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REPORT ON THE NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION 
ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT: FIFTH GRANT PERIOD 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I. INTRODUCTION, HISTORY, OBJECTIVES 

A. Background 
Economic crime is a blight in America. Nobody knows the 

cost of economic crime to the. American public, but a frequently 
quoted figure in a 1974 booklet by the U~s. Chamber of Commerce 
puts the fig ure at a minimum of $ 40 b ill ion a year. . According 
to a 1977 :I:.EAA-funded study, non-violent crimes agai,nst 
business firms alone cost $30-$40 billion per year. 

But the problem is not simply one of economic loss. As one 
official of the U.S. Department of Justice stated, such efforts 
are important because: 

• While the government can survive wars, domestic 
crises, and natural disasters, it cannot survive any 
sustained publid impression that the government itself 
is corrupt. ' 

• 

• 

• 

The government cannot turn back the clock of time and 
withdraw its commitment across a broad range of social 
issues concerning public health, safety, and 
well-being, but if the public perceives the programs 
to address these iss ues as "corrupt" (regardless of 
any low ratio of wasted :funds to program costs) it 
will not support them, and people will suffer. 

People suffer as much from victimization by a 
fraudulent scheme as they do from being burglarized to 
an equivalent degree of monetary loss. 

," 
,Tt is i~portant that a society and governmertt which is 
.' founded on principles of equality., due process, and a 
rule of law, not men, establish that the rich and 
powerful are subject to the s1.me laws as the 
impoverished and powerless.* 

* Remarks of Assistant Attorhey General Philip Heymann 
reported inter'alia in Battelle Law and Justice Study Center, 
"Report: National Strategy Confer~nce, National District 
Attorneys' Association' Economic Crime Project, July 19, 1979. n 

(Report dated August 31,1979), at pp. 2-3. 
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B. History 
In 1973, local prosecutors and staff of the National 

District Attorneys Association (NDAA) met in Columbus, Ohio, 
under the joint auspices of NDAA and the Academy for 
Contemporary Problems. At this meeting, which was organized 
and conducted by the Battelle Memorial Institute, the 
participants considered how local prosecutors could best 
respond to the white-collar crime challenge. As a result of 
these planning efforts, the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration (LEAA) funded the NDAA Economic crime Project. 
Originally consisting of 15 LEAA-supported local economic crime 
units and an NDAA project staff, the Economic Crime Project 
(ECP) has since grown to include locally-supported Economic 
Crime Units in the offices of 66 prosecutors throughout the 
nation and an ECP Project Center in NDAA's Chicago office. 
LEAA provided grant support of $1,984,958* since the Fall of 
1978# when the Project began a new National Strategy iniative 
to foster federal, state, and local cooperation in the battle 
to contain white-collar crime. Earlier project reports and 
evaluations describe the history and impact of the Project to 
the beginning of this initiative; the purpose of this report is 
to describe and analyze Project efforts, lessons learned, 
problems encountered, and results obtained during the period 
from September, 1978, to April, 1980 (hereinafter referred to 
as the "current grant period"). 

Chapter One of this report provides a brief history of 
prior ECP efforts, summarizes the development of the current 
National Strategy initiative, and describes the goals and 
objectives of the present grant period. The,federal gove~nment 
was becoming increasingly concerned about whlte-collar crlme, 
as evidenced for example, in legislation creating Inspectors 
General offices in 14 federal departments and agencies. The 
U.S. Department of Justice had designated white-collar crime as 
one of its three major priorities. So, too, on the state level 
the National Association of Attorneys General (NAAG) and 
individual Attornevs General had been placirig increasing 
emphasis on white-~ollar crime. The NDAA considered it 
essential to examine white-collar crime enforcement efforts on 
the state and ,federal level, and begin a dialogue to explore 
joint efforts to launch a National Strategy t~ combat 
white-collar crime. It contracted with the Battelle Law and 
Justice Study Center to conduct an NDAA Symposium .on 
Development of a National Strategy for White-Collar Crime 
Enforcement in July, 1978, which brought together experts from 
federal, state, and local government, as well as from private 
and research sectors. 

* LEAA Grant #78-DF-AX-0170. 

, .' 
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C. Objectives 
The primary objective of the NDAA Economic Crime Project in 

the current grant period was to improve the overall capability 
of the criminal justice system, on all levels, to prevent, 
detect, and prosecute economic crime. It was intended to 
increase the effectiveness of local economic crime prosecution 
by: 

• Broadening the scope and character of economic crime 
violations to be dealt with by local prosecutors. 

