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SUMMARY 

Subgrant DS-328-72A in the amount of $100,000 

was awarded to the Department of Justice, Bureau of Investi-

gations on February 5, 1973. The ,purpose of this grant is 

to increase the capacity of the Bureau to handle an increased 

case load in fraud, bribery, corruption and related matters. 
, 

Start up problems delayed implementation of the 

grant. By September 30-~the end of the grant period--six 

employees had been hired, automobiles purchased and investi-

gative 'work on de.signated federal cases was underway_" Lapsed 

funds permit-ted an extension of the grant pe:riod. 

The increased work load envisioned in th~ grant 

applicat~ion has materialized and the 30% increase in the 

capacity of the Bureau is a measurable impact of the grant 

funds. other \ impact cannot .be determined at tnis time since 

accomplishments will not be ascertainable until investiga

tions,are completed and prosecutive ~r administrative action 

taken. The cost of investigations financed by the grailt is 

comparable to the cost to the state of regular investigative 

operations. 
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'Findings and recommendations which can be implemented 

currently include 

--Con'tinue on-the-job training, attendance at 
specialized schools in other agencies and plan a formal 
training r.ourse. 

--codify existing policy memoranda and prepare 
manuals for investigative and clerical 'employees. 

--Reduce detailed supervision as employees 'become 
better qualified and use supervisqry talent on policy and 
program development. 

--Record Bureau accomplishments in a more organized 

manner. 

--Obtain dictation equipment and have investigators 
dictate reports. 

--EmpJ.oy additional clerical employees when funds 
are avail<;tble. 

--Maintain exact records of investigators'~ activities. 

Long-Term action 

--Establish jurisdic~iQn of Bureau by statute. 

--Issue guidelines as to criminal vs. administrative 
investigati;..ons. 

--consider giving investigators civil Service status. 

---Extend coverage to organized crime cases intended 
for prosecutions. 

--Enter into agreements to obtain needed technical 
services'. 

--Appoint a permanent Director of the Bureau. 

ii 
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Project Description and status 

Subgrant DS-328-72A was made to the Department of 

Justice, Bureau of Investigations on February 5, 1973. The 

period of the subgrant was January 1, 1973, to September 30, 

1973. The $100,000 so granted was intended to finance prin-

cipally the compensation, travel, equipment, supplies and 

clerical assistance necessary to add five investigators to 

the Bureau's staff. Three of these investigators were hired 

in late March, one in May, and one in August. The principal 

equipment required consisted of motor vehicles which were 

delivered in July 'and. August. 

~ 

.Of the 73'c~ses opened by the Bureau between 

January, 1 and June 30, 1973, ,56 were designated as cases 

fal~ing w~thin the purview of the subgrant. These are being 
.. 

investigated by Bureau investigators hired under the grant 

and those who.se services were dedicated to the proj ect as a 

matching fund requirement supplemented where !:'equired by 

other regular investigators. 

-1-
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As of the time of tlle evaluation, the project was 

underway and in the process of being fully implemented. 

However¥ the normal time required to investigate cases 

precluded complete review of accomplishments of the investi-

gators employed through grant funds as of the date of tlle 

evaluation. 

~al~ation Approach and Methods 

Since the objective of this grant is to increase 

the effectiveness of the Bureau of Investigations in dis-

charging its responsibilities as the investigative arm of 

the Department of Justice by adding' to its resources, the 

main thrus't of the evaluation has been tmvard the Bureau as 

an operational unit. While the Bureau has identified 

ce.rtain specific ca~es as being within the scope of' the 

grant, this selection has nece~sarily been an arbitrary 

one as the major part of the Bureau I s work is within that 

category of in~estigations -- Fraud Against the Government, 

Bribery, Corruption of Local and state Officials, etc. __ 

which are covered by the grant. 

Accordingly, the first task has been to evaluate 

the Bureau as a whole. Its organization, workload
6 

personnel, 

facilities, management, and investigative operCl;tions have 

been examined in detail. This has been accomplished through 

-2-
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interviews with personnel and a review of files incorporating 

the results of investigations, both past and present. The 

thoroughness and effectiveness of the Bureau's business has 

been analyzed in relation to cost and the standards of other 

investigative organizations, both Federal and State. This 

approach has been necessary in view' of the sketchy nature of . 

records of Bureau accomplishments in prior years. 

