Table 6 

FBI INDEX CRIME RATE 
Five California Counties, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987·91 1990·91 

Los Angeles 68.3 74.9 77.0 13% 3% 
Orange 56.8 59.9 58.9 4% ·2% 
San Bernardino 71.5 72.8 68.8 ·4% ·6% 
San Diego' 70.9 72.0 68.2 -4% ·6% 
Santa Clara 48.9 46.4 51.0 4% 10%. 

Statewide 65.7 66.7 67.9 3% 2% 

, Statistics compiled by the State Bureau of Criminal Statistics include Santa Fe 
Railroad and California State Police. For this reason, San Diego county rates 
may differ from those presented elsewhere. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; California State Department of Finance 
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Table -; 

VIOLENT CRIME RATE 
Five California Counties, 1987, 1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

Los Angeles 13.6 17.6 18.1 33% 3% 
, Orange 4.5 5.3 5.7 27% 8% 

San Bernardino 10.4 10.7 8.9 -14% -17% 
San Diego' 7.3 8.5 9.7 32% 14% 
Santa Clara 5.0 4.9 5.3 5% 9% 

Statewide 9.3 10.6 10.9 17% 3% 

, Statistics compiled by the State Bureau of Criminal Statistics include Santa Fe 
Railroad and California State Police. For this reason, San Diego county rates 
may differ from those presented elsewhere. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; California State Department of Finance 

Table 8 

PROPERTY CRIME RATE 
Five California Counties, 1987, 1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

Los Angeles 54.7 57.3 58.9 8% 3% 
Orange 52.3 54.6 53.3 2% -2% 
San Bernardino 61.1 62.1 59.8 -2% -4% 
San Diego' 63.6 63.4 58.6 -8% -8% 
Santa Clara 43.8 41.6 45.7 4% 10% 

Statewide 56.5 56.2 56.9 1% 1% 

, Statistics compiled by the State Bureau of Criminal Statistics include Santa Fe 
Railroad and California State Police. For this reason, San Diego countY rates 
may differ from those presented elsewhere. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; California State Department of Finance 

-

Violent Crime Rate 

• Over five years, Los Angeles and 
San Diego counties had the 
largest increases in the violent 
crime rate (33% and 32%, re­
spectively). Over one year, San 
Diego had the greatest increase 
(14%). 

• The violent crime rate for San 
Diego county was below the 
statewide rate for 1987, 1990, 
and 1991. 

Property Crime Rate 

• The property crime rate de­
creased for two counties since 
1987. In San Diego county, the 
rate went down 8% from 63.6 
to 58.6 crimes per 1,000 resi­
dents in 1991. The decline for 
San Bernardino was 2%. 

• Consistent with data presented 
for the overall crime rate, Santa 
Clara county's property crime 
rate was the lowest for all com­
parison years. 

• Though San Diego had the 
highest property crime rate in 
1987 and 1990, the 8% decline 
since 1990 placed San Diego just 
slightly below the rates for San 
Bernardino and Los Angeles 
counties. The 1991 rate for San 
Diego (58.6) remained somewhat 
higher than the statewide figure 
(56.9). 
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CLEARANCE RATES 

The clearance rate is one indicator 
of the ability of law enforcement 
personnel to solve crimes. This rate 
is the proportion of crime cases 
cleared by charging a suspect or by 
identification of an offender who 
cannot be arrested. Changes in 
clearance rates can be due to varia­
tions in data collection and reporting 
procedures rather than degree of 
effectiveness in solving crimes.­
Other factors that can affect the 
clearance rate include: 

• policies and procedures in indi­
vidual departments 

• workload, or the volume of 
crimes reported 

• availability of personnel for 
preliminary and follow-up investi­
gations 

• the emphasis placed on investi­
gation of specific crimes 

• the proportion and nature of 
cases assigned for investigation 

• training and experience of 
officers. 

Extreme fluctuations in data should 
be evaluated to determine the 
nature of the changes (i.e., data 
inconsistencies versus changes in 
productivity) before the information 
is used to develop new policies or 
procedures. 
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Figure 3 
CLEARANCE RATE 

San Diego County, January-June, 1988·1992 
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Figure 4 
CLEARANCE RATE, BY OFFENSE 

San Diego County, January.June, 1992 

69% 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• The countywide clearance rate has 
remainad stable over the past five 
years, with about one in five crimes 
solved by police. 

• The percentages of the violent 
crimes solved increased from 54 % 
in 1988 to 58% in 1990. Since 
1990, 55% of the violent crimes 
reported to law enforcement agen­
cies have been solved. 

• The property clearance rate has 
dropped from 16 % in 1 988 to 14 % 
in the current year. 

January-June 1991 and 1992 

• The clearance rate overall, as well 
as for violent and property crimes, 
stayed the same from 1991 to 1992 
(20%, 55%, and 14%, respec­
tively). 

January-June 1992 

• The highest clearance rate was for 
aggravated assault (69%), followed 
by rape (52%) and homicide (33%). 
The high clearance rates may be 
associated with the seriousness of 
these crimes, victim identification of 
suspects, and the nature of the 
relationships between victims and 
suspects. 

• The clearance rate for robbery was 
31 %. The lowe'r clearance rate for 
this category of violent crime may 
be due to the fact' that victims are 
less likely to know robbery sus­
pects. 

• Of the property crimes, larceny theft 
had the highest clearance, rate 
(17%). Victims may be able to 
provide descriptions of suspects in a 
higher percentage of these cases, 
compared to burglaries or motor 
vehicle thefts. Also, shoplifting, 
which is included in the larceny 
category, often results in the imme­
diate arrest of a suspect. 
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VICTIMIZATION RATES 

The ratio of crimes to the popula­
tion at risk provides an indicator of 
the likelihood that an individual will 
be a victim. The victimization rates 
compare crimes to the number of 
potential victims or targets, for 
example, women, households, or 
vehicles. Almost two-thirds of all 
crimes are not reported to the 
police; therefore, these data do not 
represent all crimes committed. 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• Compared to 1988, individuals 
were more likely to be victims of 
violence in 1992. For example, 
one of 10,326 residents was 
murdered in 1992, compared to 
one of 11,169 in 1988. In 
1992, one of 311 was the victim 
of robbery, while one of 455 
was robbed in 1988. 

• The likelihood of becoming a 
victim of all types of property 
crime decreased from 1988 to 
1992. 

January-June 1991 and 1992 

• Chances of being a homicide 
victim decreased from one of 
9,720 residents to one of 
10,326. The likelihood of be­
coming a victim of all other 
violent crimes increased from 
1991 to 1992. 

• The chances of becoming the 
victim of larceny and motor 
vehicle theft decreased slightly 
since 1991. 
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Table 9 

ANNUALIZED VICTIMIZATION RATE 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988,1991, and 1992 

Ratio of Crimes to Popuiation at Risk 

1988 1991 1992 
Population at Risk one of one of one of 

Homicide All Residents 11,169 9,720 10,326 
Forcible Rape Females 1,460 1,418 1,238 
Robbery All Residents 455 318 311 
Aggravated Assault All Residents 228 178 166 
Residential Burglary Households 34 41 40 
Larceny Theft All Residents 29 31 33 
Motor Vehicle Theft Registered Vehicles 45 51 52 

NOTE: See Appendix Table 01 for the population at risk. 
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Table 10 

DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPERTY STOLEN AND RECOVERED 
San Diego County, January.June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

(in thousands) 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988·92 1991·92 

Property Stolen $138,668 $150,145 $144,069 4% ·4% 
Property Recovered 69,448 61,534 57,958 ·17% -6% 

Percent Recovered 50% 41% 40% -10% -1% 

Figure 5 
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PROPERTY STOLEN AND RECOVERED, BY TYPE 
San Diego County, January-June, 1992 
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PROPERTY STOLEN 
AND RECOVERED 
The California State Bureau of Criminal 
Statistics (BCS) collects data on the 
dollar value of property stolen and 
recovered by law enforcement agen­
cies. These values are viewed as 
"approximations" of property loss. 
According to BCS, "agencies do not 
report these data consistently and 
frequently vary in their methods of 
estimating the dollar value of", stolen 
property. Furthermore, property stolen 
and property recovered in any given 

. time period are not identical." These 
limitations should be considered when 
analyzing data presented on stolen 
property. 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• Over five years, the dollar value of 
stolen property rose 4 %, from 
$138.7 million to $144.1 million in , 
1992. 

• The value of property recovered 
declined 17% since 1988, resulting 
in a 10% decrease in the percent of 
property stolen that was recovered. 

January-June 1991 and 1992 

• The dollar value of property stolen 
decreased 4 %, from $1 50.1 million 
in 1991 to $144.1 million in 1992. 
This change is related to a 1 % re­
duction in the number of property 
crimes reported during the same 
time frame. 

January-June 1992 

• Of the $144.1 million worth of 
property stolen during the first six 
months of 1992, over half was 
motor vehicles (57%). 

• Based on value, motor vehicles 
accounted for almost all the pro­
perty recovered (95%). Stolen 
vehicles are more easily identified 
than other types of property be­
cause of their size, location, and 
identification numbers. 
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ARSON 

As mentioned previously, arsons are not included in the FBI Index in this 
report. 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• The 4% rise in the number of arsons reported (from 331 in 1988 to 
343 in 1992) is partially attributed to arsons of "other" residential 
structures (increasing 81 %) and arsons involving community or public 
structures (up 67%). 

• Arsons involving single-occupancy residential structures, mobile 
property, and "other" property decreased during the five-year period. 
Other property includes crops, timber, fences, signs, and merchan­
dise displayed outside stores. 

January-June 1991 and 1992 

• Since 1991, most types of arson decreased, resulting in a 9% 
reduction overall. 

• Three categories increased: arsons of community or public structures 
(30%), "other" residential structures (23%)' and motor vehicles 
(11 %). 

Table 11 

ARSONS, BY TYPE OF PROPERTY 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Structural 
Single-Occupancy Residential 66 63 49 -26% -22% 
Other Residential 27 40 49 81% 23% 
Storage' 13 15 15 nla nla 
Industrial/Manufacturing' 1 8 4 nla nla 
Other Commercial 33 50 42 27% -16% 
Cornmunity/Public 21 27 35 67% 30% 
All Other Structures' 27 22 20 nla nla 
Total Structure 188 225 214 14% -5% 

Mobile 
Motor Vehicles 79 75 83 5% 11% 
Other Mobile Property' 10 19 2 nla nla 
Total Mobile 89 94 85 -4% -10% 

Total Other Property 54 56 44 -19% -21% 

TOTAL 331 375 343 4% -9,,<0 

, Percent changes n::lt presented due to small number of arsons reported. 
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

California legislation required law enforcement officers to begin reporting 
domestic violence incidents in January 1986. These offenses include 
aggravated assaults and other calls to police related to domestic 
violence incidents involving spouses, former spouses, cohabitants, or 
persons who are dating or engaged. 

January-June 1988 to 1992 

• The total number of calls to police related to domestic violence 
_ increased 79%, from 7,533 to 13,499 in 1992. This increase may 

be due to improved reporting as a result of officer training in several 
agencies during 1991 regarding legal definitions of domestic violence 
offenses and reporting procedures. 

• The total number of incidents involving weapons rose 62%, totalling 
1,643 in 1992. The percent of all incidents involving weapons went 
down slightly, from 13% to 12%. 

January-June 1991 and 1992 

• Calls to police related to domestic violence rose 34% over the past 
year, from 10,056 to 13,499. 

• The number of domestic violence incidents involving weapons also 
increased (31 %), while the percentage of all calls involving weapons 
remained the same (12%). 

Table 12 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE INCIDENTS 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Total Reported 7,533 10,056 13,499 79% 34% 

Incidents wifh Weapons' 1,014 1,255 1,643 62% 31% 

% Involving Weapons 13% 12% 12% -1% 0% 

, Weapons include firearms, knives, and other dangerous weapons. 
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SYSTEM RESPONSE 

This section provides an overview of the criminal justice process from 
arrest to disposition and sentencing. In addition, data are presented on 
local detention facilities, such as bookings, or admissions, the number 
of persons held, the capacity of facilities, and the average length of time 
spent in custody. Data on juvenile dispositions are not included because 
the information is not yet available through a relatively new computer­
ized records system, the Regional Juvenile Information System (REJIS). 

A n'umber of different agencies are involved in processing criminal 
cases, including law enforcement, prosecutors, public defenders, the 
courts, probation, and correctional institutions. A key issue for criminal 
justice planning is maximizing the coordination of the criminal justice 
system to provide an effective response to crime. 

ARRESTS 

Arrests by California law enforcement agencies are reported to the State 
Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS) on the Monthly Arrest and Citation 
Register (MACR). The register includes information on the level and 
type of offense based on the primary charge. The arrestee's sex, age, 
and race/ethnicity are also included. 

The three levels of offenses are felonies, misdemeanors, and status 
offenses. A felony offense can result in a sentence to State prison if 
the offender is convicted in adult court. A misdemeanor can lead to a 
maximum sentence of up to one year in the county jail. Status offenses 
refer only to juveniles and include truancy, incorrigibility, runaway, and 
curfew violations. 

The data for adults include individuals arrested and booked into county 
detention facilities and those issued citations to appear in court for 
misdemeanor crimes. 

This section presents San Diego county arrest data for 1987 through 
1991. Mid-year arrest statistics for 1992 are not available through BCS. 
Variations in arrest figures are influenced by legislation, local policies, 
law enforcement fo,cus, and reporting procedures. In May 1990, Santa 
Fe Raiiroad stopped reporting arrests made by their agency, which had 
a slight impact on regional figures for 1990 and 1991. 

Detailed data on types of arrests by jurisdiction are presented in 
Appendix B. 

35 



Countywide Arrests 

Number of Arrests 

• Overall, arrests have decreased 
since 1987, from 165,121 to 
153,673 in 1991 (a 7% decline). 

• After a 4% rise in the number of 
arrests from 1989 to 1990 
(153,668 to 160,024, respec­
tively), San Diego county law 
enforcement agencies reported 
153,673 arrests in 1991, a 4% . 
decrease over the previous year. 

• The trend for adult arrests was 
similar. Over five years, arrests 
went down 11 % (from 149,087 
in 1987 to 133,095 in 1991), 
while the one-year decrease was 
6% (from 141,360 in 1990). 

• In contrast, arrests of juveniles 
have risen steadily since 1987, 
with a 28 % increase over five 
years. The 10% rise from 1990 
to 1991 (18,664 juveniles 
arrested to .. 20,578) was the 
largest one-year increase during 
the past five years. 

• In 1991, juveniles represented 
13% of all arrestees. 
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Figure 6 
TOTAL ARRESTS 

San Diego County, 1987-1991 
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SOURCE: Bureau of Crlm Inal Statistics 

Table 13 

TOTAL ARRESTS 
San Diego County, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990·91 

Juvenile 16,034 18,664 20,578 28% 10% 
Adult 149,087 141,360 133,095 ·11 % -6% 

TOTAL 165,121 160,024 153,673 -7% ·4% 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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Figure 7 
TOTAL ARREST RATE 

San Diego County, 1987-1991 
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SOURCE: Bureau of Crlm inal Statistics; California Department of Finance; 
the Census 
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Table 14 

TOTAL ARREST RATE 
San Diego County, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

69.1 77.3 86.1 25% 11% 
88.2 74.6 69.1 -22% -7% 

85.9 74.9 71.0 -17% -5% 

NOTE: Population figures are derived from percentages of those 10 years 
and older during the 1980 and 1990 census counts. The change 
from 1980 to 1991 was equelly distributed over each year and 
applied to January 1 estimates from the California Department of 
Finance. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; California Department of Finance; the 
Census 

Arrest Rates 

The trends in arrests are somewhat 
different when population changes 
are considered. (Rates differ 
slightly from those previously re­
ported due to revised population 
figures.) 

• The population of San Diego 
county increased 13 % from 
1987 to 1991. Consequently, 
the total arrest rate per 1,000 
individuals 10 years of age and 
older decreased 17 % over five 
years (85.9 to 71.0), compared 
to a 7% decline in the number of 
arrests. 

;;; Adult arrest rates have decreased 
22% over five years, from 88.2 
arrests per 1,000 to 69.1 in 
1991 , accounting for the county­
wide decline in the arrest rate. 

• The data for 1991 indicate a 
continued rise in the arrest rate 
for juveniles, increasing 25% 
over five years. The 11 % in­
crease in the juvenile arrest rats, 
from 77.3 in 1990 to 86.1 in 
1991 , was higher than previous 
years. In 1990 and 1991, the 
juvenile arrest rate surpassed the 
adult arrest rate. Factors which 
may ~ffect juvenile arrest rates 
include the tendency for juveniles 
to be arrested in groups, recent 
gang enforcement efforts, and 
increases in' status offense 
arrests, such as curfew viola­
tions, in areas where juveniles 
congregate. 

37 



Adult Arrests 

1987-1991 

• Over five years, adult felony arrests rose from 32,206 to 35,875 in 
1991 (11 %), while misdemeanors decreased 17% (116,881 to 
97,220). The decrease in misdemeanor arrests is partially due to the 
fact that Santa Fe Railroad discontinued reporting arrests in May 
1990. In 1989, this agency reported 3,769 misdemeanor arrests. 

• Felony arrests for crimes against persons (willful homicide, man­
slaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and felony assault) increased more 
than any other category (79%). This is related to the 52% rise in the 
number of violent crimes reported during the same time frame. In 
addition, this may be associated with increased law enforcement 
training with respect to the handling of suspects in domestic violence 
cases. 

• All categories of misdemeanor arrests decreased since 1987, with 
the exception of arrests for public drunkenness (up 13%). The most 
significant decreases were for arrests involving individuals committing 
"other" misdemeanor offenses (such as indecent exposure, lewd 
conduct, sex-related offenses, liquor law violations) and drug law 
violations (31 % and 16%, respectively). 

• Arrests for drug law violations decreased for both felonies and 
misdemeanors. Felony drug-related arrests dropped from 10,706 in 
1987 to 10,395 (a 3% decline). Misdemeanor drug arrests de­
creased 16%, from 14,070 to 11,814 arrests in 1991. 

1990-1991 

• Adult arrests decreased 6% from 141,360 in 1990 to 133,095 in 
1991. Declines in both the felony (4%) and misdemeanor (6%) 
arrests contributed to the downward change ln overall arrests. 

• Arrests in all offense categories decreased except for those involving 
violent charges, which increased 22%, and public drunkenness, 
which rose 1 %. 

• The largest decrease in misdemeanor arrests occurred in the petty 
theft category (16%), related to a 5% reduction in the number of 
property crimes reported from 1990 to 1991. 
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1991 

• Adults represented 87% of allarrestees. 

• Almost three-fourths of the adult arrests were for misdemeanors 
(73%). 

• Forty-three percent (43%) of all adult arrests involved violations 
related to alcohol and substance abuse. 

Table 15 

ADULT ARRESTS, BY OFFENSE 
San Diego County, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

Felony 
Violent Offense' 5,464 8,037 9,804 79% 22% 
Property Offense2 12,216 13,205 11,601 , -5% -12% 
Drug Law Violation 10,706 11,779 10,395 -3% -12% 
Other 3,820 4,374 4,075 7% -7% 
Total 32,206 37,395 35,875 11% -4% 

Misdemeanor 
Assault and Battery 5,988 5,549 5,371 -10% -3% 
Petty Theft 7,873 8,719 7,313 -7% -16% 
Drug Law Violation 14,070 13,491 11,814 -16% -12% 
Drunk 11,516 12,837 12,981 13% 1% 
Driving Under the Influence 23,142 24,569 22,543 -3% -8% 
Other4 54,292 38,800 37,198 -31% -4% 
Total 116,881 103,965 97,220 -17% -6% 

TOTAL 149,087 141,360 133,095 -11 % -6% 

, Includes willful homicide, manslaughter (vehicular and non-vehicular), forcible rape, robbery, and 
assault. 

2 Includes burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft. 
3 Includes kidnapping, forgery, arson, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, weapons, driving under 

the influence, hit and run, escape, and bookmaking. 
4 Includes misdemeanor manslaughter, other theft-related crimes, checks, indecent exposure, 

annoying child, obscene matter, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, contributing to delinquency 
of a minor, liquor laws, etc. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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Juvenile Arrests 

Though most arrests involve adults, the proportion of arrests involving 
juveniles increased from 10% in 1987 to 13% in 1991. Of all cities in San 
Diego county, National City had the highest proportion of arrests involving 
juvenile offenders in 1991 (25%). 

1987-1991 

• Juvenile arrests were up 28% (16,034 in 1987 to 20,578 in 1991) as 
a result of increases in all offense levels: felony (40%)' misdemeanor 
(14%), and status offense arrests (59%). 

• Except for drug law violations, every type of felony arrest for juveniles 
increased from 1987 to 1991. Violent offense arrests more than 
doubled (155%), with increases in robbery (157%), felony assault 
(140%), and rape arrests (83%). In addition, homicide arrests went 
from 5 in 1987 to 80 in 1991 (not shown). This increasing trend toward 
violence among juveniles occurred nationwide, according to the Federal 
Bureau of Investigations statistics for 1 991 . 

• Three categories of misdemeanor offenses increased: assault and 
battery (75%), petty theft (14%), and other misdemeanors which 
include manslaughter, indecent exposure, sex-related offenses, liquor law 
violations, and all other misdemeanor offenses (20%). 

• Status offense arrests rose 59%, primarily due to a 138% increase in 
arrests of juveniles for incorrigibility and an 87% rise in arrests of curfew 
violators. Over 90% of all juveniles arrested for incorrigibility were 
apprehended by the Sheriff's Department. In National City, the number 
of contacts for status offenses rose from 65 in 1987 to 578 in 1991. 
Law enforcement efforts to curb cruising on Highland Avenue have been 
the primary reason for increased status offense arrests in Nationsl City. 

1990-1991 

• Total juvenile arrests increased 10%, from 18,664 to 20,578. 

• Arrests of juveniles for felony offenses increased in all categories, except 
"other" felonies. The largest increase was in arrests for violent offenses 
(22%), correlated with the rise in the number of violent crimes reported. 
Arrests for homicide rose 158%, robbery 36%, rape 19%, and felony 
assault 11 % (not shown). 

• The only categories of misdemeanor juvenile arrests to increase were 
assault and battery (24%) and other (18%). 

• Every type of status arrest increased, except arrests for truancy, which 
decreased 5%, from 62 in 1990 to 59. The most substantial increase 
was for curfew violations (44%). These types of juvenile apprehensions 
often occur when large groups of juveniles congregate in certain areas 
or cruise city streets. For example, in National City, arrests for status 
offenses increased 75%, from 331 in 1990 to 578 in 1991. The 
Sheriff's Department also significantly contributed to the rise in status 
offense arrests through truancy and curfew sweeps beginning in 1990. 
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1991 

• Almost half of all juvenile arrests were for misdemeanor offenses 
(49%). 

• Thirty-two percent (32%) were felony arrests, and 19% were for 
status offenses. 