Particular emphasis has been placed on personnel 

and equipment' secured by grant funes and the analysis of 

investigative cases designated as falling' under this project. 

'this has not been particularly meaningful, however, in view 

of the time lag caused by employment and procurement pro-

cedures which were not completed until the evaluation was 

almost finished •. The short period of time the additional 

assets provided by . the grant have been available has pre-

eluded detailed substantiation of their value~ 

The Acting Director of the BureCl.u has been kept 
\ 

informed of evaluation findings as they were developed and 

disc~ssions have been held as to revised or additional steps 

which the Bureau should consider in the months and years 

ahead. 

-3-
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History and Jurisdiction 

Evaluation of the Bureau requires an understanding 

of its history and jurisdiction. The Bureau actually began 

as an investigative capability fmc the Attorney General in 

Febl:'uary 1956 and was formally created by Executive Board 

resolution dated May 28, 1956. This resolution, however, 

merely authorized a line unit within the Office of the 

Attorney General and was silent as to what jurisdiction or 

responsibility devolved on the new organization. To the 

present date the only jurisdiction '\'lhich the Bureau possesses 

is that which the Attorney General may elect to delegate on 

the basis of his statutory authority under Section 904 to 

enforce the laws of the Commonwealth. 

Executive Board resolution of November 20, 1957 

added responsibilrty for protection of civil rights to the 

Bureau's jurisdiction althougp such jurisdiction over all 

civil rights matters other than false arrest, police 

brutality and fraudulent voting practices was subsequently 

trans.ferred to the Human Rights Commission on September '19, 

1961. 

-4-
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The inves~igative unit of the then Department of 

Highways was merged into the Bureau on February 6, 1959. 

At that time, according to memoranda in Justice Department 

files, this was a first step in a long-range goal to 

centralize all state investigative functions in the Bureau. 

There is no evidence this goal was ever pursued and ultimately 

the highway investigative responsibility was divorced from 

the Bureau and returned to the Department of Transportatio1"l 

on July 1 .. 1971. The status of the Bureau thus is the sarne 

today as at the time of its creation more than seventeen , 
years ago. 

Organization 

The Bureau has a headquarters office located in 

the building housing the Department of Justice in Harrisburg. 

It is staffed with an Acting Director;.an Administrative 

Assistant, a Special Assistant to the DirecJtor who super-

vises all investigative ,.operations and three clerical 

employees who maintain central file operations. There are 

three field offices which conduct actual investigations. 

One is located in Philade,lphia and one in Pittsburgh, which 

cover~hose metropolitan areas, and one in Harrisburg, which 

handles investigations there and in the middle section of 

-5-
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the state. Each fiel.d office is under the direction of a 

special agent in charge. As of the dab= of the evaluation 

Isurvey, eleven special investigators were assigned to the 

Harrisburg Field Office (with one of these on special 

detail to the Crime Commission), seven at Philadelphia and 

two at Pittsburgh. One secretary is assigned to the Phila-

delphia office, and a secretary is on duty on a part-time 

basis at Pittsburgh~ 

The' 'a~1signment of personnel and the degree of 

supervision afforded their activities is equitably divided 

in accord with the "VlOrk load. 

Work Load 

It is difficult to measure the amount of inves-

tigative ,'lork which the Bureau must perform because of the 

differ.ences in complexity in individual cases. In any 

event, the Bureau has no control over its work load since 

it .is empowered to investigate those cases and only those 

cases which the Attorney General or one of his designated 

assistan~s instructs the Bureau to handle. Practically 

all t~e cases are serious and sensitive. The case load 

is not enlarged by a volume of routine matters such as 

applicant inquiries or sin1ple criminal 'IJ·iolations. Com-

parison \,lith case loads of other' investigative organiza-

tions such as the Pennsylvania State'Police or federal 

r 
·r 

j .. 
.Zb _ace e. 

agencies is therefore not feasible. The lack of routine 

investigations is a disadvantage since it is sometimes 

difficult to keep investigators fully occupied in periods 

between major cases. This has been no problem for the 

-
Bureau t:o date because of the restricted manpower available 

and the need for time for training programs. Continued 

efficient operation of the Bureau in the future requires 

that it. be given more authority over its work load. 

Ava'ilab1.e records reveal that the Bureau opened 

142 cases in the calendar year of 1971 , 110 in 1972 and 

73 in the first half of 1973,. The decrease in cases in 

1972 as against 1971 is obviously due to the split off of 

Penn-DOT investigations on Jul~T 1, 1971. The number of 

cases open in the first half of 1973 supports the ir ... creased 

work toad forecast 'in the grant application. 

Facilities and Equipment 

Bursau operations utilize office space in Harrisburg 

and Philadelphia in government buildings. In Pittsburgh space 

is rente,d in a pri vat:ely-owned building in conj unction with 

other .Department of Justice activities. The offices are all 

functional and on a par with those of other units of state 

government. Th Y tl' t' d e are nea _y ma1n a1ne , well organized, and 
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appear adequatet but certainly not excessive to the Bureau's 

needs. In fact, in all three locations more space could be 

efficiently used primarily for interviews and other investi-

gativepurposes. As additional personnel are acquired, more 

office sp~ce must be secured. 

The equipment available to the Bureau is minimal 

considering its investigative responsib:i.liti(~ s. Itconsists 

principally of photographic and automotive facilities and 

is n.ot suffic'ient to support investigative operations of! a 

sophisticated nature. Cummunications capability, for example, 

is practically non·-existent.. What. equipment there is" how-

eve.r, is afforded proper care and is kept in a secun~ I 

orderly manner. The automobiles financed by grant funds 

were secured duri·ng the course of 1::he evaluation and are 

suitabl(·~ for invt~st'igative operations. 

Personnel 

As df the time~ of the evaluation :survey, the 

Bureau had three professional and three clerical employees 

assigned,to headquarters, 24 investigative and 2 full-time 

plus one part-tim~~ clerical employee in the field. The 

ratio of the professional to the clerical st.aff a"i:. head-· 

, t' f t In the f~eld, hO'ltl!_:>ver, there is quarters ~s sa ~s ac ory. ~ 

, -·8-
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a serious deficiency in clerical and stenogrclphic pers;onnel. 

When the ii,eld ratio falls below one clerical to two 

investigative employees, there is no alterna't.ive to pro-

fessional employees performing some clerical duties. It 

is hardly efficient for the Commonwealth to pay investiga-

tors to spend ,time on tas7!~s a clerk' is fully qualified to 

do. It has been an accepted practice for J'ears for investi-

gative agencies to utilize resident agents in localities 

where the vol.'ume of work justified full-ti.me i,nvestigative 

services of one or two agen'cs. Such investiga'ti ve employees 

could travel to headquarter~ on a regular basis and utilize 

sUPf.'ort services of clerical employees there. On the other 

hand I! if tho work load justified more investigators in one 

area -- particularly if much travel time to headquarters 

is irllvolved -- theri ~fficiency' requires fu:rnishing clerical 

support in that area thus reducing travel time of investiga

tors and. increasing their producti vi'ty. This ,is particularly 
\ 

desirable when, as here, proper supervisory per~onnel to 

direct the activities of t.he clerical employees and sui·table 

office space is available. 

A:minimum of one additional clerical employee is 

required at Harrisburg and one in Philadelphi~ and the part

time stenographer at 'Pittsburgh ,should be full' tim.e if 

e'fficient use of pe.rsonnel is to be achieved. 

-9-
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Interviews with Bureau personnel plus a ~eview 

of both substantive and'personnel files est.ablish that 

present employees, with some exceptions of which the Acting 

Director is aware, are fully qualified and performing 

their tasks efficiently in relation to their experience. 

Comment on personnel hired to implement the grant being 

evaluated is set forth subsequently :in this report. 

It is noted that Bureau investigators have no 

tenure of any kind. This disrupts morale and makes selection 

of dedicated career employees difficult. Impartiality of 
, 

investigations requires non-partisan personnel. Investigators 

have joined a union composed' of State employees to gain some 

sort of job protection. This is a potential conflict of , 

interest since such employees are often the subjects of 

Bureau investigation. Civil Service status for investigators, 

excluding the Direct~r, would be much better and yet would 

still make the Bureau responsive to·the poli~y direction of 

elected officials. 

Supervisory Operation~ 
\ 

. The Bureau has three supervisory and administrative 

officials at the headquarters level -- the Acting Director, 

a Special F .. .'ssistant to the Director, and an Administrative 

Assistant: plus a Spe9ial Agent in Charge of each of three 
'11.>'= 

-10-

field offices. Because of the limited number of agents 

and clerical employees in the field, Special Agents in Charge 

often engage directly in investigative operations. This is 

valuable, not only from a production point of view, but 

also as a training aid for new investigators. An examination 

of case files establishes the substantial amount of investi-

gative work performed by Special Agents in Charge. For 

example, so £ar this year SAC Nolan in Philadelphia personally 

assigned to himself two particularly sensitive investigations. 