Table 16 

JUVENILE ARRESTS, BY OFFENSE 
San Diego County, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

Felony 
Violent Offense 1 625 1,303 1,593 155% 22% 
Property Offense2 2,964 3,659 3,836 29% 5% 
Drug Law Violation 650 405 434 -33% 7% 
Other3 503 790 782 55% -1% 
Total 4,742 6,157 6,645 40% 8% 

Misdemeanor 
Assault and Battery 975 1.377 1,711 75% 24% 
Petty Theft 2,801 3,412 3,188 14% -7% 
Drug Law Violation 1,094 666 601 -45% -10% 
Drunk 433 407 396 -9% -3% 
Driving Under the Influence 210 167 153 -27% -8% 
Other' 3,307 3,374 3,965 20% 18% 
Total 8,820 9,403 10,014 14% 6% 

Status 
Truancy 56 62 59 5% -5% 
Runaway 768 794 810 5% 2% 
Curfew 1,183 1,540 2,216 87% 44% 
Incorrigible 246 486 586 138% 21% 
Other 219 222 248 13% 12% 
Total 2,472 3,104 3,919 59% 26% 

TOTAL 16,034 18,664 20,578 28% 10% 

1 Includes willful homicide, manslaughter (vehicular and non-vehicular), forcible rape, robbery, and 
assault. 

2 Includes burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft. 
a Includes kidnapping, forgery, arson, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, weapons, driving under 

the influence, hit and run, escape, and bookmaking. 
• Includes misdemeanor manslaughter, other theft-related crimes, checks, indecent exposure, 

annoying child, obscene matter, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, contributing to delinquency 
of a minor, liquor laws, etc. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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Felony Offenses 

• During 1991, approximately one­
third of all adult felony arrests 

. were for property-related 
offenses (32%), followed by 
drug law violations (29%). Over 
one-quarter of adult felony appre­
hensions were for violent crimes 
(27%). 

• The. majority of juvenile arrests 
(58%) were for property· 
offenses. Only 7% of felony 
juvenile arrests were for drug law 
violations. 

o Almost one-quarter of juvenile 
arrests involved a violent crime 
(24%). 

Misdemeanor Offenses 

• Almost one-half of all adult mis­
demeanor arrests (48%) involved 
alcohol and/or drug violations, 
compared to 12 % of juvenile 
offenses. 

• Juveniles were four times more 
likely than adults to be arrested 
for petty theft (32% compared 
to 8%). 
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Adult 
(n=35,875) 

Juvenile 
(n=6,645) 

Figure 8 
ADULT AND JUVENILE FELONY ARRESTS 

BVOFFENSE 
San Diego County, 1991 

11% 

24% 58% 7% 12% 

• Violent Offens~sl 

Ifti Property Offenses2 

D Drug Law Violations 

D Other Offensesa 

• :rncJu:ses:~II\~1 homicide, manslaughter (vehicular and non-vehicular), forcible rape, robbery, 

'Include burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft. 

'Include kidnapping, forgery, arson, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, weapons, driving under 
the Influence, hit and run, escape, and bookmaking. 

NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 

Figure 9 
ADULT AND JUVENILE MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS 

BVOFFENSE 

Adult 
(n=97,220) 

Juvenile 
(n=10,014) 

San Diego County, 1991 
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• Includes misdemeanor manslaughter other theft-related crimes, checks, 
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offenses, contributing to the delinquency of a minor, liquor laws, etc. 

NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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Figure 10 
ARREST RATE, BY AGE 
San Diego County, 1991 

160~--------------------------------~ 
14O.B 

10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-39 40-49 SO-59 60 
and older 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; the Census 

Characteristics of Offenders 

Age 

In 1991, the highest arrest rate per 
1 ,000 population was for indivi­
duals between 15 and 19 years of 
age (140.8 arrests per 1,000), 
followed by arrestees in the 20 to 
24 (124.1) and 25 to 29 year old 
(109.1) age groups. These figures 
are significantly higher than the 
countywide figure of 71.0 per 
1,000. Though juveniles and young 
adults have historically accounted 
for a disproportionate number of 
arrests, arrests for individuals 30 to 
39 and 40 to 49 years of age have 
increased over the past five years, 
8% and 31 %, respectively (not 
shown). Based on the aging of the 
arrestee and general population, the 
arrest rates for populations under 
30 may decrease, while the arrest 
rates for individuals over 30 may 
rise. 
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Adults 

• Of the adult arrestee population, 
45 % were between ages 20 and 
29, yet this age group accounted 
for only 27% of the general 
population of San Diego county 
in 1991. 

• Thirty-two percent (32%) of the 
adults arrested were in the 30 to 
39 age group, compared to 24% 
of the general population. 

• Fifteen percent (1 5 %) of the 
arrestees in 1991 were 40 or 
older, compared to 45 % of the 
general population. 
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Figure 11 
AGE OF ADULT ARRESTEES AND TOTAL ADULT POPULATION 

San Diego County, 1991 

1oo-r-----------------_ 

80 

60 

45% 45% 

[J Arrestees • Population1 

1 Percentages may not equal '00 due to rounding. 

NOTE: Population figures are based on those '8 years and older during the 
'990 census count. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; the Census 
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Figure 12 
AGE OF JUVENILE ARRESTEES 

AND TOTAL JUVENILE POPULATION 
San Diego County, 1991 
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, Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 

16-17 

• Population1 

NOTE: Population figures are based on those 10-17 years old during the 
11l1l0 census count. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Crlm Ina I Statistics; the Census 

Juveniles 

• Youth 1 6 and 1 7 years old 
accounted for 45 % of all juvenile 
arrests in 1991. Only 25 % of 
the general juvenile population 
was in this age group. 

• Over one-third (36%) of the 
arrestees were 14 or 15, com­
pared to 24% of the juveniles 
countywide. 
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Sex and Race/Ethnicity 

Adults 

• In 1991, most adults arrested 
were males (84%) and non­
White (55%). Sixteen percent 
(16%) of the total adult offender 
population was female, the same 
as in 1989 and 1990. 

• Both adult Blacks and Hispanics 
were over-represented in the 
arrestee population compared to 
their proportions in the general 
population. One-fifth of the 
arrests involved Blacks (20%)' 
while this group accounted for 
6% of the general population. 
Hispanics represented 31 % of all 
arrests and 18 % of the general 
population. The proportion of 
Hispanics in the offender popula­
tion has been rising over the past 
five years and the proportion of 
Whites decreased, similar to the 
change in the general population. 

46 

, ... 

Figure 13 
GENDER OF ADULT ARRESTEES 
AND TOTAL ADULT POPULATION 

San Diego County, 1991 
100~------------------~---------------, 
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NOTE: Population figures are based on those' 8 years and older 
during the 11,90 censuu count. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Crlm Inal Statistics; the ·Census 

Figure 14 
ETHNICITY OF ADULT ARRESTEES 
AND TOTAL ADULT POPULATION 

San Diego County, 1991 
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1 Percentages may not equal '00 due to rounding. 

NOTE: Population figures are based on ~hose '8 years and older 
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SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; the Census 
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Figure 15 
GENDER OF JUVENILE ARRESTEES 
AND TOTAL JUVENILE POPULATION 

San Diego County, 1991 
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Figure 16 
ETHNICITY OF JUVENILE ARRESTEES 
AND TOTAL JUVENILE POPULATION 

San Diego County, 1991 
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NOTE: Population figures are based on those 10-17 years 
old during the 1990 census count 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; the Census 

Juveniles 

• Over three-quarters of the juve­
niles arrested in 1991 were 
males (76%). The proportion of 
arrests involving female juveniles 
(24%) has increased slightly 
~nce 1989 and 1990, when 
23% of a!1 juvenile arrestees 
were female (not shown). 

• Whites accounted for 38 % of 
the juvenile arrests and 52% of 
the general population. 

• Seventeen percent (17%) of the 
arrestees were Black compared 
to 7% of all juveniles residing in 
San Diego county. The propor­
tion of arrests involving Hispanic 
juveniles (34%) was also higher 
than the proportion of residents 
(30%), proportions that are rela­
tively close compared to the 
divergent proportions evident in 
the adult Hispanic arrests. 
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Jurisdictional Arrests 

Arrest data presented for jurisdic­
tions within the county include both 
adults and juveniles. 

Felony 

• From 1987 to 1991, all munici­
palities except La Mesa 
experienced increases in the 
number of felony arrests. In- . 
creases ranged from 6% in 
National City to 41 % for Escon­
dido. 

• Between 1990 and 1991, felony 
arrests decreased for six police 
agencies, contributing to a 
countywide decline of 2%. 

• Four agencies showed a rise in 
the number of arrests from 1990 
to 1991 (Chula Vista, EI Cajon, 
National City, and the Sheriff). 
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Table 17 

FELONY ARRESTS', BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, 1987,1990, and ',1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990·91 

Carlsbad 659 1,005 867 32% ·14% 
Chula Vista 1,533 1,693 1,911 25% 13% 
Coronado 182 248 218 20% -12% 
EI Cajon 2,238 2,477 2,592 16% 5%, 
Escondido 1,613 2,312 2,273 41% -2% 
La Mesa 668 727 625 ·6% -14% 
National City 1,701 1,732 1,807 6% 4% 
Oceanside 2,094 3,793 2,751 31% -27% 
San Diego 18,659 21,176 21,062 13% -1% 
Sheriff 6,182 7,130 7,266 18% 2% 
Other Agencies2 1,419 1,259 1,148 ·19% ·9% 

TOTAL 36,948 43,552 42,520 15% -2% 

1 Includes adults and juveniles. 
2 Includes California Highway Patrol, San Diego State University, University of 

California San Diego, California State Police, and State Department of Parks 
and Recreation. Arrests made by Santa Fe Railroad are included from 1987 
through May 1990. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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Table 18 

MISDEMEANOR ARRESTS', BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

Cerlsbad 2,165 1,942 2,020 -7% 4% 
Chula Vista 3,072 3,011 2,985 -3% -1% 
Coronado 1,085 610 577 -47% -5% 
EI Cajon 3,991 5,250 5,641 41% 7% 
Escondido 4,307 5,002 5,109 19% 2% 
La Mesa 1,485 1,362 1,362 -8% 0% 
National City 2,338 3,250 3,475 49% 7% 
Oceanside2 8,469 8,726- 5,940 -30% -32% 
San Diego 74,654 56,402 57,028 -24% 1% 
Sheriff 10,796 11,862 10,790 <-1% -9% 
Other Agencies3 13,339 15,951 12,307 -8% -23% 

TOTAL 125,701 113,368 107,234 -15% -5% 

1 Includes adults and juveniles . 
2 Data for 1991 do not include all traffic citations. 
3 Includes California Highway Patrol, San Diego State University, University of 

California San Diego, California State Police, and State Department of Parks 
and Recreation. Arrests made by Santa Fe Railroad are included from 1987 
through May 1990. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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Misdemeanor 

• Misdemeanor arrests declined 
countywide over five years. 
However, three agencies report­
ed increases in misdemeanor 
arrests: National City (49%), EI 
Cajon (41 %), and Escondido 
(19%). 

• From 1990 to 1991, the 5% 
countywide decline in mis­
demeanor arrests was due to 
decreases for Chula Vista (1 %), 
Coronado (5%), the Sheriff (9%), 
and Oceanside (32%). Budget­
ary constraints have affected the 
Oceanside data since the report­
ing of selected traffic citations 
was discontinu~d in 1991. 

• The number of misdemeanor 
arrests reported by the La Mesa 
Police Department remained the 
same in 1990 and 1991. 

• The overall decline in misdemea­
nor arrests may be due to the 
fact that the jails in San Diego 
county are under court order to 
limit the jail population. To com­
ply with the court order, most 
misdemeanor offenders are cited 
rather than booked; many of 
whom fail to appear as directed. 
Law enforcement officers may be 
discouraged by this cycle and 
choose not to cite misdemean­
ants in minor incidents. In 
addition, arrests may be affected 
by the imposition of booking fees 
by the county, which were 
authorized by state legislation in 
1991 to cover the cost of pro­
cessin,) suspects into jail. In 
tight economic times, arresting 
lesser offenders may be too 
costly. 
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Arrest Rates - Five California 
Counties 

This section compares the changes 
in arrest rates per 1 ,000 residents 
for the State and the five most 
populated counties in California. 
The arrest rate provides a common 
basis for comparison because it 
accounts for variation in the popula­
tion. However, comparisons should 
be interpreted with caution due to 
differences in reporting practices 
and law enforcement focus. 

Felony 

• Over five years, the greatest 
increase in the felony ,arrest rate 
occurred in Santa Clara county 
(15%)' while San Bernardino 
experienced the largest decrease 
(17%). 

• Los Angeles has consistently had 
the highest arrest rate among the 
five most populated counties 
during the comparison periods. 
In 1991, the rate in Los Angeles 
was 25.2 per 1,000 residents, 
followed by San Bernardino 
(22.0)' and San Diego county 
(19.7). 

• San Diego county has consis­
tently had a felony arrest rate 
lower than the Statewide rate. 
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Table 19 

FELONY ARREST RATE 
Five California Counties, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

Los Angeles 26.5 29.1 25.2 -5% -13% 
Orange 13.7 14.8 14.4 5% -3% 
San Bernardino 26.4 27.4 22.0 -17% -20% 
San Diego 19.6 20.7 19.7 1% -5% 
Santa Clara 14.8 16.7 17.0 15% 2% 

STATEWIDE 21.4 23.3 21.3 <-1% -9% 

NOTE: Population figures are derived from the percentages of those 10 years 
and older during the 1980 and 1990 census counts. The change from 
1980 to 1990 was equally distributed over each year and applied to the 
January 1 estimate from the California Department of Finance. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; California Department of Finance; the 
Census 
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Table 20 

MISDEMEANOR ARREST RATE 
Five California Counties, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

Los Angeles 49.1 49.8 40.9 -17% -18% 
Orange 49.5 48.9 43.6 -12% -11% 
San Bernardino 51.0 46.2 35.0 -31% -24% 
San Diego 66.3 53.8 49.6 -25% -8% 
Santa Clara 48.4 54.4 49.9 S% -8% 

STATEWIDE 57.7 55.5 48.3 -16% -13% 

NOTE: Population figures are derived from the percentages of those 10 years and 
older during the 1980 and 1990 census counts. The change from 1980 
to 1990 was equally distributed over each year and applied to the 
January 1 estimate from the California Department of Finance. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; California Departmeht of Finance; the 
Census 

Misdemeanor 

• In 1987, San Diego had the 
highest misdemeanor arrest rate 
among the counties compared 
(66.3 arrests for every 1,000 
people). 

• Most of the five largest counties 
in California experienced 
decreases in their misdemeanor 
arrest rates between 1987 and 
1991. The only exception was 
Santa Clara, with a 3% increase 
from 48.4 arrests per 1,000 
persons in 1987 to 49.9 in 
1991. 

• From 1987 to 1991, San Bernar­
dino's misdemeanor arrest rate 
decreased the most (31 %), 
followed by San Diego (25%). 

• The arrest rate declined for all 
five counties from 1990 to 
1991 , with San Diego and Santa 
Clara experiencing the lowest 
reduction (8%). The statewide 
decrease was 13%. Again, the 
decreases may be associated 
with statewide legislation autho­
rizing the imposition of booking 
fees. 
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ADULT DISPOSITIONS 

The Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS), developed by the 
State Bureau of Criminal Statistics (BCS), provide detailed information 
on adult felony case dispositions for all cases closed within a given year. 
The data may include arrests occurring in prior years. If a person is 
arrested or convicted of multiple charges, disposition information refers 
to the most serious offense, based on the severity of possible punish­
ment. Historically, about two-thirds of all adult dispositions in the state 
are included in the OBTS data. Dispositi"ons available for 1991 are 
based on prelimiilary data; therefore, figures published by BCS later in 
the year may differ slightly. 

The OBTS data illustrate the interrelationship of criminal justice system 
components by presenting attrition rates for each stage in the process. 
The adult process starts with the arrest by law enforcement. The three 
possible dispositions for a felony arrest are: release of the arrestee by 
law enforcement, with no formal charges requested; denial of a 
complaint by the prosecutor; or filing of a felony or misdemeanor 
complaint in municipal court. If a felony charge is reduced to a 
misdemeanor, either by the prosecutor or the judge, the determination 
of guilt or innocence is made in municipal court. Felony cases are bound 
over or certified to the superior court for disposition if there is probable 
cause to believe that a felony was committed, or if the defendant pled 
guilty to a felony at the municipal court level. 

Detailed information on adult case dispositions is presented in 
Appendix B. 
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1991 

• In 1991, San Diego county law enforcement agencies released 11 % 
of the felony arrestees without requesting formal charges. This 
represents a slight increase from 8% the prior year (not shown), 
which is in part related to a significant increase in releases in assault 
cases. For all those released in 1991, charges were not requested 
because the evidence was insufficient (44%), the victim refused to 
prosecute (26%), further investigation was required (1 %), or the 
suspect was exonerated (less than 1 %). The reasons for release 
were not specified in almost a third (29%) of the cases (not shown). 

.' An additional 11 % of the felony arrests were not prosecuted because 
the District Attorney or City Attorney did not file charges; a slight 
decrease from 12% in 1990 (not shown). Complaints were denied 
due to insufficient evidence (39%)' lack of the elements of a crime 
(33%), inadmissible search (6%), unavailability of the victim/witness 
or victim refusal to prosecute (6%), or the interest of justice, which 
includes dropping a case when a defendant pleads guilty to other 
charges or provides information in a case (~%). Other and unknown 
reasons accounted for 12% of the complaints denied (not shown). 

• In 1990, victim/witness availability and victim refusal to prosecute 
were reasons for denying complaints in 14% of the cases, dropping 
to 6% in 1991 (not shown). Two factors may explain this change. 
First, a higher percentage of arrestees were released by law enforce­
ment due to victim refusal to prosecute (from 21 % to 26%), 
suggesting increased screening of cases at this level. Second, there 
has been a greater emphasis on prosecuting specific types of crimes, 
such as domestic violence and gang-related incidents, even when the 
victim does not cooperate. 

• Seventy-eight percent (78%) of the felony arrests resulted in a 
complaint filed, which is about the same as the figure for the 
previous year (79%). This indicates that, overall, a similar proportion 
of cases was screened out prior to filing, even though a higher 
percentage of the cases was dropped by law enforcement in 1991. 

• Two-thirds (67%) of the arrestees were convicted in 1991, and 59% 
were sentenced to either local or state custody. 

• Almost half the arrestees were sentenced to local jails (47%) and 
12% were sentenced to prison. 
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Figure 17 
DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS' 

San Diego County, 1991 
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Figure 18 
DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY CASES 

BY COMPONENT' 
San Diego County, 1991 
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Figure 19 
SENTENCES OF CONVICTED ADULTS' 

San Diego County, 1991 
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SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics 

Agency Dispositions 

Another way to analyze dispositions 
is to assess the actions taken by 
each component of the criminal 
justice system, based on the cases 
received. 

• Law enforcement agencies re­
quested that a complaint be filed 
in 89% of the 1991 felony arrest 
cases. 

• Of the complaints requested, 
prosecutors filed charges in 88 % 
of the cases. 

• The courts convicted 86% of the 
defendants prosecuted, with 
14% resulting in acquittal or the 
dismissal of charges. 

• Based on d&fendants convicted, 
over two-thirds of all sentences 
include some local jail time (66% 
probation and jail and 4% 
straight jail time). This has an 
impact on the population in local 
detention facilities and costs for 
incarceration. 

• Over three-quarters of all sen­
tences also included probation, 
impacting local probation case­
loads, which have increased over 
the past five years. 

• Almost one of five defendants 
convicted was sentenced to a 
state institution (18%). 
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Type of Offense 

Dispositions and sentences vary by 
offense type. 

• In 1991, the conviction rate for 
complaints filed ranged from 
79% for drug law violations to 
94% for rape cases. Conviction 
rates for all other 'Offense catego­
ries were 88 % or higher. Felony 
drug cases involving possession 
and sales tend to have more­
evidentiary problems than some 
other offenses because of the 
covert nature of drug activity and 
the enforcement strategies used 
(e.g., consent searches, search 
warrants, buy/busts, use of 
informants). The conviction rate 
for drug violations increased 
somewhat in 1991, from 75% 
convicted the prior year. 

• Conviction rates decreased from 
1990 to 1991 for homicides, 
motor vehicle thefts, and burg­
laries (not shown). 

• The sentence for most of those 
convicted in three categories of 
violent felony offenses (homi­
cide, rape, and robbery) was 
incarceration in a state institu­
tion. Only one homicide convic­
tion resulted in probation with no 
custody time ordered. Sen­
tences for other felony offenses 
were primarily local custody or 
probation with local jail time. 

• Twenty-seven percent (27%) or 
less of the defendants in each 
category received straight proba­
tion, a fine, or another non­
custody sentence. 
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Figure 21 
SENTENCES OF CONVICTED ADULTS 

SY CONVICTION OFFENSE1 
San Diego County, 1991 
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Changes Over Time 

1987-1991 

Over the past five years, legislation has been enacted which increased 
penalties for a number of felony offenses. These changes are reflected 
in the disposition data. 

• The proportion of defendants convicted rose from 78% of the felony 
complaints in 1987 to 86% in 1991. 

• The incarceration rate increased from 67% of the defendants to 
76%. 

• A higher percentage of defendants was sentenced to prison (15% 
compared to 9% in 1987). 

1990-1991 

• The conviction rate was up slightly, from 84% to 86% between 
1990 to 1991. 

• The percentage of defendants incarcerated and sent to prison both 
increased 1 % from 1990 to 1991. 

Table 21 

DISPOSITIONS OF COMPLAINTS FILED' 
San Diego County, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
Disposition 1987 1990 1991 1987-91 1990-91 

% Convicted 78% 84% 86% 8% 2% 

% Incarcerated2 67% 75% 76% 9% 1% 

% Sent to Prison3 9% 14% 15% 6% 1% 

, Dispositions of adult felony cases in 1991 are based on preliminary data. Final data will be 
available in Fall 1992. 

2 Includes California Youth Authority, probation with jail, jail, death, prison, and California 
Rehabilitation Center. 

3 Includes prison and death sentences. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics 
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Five-County Comparison 

Disposition data are compared for the 
five most populated counties in Cali­
fornia and the state. The data 
provide a bench mark for comparing 
San Diego's processing of felony 
arrestees through the criminal justice 
system with other areas. Caution 
should be used in reaching conclu­
sions based on the differences. 
Variations could be related to report­
ing procedures rather than actual 
differences in case processing. 

• Law enforcement releases ranged 
from 1 % of the arrest dispositions 
in San Bernardino to 11 % in San 
Diego and Los Angeles. In some 
jurisdictions, police screen cases 
before requesting a complaint, 
while others refer most cases to 
the prosecutor for review. 

• Complaints denied were as low as 
8% in Orange and Santa Clara 
counties, ranging to 25% in San 
Bernardino where law enforcement 
only released 1 % of the arrestees. 
In San Diegq_ county, prosecutors 
rejected 11 % of the complaint 
requests. 

• Orange county had the highest 
conviction rate (74%), followisd by 
Santa Clara (72%). The other 
three counties, including San 
Diego and the state, had convic­
tion rates of 67% or less. 