Case files reveal that supervisors regularly follow 

the work of their investigators and insist on timely,. com-

petent perfonnance. SAC's and even the Director are obviously 

so well acquainted with the details of all cases under 

current investigation that the lack of .sophisticated adrninis-

trativeaides can hardly be criticized. -
As the Bureau grows, 

" 

supervisory practices will of necessity expand. If any 

fault exists at the present time, however, it.falls on the 
\ 

side of too much rather than inadequate supervision. In 

monitoring conferences between investigators and supervisors, 

it seems that guidance and direction may be so detailed that 

individual ini.tia.tive on the part of the investigator may be 

stifled. This is not a major deficiency at the present time, 

but eventually training and 'exP<?rience should expand the 

-11-
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abilities of the investigators. This should enable super-

visors to devote more time to establishment and implementa-

tion of policies and programs as hereinafter detailed. 

A review of case files indicates that· the super-

~ 

visory staff is implementing a planned follow-up system 

and regularly requires that investigation be conducted and 

reports submitted. Results are secured. In 1971 only 29 

cases were not completely investigated within 90 days; 

in 1972 there,''''ere only 22 such cases. Considering the 

complexity of the average investigation, this is a satis-

factory record. In 1972 the, Bureau closed an average,o~ 

6.6 cases per investigator. There is no standard against 

which to measure tl1is record but continued maintenance of 

such figures may 'provide some indication of investigative 

efficiency. 

Regular squad conferences are held '\tIlth investi-

gators by field supervisors once a week to cov.er general , 
administrative and policy matters. 

Investigative Operations 

As has been indicated investigative operations of 

the Bu~eau are handled by 21 investigators, one of whom is 

temporarily unavailable because of an assignment on the 

-12-
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crime Commission staff. The projected work load for 1973 

of 150 cases reveals that each investigator on the average 

. 11 h 7 5 ases Th).' s compares favorably with the 6.6 Wl.. ave. c .. 

cases closed per investigator in 1972 assuming an equal. 

number of cases carried over in a pending status from one 

year to the next. Obviously mfu~y, if not most, of the cases 

investigated involve complicated factual situations, detailed 

examination of books and records and numerous interviews. 

These cases tnerefore require the assignment of more than 

one investigator. Fraud 'investigations generally fall in 

this category and a large percentage of the work load,is 

f th ' t If a record were maintained made up of cases 0 ).s ype. 

as to the number of work-days of investigative work per-

formed on each case as contrasted to work-days devoted to 

report-writing, adnliI).istrative matters, training, etc., a 

more meaningful status could'b~ determined. 

Under the circumstances, the, evalua~ion of 
\ 

investigative operations has largely been a subjective one. 

On-site monitoring of actual interviews is not desirable 

and might interfere with the investigation. The result 

would still be SUbjective. A ~eview of practically all 

pending cases and a representative number of closed ones 

-13-
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indicates the following. Reports are written in a clear, 

concise and professional manner. They compare favorably 

with those prepared by Federal investigative agencies and 

are superior to those of most state and local law enforce-

ment org'anizations. The reports properly reflect the 

information supplied by those interviewed or the results,of 

other investigative activity having an informative or an 

evidenciary value. In so far as the repDrts indicab~, 
I 

witnesses are int,erviewed in depth where required and the 

number of unanswered questions in the mind of the reader 

are minim'al. All in all the reports reflect results ordinarily 

obtained by capable investigators. 

Interviews with those investigators readily 

available during tpe evaluation 'disclosed that they were 

kno",,'11edgeable about the cases. on which they were working. 

Those ,.,i'th several years I experience indicated a good 

gr'asp of investigative procedures and methods e Practically 

all investigation consists of interviews with persons who 

logical~y might be expected to possess pertinent information. 

The ~ack of manpower and equipment has precluded the use of 

more spphisticated techniques. As an example, if the 

whereabouts of a person wanted for interview is unknown, 

-14-
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the Bureau has grea'l;- 'difficulty in conducting p1:lYsical 

surveillances to accomplish this objective, particularly at 

nighttime and in dangerous neighbor11oods because of a lack 

of proper communications facilities. Such techniques are 

also expensive in manpower utilization. Investigators 

recognize 'the possibilities that exist in scientific 

examination of physical evidence but are dependent on the 

cooperation of other agencies. Plans are underway, hO'Vlever, 

to train t r ") '~xperienced agents in the use of the polygraph 

/ 
and such e4.~" pment is to' be acquired in the near future. 

This will add an important investigative capability to the 

Bureau. 

Policies and Prograw.s 

The repe~ted changes in the Bu~eau have prevented 

the development of long-range policy direction. An operations 

manual was issued about 1968 but this has not been kept 

current and is now out of date and of little value. policy 

is largely determined on a case-by-case basis. The acting 

director has done the best possible to supplement this by 

preparing policy memoranda from time to time as circumstances 

requir~d. For example, policy directives have been issued 

-15-
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t ; t' personnel with reference to the use of· to all inves ~ga ~ve 

firearms, leave, report-writing, indexit':g, handling of 

evidence, administration of oaths and Department of Revenue 

, t' t' Because of the small size of the Bureau, 1.nves 1.ga 1.ons. 

these are a satisfactory substitute for' a manual for the 

time being. On a long-range basis, however, ·these memoranda 

must be codified and a manual of policy and procedures 

prepared and kept current. Only with such an aid will all 

personnel be able to exercise initiative and carry out 

their duties with a minimum of supervision. Policy direction 

b bas;s 1.'S 1.'nefficient and the possibilities on a case- y-case • 

of embarrassing mistakes are enhanced when an investigator 

does not recognize a situation that requires policy considera-

tions or is unaware of policy decisions in earlier cases. 

Similarly, Bureau programs of a- formal nature are 

minimal. There is a rudimentary training program for new 

investigat.ors. Generally, however, the Burea~ responds to 
\ 

a request for investigation or as developments in a case 

dictate. This is reaction rather than action and does 

~ittle to advance the overall mission of the Bureau. 

Frankly, until the jurisdiction of the Bureau is fixed, it 

is difficult to see how effective substantive programs can be 

implemented. Such offenses.as corruption of government and 

-16-
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organized crime are not the type of crimes where a victim 

ordinarily will approach the authorities with information. 

Such offenses are too serious to allow their discovery to 

come about by chancle. If definite guidelines were to be 

developed as between administrative and criminal type 

investigations and if criminal jurisdiction were fixed 

in the Bureau then meaningful programs to ferret out such 

violations, establish a criminal intelligence operati.on 

and develop sources of information which could assist would 

be possible. 

-17-
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Administration of Project The Actin~ Director has exercised good judgment 

1. Grant Provisions 

The objective of this grant i~ to enable the 

Bureau of Investigation to increase its service to' the 

Commonwealth by financing the employment of five additional 

investigators and one clerical employee for a nine-month 

period ending September 30, 1973. These additional employees 

and four regular investigators are to be used in connection 

with investigations relating to organized crime, contract 

frauds, effibezzlement t extortion, bribery, charity frauds, 

and'official corruption. Principal budgetary items-in this 

$100,000 grant are salaries, travel and equipment. 

2. Progress in ImElementation 

The conclusion is evident that there has been 

subst.ant·ial implementation of the grant provisions although 

somewhat delayed because of "start Upll proble~s. All 

employees financed by the grant have been hired and were 

performing their duties as of the end of the evaluation. 

The first three were hired in March, one in May and two 

in August. 

-is-
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in selecting the five new investigators. One is an older, 

experienced police officer. The remaining four all have 

college degrees in the criminal justice academic area, and 

two of these men also have had some limited law enforce-

ment experience. With additional training and experience 

all four should provide many years of valuable service. The 

new clerical employee has been assigned to the field offi~e 

in Philadelph~a where her services are vitally needed. 

The principal item of equipment is automotive 

and was acquired late in the· grant period. 

In order to identify that part of the Bureau's 

work which is to be paid for by grant funds, a system was 

devised to classIfy certain investigations as IIF Cases. II 

As of July 1, 1973 there were 56 cases so classified. 

While all of these investigat£ons involve matters covered 

in the grant, i.e., fraud, corruption, etc., the selection 

is an arbitrary one as almost all cases which the Bureau 

handles are in this category. The designation serves no 

useful purpose. The Acting Director cannot divide his 

small staff into two parts and operate efficiently. The 
, 

work of any investigative agency ebbs and flows. Some 

-19-
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and intensive effort than 
cases require more immediate 

in a large state like 
others. Such pressures may vary 

Pennsylvania from one geographical area to another. 