• Over 85 % of the defendants 
convicted in all counties were 
incarcerated, with San Bernardino 
having the highest incarceration 
rate (93%). This may be related 
to the relatively high number of 
cases screened out by the prose­
cutor prior to filing cases with the 
court. San Diego's conviction rate 
was 88%, the same as the state-' 
wide figure. 
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Figure 22 
DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS1 

Five California Countl 1991 

• Law Enforcernent Release D Dismissed/Acquitted 
• Complaint Denied2 o Convicted 

1 Dispositions of adult felony cases In 1991 are based on preliminary data. 
Final data will be available In fall 1992. 

"To be consistent with other counties, the 'Complalnt Denied' category 
Includes petitions to revoke probation. 
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NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Crlm Inal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics 

Figure 23 
SENTENCES OF CONVICTED ADULTS1 

Five California Counties, 1991 

• Not Incarcerated2 o Incarcerated/lnstitutionalized 

1 Dispositions of adult felony cases In 1991 ere based on prelim Inary data. 
Final data will be available In fall 1992. 

I Includes probation, fine, and other. 

SOURnE: Bureau of Crlm Inal Statistics, Offendor-Based Transaction Statistics 
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LOCAL DETENTION FACILITIES 

The SANDAG Criminal Justice Research Division conducts adult inmate 
population management studies to address issues related to classifica­
tion of inmates and crowding in local detention facilities. At the request 
of the County's Criminal Justice Council, juvenile facilities were 
incorporated into these studies in 1991. This section summarizes data 
available on the average number of adults and juveniles in custody, the 
capacity of the facilities, bookings or admissions, releases, and the 
length of time spent in custody. 

Additional data on detention facilities are included in Appendix B. 

Adults 

In FY 1991-92, 13 adult detention facilities for men and women were 
operated at 12 sites by the County Probation and Sheriff's Departments. 
The Sheriff operated eight medium/maximum security detention facilities 
for sentenced and unsentenced men and women in FY 1991-92. Six of 
the Sheriff's facilities are under court-ordered capacity limits as a result 
of litigation regarding overcrowding. The court-ordered limits are based 
on an agreement between the county and the American Civil Liberties 
Union (ACLU) regarding the appropriate number .of inmates to house at 
each facility. The court monitors the agreement, and can impose 
sanctions if the populations exceed the court-ordered capacities. 

The Probation Department operated five minimum security facilities for, 
sentenced men, including four honor camps and the work furlough 
center. In addition, Probation was responsible for the Descanso facility 
during part of the year. 

The adult facilities have been in a period of transition, with two 
Probation Department honor camps closing in 1991, and the Sheriff's 
East Mesa facility partially opening at the end of the year. In addition, 
the county contracted with state and federal agencies to house 
prisoners in local facilities to provide revenue for operating the East 
Mesa jail. The Descanso honor camp was transferred from the Sheriff 
to Probation to house prisoners from other agencies, but at the end of 
June 1992, control was transferred back to the Sheriff for detention of 
local prisoners to alleviate overcrowding at facilities under court-ordered 
capacity limits. 
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Five-Year Population Trends 

The trends in the adult detention facility population reflect a significant 
increase in the average number of inmates between FY 1987-88 and 
FY 1989-90, from 4,168 inmates to 5,046 (21%). This trend was 
reversed in the following year when the Superior Court imposed capacity 
limits for five Sheriff's jails. Over a one-year period, the population 
dropped 8%, with an average of 4,663 inmates housed in FY 1990-91. 
The number of inmates remained about the same in FY 1991-92, with 
an average of 4,656 inmates. 

• The inmate population trends for the Sheriff's facilities mirror the 
countywide changes. Before the caps were imposed, the number of 
inmates increased 26% over a three-year period, from 3,419 in 
FY 1987-88 to 4,298 in FY 1989-90. The following year, the 
population decreased 9% to 3,923. In FY 1991-92, an average of 
3,989 inmates were housed by the Sheriff. 

• Tht! population in Probation facilities was more stable over the past 
five years, ranging from a high of 749 prisoners in FY 1987-88 to 
667 in FY 1991-92. 
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Figure 24 
AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION (ADP) 

San Diego County, FY 1987-88 through FY 1991-92 
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Sheriff's Facilities 

The comparison of average daily population and capacity for specific 
facilities is based on the court-ordered capacity for the six facilities 
affected by these limit:; and the State Board of Corrections rated 
capacity for the East Mesa jail and the men's facility at Las Colinas. The 
court-ordered population figures are higher than the Board of Corrections 
rated capacities for the six facilities, and they do not include the number 
of beds allowed for psychiatric and medical patients, inmates being 
processed for i'elease, and inmates being transported between facilities. 

The Sheriff's Department operated the Descanso facility until October 
1991, when it was transferred to the Probation Department to house 
federal and state prisoners. The data on average daily population and 
capacity are based on the time the facility was under the control of the 
Sheriff. 

FY1991-92 

• The six facilities under court-ordered limit$ housed an av(,rage of 
3,479 inmates, with a court-ordered capacity of 3,229 (not shown 
on table). The capacity figures are not adjusted for approximately 
250 medical and psychiatric patients, inmates being processed, and 
those in transit between facilities. Therefore, on average, these six 
jails were within the total capacity specified by the court. However, 
at times, selected facilities were over the capacity limits. 

• The one-day counts of the jail population allow a comparison of the 
adjusted population, excluding inmates iisted above who are not 
covered by the caps. On June 1, 1992, the Sheriff's facilities 
affected by the court order were over the caps by 408 inmates (not 
shown). At th~ end of June 1992, the county transferred the 
Descanso facility from Probation to the Sheriff to provide sufficient 
jail beds to keep the population within the capacity limits. 

• On July 1, 1992, the court-ordered capacity for the Vista facility was 
reduced to 886. 

• For Sheriff's facilities not under the court order, the county policy is 
to double-bunk prisoners to increase the capacity. The capacity, 
based on double-bunking, is referred to as the operational capacity. 
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• The East Mesa detention facility, which opened in late 1991, was 
below the State Board of Corrections rated capacity for the year 
(93%), in part, because the county did not have the funds for 
staffing to increase the population to the operational capacity. On 
July 1, 1992, East Mesa had 504 inmates in custody, with a Board­
rated capacity of 296 (not shown). The operat}r;nal capacity for this 
facility was increased to 512 in July of this year. 

• The Las Colinas men's facility was at 210% of the Board-rated 
capacity for the year, with 5.72 inmates. The county's operational 
cupacity for this facility is 600. 

Table 22 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION AND 
COURT-OnDERED CAPACITY, SHERIFF'S FACILITIES 

San Diego County, FY 1991-92 

Average Number Percent 
Daily Over/Under Of 

Facility Population Capacity Capacity Capacity 

Central 880 750 130 117% 
Descanso' 411 440 (29) 93% 
East Mesa2• 3 276 296 (20) 93% 
EI Cajon 314 251 63 125% 
Las Colinas 1,028 751 277 137% 

Men3 572 273 299 210% 
Womer, 456 478 (22) 95% 

South Bay 467 373 94 125% 
Vista4 951 937 14 101% 

, Descanso was operated by the Sheriff'S Department for the entire months of July, August, and 
September 1991, and part of the months <If October 1991 and June 1992. 

2 East Mesa opened October 26,1991. 
3 Not covered by court order. Capacity figures are based on the Board of Corrections rated 

capacity. 
4 Vista for women had an average daily popUlation of 11 during FY 1991-92. The 48 beds, 

originally designated for women, are currently being used for men. 

NOTE: About 250 inmates, systemwide, are not counted toward the court-urdered capacity; 
primarily in the Central facility. 

SOURCE: Sheriff's Department 
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Impact of Jail Capacity Limits 

SANDAG recently completed a study of the impact of release programs 
implemented by the County of San Diego to meet the court-ordered 
capacity limits imposed on five Sheriff's facilities on July 1, 1990. Four 
early release programs were implem~mted in 1990 to reduce the number 
of sentenced and unsentenced inmates: 

• a court authorized 10% reduction in the time served by sentenced 
prisoners 

• increased use of county parole 
• _ electronic surveillance home custody for unsentenced inmates 
• release of selected undocumented persons to Border Patrol. 

The decision to reduce the jail population by releasing inmates raised 
questions regarding the potential impact of early release on court 
appearances and public safety. The study compared types of release, 
failure to appear rates, and rearrests for adult inmates released during 
July through September of 1989 and 1991. 

This section summarizes study results. The study concludes that the 
county, for the most part, has maintained the five facilities within the 
court-ordered limits, and that the early release options did not have a 
significant, negative impact on court appearance rates or public safety. 

A more detailed report is available from SANDAG, entitled Impact of 
Court-Ordered Capacity Limi'cs on Adult Detention Facilities. 

Unsentenced Inmates 

• Three types of release from custody were used more frequently in 
1991 to reduce the jail population, including inmates posting bail, 
book and release of misdemeanants by jail personnel, and super­
vised release ordered by the court. 

• In both 1989 and 1991, the proportion of unsentenced inmates 
released who failed to appear in court prior to disposition, or within 
90 days after release from custody, was about the same (one in 
three). The types of offenders most likely to miss court hearings 
were those charged with felony and misdemeanor drug violations, 
felony property offenses, and misdemeanor driving under the 
influence. 

• The proportion rearrested for a new offense or probation violation 
rose slightly, from 18% in 1989to 19% in 1991. However,the 
new arrest charges were not as serious (verall in 1991 compared 
to 1989. 
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Sentenced Inmates 

• In most cases, the type of release for sentenced prisoners was 
completion of time served in both time periods; 89% in 1989 and 
87% in 1991. In 1991, after the jail caps were in effect, 60% of 
the inmates sentenced to local custody were released early 
through the court-authorized 10% reduction in sentence time. 

• County parole was used as a release mechanism in the same 
proportion of cases in 1989 and 1991 (3%). This indicates that 
the use of parole was not increased after the caps were imposed. 

• The proportion of sentenced inm"ates rearrested during the 90 days 
after release ciecreased, from 24% in 1989 to 20% in 1991. The 
reduction in the rearrest rate was due, in part, to a decline in the 
rate for misdemeanants, from 23% rearrested to 10%. This may 
be related to a decrease in misdemeanor property and drug 
offenders released in 1991. These offenders tend to have higher 
rearrest rates than other groups. 
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Figure 25 
TOTAL ADULT ARRESTS AND NEW BOOKINGS 

San Diego County, 1982-1991 
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SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics; Sheriff's Department 

~rrests and Bookings 

A key factor related to the number of 
inmates in custody is bookings, or 
admissions. Bookings are directly 
affected by the number of adult 
felony and misdemeanor arrests and 
local policies regarding bookings. 
Virtually all felony arrestees are 
booked into county jail facilities; 
however, officers have the discretion 
to cite and release misdemeanor 
offenders under specified circum­
stances. The county, with the 
approval of the court, currently limits 
the types of misdemeanor arrestees 
booked to those involved in violent 
crimes and alcohol and drug-related 
offenses. Arrest and booking data 
are presented for calendar years 
1982 through 1991. 

1982-1991 

• Over ten years, the numbers of 
arrests and bookings have in­
creased slightly (3% and 2%, 
respectively); however, tl"9 trend 
over this period has not been 
consistent. 

• Both arrests and bookings peaked 
in 1987, at a time when the jail 
population was increasing as well. 
In that year, arrests reached al­
most 150,000 and over 122,000 
arrestees were booked into local 
jails. About four of five arrests 
resulted in a jail booking. 

• Since 1987, jail bookings have 
declined 20% compared to an 
11 % decrease in arrests. The 
decline in bookings is, in part, 
related to the increased use of 
citations for misdemeanor arrests 
in lieu of booking an arrestee. into 
custody. Also, the types of arres­
tees who could be booked during 
this time period were limited and, 
in 1991, booking fees wereim­
posed for most non-county law 
enforcement agencies. 

65 



-------------------

New Bookings in Sheriff's Facilities 

January - June 1991 and 1992 

• During the first half of 1992, the number of new bookings in Sheriff's 
facilities decreased 4%, from 49,933 in 1991 to 47,743, indicating 
that the decreasing trend noted in 1991 has continued. 

• The reduction is associated with a 3% drop in sentenced felons 
booked and a 4% decrease in unsentenced misdemeanor arrestees 
buoked. The data for misdemeanor bookings reflect efforts to 
maintain facilities within capacity limits by reducing the number of 
less serious offenders admitted to the jails. In addition, booking fees 
were imposed for mort non-county agencies in 1991, which may 
have contributed to a reduction in bookings for minor offenses. 

• Other categories of bookings increased from 1 % to 2 %. 

Table 23 

NEW BOOKINGS, SHERIFF'S FACILITIES 
San Diego County, January-June, 1991 and 1992 

Sentenced 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Other 

Unsentenced 
Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Other 

TOTAL 

1991 

50% 
42% 

8% 

39% 
57% 

5% 

49,933 

NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 

SOURCE: Sheriff's Department 
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1992 

47% 
44% 

9% 

41% 
53% 

6% 

47,743 

Change 

-3% 
2% 
1% 

2% 
-4% 
1% 

-4% 
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Average Length of Stay (Sheriff's Facilities) 

Data presented on average length of stay for adult inmates reflect the 
time in custody from booking to final release. Data on length of stay in 
Sheriff's facilities prior to April 1990 are not comparable to information 
presented in this report. 

January - June, 1991 and 1992 

• The average time spent in Sheriff's jails increased 5% between 1991 
and 1992, from 25.6 days to 26.9 days. 

• - The overall increase was related to the 'other' category, which 
includes probation and parole violators and federal prisoners (4%). 
The average length of stay for sentenced and unsentenced inmates 
decreased 1 %. 

• An increase in the average time in custody may have contributed to 
the increase in the population in the Sheriff's facilities under court­
ordered capacity limits in June 1992. 

Sentenced 

Unsentenced 

Other 

TOTAL 

Table 24 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY (DAYS), SHERIFF'S FACILITIES 
San Diego County, Januarv-June, 1991 and 1992 

1991 1992 

56.4 55.8 

9.2 9.1 

61.9 64.2 

25.6 26.9 

SOURCE: Sheriff's Department 

Change 

-1% 

-1% 

4% 

5% 
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Probation Facilities 

The Probation Department currently operates two honor camps and a 
work furlough center. During FY 1991-92, Probation operated two 
additional honor camps that were closed during the year (La Cima and 
Morena), and for seven months operated the Descanso facility, which 
was used to house state and federal prisoners. With the exception of 
Descanso, Probation facilities were not under court-ordered capacity 
limits; therefore, the Board of Corrections rated capacity is used. The 
average daily population and capacity for these facilities are based on 
the months they were operated by the Probation Department. 

FY i991-92 

• The Descanso facility housed federal, state, and local prisoners during 
the months it was operated by the Probation Department, with an 
average population of 112 (25% of the court-ordered capacity). 

• While they were operational, the La Cima and Morena honor camps 
were below the Board-rated capacity (95% and 81 %, respectively). 

• The two other honor camps were over the Board-rated capacity: 
Westfork (154%) and Barrett (139%). 

• The Work Furlough Center housed an average of 142 inmates in a 
facility designed for 126 (113% of capacity). 

Table 25 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION AND BOARD-RATED 
CAPACITY', PROBATION FACILITIES 

San Diego County, FY 1991-92 

Average Number 
Daily Over/Under 

Facility Population Capacity Capacity 

HONOR CAMPS 
Barrett 200 144 56 
Descanso' 112 440 (328) 
La Cima:t 76 80 (4) 
Morena3 65 80 (15) 
Westfork 214 139 75 

WORK FURLOUGH 142 126 16 

Percent 
Of 

Capacity 

139% 
25% 
95% 
81% 

154% 

113% 

, Descanso was operated by the Probation Department for the entire months of November and 
December 1991, January through May 1992, and part of October 1991 and June 1992. 
Capacity figures are based on court-ordered limits. 

2 La Cima was operating at full capacity for July through September 1991. 
3 Morena was operating at full capacity for July and August 1991. 

SOURCE: Probation Department 
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Average Length of Stay (Probation Facilities) 

January - June, 1991 and 1992 

• The length of time served by sentenced prisoners in Probation facilities 
decreased from 67.9 days to 63.4 days (7%). The decrease is 
primarily associated with a reduction in time served by felony 
offenders (10%). 

• Sentenced prisoners are placed in the Sheriff's custody prior to 
transfer to Probation minimum security facilities. The time served by 
sentenced prisoners in Sheriff's jails also decreased. The study on jail 
'capacity limits suggests that the overall reduction may be associated 
with the types of conviction offenses and the length of sentences 
ordered by the courts. 

Table 26 

AVEt{AGE LENGTH OF STAY (DAYS), PROBATION FACILITIES 
San Diego County, January-June, 1991 and 1992 

Felony 
Misdemeanor 

TOTAL 

1991 

80.4 
49.6 

67.9 

SOURCE: Probation Department 

1992 

72.1 
49.5 

63.~ 

Change 

-10% 
<-1%. 

-7% 
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City Jail 

In May 1992, the City of San Diego opened a privately operated 200-
bed jail to house pre-arraignment inmates charged with misdemeanor 
offenses and those with outstanding warrants. The primary purpose of 
the jail is to book arrestees who are not currently eligible for the county 
jail, with an emphasis on the most serious types of offenses. lin the 
past, these offenders have presented an enforcement problem on the 
street and have contributed to relatively high rates of failure to appear 
at arraignment. 

Preliminary data indicate that bookings and the number of inmates held 
in custody are lower than expected. ·City officials have suggested that 
police officers have been releasing misdemeanants with citations for so 
long that it may take time for them to adjust to the new situation that 
allows bookings in these cases. 

• From May 10, when the jail opened, through July 1992, 1,943 
arrestees were booked into the city jail. 

• The average daily population could not be computed because the data 
are not available for all days of the week. Data available during July 
show that the population ranged from 31 to 92 inmates per day. 

• From May through July, 1,321 inmates were arraigned, with almost 
all of these defendants appearing through video arraignment at the 
jail. The data suggest that less than half the defendants were 
released on bail prior to arraignment. 

• Case dispositions are based on the highest charge for each defen­
dant. A number of defendants had multiple cases pending at the time 
of arraignment due to outstanding warrants. Most of the defendants 
pled guilty at arraignment (79%). Sixteen percent (16%.) pled not 
guilty and 3% of the cases were continued. A small percentage of 
cases was dismissed (1 %) or referred for a drug diversion hearing 
(1%). 

• Of the 246 defendants pleading not guilty, 67% had bail set, and 
33% were released on their own recognizance. 
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In FY 1992-93, SANDAG will be conducting a study of the impact of 
the city jail on the County of San Diego, in terms of County detention 
facility bookings, court cases handled, and costs. 

Table 27 

SAN DIEGO CITY JAIL BOOKINGS AND ARRAIGNMENTS 
May.July 1992 

Booking. 

Arraignment Dispositions 
Guilty 
Not Guilty 
Continued 
Dismissed 
Drug Diversion Hearing 

Not Guilty Dispositions - ReleaS8 Status 1 

Bail Set 
Own Recognizance 
Other 

'Includes not guilty pleas and cases continued. 

SOURCE: San Diego Police Department; City Attorney's Office 

1.943 

1.321 
79% 
16% 

3% 
1% 
1% 

246 
67% 
33% 
<1% 
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Juvenile Detention Facilities 

Initiation into the juvenile justice system generally begins with a contact 
by law enforcement, which is similar to an adult arrest. Law enforce­
ment can refer a youth to probation for further processing or handle 
cases informally through counseling or diversion. The Probation 
Department has three possible case dispositions: requesting that a 
petition be filed with the juvenile court; counseling the youth and closing 
the case; or placing the juvenile on informal probation with a six-month 
period of supervision. The petition can either be found to be true or 
dismissed. If there is a true finding, the youth may be granted proba­
tion, or placed in a state, county, or private facility. Under specified 
circumstances, a judge can declare a -1 6 or 17 year old unfit for juvenile 
court, and the case is adjudicated in adult court. The Probation 
Department reports that referrals have increased 8% from 5,736 during 
the first six months of 1991, to 6,178 in the same period of 1992 (not 
shown). Data on dispositions in these cases are not available. 

The Probation Department operates four detention facilities for juveniles. 
Juvenile Hall detains minors pending court action, juveniles awaiting 
transfer to other facilities, and those detained for up to 20 days by the 
Juvenile Court at the disposition hearing. Juveniles can be placed at 
three other Probation facilities: Girls Rehabilitation Facility; Rancho del 
Rayo; and Rancho del Campo. The Juvenile Court may also place 
minors in 24-hour schools, the California Youth Authority (CYA), and 
alternatives to CYA such as VisionQuest. The capacity of juvenile 
facilities is established by the California Youth Authority. 

This section provides data on juvenile custody programs operated by the 
County of San Diego. Data for local juvenile facilities are maintained for 
calendar years. 
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Figure 26 . 
AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION 

AND RATED CAPACITY, JUVENILE HALL 
San Diego County, 1983-19921 
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1 Based on January-June, 1992 

SOURCE: Probation Department 

Figure 27 
AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION AND RATED CAPACITY 

Girls Rehabilitation and Juvenile Ranch Facilities 
San Diego County, 1983-19921 
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Table 28 

AVERAGE DAILY JUVENILE POPULATION AND RATED CAPACITY 
JUVENILE FACILITIES 

San Diego County, January-June 1992 

Average Number Percent 
Daily Over/Under Of 

Facility Population Capacity Capacity Capacity 

Juvenile Hall 340 219 121 155% 
Girls RehElbilitation Facility 22 20 2 110% 
Rancho del Rayo 105 106 (1 ) 99% 
Rancho del Campo 91 100 (9) 91% 

TOTAL 558 445 113 125% 

SOURCE: Probation Department 

Average Daily Population 

1983-1992 

• The Juvenile Hall has operated 
over the' CVA rated capacity 
since 1984. In the first six 
months of 1992, an average of 
340 juveniles were housed per 
day in facilities d.esigned for 21 9 
(155% of capacity). In August 
1992, the Juvenile Hall capacity 
was increased to 336, reflecting 
the expansion that was recently 
completed. The Superior Court 
is currently considering a law suit 
filed regarding crowding at this 
facility. 

• Overall, local placement facilities 
for juveniles (the Girls Rehabilita­
tion Facility (GRF) and juvenile 
ranch facilities for boys) have 
been below, or close to, the 
rated capacity over the past 10 
years. In 1992, these facilities 
averaged 218 inmates with a 
capacity of 226. 

• The total capacity for all juvenile 
facilities was 445 in 1992, with 
an average of 558 juveniles held 
(125% of capacity). 
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Admissions and Length of Stay 

1991 and 1992 

• Overall, the number of juveniles 
admitted to local facilities de­
creased 11 % over the past year 
(from 3,615 to 3,234). The 
decrease is primarily related to a 
17% decline for Juvenile Hall 
admissions (3,294 to 2,719)' 
despite an increase in juvenile 
arrests. This reduction may· 
reflect efforts to reduce the 
Juvenile Hall population in re­
sponse to recent litigation. 

• Admissions to juvenile ranch 
facilities increased 68 %, from 
287 to 483, which is partially 
related to a decrease in length of 
stay. 

• The length of time spent in 
Juvenile Hall and the Girls Reha­
bilitation Facility increased 15 % 
and 1 7 %, respectively, from 
1991 to 1992, but decreased at 
Rancho del Rayo and Rancho del 
Campo (27% and 77%). 