IIF Cases ll opened in the first six 
The number of 

approximately two-thirds of the 
months of 1973 constitutes 

Bureauls work load. 
Obviously some IIF Cases ll must be 

other than those supported by the 
assigned to investigators 

grant. There is nothing wrong with this. 
In fact, there 

, to be performed on a timely 
is no alternative if the work ~s 

basis. f t 'he grant is to improve the 
Since the purpose 0 

h ms no justification 
overall capacity of the Bureau, t ere see 

t ' a part of its case load. for segrega ~ng 

3. Impact of the Grant 

too soon to measure the impact nf the 
It is much 

work of the Bureau I'S ,additional personnel: 
Two of these 

- '- h at the end of 
will have been on duty less than two mont s 

the grant period and the first three hired have served only , 
about six months. 

ACCo;p1ishment of an investigative 

d in terms of cases prosecuted, 
agency is ordinarily measure 

matters 4nitiated, recoveries effected and 
administrative ..... 

arising from investigative efforts. 
savings to the government 

-20-
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Naturally, the courts or other agencies of government must 

take action after the investigation is completed before 

these accomplishments become finalized. Almost. all the 

c~ses financed by grant funds are st111 under investigation 

or have been completed so recently that there has not been 

time for further processing and the identification of ultimate 

results. 

An impact that can be measured at this time, 

however, is the increased capability of the Bureau to 

conduct investigations .. The capacity of the Bureau in this 

regard was more than ·thirty ,Percent greater at the end 

of the grant period than it was at the beginning. Assuming 

that this added capacity will permit p3rformance on an 

average with the regular staff, then the overall accomplish-

ments of the Bureau' should indicate the i~pact which 1:he 

grant-supported capabilities "(:iill have, once ,the results 

are known. 

4. cost Effectiveness 

The grant made to the Bureau of Investigations 

was in the amount of $100,000 for a nine-month period. 

The most recent Sta~e budget figures (for the fiscal year , 
• 

ending June 30, 1973) reveal a total operation 'cost of the 

-21-
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Bureau of $446,980. This does not include normal state 

support items such as office space, etc., but the total is 

comparable to some degree to the purposes of the grant Findings and Recommendations 

funds. state funds therefore allot slightly more than 
CUrrent 

$21,000 per investigator for a nine-month period. In 

comparison, grant funds support five new investigators and 1. On-the-job training plus participation in law 

one clerical employee. As a matter of fact, grant funds enforcement courses available through other agencies is a 

are not fully supporting the additional employees as state satisfactory vehicle for qualification and improvement of 

resources are 'expended for supervision, training, and other the small investigative staff for the present and should be 

costs. The conclusion is' apparent, however, that investi- continued. If the Bureau continues to grow, a more formalized 

gative services are being provided at a dolla:.l':' figure which training program "'ill be required. 

is strikingly close to that which the state has incurred in '2. continued efforts should be made to have 

the recent past. It will require at least a year's experi- investigators participate in specialized training courses 

ence to warrant a'comparison of the cost of the work product such as the polygraph course which two seasoned investiga-

of new investigators ~n relation to that of older state tors are now attending. 

employees. 3. Training for clerical employees of the on-the-

job variety now employed is satisfactory for the foreseeable 

future. 

4. Existing policy memoranda should be codified 

and furn.ished to all employees as a training and operational 

tool. These are no SUbstitute for manuals of rules and 

regulations, investigative procedures, etc., and such 

manuals should be prepared as soon as possible. 

-22- -23-
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5. As t:.r~ihing programs progress, the iniative 

of investigators will increase and detailed step-by-step 

superv:i.sion will no longer be required. Since supervisory 

employees will have less personal knowledge of the parti-

culars of investigations, a system of supervisory procedures 

should be developed to insure quality and productivity in 

investigative and report writing operations. Officials and 

supervisors will then have time to devote to policy and 

progx:am develbpment~ Major progress in cl.lrtailing fraud 

and corruption in government will come about only as a 

result. of implementation of programs specifically designed to 

uncover and investigate these crimes"~ 

6. An increase in case lo.ad will' ',r.9.fi1uire a more 

organized procedure to insure that statistica;l and other 
r" Ji . 

accomplishments of the Bureau are properly recorded.· .. TheEe 

"n ,," 
are a more exact measurement of effic~ency and impact of 

d 

Bureau operations. Ca~es should remain in a pending status , 
and concerted efforts made to follo~T up and obtain prose-

cutions, administrative determinations, recoveries, etc. 

7. Discontinue classification of IIF Cases" in the 
' .. 

absence of advi-ce from the Governor I s Justice Commission 
, 

that this is necessary for the Commission I s use. 

-24-
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8. Obtain equipment and insist that investigators 

dictate reports, l,etters and other ,communications instead 

of writing them in long hand or rough drafting on a type-

writer. This is a. more efficient use of the time of investi-

gators and expedites the reporting process. In emergencies, 

reports can be di.ctated over the telephone, thus saving 

considerable time. 

9. When finances permit, employ additional clerical 

employees, thus increasing the productivity of the investigators. 

10. Maintain monthly records of the time s.pent by 

investigators on their primaFY duty of investigating ~n 

contrast to report-writing, office administrative matters and 

travel. This will permit the establishment of standards, 

provic1(~ better supervision, increase efficiency through 

reass"ignmentof pers,?nnel, etc. 

Long T~~ 

1. The jurisdiction of the Bureau should be fixed 

by statute. The 'authority of investigators to arrest, serve 

process and carry firearms should be included, if not already 

covered by state Law,.. Consideration should be given to 

includfng authority for the Bureau to conduct'adrninistrative-

-25-
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type investigations'for the Attorney General and the 

Governor within the Bureau's jurisdiction. 

2. Once this is done, or even before, the Office 

of the Attorne;:{ General should establish guidelines as to 

the circumstances vlhich '\'larrant criminal investigation as 

opposed to an administrative investigation. All departments 

of state government with possible exceptions such as the 

State Police, should be required to refer criminal matters 

to the Bureau for investigation. 

3. Action should be taken to secure Civil Service 

statu::; for all Bureau employees -- investigative and clerical 

except the Director IDld possibly one other position such 

as Administrative Assistant to the Director. 

4. As the capability of the Bureau increases, 

more sophisticated equipment and additional facilities 

will be required. 

5e When the B~reau acquires the expertise to 

perform in this area, jurisdiction of all organized crime 

cases -intended for prosecution as contrast6d to the intelli-

gence ~d educational authority of the Crime Commission should 

be granted to the Bureau. 

6. The Bureau should enter~into specific agreements 

to obtain needed technical servi~est L e. scientific laboratory, 

.-!. 

_ .. "' ...... '., . 

latent fingerprint, etc., from other state organizations. 

Such agreements are required so the Bureau will knovl where 

and when such services can be acquired and not be dependent 

on the mere possibility that the work load of another agency 

may permit cooperation from time to time. Ultimately, of 

course, such expertise should be conta~ned in the Bureau 

itself. 

7. The position of Director of the Bureau should 

be filled as soon as possible. While the record shows the 
I 

Acting Director has performed in a most capable manner, 

stability of efficient oper~tion can best be secured by 

filling the position on a permanent basis. The Bureau 

must be responsive to the policy of the Attorney General, 

and this should be accomplished by appointing an experienced 

investigator and ad~inistrator. It is submitted that Bureau 

efficiency will reach the highest. level only~if the Director 

has these qualifications. 
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Mr. Dean v. Sheaffer 
Bureau of Investigations 
Department of Justice 
Room 203, capitol Anne:l~ 
Harrisburg, p~nnsylvania 17120 

" ' 

.. ' " . ~ . .. .. ~. -- . -. . " ~ ~ ...t ". . . 
. Dear Dean: 

_ •••• _._.;0.... ._,~.~~.~~~: ...... :,.,.. ' Enclosed here'\'lith ·is the final report of the .. ' 
evaluation of the Bureau •. ''i'Jith the' exception of the . 
sWTh~ary which I have added on pa~es i and ii, the report 
is identical to the draft I left '\vith you last l'1ednesda.y-. 

(' ... 

For your information, I 9iscussed this report briefly 
.with th~ Attorney, General in Philadelphia on Thursday 

with best regards I 
.. .... .... -

Sincerely, 
. ; , " 

, ! ... ~. ~ . ........ - " .. ~ - .... . , .... .. -
. ' 

.~-" .. '. .. ' 
. ' 

CAE/fd 

Enclosure 
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vic: l-lr. Kei'th M. Miles 

courtney A. Evans 
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