• The Short-Term Offender Pro­
gram (STOP) is a relatively new 
program at the juvenile ranch 
facilities. These youth remain in 
the ranch facilities about a 
month. The STOP program 
contributed to the reductions in 
length of stay at the ranch facili­
ties. 
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Table 29 

NUMBER OF JUVENILE ADMISSIONS, BY FACILITY 
San Diego County, January""une, 1991 and 1992 

Facility 1991 1992 

Juvenile Hall 3,294 2,719 
Girls Rehabilitation Facility 34 32 
Juvenile Ranch Facilities' 287 483 

TOTAL 3,615 3,234 

Change 

-17% 
-6% 
68% 

-11 % 

'Probation began combining admissions data for the Juvenile Ranch Facilities in 
1990. 

SOURCE: Probation Department 

Table 30 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY (DAYS), BY JUVENILE fACILITY 
San Diego County, January""une, 1991 and 1992 

Facility 1991 1992 Change 

Juvenile Hall 20.3 23.3 15% 
Girls Rehabilitation Facility 103.2 120.3 17% 
Rancho del Rayo 185.0 135.7 -21% 
Rancho del Campo 172.7 40.5 -77% 

SOURCE: Probation Department 
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INDICATORS OF 
DRUG USE 

DRUG USE AMONG ARRESTEES 

The Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) program provides an objective indicator 
of drug use among the offender population. Sponsored by the National 
Institute of Justice and the Bureau of Justice Assistance, the program 
is operational in 24 cities in the country. SANDAG, in cooperation with 
the Probation and Sheriff's Departments, manages the DUF program in 
San Diego county. The drug testing program is designed to provide 
each site with estimates of drug use among booked arrestees and a 
means to detect changes in trends in drug use. 

This section describes trends in drug use, characteristics of drug users, 
and comparisons with other DUF sites. Historical information on 
arrestee drug use is presented in Appendix C. 

Method 

For approximately 14 consecutive evenings each quarter, trained local 
staff conduct confidential interviews with newly-booked arrestees. 
About 250 adult males, 100 adult females, and 100 juvenile males 
participate each quarter. Interview data include sociodemographic 
characteristics of arrestees, self-reported drug-use histories, perceived 
need for drug treatment, life-time injection behavior, and knowledge of 
AIDS with respect to sharing needles. (The DUF interview form is 
provided in Appendix C.) Arrestees are asked to provide a voluntary, 
anonymous urine sample that is tested for 10 drugs (excluding alcohol). 
Drug results are compared with characteristics of arrestees and drug 
history information. Response rates are generally high, with 95% to 
100% agreeing to be interviewed and from 70% to 100% of those 
interviewed providing a urine specimen. 
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Drug Use Trends Among Men 
and Women 

Overall Drug Use 

• The proportion of adult men 
testing positive for overall drug 
use has remained fairly consis­
tent over the last two and one­
half years, ranging from 72% in 
the fourth quarter of 1991 to 
80% in the first two quarters of 
1990. 

• The percentage of adult womeil 
positive for any drug fluctuated 
from 66% in the second quarter 
of 1992 to 83% in the second 
quarter of 1990. 

• In the second quarter of 1992, 
men positive for any type of drug 
increased to 79% from 72% in 
the fourth quarter of 1991. 

• The percentage of adult women 
who tested positive for overall 
drug use decreased to a two and 
one-half year low of 66% in the 
second quarter of 1992. 

Excluding Marijuana 

• In the last two and one-half 
years, more than half Crf both 
males and females consistently 
tested positive for drugs (..lther 
than marijuana. 

• In the second quarter of 1992, 
the percent of males positive for 
drugs other than marijuana 
increased to 70%, and the pro­
portion of females positive 
decreased to the lowest in ten 
q'larters,59%. 
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Figure 28 . 
ADULT ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR ANY DRUG' 

Drug Use Forecasting 
San Diego County, 1990-1992 
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Figure 29 
ADULT ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR DRUGS 

EXCLUDING MARIJUANA 
Drug Use Forecasting 

San Diego County, 1990-1992 
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Figure 30 
ADULT ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR OPIATES 

Drug Use Forecasting 
San Diego County, 1990-1992 
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Figure 31 
ADULT ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR COCAINE 

Drug Use Forecasting 
San Diego County, 1990-1992 
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Opiates (Heroin) 

• In most quarters, female arres- " 
tees were slightly more likely 
than men to show positive 
results for opiates. For example, 
in the second quarter of 1990, 
28 % of the females were posi­
tive for opiates, while only 17% 
of the males tested were positive 
for the same drug. However, 
since the third quarter of 1991, 
the percentage of women testing 
positive for heroin hl.'ls dropped 
from 26% to 12% in the second 
quarter of 1992. 

Cocaine 

• Cocaine is the most orevalent 
drug used by adult arrestees in 
the DUF sample . 

• Since 1990, over 40% of the 
DUF men each quarter tested 
positive for cocaine, ranging 
from 41 % in the first quarter of 
1991 to 48% in the second 
quarter of 1990 and the third 
quarter of 1991. In the second 
quarter of 1992, 45% of the 
maies were positive for cocaine. 

• Although there is no clear trend 
for women regarding cocaine, 
the last four quarters showed a 
decrease from 48% to 33%. 
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Amphetamines 

• The trend for adult male amphet­
amine use has been somewhat 
errCltic, decreasing from 30% in 
the first quarter of 1990 to 14% 
in the fourth quarter of 1991, 
then increasing to 24% in the 
second quarter of 1992. 

• In nine of the last ten quarters, 
over 20% of females in the DUF 
sample were positive for amphet- . 
amines. The last three quarters 
showed a 10% decline from 
32% to 22% positive. 
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Figure 32 
ADULT ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR AMPHETAMINES 

Drug Use Forecasting 
San Diego County, 1990-1992 
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Figure 33 
ADULT ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR MARIJUANA 

Drug Use Forecasting 
San Diego County, 1990-1992 
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Marijuana 

• More men than women in the 
DUF sample tested positive for 
marijuana use. In the second 
quarter of 1992, 39% of men 
and 28 % of women were posi-
tive for marijuana. . 

• In all quarters, the percentage of 
women positive for marijuana 
was under 30%, and as low as 
12% in the third quarter of 
1991. In the last four quarters, 
females positive for marijuana in­
creased from 1 2 % to 28 %. 

81 



Characteristics of Adult Arrestees in the DUF Sample 

The characteristics of male and female adult arrestees remained similar 
from 1988 to 1991. Although both male and female arrestees are 
aging, each gender has a unique profile when one considers ethnicity, 
arrest charge, education level, and employment status. 

Age 

• In 1991, most women in the DUF sample were 30 years of age or 
older when arrested (52%) compared to 41 % of the men. Propor­
tionately, more of the male and fer(lale arrestees were in this age 
group compared to 1988. -

Ethnicity 

• Over one-third (38%) of the males arrested in 1988 were White, 
dropping to 30% in 1991. The greatest increase was in Hispanic 
males (34% to 44%). 

• About half the females arrested in both time periods were White 
(48% and 53%). 

• Proportionately, Blacks of both genders declined in 1991 compared 
to 1988. 

Arrest Charge 

• In 1988 and 1991, most males were arrested for property or drug 
offenses. 

• In 1988, 43% of the fpmales were arrested for drug offenses, 
dropping to 22 % in 1991. 

• In 1991, about one-third of the women were arrested for "other" 
offenses (36%). Female misdemeanor arrestees, as well as felons, 
are interviewed, accounting for the proportionately large "other" 
category, which includes forgery, fraud, child abuso, probation/parole 
violations, failure to appear, and all other types of arrests. 
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Education 

• More than half of the males arrested in 1988 and 1991 did not 
complete a high school education (58% and 56%, respectively). 

• In those same years, more than half of women arrestees were high 
school graduates, although proportionately fewer in 1991 had 
graduated (59% in 19~8 compared to 52%). 

Employment 

• Although women, when compared with men, were more likely to be 
. high school graduates, they were less likely to be employed. In 
1991, 59% of male arrestees were employed compared to 28% of 
the females. The percentages changed only slightly since 1988. 

Table 31 

CHARACTERISTICS OF ADULT ARRESTEES 
Drug lJ""e Forecasting 

San Diego County, 1988 and 1991 

Males Fema!es 
1988 1991 1988 1991 

Age 
18-24 39% 34% 27% 22% 
25-29 23% 24% 28% 25% 
30 and over 38% 41% 45% 52% 

Ethnicity 
White 38% 30% 48% 53% 
Black 27% 23% 31% 24% 
Hispanic 34% 44% 16% 18% 
Other 1% 3% 4% 5% 

Arrest Charge 
Violent Offense' 11% 13% 3% 8% 
Property Offense2 39% 40% 24% 30% 
Drugs 34% 31% 43% 22% 
Sex Offenses 1% 1% 7% 4% 
Other 15% 16% 23% 36% 

Education 
Less than High School 58% 56% 41% 48% 
High School Graduate 42% 44% 59% 52% 

Employed 
Yes 58% 59% 30% 28% 
No 42% 41% 70% 72% 

, Includes homicide, rape, robbery, and assault. 
2 Includes burglary, larceny, stolen property, and motor vehicle theft. 
3 Includes forgery, fraud, child abuse, probation/parole violations, failure to appear, weapons, and 

all other types of arrests. 

NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Characteristics of Arrestees in the DUF Sample, By Drug 
Type (1988 and 1991) 

Males 

84 

Heroin 

• In 1991, compared to 1988, men who tested positive for heroin 
were more likely to be Hispanic and employed full-time. 

• Over 70% of the heroin users reported having bean drug depen­
dent in 1991. The percentage of those men who received 
treatment decreased from 41 % in 1988 to 29 % in 1991. This 
result is somewhat perplexing since admissions to drug treatment 
for heroin abusers increased significantly in the same time frame. 
In 1991, 62% of the heroin users in the DUF sample expressed a 
need for treatment. 

• In 1988, 80% of the heroin users reported having injected drugs. 
In 1991, this figure changed little (79%). 

Cocaine 

• Of those men who tested positive for cocaine in 1991, almost half 
(49%) have felt dependent on drugs, but only 21 % have received 
treatment. 

• In 1988, 44% of the men positive for cocaine were Black, 
dropping to 30% in 1991. In 1991,53% of those positive for the 
same drug were Hispanic, compared to 38% in 1988. 

• In both years, over one-third of those positive for cocaine were 
arrested for drug charges (42% in 1988 and 39% in 1991). 

• In both 1988 and 1991, the percentage of those who had injected 
drugs remained the same (40%). 

Amphetamines 

• During interviews in 1991, more than half (53%) of the men who 
tested positive for amphetamines reported having been dependent 
on drugs. Less than a quarter (23%) had received treatment, but 
40% expressed a need for treatment. 

• In 1991, 58% percent of the amphetamine users ~'ere White, 
similar to the ethnic breakdown in 1988. 

• Only 49% were employed full-time in 1991, slightly lower 
compared to those positive for heroin and cocaine, but a 14% 
decrease from 1988, when 63% of those positive for amphet­
amines reported being employed full time. 

• Those who reported having ever injected increased slightly from 
37% in 1988 to 42% in 1991. 
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In sum, from 1988 to 1991 fewer arrestees had received treatment; 
injection behavior remained unchanged; and proportionately more of 
those testing positive for heroin, cocaine, and amphetamines were 
Hispanic. The higher proportion of Hispanics in the DUF sample is 
reflective of the growing number of Hispanics in the general arrestee 
population. 

Table 32 

CHARACTERISTICS OF ADULT MALE ARRESTEES, BY DRUG TYPE 
Drug Use Forecasting 

San Diego County, 1988 and 1991 

Heroin Cocaine Amphetamines 

1988 1991 1988 1991 1988 1991 

Employed Full-time 47% 54% 50% 55% 63% 49% 

Education 
Less than High School 63% 63% 60% 56% 52% 51% 
High School Graduate 37% 38% 40% 44% 48% 49% 

Age 
18-24 28% 20% 37% 34% 35% 25% 
25-29 20% 32% 23% 25% 29% 25% 
30 and over 51% 48% 39% 41% 36% 51% 
Mean Age at Arrest 30.4 30.4 28.2 28.6 28.2 30.3 
Mean Age First Tried 20.3 20.4 21.4 21.3 21.2 21.4 

Arrest Charge 
Violent Offense 1 6% 8% 7% 10% 7% 6% 
Property Offense2 58% 53% 40% 42% 34% 43% 
Drugs 32% 26% 42% 39% 38% 37% 
Sex Offenses 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 
Other3 5% 13% 11% 8% 20% 13% 

Ethnicity 
White 29% 21% 17% 14% 63% 58% 
Black 17% 14% 44% 30% 14% 13% 
Hispanic 54% 64% 38% 53% 22% 26% 
Other 0% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 

Ever Dependent 67% 71% 48% 49% 42% 53% 

Ever Injected 80% 79% 40% 40% 37% 42% 

Received Treatment 41% 29% 25% 21% 25% 23% 

Need Treatment4 59% 62% 46% 44% 41% 40% 

1 Includes homicide, rape, robbery, and assault. 
2 Includes burglary, larceny, stolen property, and motor vehicle theft. 
3 Includes forgery, fraud, child abuse, probation/parole violations, failure to appear, weapons, and 

all other types of arrests. 
4 Includes treatment for drugs, alcohol, or both. 

NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Females 

Heroin 

• In both time periods, 50% of the females who tested positive for 
heroin were White. The proportion of female heroin users in the 
sample who were Black dropped almost by half, while the 
proportion of women positive for heroin who were Hispanic nearly 
doubled. Approximately half of all female heroin users were high 
school graduates. 

• Over 80% have been dependent on heroin and have injected 
drugs, although the proportion having injected dropped in 1991, 
reflecting increased snorting and smoking of heroin. More than 
two-thirds reported that they needed treatment in 1991 (68%)' 
down from 76% in 198B. 

• The average age of women testing positive for heroin has 
remained relatively stable since 1988. However, the percentage 
of women 30 years of age and older increased 7 %, from 58 % to 
65% in 1991. 

Cocaine 

• More than half (53%) of the women who tested positive for 
cocaine in 1991 reported needing treatment, up slightly from 1988 
(51 %). More women in 1991 reported injecting cocaine (47% 
compared to 40% in 1988). 

• About four out of ten of the women positive for cocaine in 1991 
were Black. Over half (54%) of the women had not completed 
high school. The proportion of the women positive for cocaine, 
who were 18 to 24 years of age, dropped from 28% to 17%. 

Amphetamines 
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• In 1988 and 1991, most females positive for amphetamines were 
White, and the most common arrest charge was a drug offense. 

• In 1991, over half (53%) said they have been dependent. Just 
over a quarter (26%) had received treatment, compared to just 
over one-third in 1988 who had treatment. 

• For women interviewed in 1991, only 39% of those positive for 
amphetamines felt that they needed treatment, a smaller percen­
tage compared to women positive for cocaine (53%) and heroin 
(68%). 

• Female amphetamine users in the DUF sample were older in 1991 
(an average of 31.1 years of age at the time of the interview) 
compared to 1988 (28.2). 
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I Table 33 

I 
CHARACTERISTICS OF ADULT FEMALE ARRESTEES, BY DRUG TYPE 

Drug Use Forecasting 
San Diego County, 1988 and 1991 

I Heroin Cocaine Amphetamines 

1988 1991 1988 1991 1988 1991 

I 
Employed Full-time 16% 11% 20% 19% 30% 31% 

Education 
Less than High School 49% 55% 44% 54% 44% 43% 
High School Graduate 51% 45% 56% 46% 56% 57% 

I Age 
18-24 20% 15% 28% 17% 32% 16% 
25-29 22% 21% 28% 28% 34% 31% 

I 30 and over 58% 65% 45% 54% 34% 53% 
Mean Age at Arrest 32.7 32.5 29.2 31.0 28.2 31.1 
Mean Age First Tried 20.4 21.0 22.5 21.1 21.5 22.1 

I 
Arrest Charge 

Violent Offense' 2% 4% 4% 9% 3% 6% 
Property Offense2 29% 35% 20% 30% 18% 27% 
Drugs 40% 30% 51% 26% 49% 35% 

I 
Sax Offenses 11% 10% 10% 8% 4% 1% 
Other3 18% 21% 14% 27% 25% 31% 

Ethnicity 

I 
White 50% 50% 30% 36% 69% 78% 
Black 30% 16% 55% 43% 10% 6% 
Hispanic 16% 30% 13% 17% 16% 10% 
Other 5% 4% 3% 4% 6% 6% 

,t I Ever Dependent 89% 82% 61% 61% 48% 53% 

Ever Injected 89% 80% 40% 47% 49% 37% 

I Received Treatment 60% 51% 35% 34% 34% 26% 

Need Treatment' 76% 68% 51% 53% 32% 39% 

I 
~ 
II ~~ 

, Includes homicide, rape, robbery, and assault. 
2 Includes burglary, larceny, stolen property, and motor vehicle theft. 
3 Includes forgery, fraud, child abuse, probation/parole violations, failure to appear, weapons, and 

all other types of arrests. 
• Includes treatment for drugs, alcohol, or both. 

fl ~: 
NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 
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Comparison of DUF Sites 

The Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) 
program is operational in 24 cities in 
the country. This section compares 
data from San Diego men and 
women in the DUF sample with 
results from other DUF sites. The 
National Institute of Justice sug­
gests that cross-site comparison 
should be interpreted with caution 
due to the differences in arrest and 
booking practices. 

Overall Drug Use 

• In the most recent quarter avail­
able (third quarter 1991), San 
Diego DUF men ranked above all 
other sites with 74% of the men 
positiveior any drug. In other 
California sites, Los Angeles and 
San Jose, results were 60% and 
57%, respectively. Omaha, 
Nebraska reported the lowest 
number of males testing positive 
(23%). 

• Of the 21 sites testing females 
for drug use, San Diego ranked 
fourth with 74% positive for 
drug use. The proportion who 
tested positive ranged from 38 % 
in St. Louis to 84% in New York 
(Manhattan) . 
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Figure 34 
ADULT ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR ANY DRUG 
Drug Use Forecasting, 'tWenty-Four CIties, 1991 1 
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, Positive by urinalysis, July through Septembllr 1991. 

I Women not Interviewed at this site. 

SOURCE: National Institute of Justice, Drug Use Forecasting Program 
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Figure 35 
JUVENILE MALE ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR ANY DRUG 

Drug Use Forecasting 
San Diego County, 1990·1992 
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Figure 36 
JUVENILr: MALE ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR DRUGS 

BY DRUG TYPE 
Drug Use Forecasting 

San Diego County, 1990·1992 
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Drug Use Among Arrested 
Male Juveniles 

Male juveniles brought to Juvenile 
Hall are also part of the DUF pro­
gram. This population reflects a 
very select group because the 
majority of arrested juveniles are re­
leased to their parents. Those 
booked into Juvenile Hall are likefy 
to be current wards of the court 
and/or have committed serious 
crimes. 

Overall Drug Use 

• With two exceptions, over 30% 
of the juveniles in the DUF 
sample have tested positive for 
drug use in each quarter since 
1990. 

• When comparing the se(.;ond 
quarter of .each year pres~nted, 
the percent of juveniles positive 
for drug use increased. Respec­
tively, the percentages were 
33%, 35%, and 41 %. 

Types of Drugs Used 

• Generally, marijuana is the drug 
most commonly used by San 
Diego juveniles. In eight of ten 
quarters, from 22% to 33% 
were positive for marijuana. 

• Cocaine use since 1990 has 
varied from 2% positive to 10% 
positive, with no discernible 
pattern. 

• The highest use of ampheta­
mines was 14% in the second 
quarter of 1992, with an erratic 
trend over time. 
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Comparison of Juvenile DUF Sites 

This section compares nine DUF 
sites that also test juveniles2. 
Compared to the other sites, San 
Diego ranked second, with 32% of 
the juveniles testing positive for 
overall drug use in the third quarter 
of 1991. 

• The percentage of juvenile male 
arrestees who tested positive for 
drugs ranged from 4% in Indian- _ 
apolis to 33% in Los Angeles. 

• Compared to other sites, San 
Diego juveniles had the highest 
percent of multiple drug use, 
marijuana use, and amphetamine 
use (not shown). 

• In five of the nine sites, cocaine 
was the most prevalent drug 
among male juveniles. In other 
sites, marijuana was the most 
prevalent drug, with San Diego 
juveniles having the highest 
percentage of juveniles positive 
for marijuana (25%). 

2Data from Kansas City and 
San Antonio are excluded due to 
insufficient sample size. 
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Figure 37 . 
JUVENILE MAlE ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR DRUGS, 

BY DRUG TYPE 
Drug Use Forecasting, Nine Clt!es, 19911 
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1 Positive by urinalysis, July through September 1991. 

SOURCE: National Institute of Justice, Drug Use Forecasting Program 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



ADMISSIONS TO COUNTY-FUNDED DRUG 
TREATMENT SERVICES 

;The number of people admitted to drug treatment programs is another 
indicator of San Diego county's drug problem. The County Department 
of Alcohol and Drug Services contributed the State data (CAL-DADS) 
presented in this section. The data include individuals in residential and 
non-residential treatment programs. Data refer to primary drug problem 
and characteristics of individuals in treatment. 

T.reatment Admissions 

The changes in numbers and types of admissions are associated with 
resource availability as well as patterns of drug use. 

1987-1991 

• The total number of individuals admitted for drug treatment has more 
than doubled, from 1,554 in 1987 to 3,246 in 1991. 

• Over five years, the number of treatment admissions increased for all 
drugs. Most notably, heroin admissions increased 277%, and 
cocaine admissions rose 153%. 

• From 1990 to 1991, amphetamine admissions decreased 3%. 

• In the years shown, the largest proportion of all admissions involved 
amphetamines as the primary drug problem, as exemplified in 1991 
when amphetamines accounted for 36% of all drug treatment 
admissions (not shown). 

• Admissions for marijuana use, when compared to other drugs, have 
remained relatively low, although there has been a 73% increase in 
marijuana admissions between 1990 and 1991, which may be 
associated with stronger potency of marijuana in recent years. 

Table 34 

TREATMENT ADMISSIONS, BY PRIMARY DRUG PROBLEM 
San Diego County, 1987,1990, and 1991 

Change 
1987 1990 1991 1987-91 

Heroin 282 1,003 1,064 277% 

Cocaine 312 569 790 153% 

Amphetamines 836 1,208 1,166 39% 

Marijuana 124 131 226 82% 

fOTAl 1,554 2,911 3,246 109% 

SOURCE: San Diego County Alcohol and Drug Services 

1990-91 

6% 

39% 

-3% 

73% 

12% 

91 



Profile of Individuals in Drug Treatment 

Gender and Ethnicity 

• In 1991, 62% of the individuals admitted to drug treatment for • 
cocaine use were Black, and 51 % were female. 

• In contrast, most of those in treatment for heroin, amphetamines, 
and marijuana were White and male. 

Age 

• Marijuana users showed the lowest average age (23.2) and heroin 
users showed the highest average age (34.4) upon entering treat­
ment. 

Education 

• With the exception of marijuana users, over half of those in drug 
, treatment had completed the twelfth grade. 

Prior Arrests 

• In all of the drug categories, a high percentage of those in treatment 
had three or more prior arrests, ranging from 41 % of the amphet­
amine users to 72% of the heroin users. 

• Approximately one-quarter of the individuals admitted for cocaine, 
amphetamine, and marijuana use had no prior arrests. 

Prior Drug Treatment 

• Almost 90% of those treated for heroin had received prior drug 
treatment. 

• Of those admitted for cocaine use, almost two-thirds reported prior 
drug treatment (64%). 

• More than half of those treated for amphetamines or marijuana had 
no prior drug treatment. 
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I Table 35 

I 
CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUALS IN DRUG TREATMENT, 

BY PRIMARY DRUG PROBLEM 
San Diego County, 1991 

Heroin Cocaine Amphetamines Marijuana 

Gender 
Male 54% 49% 52% 63% 
Female 46% 51% 48% 37% 

Ethnicity 
White 51% 27% 79% 64% 

- Black 8% 62% 4% 12°~ 
Hispanic 37% 8% 12% 18% 
Other 4% 3% 5% 5% 

Mean Age at 
Admission 34.4 30.3 28.4 23.2 

Education 
Less than 12 37% 32% 41% 58% 
12th Grade 42% 38% 42% 28% 
Some College 18% 24% 15% 12% 
College Graduate 3% 6% 2% 3% 

Prior Arreete 
None 9% 25% 23% 25% 
1-2 19% 27% 36% 31% 
3 or more 72% 47% 41% 44% 

Prior Drug Treatment 
Yes 88% 64% 48% 46% 
No 12% 36% 52% 54% 

TOTAL 1,064 790 1,166 226 

NOTE: Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. 

SOURCE: San Diego County Alcohol and Drug Servicf s 
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SUMMARY 

Despite declines in some quarters, drug use among San Diego adult 
arrestees remains high and places San Diego as the city with the highest 
rate of drug use among adult males (based on the third quarter of 
1991). Types of drugs used have varied somewhat over time. Cocaine 
remained the most prevalent drug used by adults over the past two 
years. Opiate use was fairly stable over time, and arrestees positive for 
amphetamines showed an overall declining trend. Arrestees in the DUF 
sample parallel the general arrestee population with respect to age, 
ethnicity, and offense charge. Drug use among juveniles is also higher 
than most other DUF sites, with 4 o!,Jt -of 10 juveniles drug positive in 
June 1992. 

Differences between arrestees in the DUF sample and individuals in the 
drug treatment population reflect differences in how the data are 
collected, differences in the characteristics of the population, and 
resource availability (both law enforcement and treatment). Those in 
treatment are primarily heroin and amphetamine users, whereas cocaine 
is the primary drug for which arrestees in the DUF sample are positive. 
Over time, the pattern for DUF drug users varied only slightly, while 
treatment admissions for heroin rose significantly. With the exception 
of cocaine admissions, most of whom are Black, the majority of 
admissions for other drugs are White. Those in treatment were more 
likely than DUF arrestees to have had prior treatment. More than 4 out 
of 10 individuals in treatment admitted to having been arrested 3 or 
more times, with 72% of the heroin admissions having this number of 
arrests. 
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THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
RESEARCH DIVISION 



THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
RESEARCH DIVISION 

INTRODUCTION 

This section provides an overview of recent projects conducted by the 
SANDAG Criminal Justice Research Division, including the locally-funded 
Regional Criminal Justice Clearinghouse, evaluations of the Automated· 
R~g.onal Justice Information System (ARJIS), and federally-funded 
research on drug enforcement, drug use among offenders, gangs, 
probation for drug and gang-involved offenders, and problem-solving as 
an approach to policing. A list of criminal justice publications and an 
order form are provided in Appendix E. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE CLEARINGHOUSE 

Since 1984, SANDAG's Regional Criminal Justice Clearinghouse has 
provided reports on crime, the criminal justice process and expenditures, 
detention facility management, the link between drug use and crime, 
legislation related to criminal justice, and the accuracy of data compiled 
by criminal justice agencies. This information has been disseminated to 
elected officials, criminal justice administrators, city and county staffs, 
the media, and the public. The annual costs are shared by the County 
of San Diego and cities with municipal police agencies. 

Clearinghouse Goals and Objectives 

The primary goal of the Clearinghouse is to provide timely and accurate 
information to support criminal justice planning and operations in San 
Diego county. 

To meet this goal, the Clearinghouse has the following objectives: 

• compile, analyze, and disseminate systemwide criminal justice 
information to assist in operational and policy level decision-making 

• conduct special studies to address specific criminal justice issues;. for 
example, jail management and drug use among offenders 

• assist criminal justice agencies in improving the accuracy and 
timeliness of information by identifying inconsistencies in statistical 
reporting 

• identify enacted legislatior. which affects criminal justice agencies 
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• provide a resource for criminal justice information, including statis­
tics, publications, grant funding sources, workshops, and 
conferences. 

FY 1991-92 Clearinghouse Projects Completed 

Crime in the San Diego Region (September 199'1 and March 1992). The 
SANDAG Criminal .Justice Research Division produces bi-annual reports 
on Crime in the San Diego Region which include data on crimes reported 
by local law enforcement agencies, the justice system response to 
crime, traffic incidents, indicators of drug use, and recent legislation 
enacted by the California legislature.. The reports also include special 
issues, such as detailed analyses of specific crimes. 

Impact of Court-Ordered Capacity limits on Adult Detention Facilities 
(September 1992). Criminal Justice staff completed a study of the 
impact of court-ordered capacity limits in Sheriff's jail facilities on court 
appearances and public safety. The results are summarized in this 
report in the section on adult detention facilities. 

FY 1992-93 Workplan Summary 

The following tasks are included in the FY 1992-93 Clearinghouse 
workplan. 
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Systemwide Data Analysis 

• Collect monthly, quarterly, and annual crime and justice informa­
tion related to law enforcement, prosecution, probation, courts, 
and local detention facilities. 

• Prepare bi-annual reports which discuss crime trends and the 
justice system response, including data on reported crimes, cases 
solved by police, property stolen and recovered, traffic accidents, 
arrests, prosecutor and court dispositions, corrections, and the 
cost of operating the cr.iminal justice system. 

• Conduct the following studies related to detention facility manage­
ment. 

- Assess characteristics of juveniles taken to Juvenile Hall and 
identify factors associated with overcrowding at this facility. 

- Develop a profile of inmates in adult detention facilities, based 
on a one-day sample, to evaluate classification of inmates with 
respect to the security level of housing. 
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- Determine the impact of the San Diego city jail on the County 
of San Diego, in terms of County detention facility bookings, jail 
beds, court cases handled, and costs. 

• Provide periodic reports summarizing results from the Drug Use 
Forecasting program which measure the level of drug use among 
adults and juveniles admitted to local detention facilities. 

Legislation 

• Provide a summary of criminal justice legislation which could 
impact the region. 

Resource and Reference 

• Respond to requests for current and historical data on crime trends 
and the system response. 

• Maint;:lin up-to-date information on publications, workshops, 
conferences, and current funding sources for criminal justice 
programs. 

',ocal Technical Assistance 

• Provide assistance through SANDAG's local Technical Assistance 
(l TA) program which allows a discounted rate for member 
agencies ($1,000 per project). Member agencies include the 18 
cities in the region and the County of San Diego. Projects could 
include special studies, such as assessments of programs or 
strategies and surveys of citizens, as well as grant writing 
assistance. 

AUTOMATED REGIONAL JUSTICE INFORMA­
TION SYSTEM (ARJIS) 

ARJIS contracts with the SANDAG Criminal Justice Research Division 
to provide evaluations of the value, utilization, and cost of this regional 
computer system; technical assistance; and special studies related to 
long-range planning efforts. In FY 1991-92, three studies were 
conducted. 

ARJIS Long-Range Planning: System Design and Integratiorn 
(January 1992) 

Since 1987, ARJIS managers have been planning for the future design 
and operation of the ARJIS regional law enforcement computer system. 
This planning effort addresses the feasibility of redesigning ARJIS using 
new technology to meet agency needs for regional data and providing 
interfaces between local and regional systems. SANDAG Criminal 
Justice staff participated in an advisory capacity and conducted a 
number of studies to assist in long-range planning for ARJIS. 
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The most recent study addresses the following issues related to system 
design and integration: 

• current and future technology available for law enforcement 

• the state-of-the-art of law enforcement systems in local police 
agencies 

• the potential for interface between ARJIS and local law enforcement 
agency systems within San Diego county 

• guidelines for successful system .integration and development. 

Data were compiled through a survey of law enforcement system 
administrators throughout the country, a review of computer-aided 
dispatch systems in San Diego county agencies, and a review of 
technical advances in law enforcement computer systems, with the 
assistance of experts in the field. 

ARJIS Effectiveness (March 1992) 

In 1991 , a study was conducted to measure the effectiveness and value 
of ARJIS to law enforcement agencies in the county. The study 
evaluated the usefulness of ARJIS in all areas of police operations based 
on information provided by patrol officers, detectives, crime analysts, 
and records division personnel. Findings indicate that the effectiveness 
of ARJIS has increased the ability of detectives to solve crime cases, 
with 40% of the crime cases cleared using ARJIS information during a 
two-month study period in 1991. While ARJIS has consistently been 
useful in a high percentage of felony investigations, use in misdemeanor 
cases has increased. ARJIS was also useful in almost two-thirds of the 
fugitive apprehensions during the 1991 study period and 47% of the 
cases in which property was recovered, but a suspect was not arrested. 

The study supports the need for a regional database, with 20% of the 
useful information received from outside agencies. However, most of 
the ARJIS inquiries request local agency data. This finding indicates a 
need to develop a link between local and regional systems to effectively 
manage information. Thez;e issues are being addressed by the ARJIS 
Long-Range Planning and Management Committees. 

ARJIS Cost (August 1992) 

An on-going issue for ARJIS managers relates to costs of the system 
compared to the benefits received. In FY 1991-92, SANDAG conducted 
three reviews of ARJIS costs to assess the impact of changes in the 
method for billing member agencies. The reports provide an in-depth 
analysis of ARJIS costs and utilization throughout the year compared to 
FY 1990-91. The new distribution of costs provides a more stable 
revenue base for the San Diego Data Processing Corporation (DPC), 
because certain costs are fixed and not based on utilization, which is 
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variable. The report conciudes that changes in the billing structure did 
contribute to higher costs for some agencies. The ARJIS Management 
Committee and DPC staff addressed the issues raised in the SAr,JDAG 
reports during the FY 1992-93 budget review. 

Quality Control Studies 

In FY 1992-93, SANDAG Criminal Justice staff will be conducting a 
study of the accuracy and complet.eness of crime and arrest data 
reported through ARJIS. In rece.nt years, a number of discrepancies in 
reporting have been identified, which suggest that a detailed review of 
reporting procedures is needed to ensure that accurate information is 
available to policy makers and the public. The study will include: 

• interviews with agency staff to determine reporting procedures 

• a review of a sample of 1991 crime and arrest reports to classify 
incidents according to FBI and Bureau of Criminal Statistics guidelines 

• a comparison of results to agency statistics and reports prepared by 
ARJIS 

• preparation of a summary report of findings and recommendations. 

FEDERALLY-FUNDED RESEARCH PROJECTS 

In addition to locally-funded criminal justice projects, the SANDAG 
Criminal Justice Research Division has received federal grants to 
conduct specific research projects of interest to local practitioners. The 
following discussion provides a summary of recently-completed and on­
going projects. 

Crack Abatement: Comparison of Drug Control Strategies 
(1992) 

This study, funded by the National Institute of Justice, examined the 
effectiveness of drug enforcement strategies employed by the San Diego 
Police Department, including visible uniformed patrol and undercover 
operations. The strategies differed with respect to the types of 
offenders targeted and the strategies used. One of the research 
objectives was to identify effective strategies which led to conse­
quences for offenders, including arrest and conviction, with an emphasis 
on crack cocaine enforcement. In addition, a profile of drug offenders 
was developed. 

The research approach included the case tracking of 1 ,432 drug arrests 
f"rom initial arrest to final disposition, including the identification of 
characteristics of the cases and strategies employed. Other research 
efforts included surveys of officers in three drug-enforcement divisions 
and interviews with 123 drug offenders arrested by these divisions. 
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The findings indicate that there are definite patterns with respect to type 
of offender targeted, the strategy used, and the consequences for 
offenders. Prosecution was most successful with a buy/bust stratemt , 

because the evidence tends to be more clear-cut than other approaches. 
However, this strategy is most often used with street dealers who are 
visible, and therefore vulnerable to arrest. Other strategies, such as use 
of informants and search warrants, are used for higher level dealers and 
often result in larger seizures of drugs and assets, but lower conviction 
rates. Law enforcement managers must weigh the costs and benefits 
of different approaches. 

The interview data indicate that perceived risk of arrest was relatively 
low among offenders interviewed, even though they had recently been 
arrested. Most felt that about one-third or fewer of those involved in 
usiTig drugs would be arrested, compared t') 20% or less of those selling 
drugs. 

Maximizing the Use of Drug Use Forecasting Results for 
Planning and Policy Making .. 

The Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) program was initiated in 1987 by the 
National Institute of Justice (NIJ) and the Bureau of Justice Assistance 
(BJA) and is now operational in 24 cities. The DUF program provides 
information on drug use among arrestees through anonymous drug 
history interviews and voluntary urine testing. While the DUF projects 
have been expanded in some cities to addrE'ss critical drug-related 
issues, the value of DUF results for informing policy makers and 
allocating resources has not been documented. The study being 
conducted by SANDAC will identify effective ways the DUF data can be 
used to influence policy and contribute to drug control efforts. 

Data include results of surveys of all DUF project managers and key 
decision makers at each site. Five sites were examined in-depth to 
provide detailed case studies of projects that demonstrate innovative 
efforts. The final report will be completed in the Fall of 1992. 

Youth Gangs in San Diego County 

A research study is being conducted for the Department of Health and 
Human Services to document the characteristics of gangs in San Diego 
county, including the number of gangs and members, organizational 
structure and member characteristics, involvement in criminal activity 
and drug distributiofl, and factors associated with gang membership. 

Characteristics of local gang members are compared to other cities, 
based on information gathered by other researchers. In addition, the 
study documents the criminal justice response to gang members and the 
services provided by community-based agencies in San Diego county. 
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The research approach includes interviews with over 200 documented 
gang members, collection of data from probation files, and surveys of 
criminal justice and community agency personnel. 

Assessment of a Substance Abuse Program for Probationersi 

SAN'DAG is conducting a study with NIJ funds to examine the effective­
ness of the Probationers in Recovery (PIR) program for high-risk drug­
involved offenders in San Diego county. The study will assist local 
criminal justice and treatment practitioners in identifying cost-effective 
treatment approaches for offenders. PIR targets probationers who have 
drug abuse as a primary problem and are subject to drug or alcohol 
testing as a condition of probation. Violent offenders and those with 
psychological problems are not eligible. The six-month program 
combines intensive probation supervision and treatment, with probation 
and treatment staff working together to address the factors associated 
with drug use and crime. The intensive probation component includes 
increased contacts with probation officers, drug testing, and graduated 
sanctions for violations. Each probationer attends two Alcoholics or 
Narcotics Anonymous sessions and three PIR treatment sessions per 
week. 

The research will provide a comparison of probationers in PIR with a 
comparable group of probationers assigned to an alternative program 
with a lower level of supervision and treatment. Data are being 
collected through intake and exit interviews with probationers, review 
of case files, observation of treatment sessions, interviews with proba­
tion and treatment staff, and surveys of other criminal justice personnel. 
The preliminary results of the study will be available in the Fall of 1992. 

Impact of a Multi-Agency Approach to Drug and Gang 
Enforcement 

This research project, funded by NIJ, evaluates the effectiveness of a 
mUlti-agency task force called Jurisdictions Unified for Drug Gang 
Enforcement (JUDGE). Research findings will assist local criminal justice 
administrators in decisions regarding allocation of scarce resources to 
effectively address the problems associated with drug activity and 
criminal behavior among probationers. Task force members include the 
District Attorney's Office, six law enforcement agencies, and the 
Probation Department. The task force is funded by the Bureau of 
Justice Assistance (BJA) through the State of California Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning block grant program. The purpo~e of JUDGE 
is to provide a coordinated response to probation violations among 
targeted adults and juveniles involved in the use, sale, and distribution 
of drugs, many of whom are gang members. The research focuses on 
the juvenile component of the program during the first three years of the 
grant . 
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The study will involve the comparison of outcomes for JUDGE targets 
and a comparable group of probationers meeting the JUDGE criteria 
during the year prior to implementation of the program. Also, JUDGE 
staff will participate in interviews, and a survey will be conducted with 
criminal justice personnel who interact with the unit. The final results 
of the study will be available in the Fall of 1993. 

Problem-Oriented Policing 

The Institute for Social Analysis contracted with SANDAG to assist in 
collecting data for an evaluation of the San Diego Police Department's 
problem-oriented policing (POP) program. The results of the study will 
provide valuable information regardin'g effective law enforcement 
strategies to address drug-related and other crime problems through 
community solutions. Problem-oriented policing provides law enforce­
ment officers with alternatives for solving crime-related problems, in 
addition to the traditional approaches of arrest and prosecution. Officers 
use resources from the community and other agencies to identify and 
analyze crime problems and develop appropriate responses to address 
u'-1erlying factors which contribute to the problems identified. 

The study includes a review of POP case files, interviews with officers 
who initiated projects, a departmentwide survey of officers and 
managers, observation of activities at areas identified as problems, and 
collection of data from agency records. 

Use of Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) Results to Inform and 
Shape Weeding and Seeding Efforts 

San Diego is one of several cities throughout the country to receive 
federal funds under the Weed· and Seed program. This federal initiative 
supports local efforts to strengthen law enforcement and revitalize 
communities through coordination of criminal justice activities with 
services provided by municipal agencies, businesses, and community 
groups. The objectives of the Weed and Seed program include: 

• suppression of drugs and crimes 

• police-citizen partnerships to enhance community security 

• neighborhood revitalization3
• 

The SANDAG Criminal Justice Research Division has received NIJ 
funding to examine the drug treatment needs in San Diego to assist the 
local Weed and Seed Steering Committee in developing' programs and 
policies for reducing drug abuse. Treatment needs will be assessed 
through an enhancement of the current DUF offender interview, with 
questions focusing on types of tre.atment received and needed, reasons 
for abusing drugs, and opinions about what works to prevent and reduce 
drug abuse. 

3National Institute of Justice, Research and Evaluation Plan, 1992. 
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GLOSSARY 

Adult: A person 18 years of age or older. 

Annualized Rate: The annualized crime rate is the total number of 
crimes (willful homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, 
burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft) reported during the first 
six months of the year, doubled, and divided by the relevant population 
factor. 

Arrest: " ... taking a person into custody, in a case and in the manner 
authorized by law. An arrest may be made by a peace officer or by a 
private person" (PC 834). 

Clearance Rate: The clearance rate is the number of crimes (willful 
homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny 
theft, and motor vehicle theft) cleared by arrest or exceptional means, 
divided by total reported crimes. 

Clearance: FBI Index crimes reported to the Bureau of Criminal 
Statistics can be cleared either by arrest or exceptional means. 
However, there is no distinction between cleared by charging a suspect 
or "exceptional means" in the data presented on clearances (Uniform 
Crime Reporting Handbook, U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau 
of Investigation). 

Clearance by Arrest: A crime is "cleared by arrest" or solved for 
crime reporting purposes when at least one person is: 

1. arrested 
2. charged with the commission of the offense 
3. turned over to the court for prosecution (whether following 

arrest, court summons, or police notice). 

Although no physical arrest is made, a clearance by arrest can be 
claimed when the offender is a person under 1 8 years of age and 
is cited to appear in juvenile court or before other juvenile 
authorities. 

Exceptional Clearances: In certain situations, law enforcement is 
not able to follow the three steps outlined under "clearance by 
arrest." Many times all leads have been exhausted and everything 
possible has been done in order to clear a case. If the following 
questions can all be answered "yes," the crime can then be 
cleared "exceptionally" for crime reporting purposes: 

1. Has the investigation definitely established the identity of the 
offender? 
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2. Is there enough information to support an arrest, charge, and 
turnover to the court for prosecution? 

3. Is the exact location of the offender known so that the 
subject could be taken into custody now? 

4. Is there some reason outside law enforcement control that 
precludes arresting, charging, and prosecuting the offender? 

Complaint: A verified written accusation, filed by a prosecuting attorney 
with a local criminal court, which charges one or more persons with the 
commission of one or more offenses. . 

Crime Rate: The FBI Index crime rate per 1 ,000 residents is the number 
of reported crimes (willful homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft)' divided by total 
population which has already been divided by 1,000. 

Crimes: 
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FBI Index Crimes include willful homicide, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle 
theft. Arson was added to the Index in 1979. In this report, the 
FBI Index refers to the first seven offenses, with arson data 
presented separately. 

Crimes Against Persons (Violent Crimes) include willful homicide, 
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. 

Willful Homicide - the willful (non-negligent) killing of one 
human being by another (includes murder and non-negligent 
manslaughter) . 

Forcible Rape - the carnal knowledge of a female, forcibly 
and against her will (includes attempts to commit forcible 
rape). 

Robbery - the taking or attempting to take anything of value 
from the care, custody, or control of a person or persons by 
force or threat of force or violence and/or by instilling fear. 

Aggravated Assault - the unlawful attack by one person 
upon another for the purpose of inflicting severe or aggra­
vated bodily injury. This type of assault usually is 
accompanied by the use of a weapon and/or by means likely 
to produce death or great bodily harm. 

Crimes Against Property (Property Crimes) include burglary, 
larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft. 
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Burglary - the unlawful entry of a structure to commit a 
felony or a theft (includes attempted forcible entry). 

Larceny Theft - the unlawful taking, carrying, leading, or 
riding away of property from the possession or constructive 
possession of another (except embezzlement, fraud, forgery, 
or worthless checks). 

Motor Vehicle Theft - the theft or attempted theft of a motor 
vehicle. 

Arson - any willful or malicious burning or attempt to burn, with 
or without intent to defraud, a dwelling house, public building, 
motor vehicle or aircraft, personal property of another, etc. 

Domestic Violence: "Intentionally or recklessly causing or attempting to 
cause bodily injury, or placing another person in reasonable apprehen­
sion of imminent serious bodily injury to himself or another" (Section 
13700, State Penal Code). These incidents include crimes against 
spouses, former spouses, cohabitants, or persons having a dating or 
engagement relationship. 

Felony: A crime which is punishable by death or imprisonment in the 
state prison for 16 months or two or three years, unless otherwise 
stated (PC 17 & 18). 

Filing: A document filed with the municipal court clerk or county clerk 
by a prosecuting attorney alleging that a person committed or attempted 
to. commit a crime. 

Jail: A county or city facility for incarceration of sentenced and 
unsentenced persons. Also known as a medium-maximum or type I or 
II facility (Section 1006 California Code of Regulations). 

Juvenile: A person under the age of 1 8. 

Misdemeanor: A crime punishable by imprisonment in a county jail for 
up to one year or jail and fine. 

Petition to Revoke Probation: An action taken by a prosecutor to revoke 
the probation status of a subsequent offender to return the subject to 
county jailor state prison. 

Population Factor: The population of an area divided by 1 ,000. 

Probation: A judicial requirement that a person fulfill certain conditions 
of behavior in lieu of a sentence to confinement but sometimes including 
a jail sentence. 
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Prosecutor: An attorney employed by a governmental agency whose 
official duty is to initiate and maintain criminal proceedings on behalf of 
the government against persons accused of committing criminal 
offenses. 

Revocation: A cancellation or suspension of parole or probation. 

Uniform Crime Report (UCR): A federal reporting system which provides 
data on crime based on police statistics submitted by law enforcement 
agencies in the nation. The Bureau of Criminal Statistics administers 
and forwards the data for California to the federal program. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table A1 

NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY OFFENSE 
San Diego County, January.June, 1988-1992 

Wilful Forcible Aggravated Larceny Total 
Homicide Rape Robbery A •• ault Bwglary Theft MVTheft FBllndax 

1988 103 386 2,531 5,054 17,479 39,960 18,235 83,748 
1989 82 3?1 2,652 5,443 16,946 41,958 20,020 87,452 
1990 101 443 3,076 6,469 17,615 43,871 20,149 91,724 
1991 131 440 4,001 7,160 16,925 40,641 17,308 86,606 
1992 126 515 4,181 7,823 17,464 39,358 17,066 86,533 

Table A2 

NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January.June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988·92 1991·92 

Carlsbad 1,695 1,917 1,842 9% ·4% 
Chula Vista 4,974 5,073 5,363 8% 6% 
Coronado 375 424 440 17% 4% 
EI Cajon' 3,372 2,627 3,965 18% 51% 
Escondido 3,774 4,600 4,409 17% ·4% 
La Mesa2 1,231 1,811 1,687 37% ·7% 
National City 2,893 2,611 2,712 -6% 4% 
Oceanside 3,953 4,184 4,572 16% 9% 
San Diego 46,929 48,953 46,312 -1% -5% 
Sheriff - Total 3 13,009 13,085 13,771 6% 5% 

Del Mar 255 168 185 -27% 10% 
Encinitas 1,344 1,331 1,440 7% 8% 
Imperial Beach 785 759 775 -1% 2% 
Lemon Grove 632 728 705 12% -3% 
Poway 520 623 690 33% 11% 
San Marcos 660 843 1,158 75% 37% 
Santee 905 797 822 -9% 3% 
Solana Beach 256 324 279 9% -14% 
Vista 1,615 1,366 2,063 28% 51% 
Unincorporated3 6,037 6,146 5,654 -6% -8% 

California Highway Patrol 85 108 66 -22% -39% 
San Diego State University 656 645 656 0% 2% 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 667 436 581 -13% 33% 
State Parks and Recreation 135 132 157 16% 19% 

TOTAL 83,748 86,606 86,533 3% <-1% 

, Figures for the first six months of 1991 are understated due to delays in the data entry process during that time. EI 
Cajon Police Department has estimated an increase of 11 % in FBI crime Index crimes betwaen January - June 1991 
and 1992. 

2 La Mesa experienced problems/delays in data entry during January - June i 988, resulting in an understated number 
of crimes reported for that period. 

3 Includes crimes occurring in adult detention facilities. 
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Table A3 

VIOLENT CRIMES, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January.June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Carlsbad 142 220 202 42% -8% 
Chula Vista 539 704 872 62% 24% 
Coronado' 15 21 29 nla nla 
EI Cajon2 228 351 451 98% 28% 
Escondido 219 602 508 132% -16% 
La Mesa3 73 1.54 129 77% -16% 
National City 303 451 473 56% 5% 
Oceanside 673 768 822 22% 7% 
San Diego 4,443 6,462 7,161 61% 11% 
Sheriff - Total4 1,425 1,~73 1,980 39% <1% 

Del Mar' 11 9 14 nla n/a 
Encinitas 110 142 138 25% -3% 
Imperial Beach 87 119 112 29% -6% 
Lemon Grove 114. 115 125 10% 9% 
Poway -41 67 70 71% 4% 
San Marcos 48 126 143 198% 13% 
Santee 63 106 88 40% -17% 
Solana Beach' 12 38 15 nla nla 
Vista 166 255 315 90% 24% 
Unincorporated4 773 996 960 24% -4% 

California Highway Patrol' 4 0 3 nla nla 
San Diego State University' 4 16 9 nla nla 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego' 2 3 4 nla nla 
State Parks and Recreation' 4 7 2 nla nla 

TOTAL 8,074 11,732 12,645 57% 8% 

, Percent changes not presented due to small numbers of crimes reported. 
2 Figures for the first six months of 1991 are understated due to delays in the data entry process during that time. EI 

Cajon Police Department has estim!lted a 5% decrease in violent crime between January - June 1991 and 1992. 
3 La Mesa experienced problemsldelays in data entry during January - June 1988, resulting in an understated number 

of crimes reported for that period. 
4 Includes crimes occurring in adult detention facilities. 

Table A4 

PROPERTY CRIMES, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January.June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Carlsbad 1,553 1,697 1,640 6% -3% 
Chula Vista 4,435 4,369 4,491 1% 3% 
Coronado 360 403 411 14% 2% 
EI Cajon' 3,144 2,276 3,514 12% 54% 
Escondido 3,555 3,998 3,901 10% -2% 
La Mesa2 1,158 1,657 1,558 35% -6% 
National City 2,590 2,160 2,239 -14% 4% 
Oceanside 3,280 3,416 3,750 14% 10% 
San Diego 42,486 42,491 39,151 -8% -8% 
Sheriff - Total3 11,584 11,112 11,791 2% 6% 

Del Mar 244 159 171 -30% 8% 
Encinitas 1,234 1,189 1,302 6% 10% 
Imperial Beach 698 640 663 -5% 4% 
Lemon Grove 518 613 580 12% -5% 
Poway 479 556 620 29% 12% 
San Marcos " 612 717 1,015 66% 42% 
Santee 842 691 734 -13% 6% 
Solana Beach 244 286 264 8% -8% 
Vista 1,449 1,111 1,748 21% 57% 
Unincorporated3 5,264 5,150 4,694 -11 % -9% 

California Highway Patrol 81 108 63 -22% -42% 
San Diego State University 652 629 647 -1% 3% 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 665 433 577 -13% 33% 
State Parks and Recreation 131 125 155 18% 24% 

TOTAL 75,674 74,874 73,888 -2% -1% 

, Figures for the first six months of 1991 are understated due to delays in the data entry process during that time. EI 
Cajon Police Department has estimated an increase of 13% in property crimes between January - June 1991 and 
1992. 

2 La Mesa experienced problemsldelays in data entry during January - June 1988, resulting in an understated number 
of crimes reported for that period. 

3 Includes crimes occurring in adult detention facilities. 
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Table A5 

CLEARANCE RATE, BY OFFENSE 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Clulnge 
1988 1991 1992 1988·92 1991·92 

Crimea of Violence 
Homicide 44% 48% 33% ·11 % ·15% 
Forcible Rape 63% 57% 52% ·11 % ·5% 
Robbery 31% 31% 31% 0% 0% 
Aggravated Assault 65% 69% 69% 4% 0% 

Totel Violent 54% 55% 55% 1% 0% 

Crimea Against Property 
Burglary 12% 11% 11% ·1% 0% 
Larceny Theft 19% 18% 17% ·2% ·1% 
Motor Vehicle Theft 15% 9% 9% ·6% 0% 

Totel Property 16% 14% 14% ·2% 0% 

TOTAL 20% 20% 20% 0% 0% 

Table A6 

CLEARANCE RATE FOR FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988,1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988·92 1991·92 

Carlsbad 25% 23% 16% ·9% ·7% 
Chula Vista 25% 25% 25% 0% 0% 
Coronado 9% 25% 13% 4% ·12% 
EI Cajon' 52% 43% 31% ·21% ·12% 
Escondido 22% 25% 21% ·1% ·4% 
La Mesa2 15% 16% 14% ·1% ·2% 
National City 27% 17% 27% 0% 10% 
Oceanside 21% 22% 19% -2% -3% 
San Diego 18% 18% 20% 2% 2% 
Sheriff· Total 18% 21% 18% 0% -3% 

Del Mar 6% 7% 8% 2% 1% 
Encinitas 20% 16% 19% -1% 3% 
Imperial Beach 18% 23% 15% -3% -8% 
Lemon Grove 20% 20% 14% -6% -6% 
Poway 21% 22% 19% -2% -3% 
San Marcos 13% 14% 13% 0% ·1% 
Santee 16% 26% 23% 7% -3% 
Solana Beach 16% 16% 13% -3% -3% 
Vista 18% 25% 16% -2% ·9% 
Unincorporated 19% 22% 20% 1% -2% 

California Highway Patrol 28% 41% 29% 1% ·12% 
San Diego State University 13% 9% 6% ·7% -3% 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 3% 5% 4% 1% -1% 
State Parks and Recreation 6% 2% 1% -5% -1% 

TOTAL 20% 20% 20% 0% 0% 

, The clearance rate for 1991 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 
2 The clearance rate for 1988 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 
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Table A7 I 
CLEARANCE RATE FOR VIOLENT CRIMES, BY JURISDICTION 

I San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 199', and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Carlsbad 45% 40% 38% -7% -2% I' Chula Vista 57% 49% 55% -2% 6% 
Coronado 33% 62% 38% 5% -24% 
EI Cajon1 75% 78% 87% 12% 9% 
Escondido 57% 59% 53% -4% -6% I. La Mesa2 42% 42% 47% 5% 5% 
National City 55% 23% 47% -8% 24% 
Oceanside 47% 49% 45% -2% -4% 
San Diego 53% 55% 57% 4% 2% 
Sheriff - Total 58% 66% 54% -4% -12% , Del Mar 36% 33% 36% 0% 3% 

Encinitas 49% 64% 64% 15% 0% 
Impe,rial Beach 56% 71% 51)% 0% -15% 
Lemon Grove 57% 54% 37% -20% -17% , Poway 54% 48% 36% -18% -12% 
San Marcos 50% 52% 45% -5% -7% 
Santee 65% 87% 85% 20% -2% 
Solana Beach 33% 66% 27% -6% -39% 

• Vista 50% 73% 50% 0% -23% 
Unincorporated 62% 67% 56% -6% -11 % 

California Highway Patrol3 100% nla 0% nla nla 
San Diego State University 25% 56% 22% -3% -34% 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 50% 67% 0% nla nla 

I· State Parks and Recreation 50% 0% 0% nla nla 

TOTAL 54% 55% 55% 1% 0% 

1 The clearance rate for 1991 could be understated due to delays in data entry. I 2 The clearance rate for 1988 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 
3 California Highway Patrol reported no violent crimes in 1991 . 

I' . , 

Table A8 

CLEARANCE RATE FOR PROPERTY CRIMES, BY JURISDICTION I, San Diego County t January-Juns, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

1992 
Change 

1988 1991 1988-92 1991-92 1 Carlsbad 23% 20% 14% -9% -6% 
Chula Vista 21% 21% 19% -2% -2% 
Coronado 8% 23% 11% 3% -12% 
EI Cajon1 50% 37% 24% -26% -13% 

I Escondido 20% 20% 16% -4% -4% 
La Mesa2 13% 14% 11% -2% -3% 
National City 24% 15% 23% -1% 8% 
Oceenside 16% 16% 14% -2% -2% 
San Diego 14% 12% 13% -1% 1% /1 Sheriff - Total 13% 13% 12% -1% -1% 

Del Mar 5% 6% 5% 0% -1% 
EncinJ~as 17% 11% 14% -3% 3% 
Imperial Beach 13% 14% 9% -4% -5% 

I Lemon Grove 12% 14% 9% -3% -5% 
Poway 18% 19% 17% -1% -2% 
San Marcos 10% 8% 8% -2% 0% 
Santee 12% 17% 15% 3% -2% 
Solana Beach 15% 10% 12% -3% 2% I Vista 14% 14% 9% -5% -5% 
Unincorporated 13% 13% 13% 0% 0% 

California Highway Patrol 25% 41% 30% 5% -11% 
San Diego State University 13% 8% 6% -7% -2% 

I Univ. of Calif. San Diego 3% 5% 4% 1% -1% 
State Parks and Recreation 5% 2% 1% -4% -1% 

TOTAL 16% 14% 14% -2% 0% 

1 The clearance rate for 1991 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 
2 The clearance rate for 1988 could be understated due to delays in data entry. I 
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Table A9 

DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPERTY STOLEN, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

Change 
1988 1991 .1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Carlsbad $3,109,180 $3,080,178 $2,284,781 -27% 
Chula Vista 8,388,923 9,594,909 8,946,884 7% 
Coronado 759,837 544,250 632,184 -17% 
EI Cajon' 4,980,785 3,962,545 4,532,684 -9% 
Escondido 4,799,047 4,977,209 5,489,568 14% 
La Mesa2 2,493,423 2,482,271 2,679,187 7% 
National City 4,655,357 3,738,463 4,037,722 -13% 
Oceanside 4,971,799 5,496,715 6,415,595 29% 
San Diego 83,528,108 88,869,637 82,102,780 -2% 
Sheriff - Total 19,579,678 25,651,912 25,253,323- 29% 

Del Mar 666,809 496,382 486,486 -27% 
Encinitas 2,408,748 2,441,051 2,912,793 21% 
Imperial Beach 947,247 785,727 1,527,242 - 61% 
Lemon Grove 936,560 978,412 1,044,645 12% 
Poway 715,520 3,245,311 1,422,146 99% 
San Marcos 1,188,224 1,369,583 1,828,432 54% 
Santee 1,208,638 1,310,455 1,811,103 50% 
Solana Beach 574,535 697,570 760,957 32% 
Vista 2,073,156 1,875,315 3,755,788 81% 
Unincorporated 8,860,241 12,452,106 9,703,731 10% 

California Highway Patrol 240,987 423,185 232,567 -3% 
San Diego State University 556,895 693,922 631,480 13% 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 535,455 444,701 714,679 33% 
State Parks and Recreation 68,596 184,737 115,858 69% 

TOTAL $138,668,070 $150,144,634 $144,069,292 4% 

, The dollar value of property stolen for 1991 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 
2 The dollar value of property stolen for 1988 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 

Table A10 

DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPERTY RECOVERED, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988,1991, and 1992 

-26% 
-7% 
16% 
14% 
10% 
8% 
8% 

17% 
-8% 
-2% 
-2% 
19% 
94% 

7% 
-56% 
34% 
38% 

9% 
100% 
-22% 
-45% 

-9% 
61% 

-37% 

-4% 

Change 
1988 1991 1992 1988-92 1991-92 

Carlsbad $1,313,641 $1,046,635 $865,741 -34% -17% 
Chula Vista 4,484,301 4,605,704 4,717,181 5% 2% 
Coronado 182,162 337,318 297,495 63% -12% 
EI Cajon' 3,003,981 1,754,819 2,003,206 -33% 14% 
Escondido 2,152,132 2,243,698 2,217,836 3% -1% 
La Mesa2 1,167,989 1,176,712 1,061,694 -9% -10% 
National City 3,081,032 2,156,562 2,172,936 -29% 1% 
Oceanside 1,660,424 1,755,681 2,260,259 36% 29% 
San Diego 44,320,819 39,046,364 33,372,423 -25% -15% 
Sheriff - Total 7,295,372 6,471,847 7,709,984 6% 19% 

Del Mar 266,976 211,705 161,424 -40% -24% 
Encinitas 1,108,183 796,966 930,413 -16% 17% 
Imperial Beach 355,412 294,138 338,786 -5% 15% 
Lemon Grove 458,796 444,736 457,550 <-1% 3% 
Poway 299,654 177,352 362,168 21% 104% 
San Marcos 503,746 459,769 577,750 15% 26% 
Santee 313,236 378,922 683,757 118% 80% 
Solana Beach 146,438 317,420 286,125 95% -10% 
Vista 795,448 706,210 1,410,713 77% 100% 
Unincorporated 3,047,483 2,684,629 2,501,298 -18% -7% 

California Highway Patrol 133,118 263,808 602,985 353% 129% 
San Diego State University 325,739 403,798 299,094 -8% -26% 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 311,715 270,144 372,523 20% 38% 
State Parks and Recreation 15,917 918 4,750 -70% 417% 

TOTAL $69,448,342 $61,534,008 $57,958,107 -17% -6% 

, The dollar value of property recovered for 1991 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 
2 The dollar value of property recovered for 1988 could be uncle,stated due to delays in data entry. 
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Table A11 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE INCIDENTS, BY JURIS&>ICTION 
San Diego County, January.June, 1988, 1991, and 1992 

1988 1991 1992 

Carlsbad 65 98 81 

Chula Vista 638 894 1,282 

Coronado' 4 17 15 

EI Cajon2 530 492 818 

Escondido 449 511 644 

La Mesa3 83 211 198 

National City 147 205 287 
Oceanside 759 805 1,222 
San Diego 3,231 5,314 6,813 
Sheriff - Total 1,619 1,499 2,128 
California Highway Patrol' 0 0 0 
San Diego State University' 1. 0 0 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego' ., 3 6 9 
State Parks and Recreation' 4 4 2 

TOTAL 7,533 10,056 13,499 

, Percent changes not presented due to small numbers of incidents reported. 
2 The number of incidants for 1991 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 
3 The number of incidents for 1988 could be understated due to delays in data entry. 
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Table A12 

NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY OFFENSE AND JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January-June, 1988 

Non- Larceny 
Aggravated Residential Residential Total Larceny Under 

Homicide Rape Robbery Assault Bwglary Bwglary Bwglary $400 + $400 

Carlsbad 0 12 37 93 241 163 404 203 652 
Chula Vista 5 20 146 368 603 299 902 461 1,772 
Coronado 0 0 3 12 40 21 61 73 179 
EI Cajon 5 13 51 159 428 281 709 342 1,408 
Escondido 1 20 72 126 493 253 746 511 1,783 
La Mesa2 0 0 31 42 149 109 258 135 440 
National City 0 12 157 134 318 150 468 272 1,047 
Oceanside 4 31 146 492 631 211 842 446 1,450 
San Diego 70 207 1,563 2,603 6,107 2,560 8,667 6,972 15,393 
Sheriff - Total3 18 69 322 1,016 3,129 1,200 4,329 1,715 3,483 

Del Mar 0 1 5 5 37 10 47 67 83 
Encinitas 3 8 28 71 263 135 398 177 425 
Imperial Beach 0 7 22 58 161 32 193 95 274 
Lemon Grove 1 2 40 71 113 63 176 58 169 
Poway 0 4 4 33 116 37 153 84 178 
San Marcos 2 1 15 30 140 122 262 85 147 
Santee 1 4 10 48 166 89 255 159 289 
Solana Beach 0 1 6 5 41 15 56 44 101 
Vista 1 11 34 120 368 175 543 178 439 
Unincorporated3 10 30 158 575 1,724 522 2,246 768 1,378 

California Highway Patrol 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 12 
San Diego State University 0 2 0 2 17 10 27 58 486 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 0 0 1 1 19 41 60 60 487 
State Parks and Recreation 0 0 2 2 3 3 6 26 93 

TOTAL 103 386 2,531 5,054 12,178 5,301 17,479 11,275 28,685 

1 Arsons are not included in FBI Index crimes. 
2 Figures for the first six months d 1988 are understated due to delays in data entry during that time. 
3 Includes crimes occurring in adul-l detention facilities and arsons reported by the State Department of Forestry. 

FBI 
Total Index 

Larceny MV Theft Arson' Crimea 

855 294 7 1,695 
2,233 1,300 9 4,974 

252 47 4 375 
1,750 685 18 3,372 
2,294 515 14 3,774 
, 575 325 1 1,231 

1,319 803 9 2,893 
1,896 542 14 3,953 

22,365 11,454 127 46,929 
5,198 2,057 123 13,009 

150 47 0 255 
602 234 4 1,344 
369 136 5 785 
227 115 7 632 
262 64 0 520 
232 118 3 660 
448 139 3 905 
145 43 1 256 
617 289 7 1,615 

2,146 872 93 6,037 
13 68 0 85 

544 81 1 656 
547 58 1 667 
119 6 3 135 

39,960 18,235 331 83,748 
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, . 



Table A13 
~ 

N 
0 NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY OFFENSE AND JURISDICTION 

San Diego County, January-June, 1991 

Non- Larceny FBI 
Aggravated Residential Residential Total Larceny Under Total Index 

Homicide Rape Robbery Assault Burglary Burglary Burglary $400 + $400 Larceny MV Theft Araon' Crimea 

Carlsbad 3 9 52 156 267 153 420 289 717 1,006 271 6 1,917 
Chula Vista 3 22 209 470 594 306 900 550 1,701 2,251 1,218 20 5,073 
Coronado 1 6 5 9 56 19 75 79 174 253 75 6 424 
EI Cajon2 4 15 91 241 279 281 560 296 961 1,257 459 19 2,627 
Escondido 5 12 152 433 484 338 822 677 1,867 2,544 632 26 4,600 
La Mesa 1 13 60 80 210 138 348 236 705 941 368 3 1,811 
National City 4 3 186 258 235 219 454 249 776 '1,025 681 15 2,611 
Oceanside 10 36 247 475 543 313 856 464 1,444 1',908 652 28 4,184 
San Dieg03 79 226 2,540 3,617 5,881 2,766 8,647 7,466 15,738 23,204 10,640 137 48,953 
Sheriff - Total4 21 98 451 1,403 2,5;..:. 1,234 3,746 2,013 3,309 5,322 2,044 111 13,085 

Del Mar 0 1 6 2 38 15 53 26 46 72 34 1 168 

Encinitas 2 9 39 92 252 113 365 233 409 642 182 3 1,331 
Imperial Beach 0 7 33 79 126 21 147 81 244 325 168 5 759 
Lemon Grove 1 2 41 71 143 82 225 68 157 225 163 5 728 
Poway 0 2 16 49 101 34 135 120 247 367 54 7 623 
San Marcos 1 8 36 81 161 88 249 151 176 327 141 5 843 
Santee 1 5 17 83 105 90 195 142 232 374 122 5 797 
Solana Beach 1 3 18 16 69 40 109 58 73 131 46 0 324 
Vista 0 17 58 180 194 135 329 206 319 525 257 11 1,366 
Unincorporated4 15 44 187 750 1,323 616 1,939 928 1,406 2,334 877 69 6,146 

California Highway Patrol 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 33 75 0 108 
San Diego State University 0 0 6 10 18 43 61 81 354 435 133 1 645 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 0 0 1 2 4 26 30 61 287 348 55 0 436 
State Parks and Recreation 0 0 1 6 1 5 6 37 77 114 5 3 132 

TOTAL 131 440 4,001 7,160 11,084 . 5,841 16,925 12,498 28,143 40,641 17,308 375 86,606 

1 Arsons are not included in FBI Index crimes. 
2 Figures for the first six months of 1991 are understated due to delays in the data entry process during that time. EI Cajon Polioe Department has estimated that there 

were 3,068 FBI Index crimes reported during January - ,June 1991. 
3 Due to discrepancies in S.D.P .0. computer programming, aggravated assaults are estimated for April through July 1991. 
4 Includes crimes occurring in adult detention facilities and arsons reported by the State Department of Forestry . 
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Table A14 

NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY OFFENSE AND JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, January-June, 1992 

Non- Larceny FBI 
Aggravated Residential Residential Total Larceny Under Total Index 

Homicide Rape Robbery Assault B .. glary B .. glary B .. glary $400 + $400 Larceny MV Theft ArBon' Crimes 

Carlsbad 2 7 48 145 244 152 396 258 713 971 273 4 1,842 
Chula Vista 4 27 265 576 588 298 886 503 1,804 2,307 1,298 24 5,363 
Coronado 0 2 4 23 69 33 102 86 160 246 63 5 440 
EI Cajon 0 32 132 287 402 387 789 418 1,791 2,209 516 21 3,965 
Escondido 4 32 148 324 519 344 863 622 1,752 2,374 664 23 4,409 
La Mesa 1 7 59 62 220 128 348 234 637 871 339 1 1,687 
National City 2 23 193 255 213 242 455 250 879 1,129 655 7 2,712 
Oceanside 6 42 236 538 637 351 988 574 1,400 1',974 788 21 4,572 
San Diego 82 252 2,568 4,259 5,745 2,750 8,495 6,441 14,147 20,588 10,068 144 46,312 
Sheriff - Total3 25 91 522 1,342 2,619 1,416 4,035 2,031 3,540 5,571 2,185 86 13,771 

Del Mar 0 0 4 10 38 16 54 45 39 84 33 1 185 
Encinitas 2 8 38 90 290 155 445 212 469 681 176 7 1,440 
Imperial Beach 0 8 27 77 113 16 129 125 246 371 163 1 775 
Lemon Grove 1 2 59 63 110 80 190 73 176 249 141 1 705 
Poway 1 0 21 48 121 80 201 104 252 356 63 7 690 
San Marcos 2 10 52 79 225 201 426 187 227 414 175 4 1,158 
Santee 2 3 9 74 109 105 214 127 280 407 113 2 822 
Solana Beach 0 0 12 3 42 30 72 58 93 151 41 1 279 
Vista 2 15 81 217 347 258 605 227 436 663 480 3 2,063 
Unincorporated3 15 45 219 681 1,224 475 1,699 873 1,322 2,195 800 !i9 5,654 

California Highway Patrol 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 9 9 54 0 66 
San Diego State University 0 0 5 4 22 10 32 103 435 538 77 1 656 
Univ. of Calif. San Diego 0 0 1 3 30 40 70 82 346 428 79 5 581 
State Parks and Recreation 0 0 0 2 2 3 5 37 106 143 7 1 157 

TOTAL 126 515 4,181 7,823 11,310 6,154 17,464 11,639 27,719 39,358 17,066 343 86,533 

1 Arsons are not included in FBI Index crimes. 
2 Includes crimes occurring in adult detention facilities and arsons reported by the State Department of Forestry. 
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Table A15 

NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY TYPE OF OFFENSE 
Alpine', January-June, 1991 and 1992 

1991 1992 

Homicide2 4 0 
Forcible Rape2 1 3 
Robbery2 4 5 
Aggravated Assault 36 34 
Burglary 90 77 
Larceny Theft 110 122 
Motor Vehicle Theft2 27 25 

TOTAL FBI INDEX 272 266 

1 Alpine is included in the unincorporated area served by the Sheriff. 
2 Percent changes not presented due to small numbers of crimes reported. 

Table A16 

NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY TYPE OF OFFENSE 
Fallbrook', January-June, 1991 and 1992 

1991 1992 

Homicide2 0 4 
Forcible Rape2 5 7 
Robbery2 28 22 
Aggravated Assault 72 47 
Burglary 348 190 
Larceny Theft 326 301 
Motor Vehicle Theft 130 98 

TOTAL FBI INDEX 909 669 

1 Fallbrook is included in the unincorporated area served by the Sheriff. 
2 Percent changes not presented due to small numbers of crimes reported. 

Table A17 

NUMBER OF FBI INDEX CRIMES, BY TYPE OF OFFENSE 
Ramona', January-June, 1991 and 1992 

1991 1992 

Homicide2 3 1 
Forcible Rape2 4 4 
Robbery2 5 11 
Aggravated Assault 61 49 
Burglary 192 116 
Larceny Theft 225 232 
Motor Vehicle Theft 53 45 

TOTAL FBI INDEX 543 458 

1 Ramona is included in the unincorporated area served by the Sheriff: 
2 Percent' changes not presented due to small numbers of crimes reported. 
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Table B1 

TOTAL ARRESTS. BY OFFENSE AND JURISDICTION 
San Diego County. 1991 

National 
Carlsbad Chula Vista Coronado EI Cajon Escondido La Mesa City Oceanaide San Diego Sheriff Total' 

Felony 
Violent Offense2 169 376 55 652 583 125 580 1,027 I 5,700 2,052 11,397 
Property Offense3 412 1,105 123 923 823 312 792 912 6,883 2,642 15,437 
Drug law Violation 199 255 16 652 534 127 224 531 6,544 1,500 10,829 
Other· . 87 175 24 365 333 61 211 281 1,935 1,072 4,857 
Total 867 1,911 218 2,592 2,273 625 1,807 2,751 21,062 7,266 42,520 

Misdemeanor 
Assault and Battery 144 381 20 777 297 113 215 394 3,589 1,102 7,082 
Petty Theft 379 958 17 1,217 904 294 499 445 4,797 850 10,501 
Drug law Violation 117 214 30 546 537 82 727 952 8,101 1,012 12.415 
Drunk 487 249 35 845 1,726 11 1,181 2,076 3,777 2,948 13,377 
Driving Under the Influence 439 615 254 1,032 760 395 354 587 5,515 2,430 22,696 
Othe..s 454 568 221 1,224 885 467 499 1,486 31,249 2,448 41,163 
Total 2,020 2,985 577 5,641 5,109 1,362 3.475 5,940 57,028 10,790 107,234 

Status Offense 20 0 33 306 145 15 578 269 1,743 802 3,919 

TOTAL 2,907 4,896 828 8,539 7,527 2,002 5,860 8,960 79,833 18,858 153,673 

, Includes California Highway Patrol, San Diego State University, University of California San Diego, California State Polica, and State Department of Parks and Recreation. 
2 Includes willful homicide, manslaughter (vehicle and non-vehicular), forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. 
3 Inciudes burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft. 
• Includes kidnapping. forgery, arson, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, weapons, driving under the influence, hit and run, escape, and bookmaking. 
6 Includes misdemeanor manslaughter, other theft-related crimes, checks, indecent exposure, annoying child, obscene matter, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, contributing 

to delinquency of a minor, liquor laws, etc. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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Table B2 

PERCENT OF TOTAL ARRESTS INVOLVING JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS, BY JURISDICTION 

San Diego County, 1991 

Felony Misdemeanor Total 

Carlsbad 18% 14% 16% 
Chula Vista 22% 19% . 20% 

Coronado 14% ,8% 13% 
EI Cajon 16% 16% 19% 
Escondido 15% 12% 15% 
La Meaa 18% 20% 20% 
National City 20% 16% 25% 
Oceanside 12% 6% 10% 
San Diego 14% 8% 12% 
Sheriff 20% 15% 20% 

TOTAL 16% 9% 13% 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 

Table B3 

TOTAL ARRESTS, BY OFFENSE 
Five California Counties, 1991 

Los San Santa 
. Angeles Orange Bernardino San Diego Clara 

Felony 
Violent Offense 1 57,912 6,133 7,046 11.397 5.283 
Property Offense2 63,315 12,962 9,562 15.437 7,332 
Drug Law Violation 42,583 7,543 5,543 10.829 5,073 
Other3 25,001 3.669 4,027 4.857 4,392 
Total 188,811 30,307 26,178 42,620 22,080 

Misdemeanor 
Assault and Battery 14,086 5,316 2,929 7,082 4,839 
Petty Theft 30,942 11,731 4,722 10.601 7,574 
Drug Law Violation 23,188 6,697 4,150 12.416 5,841 
Drunk 23,232 8,764 4,089 13.377 9,672 
Driving Under the Influence 82,448 22,199 13,347 22.696 13,216 
Other4 132,872 37,125 12,482 41.163 23.675 
Total 306,768 91,832 41,719 107.234 64.817 

Status Offense 2,876 1,577 1,419 3.919 209 

TOTAL 498,455 123,716 69,316 153.673 87,106 

1 Includes willful homicide, manslaughter (vehicular and non-vehicular). forcible rape, robbery, and 
aggravated assault. 

2 Includes burglary, larceny theft, and motor vehicle theft. 
3 Includes kidnapping, forgery, arson, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, weapons, driving under 

the influence, hit and run, escape. and bookmaking. 
4 Includes misdemeanor manslaughter, other theft-related crimes, checks, indecent exposure, 

annoying child, obscene matter, lewd conduct, sex-related offenses, contributing to delinquency 
of a minor, liquor laws, etc. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics 
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Table B4 

DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS', BY ARREST OFFENSE 
San Diego County, 1991 

Motor 
Vehicle Drug l.lJW 

Homicide Rape Robbery A •• ault Burglary Theft Theft Violation 

Felony Arrest Dispositions 75 190 1,118 4,261 3,542 2,402 1,990 7,343 

Law Enforcement Releases 2 30 254 701 173 177 451 654 
Complaints Denied 4 58 116 802 190 229 249 693 
Complaints Filed 69 102 748 .2,758 3,179 1,996 1,290 5,996 

Misdemeanor -0 9 112 1,808 1,440 878 215 1,701 
Felony 69 93 636 950 1,739 1,118 1,075 4,295 

Lower Court Dispositions 5 15 195 2,035 1,688 1,016 369 2,495 

Dismissed 5 3 75 261 275 174 122 741 
Diversions Dismissed 0 1 0 20 2 2 4 421 
Acquitted 0 0 2 22 4 6 3 3 
Convicted 0 11 118 1,732 1,407 834 240 1,330 
Sentence 

Youth Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Probation 0 4 15 652 193 136 40 297 
Probation with Jail 0 7 85 1,003 1,063 599 170 854 
Jail 0 0 17 69 144 92 28 157 
Fine 0 0 1 7 5 7 2 18 
Other 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 

Superior Court Dispositions 64 87 553 723 1,491 980 921 3,501 

Dismissed 2 1 14 15 28 13 17 77 
Diversions Dismissed 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 9 
Acquitted 1 1 2 2 4 1 0 1 
Convicted 61 85 537 705 1,459 966 904 3,414-
Sentence 

Death 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Prison 50 40 243 179 531 348 296 791 
Youth Authority 1 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 
Probation . 2 1 6 12 18 24 14 76 
Probation with Jail 4 44 276 491 884 579 580 2,510 
Jail 2 0 9 19 9 6 10 18 
Fine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
California Rehab. Center 0 0 3 2 15 9 3 16 
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

1 Dispositions of adult felony cases in 1991 are based on prelimiMry d.t •. Final data will be available in Fall 1992. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics 
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Table B5 

DISPOSITIONS Of ADULT FELONY ARRESTS', BY COl\lVICTION OFFENSE 
San Diego County, 1991 

Motor 
Vehicle 

Total Homicide Rape Robbery A •• ault SwgiaTY Theft Theft 

Total Convictions 15,848 61 43 379 2,445 1,596 3,323 880 

Lower Court 6,520 0 0 2 1,722 372 1,802 90 

Sentence 
Youth Authority 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Probation 1,612 0 0 0 635 46 211 15 
Probation with Jail 4,268 0 0 2 1,002 291 1,393 70 
Jail 579 0 0 0 83 32 195 5 
Fine 53 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 
Other 7 0 0 0 1 1 0 

Superior Court 9~328 61 43 377 723 1,224 1,521 790 

Sentence 
Death 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Prison 2,806 54 27 231 176 485 441 272 
Youth Authority 5 1 0 0 1 2 \) 0 
Probation 190 1 1 5 14 13 41 13 
Probation with Jail 6,187 2 15 138 510 706 1,013 495 
Jail 80 1 0 1 21 2 14 3 
Fine 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
California Rehab. Center 54 0 (j 2 1 16 11 6 

Other 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

'Dispositions of adult felony cases in 1991 are based on prelimiMry d.r.. Final data will ba available in Fall 1992. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics 
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Table 86 

DISPOSITIONS OF ADULT FELONY ARRESTS' 
Five California Counties, 1991 

Loa Angeles Orange San Bernardino San Diego Santa Clara 

Felony Arrest Dispositions 93,142 17,558 13,523 23,565 10,145 

Law Enforcement Raleases 10,262 913 76 2,599 498 
Complaints Denied 15,610 1,456 3,340 2,531 826 
Petitions to Revoke Probation 1,151 3 3 0 1 
Complaints Filed 66,119 15,186 10,104 18,435 8,820 

Misdemeanor 23,723 8,352 5,001 6,982 2,688 
Felony 42,396 6,834 5,103 11,453 6,132 

Lower Court Dispositions 27,862 9,671 6,731 8,898 4,150 

Dismissed 5,834 1,603 ·1,269 1,881 557 
Diversions Dismissed 1,327 375 188 453 712 
Acquitted 90 12 13 44 5 
Convicted 20,611 7,681 5,261 6,520 2,876 
Sentence 

Youth Authority 0 0 0 1 0 
Probation 4,181 1,325 473 1.612 386 
Probation with Jail 14,708 4,985 3,771 4,268 1,794 
Jail 1,518 1,146 940 579 615 
Fine 187 157 74 53 42 
Other 17 68 3 7 39 

Superior Court Dispositions 38,257 5,515 3,373 9,537 4,670 

Dismissed 1,640 151 116 183 160 
Diversions Dismissed 193 1 8 11 21 
Acquitted 269 14 13 15 15 
Convicted 36,155 5,349 3,236 9,328 4,474 
Sentence 

Death 10 0 0 2 1 
Prison 14,552 1,610 1,287 2,806 906 
Youth Authority 14 2 7 5 10 
Probation 1,324 189 76 190 361 
Probation with Jail 19,922 3,486 1,757 6,187 3,144 
Jail 115 44 53 80 35 
Fina 20 2 5 2 1 
California Rehab. Center 194 1 51 54 6 
Other 4 15 0 2 10 

1 Dispositions of adult felony cases in 1991 are based on prtJIimiMry d.t •. Final data will be available in Fall 
1992. 

SOURCE: Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Offender-Based Transaction Statistics 
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Table B7 

AVERAGE DAILY ADULT INMATE POPULATION AND BOARD·RATED CAPACITY 
San Diego County, FY 1982·83 through FY 1991·92 

Av .... ge Percent 
F.cal D.ily Of 

Vear PopuI.tion C.p.city C.pacity 

82/83 2,627 2,269 116% 
83/84 2,770 2,277 122% 
84/85 2,949 2,297 128% 
85/86 3,276 2,322 141% 
86/87 3,814 2,339 163% 
87/88 4,168 2,270 184% 
88/89 4,601 2,347 196% 
89/90 5,046 2,82~ 178°~ 

90/91 4,663 2,914 160% 
91/92 4,656 2,984 156% 

SOURCE: Probation and Sheriff's Departments 
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Figure B1 
AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION 
AND BOARD·RATED CAPACITY 

San Diego County, FY 1982-83 through FY 1991·92 

6,000 __ -------------------, 
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Average Daily Population Average Rated Capacity • • • • 
SOURCE: Probation and Sheriff's Departments 
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. Table B8 

AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION AND BOARD-RATED CAPACITY 
SHERIFF'S FACILITIES 

San Diego County, FY 1991-92 

Average Number Percent 
Oeiy Over/Under Of 

Faciity Population Capacity Capacity Capacity 

Central 880 730 150 121% 
Descanso' 411 225 186 183% 
East Mesa2 276 296 (20) 93% 
EI Cajon 314 120 194 262% 
Las Cplinas 1,028 561 .467 183% 

Men 572 273 299 210% 
Women 456 288 168 158% 

South Bay 467 192 275 243% 
Vista3 951 517 434 184% 

, Descanso was operated by the Sheriff for the entire months of July, August, and September 
1991, and part of October 1991 and June 1992. 

2 East Mesa opened October 26, 1991. 
3 Vista for women had an average daily population of 11 during FY 1991-92. The 48 beds, 

'originally designated for women, are currently being used for men. 

SOURCE: Sheriff's Department 
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1988 
Quarter 1 2 3 4 

Men 
Marijuana 52 49 55 38 
Opiates 22 17 20 27 
Coceine 41 43 38 51 
Amphetamines 28 35 39 31 
Positiva, Any 79 82 84 81 
Positive, No Marijuana 69 77 74 76 
Total' of Urina Samples 254 239 251 193 
Total' of Arrestees Interviewed 304 303 306 231 

Women 
Marijuana 35 19 11 
Opiates 18 22 22 
Coceine 42 50 56 
Amphetamines 47 30 27 
Positive, Any 80 77 80 
Positive, No Marijuana 78 77 80 
Total' of Urine Samples 55 92 64 
Total' of Arrestees Interviewed 79 123 72 

Juvenile Meles 
Marijuana 42 44 43 25 
Opiates 5 2 0 0 
Cocaine 14 15 17 4 
Amphetamines 14 13 21 18 
Positive, Any 57 50 57 39 
Positive, No Marijuana 33 26 36 32 
Total' of Urine Samples 87 54 53 56 
Total' of Arrestees Interviewed 88 61 89 58 

... 
CAl ... 

Table C1 

ARRESTEES POSITIVE FOR DRUG USE 
Drug Use Forecasting 

San Diego County, 1988-1992 

1989 
1 2 3 4 1 

43 43 46 35 37 
18 22 23 25 17 
42 42 42 39 45 
35 36 37 33 30 
85 81 83 80 80 

21 74 77 70 73 
161 261 210 240 250 
201 295 261 274 290 

37 18 30 16 
19 26 13 18 
41 41 31 34 
45 28 39 38 
83 74 74 70 
80 70 66 69 

104 87 105 98 
126 107 148 130 

23 27 22 28 30' 
2 0 1 0 0 
7 2 10 9 10 

12 8 16 6 8 
33 31 37 39 38 

-ll -ll 28 .J1 .J1 
57 51 82 64 101 
67 68 96 88 131 

1990 1991 
2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

42 33 29 38 42 26 27 
17 22 19 16 15 21 17 
48 42 45 41 45 48 46 
24 30 25 25 19 15 14 
80 79 74 79 76 74 72 

21 72 67 70 64 65 63 
209 264 245 222 233 236 233 
235 291 272 246 264 269 273 

27 19 14 28 23 12 16 
28 18 25 19 19 26 20 
44 30 41 38 33 48 42 
30 37 23 27 25 19 32 
83 75 72 75 71 74 73 
79 21 68 67 65 69 21 

101 103 101 99 100 99 95 
129 119 129 114 117 121 124 

26 8 22 3 26 25 25 
1 1 0 1 3 2 0 
6 2 2 2 7 10 6 

10 7 5 8 3 7 8 
33 14 26 35 35 32 34 

.J1 -1Q J -11 -ll -1§ .J1 
70 99 85 98 99 70 101 
93 108 96 112 105 79 109 

'.,' ""::":''t~;''''''''r-,~;.',5/'·''''''-;'''':'''~ft.'~~, 

:"~' 

1992 
1 2 

37 39 
16 17 
46 45 
18 24 
78 79 
64 70 

234 232 
282 275 

24 28 
17 12 
41 33 
23 22 
76 66 
~ 59 ' 
103 90 
126 121 

26 33 
1 1 
9 7 
7 14 

34 41 
~ 22 
102 101 
107 101 

APPENDIX C 
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Adult DUF Interview 

DVF SITE ... ...Q.!L .l'ITDYIEJNDATE __ ' __ ' __ PEUON ... ____ _ 

V.rIl8irlll: __ SEX: MaJe6) 
EIIo1lld11: • (Nca HiIpftc) w ( Nca HiIponic) OCH' (Am.JncianIAIa&tai. NIIJ~ l&IIadct) S~:, __________________ ___ 

.........,..Iha "' _________ _ 
"' .. III.,.... ........... ...,......! ,;0.1 V-.4 

M4II ....... ,..: aal .... '~ ... ICIaII) ______________________ _ 

A ..... 01 FII!IiIy ""_ I' 0IMwaiIi. pllic:olNli • ..- 25 
AUtIllI 02 F ... bwin. l" ,"*,~0It ¥iaIa&ian 26 
llribcty 03 FliaN.'r"""t:.ldlWUIIIII 15 I'uI:Iic pucalclillllrlacolmilCllid 
&.,lIry 04 ..... ay 16 1IUpM~"'IIIdana- 27 
II:nJIory """I 05 Fnud 17 PicIIpodIIIIjad:. 21 
Cc:mnIctdIl ~1IIlien 06 GornbIin. II RoIIbay 29 
Doma". cUray JIIOPOftY f17 HOIIIicWI 19 Sa UIIIIIIhIf- 30 
DN. pIIlClaian os Kidn.".,.. :zo Saafrtll_ '1 
DN, .. 09 U .... y/lhdl :u Sldlll JIIIlIIIIIJ 32 
Emb&ul ...... l 10 U""" 22 Sldlll_ido 33 
EalOftia:MruI 11 Monslou,_ 23 u..-.. iIIIIutnm 11 ..... .-..- 304 
w ..... 12 a.-ity( .. ~ ....... ) 24 0tJ. (1pCify oI:o¥e) 50 

M4II .... cIwp .... , ..... O:d. ___ ~_ 

."'FORMED CONSEJIoT DISCllSSED wrrH AIRESTEE WHO: (CW,. 0 .. ) 

.IIIIrYIowtr'l 1lI111a11: _ _ 

I. How mllly houn lao ...... )'011 IUIUIC47 ___ lin. (II G,_ n-4' How. DiuOlllu..../ __ ) 

1. Whal is lhc hi,hal pdt )'011 ODI'IIplewi in odw:IoI7 (0 - 12; ~ AllInCIod School • 0) ___ _ __ 

,. Did you .,..tu •• fram hiah sd:oc:Ior , •• CiED c:enific:al&? (Citel. 0,., ) 

Ncilll.r ________ .____ 1 Cumnlly in hia~lI.hc:ol_______ l _ (G. .. Q ....... ') 
Hi,h achooI • ...tUOlC __ • __ • 2 CiED ________________ " ' 

... How lIIIIIy IIICIIIIIII of IUlulicaJ. U'ld •• or.....uon.J ltIininJ, OIlIer ilion hiJh sd:oc:I • 111ft )'011 oan:pIlUd' __ _ 

5. Hov.)'OII _dod colle,.? No-I - (Go 10 Q __ 6) V .. -2 - How _y,..,. ...". )'011 cornplcl.cd7 __ _ 

IF COMPl.£TEO O!-i OR MOB!; YEARS OF COI.LECiE. ASK: Did)'Oll...m.: (JlIM All C""~ ... Cird. Hi,lvJl 0." .. ) 

No Oc .... -I AA -2 SA /BS-l Grldutl& ..... -. OII".llly inool.lc,.jwII" - 5 

,. What i. you, CIlmnt mariw a&aun? CB'ed AI' ebeie" Cwe" 0 .. ): 
Sinalc. _r monied _______ .___________ I Uvi,. tri!h ~ricndlairlfn-t _______________ , 
Married ... __ .____________________ 2 Widowed _______________________ 5 

.nted. div........l________________ l 

7. In the put mardi. how did )'011 maiftly ...,..,n yauncIf' (Reed All Pej£C! CireU 0,... UfElyU1yed II FwJI· 0, 'III1.TiIrw W .... ) 
welrare. 551 ____ • ______ ._. _______ • • In jail orpriJan _________________ , 

. Workin. ruD timc ____ .~~,KA_. _________ I H_wil. ___________________ 7 
Waftin, paft tim. ____ .. !.\~.\V'_ ___ . ______ . 2 PraaillllC ______________________ I 
Woftin., add jobs ____ M,I!i . ..!I._________ l JlIIIIinaJdnla stIa _____________________ 10 
Unemployod ___ ••• _________________ " OIlIer -Illeall (SPECIFY) 11 
Mainly in achooI___________________ 5 0IIIer- Lqll (SPECIFY) 12 

A. IF EMPLOYED. ASK: WlIaI kindofjob' _________________ _ 

LA. '" the pall mardi, wtw ...... ~ taaI ~ fram aD Isul-......... ....... 10:::11 lII/IIpa. wclf_7 _____ .00 

.. In the put mardi. how " .. ell money did )'011 ...av. f""" aD iIJs&II-.-' _____ .00 

t. A",)'OII _ or ...... )'011 ...., ...acived _I or daloI for cINa or oIoohcl_7 (CftJ4 All n"" /ippIJ ) 
Nnw nccIved _all _________ . I 

Ho ....... iva:! UUlmflil in the pall _____ ._ 2 __ Wlltl kind? OnI, -I AIc:dIoI- 2 DN, """ Aloohcl -l 
Cumnlly (now) in IiUlmCIII _______ • l _ WIIa& kino!? DN. - 1 AIccIIoI- 2 DN, and Aloohcl-l 

10. 00 you rolllhll )'011 couI4 usa _I for dlUJ or 11..,..01 u .. 7 NO______________ I 
YES .... CIII!y _________ :I 7 Far ...... ldNII(.): ~-2 0acIi .. -2 HcIoin-2 
YES. 0Icd:0I c:nly _______ l PCP - 2 MWlJIIIIIII- 2 Cryaal- 2 Amplwwllina - 2 
YES."t and IIId101 ___ . ___ " 0lhcr-2 (opcciIy) ___________ _ 

aEAD ALOtJD: The rollowin' ..... lion •• '" _hal ......... 1 .... very in!pon.vIllO lhc ...... reI:. R ........ bcr aD your onlwen.'" conIiclontili. 

II. How lIIIIIy diff .... ' pmoru have )'011 had lU willi in lIIc past year? ___ _ 
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12. Hive you IF YES Whonyoufinl In liIe iall , or dlY' used Hive you ever IE EVER E1iL.I I2EI!~12~'I &5K: 
everuied? CRCLE uied (NAME DRUG) 3 c!.Jy. did in lUI mon"'? noeded ... Cell When finl dependent, Are you now , how aid were you? you use: (NO~'EcOO) dependenlon: how aid ""'" you? clependenl on: 

Alcohol I I I I 
Tobacco (ci,lreu.el, ... )1 2 1 2 
Mari;......" .. h 3 3 3 3 
Inhalanu (aloe, ... ) 4 4 4 4 
Mwhman. 5 5 5 5 
Block Lar heroin 6 6 6 6 
Hcroin 7 7 7 7 
Ctaclr (Rock) • • • • Cocaine (Po ... der) 9 9 9 9 
PCP (anlel dUll) 10 10 10 10 
Sual Melhadone II II II II 
Mahadane in umL Il 11 Il' 12 
ClysWmah. 13 13 13 13 
Amp/u., &0", rpec;! 14 14 14 14 
Downen, &0", bart> 15 15 15 15 
Valium 16 16 16 16 
Qu.uluda (ludes) 17 17 17 17 
150 18 II II II 
DorY ... 19 19 19 19 
DiI .. did 20 20 20 20 
Duianer dNII '21 21 21 21 
(C.I" CCIIIIY,cvo, edam, euphoria) 

ICE (nnokeable 
JllClhamphewnine) 22 22 22 22 

AIIJ athcr drvp: NO-I YES-2 __ SPECIFY 

13. In liIe loll iii .... (3) day., have you Uled any dru,., ashorlhan 1iI00e Ulled lbove, farmedic:al arnonmedic:al .... IOfI.? 

NO-I 
YES-2 __ SPECIFY ___________________ _ 

14. Are the,.. any new dru,. en liIe 1!rU1 thai you hive heard In: bein, u.ed? NO-l YES-2 
TeU me lboul Ihem (G" Slntl NUl", ROMII D/U." lIow Sold, Ellt<Il, COl/): 

IF THE ARRESTEE REPORTED tnJUiAYlSG TRIEQ ;.r.."Y DRUG OTHER THAN ALCOHOL OR TOBACCO, &SK OUESDOSS 1$ 
I.WU:.lQ. IF PERSO~ w:.E.& TIUED ANY DRUG OR TIUED ~ ALCOHOL OR 'IOBACCO, GO TO Ol'ESTIOS 21. 

15. How much money do you rpend in an lve,",e wcd< Cor""" dru, use, ueludin, oIcdlol ar IObacco? 

(Note: An llIell,e week men 10 an 1\/CII,e week in liIellSl menlil.) 
$ ____ .00 

16. Whit is yea" PREFERRED method Car ulin, cocaine? (Circl, o.vy OM NUMbtr) 

SOlOn cocaine (powder) ....................... _......................... I Smoke croci< (rock cocaine) .. _ ... _ ...... ___ .......... 6 
F .... ba.e CXICIine ............................................................ :1 ~ used cocaine or croci< ___ ... ____ .......... 7 
Smoke cocaine (powder). nOl croci< ..... _ ... _................. 3 Used only ence "'Iwice .. __ ...... _ ...... ___ .......... • 
Inje<:t cocaine only ........ _ .................... __ ............... _ .... 4 Olher (SPECIFY) 10 
Inje<:t cocaine with heroin (speedbaU) .............................. 5 

17. Hive you ever injeded dNI'? 

* 

* 

NO-l __ (Go 10 Quostlon 21) YES-2 ASKA 

A, IF EVER INJECTED, ASK: How old .. e .. you ",hen you f11l1 injeaed? ___ y". 

B. Aboul how many time. have you injcClCd dNa' (Ufetime)? _____ (9998 '" Too many 10 count) 

C. Which of the fallowine dNe' have you EVER in~ (RI4d E4ch IIIId Ci,d,1J1 TMI I1pply): 

Heroin· 1 Cocaine ·2 Ampbelamine"'peed/Cl')"1I1 • 3 Olher • 4 (SPECIFYl"' ________ _ 

D. Hive yeu inje.cw! any droll in the lUI lix (6) month.? 

E. Hive you ever Ihlred your ",,,",./noedle.? 

NO-I 

1 
Why have you never shared? (Cilc/, OM ) 

Beaouse oC AIDS ... 1 .... How did you learn lbout AIDS? 

Olher ........ (.) .... 2 -+ Whll i.lile ..... on(.)? 

(Go 10 Quellion 21) 

Is this your first arrest? 

no-l yes-2 

NO·1 YES·2 

YES-2 

! 
tloWoiWl do you share? (R,ad 11/1 - Cild, OM ) 

Used 10, den'lanymorc "'._"'.' 2 
Sewne of the time ... ____ ........ 3 
MOIl/aU of the lime ..... _........ 4 

11. When ,,"li1e Ian time you .hared? ___ _ 
(CODE YEAR, e.,., 76, 7/) 

19. Has AIDS aCCe"ed your noedle lharin,? (Cild, OM ) 

NO -1 Why h .. il not aCCec:wl your sharine? 

YES·2 How'hasil aCCec:wl your sharine? 

Are' you a legal resident ·3 Slopped in.iwiDi due to AIDS 

no-l yes-2 20. Hive you .hared lince yeu heard about AIDS? 

* Status? _______ _ 

of tho U'T 
NO·1 YES·1 

21. Specimen WI" 133 
Refu.ed! did not Iry - I Tried. couldn't urin.,e - 2 Provided .pecimen - 3 411 t'9 I (ADULT) 
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APPENDIX D 

Table D1 

POPULATION, BY JURISDICTION 
San Diego County, 1988,1991, and 1992 

1988 1991 1992 

Carlsbad 58,254 64,173 65,661 
Chula Vista 126,004 138,747 141,778 
Coronado 24,826 26,713 26,683 
EI Cajon 85,868 89,156 90,241 
Escondido 95,595 110,615 112,851 
La Mesa 51,191 53,193 54,043 
National City 53,159 55,675 58,632 
Oceanside 107,840 133,781 138,469 
San Diego 1,044,137 1,128,481 1,149,598 
Sheriff - Total 620,308 708,151 726,222 

Del Mar 4,806 4,919 4,983 
Encinitas 51,658 55,917 56,530 
Imperial Beach 25,333 26,631 27,138 
Lemon Grove 22,902 24,252 24,660 

.. Poway 40,126 44,343 45,389 
San Marcos 26,555 40,402 42,778 
Santee 50,881 53,147 53,853 
Solana Beach 12,999 13,020 13,189 
Vista 58,543 73,935 75,780 
Unincorporated 326,505 371,585 381,922 

Camp Pendleton 33,576 38,066 38,066 

TOTAL 2,300,758 2,546,751 2,602,244 

Number of Households 830,032 899,271 911,863 
Number of Vahicles 1,625,961 1,759,062 1,777,589 
Number of Females 1,127,371 1,247,908 1,275,100 

SOURCE: California Department of Finance; Department of Motor Vehicles 
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APPENDIX E 

PUBLICA TIONS 

REPORTS PREPARED BY THE SANDAG 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESEARCH DIVISION 

R~ports are listed according to subject matter. 

ARJIS 

CJ1 ARJIS Cost Assessment (1992) - Presents an assessment of 
costs for the Automated Regional Justice Information System 
during FY 1991-92 compared to the prior year. Of particular 
interest is the impact of changes in the billing structure on 
member expenditures and utilization for the entire system and 
individual agencies. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •. $2.50 

CJ34 ARJIS Effectiveness Study (1992) - Evaluates the effective­
ness of ARJIS in assisting law enforcement to solve crime 
cases, make arrests, recover stolen property, and access 
police records. The study addresses the use of ARJIS in aJl 
areas of police operations based on a special study conducted 
in 1991 ................................ $2.50 

CJ8 ARJIS System Design and Integration (1992) - Provides a 
review of technical advances in law enforcement computer 
systems and summarizes findings from a survey of automated 
law enforcement systems throughout the country. The report 
also includes a review of automated systems in ARJIS 
member agencies. The purpose of the study is to. identify 
potential areas for ARJIS development and technology which 
could be incorporated to improve the efficiency and effective­
ness of the system. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. $5.00 

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION 

CJ14 Guardian Angels: An Assessment of Citizen Response to 
Crime (1985) - Summarizes the findings of a nationwide 
exploratory study conducted to document the activities ot'the 
Guardian Angels, a form of citizen crime prevention, and 
assess their impact upon crime and citizen fear of crime. 
Funded by the National Institute of Justice, the study is 
divided into th"ee volumes which may be purchased for 

. . . . . . . . .. . ........................ $20.00 

They may also be purchased separately as listed. 
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CJ15 Volume 1 - Executive Summary ($5.00) - Presents 
highlights of the research approach, major findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations of the study. 

CJ16 Volume 2 - Technical Report ($10.00) - Presents 
detailed information about the results of the two­
year study and includes summary tables describing 
survey and interview responses. 

CJ17 Volume 3 - Research Methodology and Data Collec­
tion Instruments ($5.00) - Describes the research 
approach used in th~ study and includes all interview 
and survey questi"onnaires and other data collection 
forms. 

CJ18 Community Crime Prevention: What Works? (1979)­
Presents a discussion of effective community crime preven­
tion strategies based upon evaluation of programs run by the 
San Diego Police and Sheriff's Departments. This study was 
funded by the State of California. . ............ $1.00 

CRIME 

CJ2 Crime in the San Diego Region, 1992 Mid-Year Report 
(1992) - Presents crime statistics for the first six months of 
1988, 1991, and 1992 for San Diego county in addition to a 
discussion of the justice system response. The report 
includes: five-year trends in major reported crimes county­
wide and for individual jurisdictions; measures of police 
performance in solving crimes, return of stolen property, and 
arresting offenders; adult case dispositions; a review of data 
on local detention facilities; an in-depth examination of ~rug 
use; and a review of research projects conducted by the 
Criminal Justice Research Division. . ........... $5.00 

CJ3 Crime in the San Diego Region, 1991 Annual Report (1992)­
Reports annual crime statistics for San Diego county and 
discusses the criminal justice system responses. The analysis 
includes trends for major reported crimes for the region and 
individual jurisdictions, measures of police performance in 
solving crime cases and returning stolen property, demo­
graphic characteristics of victims, adult and juvenile arrest 
case dispositions, population management in local detention 
facilities, criminal justice expenditures, and special issues. In 
addition, significant criminal justice legislation is 
summarized ............................. $5.00 
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CJ9 Monthly Arrest and Citation Register Quality Control Study 
(1985) - Examines arrests and citations reported to BCS to 
check for accuracy of the information reported (~.g., name, 
arrest date, disposition) ..................... $2.00 

CJ10 Uniform Crime Report Quality Control Study (1984) -
Assesses the accuracy and completeness of the crime 
information reported by the ten municipal law enforcement 
agencies in San Diego county. . ..........•..• $2.00 

DRUGS 
-

CJ 13 Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) in San Diego County: Drug Use 
Patterns of Arrestees (1992) - Summarizes results of volun­
tary drug testing of adult and juvenile arrestees booked in 
county detention facilities. This on-going project is funded by 
the Bureau of Justice Assistance and the National Institute of 
Justice. ............................... $2.00 

CJ11 Multiple Indicators of Drug Abuse: Utilization for Planning 
and Policymaking (1991) -Identifies measures of drug abuse 
common to most jurisdictions, provides a descriptive trend 
analysis, determines gaps and limitations in data sets for 
planning and policy making, assesses the use and value of the 
indicators to justice and health practitioners, and develops a 
statistical model that integrates the indicators. This project 
was funded by the National Institute of Justice .... $5.00 

CJ4 Indicators of Drug Use in San Diego County (1990) - Presents 
indicators of drug abuse among different segments of the 
population. The indicators vary with respect to populations 
measured, time periods, and patterns and intensity of drug 
use. Drug use indicators from the criminal justice and health 
care systems are included. A summary of a countywide 
survey of students is also presented ............ $3.00 

CJ 12 Needs Assessment of Substance Abuse: San Diego County 
(1990) - Presents historical and current drug-abuse related 
information to describe the drug problem in San Diego 
county. The full report is available as a reference. The 
Executive Summary is available for ............ $3.00 

JAILS 

CJ35 Impact of Court-Ordered Capacity Limits on Adult Detention 
Facilities (1992) - Evaluates the impact of releases to meet 
Sheriff's jail capacity limits on court appearances and public 
safety during 1991. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. $3.00 
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CJ5 Inmate Population Management System (1991) - Presents the 
findings and recommendations of a study which addresses 
factors associated with overcrowding in adult detention 
facilities within San Diego county. The data examined include 
trends in the average daily population and rated capacity of 
local facilities, bookings and releases from custody, average 
length of stay, and characteristics of inmates which affect 
housing and release decisions. In addition, the report 
provides estimates of the number of inmates who could be 
considered for release to alternative programs in order to 
maintain jail capacity limits set by the courts ...... $5.00 

JUVENILES 

CJ19 A Systemwide Approach to Delinquency Prevention (1985)­
Presents results from a two-year assessment of the impact of 
an Interagency Agreement to provide a consistent, uniform 
response to juvenile delinquency. Topic areas include the 
implementation process, the effectiveness in altering youths' 
behavior, and the degree of coordination between juvenile 
justice agencies and community based organizations. This 
study was funded by the State of California. . .... $2.50 

CJ20 Juvenile Probation Statistical Information System Quality 
Control Study (1985) - Outlines problem areas which should 
be addressed to enhance the accuracy and value of informa-
tion on juvenile probation. .................. $2.00 

CJ22 The San Diego Street Youth Program: Final Evaluation (1983) 
-Evaluates the impact of a pilot program designed to reduce 
gang-related crime' in the City of San Diego. Project objec­
tives were examined with respect to reducing crime and 
placing clients in job training and employment. The report 
also includes client profiles and results of interviews with 
clients served by the project. This project was funded by the 
City of San Diego ......................... $2.50 

CJ21 The Serious Juvenile Offender (1983) - Examines trends in 
the juvenile justice processing of youth arrested for serious 
offenses, presents a profile of the offender, and analyzes prior 
delinquent history and recidivism behavior over two years. 
This study was funded by the Stat~ of California ... $2.50 

CJ23 Ethnic Minorities in the Juvenile Justice System (1982) -
Examines whether a young offender's race or ethnicity is a 
factor in the critical decisions made by police, probation, and 
the courts concerning juveniles arrested for serious crimes in 
San Diego county. Results reported are based upon an 
analysis of juvenile justice statistics concerning youth 
involvement in serious delinquent acts, and a case tracking 
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comparison of 614 White and non-White juveniles from initial 
contact through final case disposition. The report also 
contains results of a survey of over 1 ,000 juvenile justice 
personnel and service providers. This study was funded by 
the State of California ...•................•• $2.50 

CJ24 Juvenile Violence and Gang-Related Crime (1982) - Examines 
arrests for violent crimes committed by juveniles in San Diego 
county from 1977 to 1982. The report's findings are based 
upon analysis of official law enforcement statistics and 
tracking of 614 juvenile offenders from initial arrest through 
case disposition. The report also contains results of a survey 
of over 1 ,000 juvenile justice personnel and service providers. 
This study was funded by the State of California ... $2.50 

CJ26 Evaluation of Child Abuse Unit: San Diego Police Department 
Executive Summary (1981) - Examines a citywide team 
approach to prevention and reduction of child abuse using 
both police and social workers. This study was funded by 
the State of California. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •. $2.00 

CJ25 Truancy Project Evaluation Final Report (1981) - Examines 
three anti-truancy projects in secondary schools designed to 
increase attendance and reduce delinquency. This study was 
funded by the State of California; ............. $2.00 

POLICE 

CJ36 Crack Abatement: Comparison of Drug Control Strategies 
(1992) - Examines the effectiveness of drug enforcement 
strategies employed by the San Diego Police Department, 
including visible uniform patrol and undercover operations. 
The investigations differed with respect to the types of 
offenders targeted and strategies used. The report's findings 
are based upon analysis of 1,432 drug arrests made during 
1989 from initial arrest to final disposition, including the 
identification of characteristics of the cases and strategies 
employed. Other research efforts included surveys of officers 
in three drug-enforcement divisions and interviews with 123 
drug offenders arrested by these divisions. This study was 
funded by the National Institute of Justice. . ..... $5.00 

CJ27 Law Enforcement Officers Killed and Assaulted (1989) -
Determines the accuracy and completeness of the information 
reported by the ten municipal law enforcement agencies in 
San Diego county ............... ' .......... $2.00 
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CJ28 Police Community Relations: A Survey of San Diego Police 
Officers and A Survey of San Diego Citizens (1986) -
Analyzes methods for improving police-community relations. 
The study was funded by the City of San Diego. .. . $2.00 

UNDOCUMENTED PERSONS 

CJ6 The Impact of Illegal Immigration on the Criminal Justice 
System (1989) - Focuses on the impact of illegal immigration 
on the criminal justice system in terms of felony arrests of 
undocumented persons in both San Diego and EI Paso during 
FY 85-86. Costs are also -assessed for justice processing of 
undocumented persons in San Diego. This was funded by the 
National Institute of Justice ................. $10.00 

MISCELLANEOUS 

CJ1 

CJ37 

CJ29 

CJ30 

CJ31 
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Needs Assessment: San Diego County Justice System 1987 
(1988) - Assesses the nature and scope of the crime problem 
and determines the priority needs of adult and juvenile 
offenders. . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. $2.00 

Offender-Based Trcmsaction Statistics (OBTS) Quality Control 
Study (1987) - Presents the results of a quality control study 
of 500 cases for possible underreporting and an additional 
750 cases to determine the accuracy of data reported in 
1984. . ............................... $2.50 

Needs Assessment: AB90 Justice Legislative Program in San 
Diego County (1985) - Identifies priority needs, reviews 
current services available to address those needs, and 
provides recommendations to assist in the priority-setting 
process for FY 1985-86. ................... $2.50 

Crime in Military Housing - San Diego Region (1984) -
Analyzes the crime rates in military communities compared to 
areas with similar sociodemographic characteristics. The four 
study areas include Bayview, Chesterton, Gateway, and 
Murphy Canyon. The report also analyzes perceptions of 
police and military representatives regarding police influence 
and response time within the areas. This project was funded 
by the Department of Defense. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2.00 

Anti-Fencing Strategy, A Regional Perspective (1979) -
Evaluates the anti-fencing efforts of both the San Diego 
Police and Sheriff's Departments in terms of a regional versus 
a case-by-case approach. This study was funded by the 
State of California. ....................... $1.00 

I, 

1 
I 
,I 
f 
I 
I , 
\i 
I' 

" 

,', 
II 
I ., 
I 
I 
I 
I 



, 
I, 

-' 

'I 
I 

" I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
t 
I 
~I 

CJ32 

CJ33 

Municipal/Superior Court Consolidation Study, San Diego 
County (1979) - Evaluates a court experiment designed to 
test the feasibility of giving municipal court judges jurisdiction 
in selected superior court matters .........••..• $2.00 

Volunteers in Probation: SoutheaEt Minority Recruitment 
Project Evaluation (1977) - Examines the efforts of a proba­
tion program to recruit minorities to provide volunteer 
services to individuals on probation. This study was funded 
by the State of California. ........•......••. $2.50 
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SANDAG CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESEARCH DIVISION 
REPORT ORDER FORM 

If you would like to purchase any of the reports listed on the previous pages, please use the 
attached order form and enclose a check or money order payable to SANDAG for the exact 
amount of purchase. SANDAG does not invoice or accept purchase orders for publication 
purchases. A subscription to the crime report is also available for $10.00 per year. This 
would entitle you to receive both our annual and mid-yem reports for a one-year period. 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please call Susan Pennell or 
Christine Curtis at (619) 595-5300.. ' 

REPORT ORDER FORM 

Name: ____________________________________________________________ __ 

Agency/~rganization: ________________________________________________ ~ 

Address: __________________________________________________________ __ 

City/State: ____________________________________ __ Zip Code: _________ _ 

Phone: ( 

Please send the following publications: 

TITLE (Include Year) CJ No. 

Crime Report Subscription CJ2:CJ3 $10.00 

Total Enclosed: 

J 
.,1 
I 
.1 
.~ 

,I 
I 
I 
,J 
I 
~ 
I 
a 
I 
11 
t 
I 
I 
I 