• Maximizing the usefulness of support services, through 
improved communication and liaison between prosecutors 
and investigative agencies or other agencies which 
refer cases for investigation/prosecution •. 

• Tapping new resources for investigative support. 

• Executing prosecutive tasks in the field of 
white-collar crime enforcement so as to improve the 
overall effectiveness of criminal justice systems in 
this area, e.g., implementing prosecutive programs in 
a manner which will assist the improvement and 
effectiveness of other criminal justice system 
components. 

1. Program'Component. The major specific operational 
objectives which relate to the continuance and enhancement of 
prior Project activities (nprogram Component") were to: 

• Develop an Economic Crime Reporting System (ECPRS) for 
collection of data on white-collar crime enforcement 
activity in Project offices, 

• Produce and distribute the Project's ~nomic'Crime 
Digest, 

• Continue Project efforts to educate the public about 
economic crime through alerting ND/13\. membership as to 
currently flourishing economic crime schemes via 
Project bulletins and information in The Prosecutor, 
through media contacts, and by making :Project staff 
available to make public presentations on economic 
crime subjects; 

• Schedule and conduct Unit Chiefs' meetings during the 
grant period. 

• Continue current Task Forces to deal with business 
opportunity and investment frauds, auto repair frauds, 
price-fixing and bid-rigging (antitrust), and 
establish three new Task Forces--to deal with 

! 

ins urance fraud, official fraud and corr uption, and 
complex crime training and litigation; and 

, 
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Continue to deliver expert assistance in the area of 
economic crime prosecution throughout the country. 

2. NationalStrategy'Objectives. The central core of the 
new National Strategy initia~ive was a systematic, organized, 
and comprehensive effort, in conjunction with,federal and state 
law enforcement authorities, to develop a natlonal strategy 
against white-collar crime, much of which is subject to 
concurrent federal-state jurisdictions. This major new program 
initiative was expected to involve: 

• Developing criteria for maximizing the number of state 
and local investigations and prosecutions of' 
white-collar offenses.which are subject to ~oncurrent 

• 

• 

• 

federal-state jurisdiction. 

Organizing and marshalling state and federal 
investigative and other support activities to provide 
resources for local prosecution of such dual 
jurisdiction cases. 

Developing procedures for complementary federal-local 
prosecutive efforts which will minimize the likelihood 
of duplicative enforcement activity, or of failure of 
response to particular significant white-collar 
criminal activity because it is in a nno-man's land n 

of federal-state-Iocal priorities. 

Developing a body of information on white-collar crime 
investigation, prosecution, and impact which ~ill make 
possible improved planning of white~collar crlme 
enforcement efforts, setting of priorities, and models 
for budget jqstification--and be a valuable resource 
for research on white-collar crime. 

More specific objectives were to: 

• 

• 

• 

Establish mechanisms for continuing liaison with the 
U.S. Department of Justice, and with federal a~d s~ate 
dep'artrnents and agencies, to coordinate investlgatlons 
and prosecutions of white-collar criminal offenses 
which are subject to concurrent federal/state/local 
j ur isdiction. '.' 

Establish, in cooperation with federal law enforcement 
agencies, criteria for provision of federal 
investigative support for local investigation and 
prosecution of white-collar crimina~ o~fe~se~ which 
are subject to federal/state/local Jurlsdlctlons. 

Develop, in conjunction with federal and state law 
enforcement agenqies, a survey report ~hich will 
identify gaps in present enforcement responses to 
white-collar crime and duplicative responses thereto. 

xxi 

• Increase interaction between local prosecutors and 
federal agencies. 

• Develop written agreements of cooperation between 
local prosecutors and federal agencies. 

• Establish five local-level npilot programs,n 
subsequently called "Lead Units." 

3. National'Strategy'Approaches. Because the National 
Strategy initiative was a thrust into a new and relatively 
unexplored area, the NDAA grant application could provide but 
the sketchiest of directions for charting the course of this 
effort. Early National Strategy efforts explored a number of 
avenues knowing that some would lead to dead ends but unable to 
determine in advance which would do so. Effort was also Made 
to be alert to targets of opport uni ty. 

Several lessons were learned early in the course of these 
National Strategy efforts. Discussions with federal officials 
and ECP un.it prosecutors offered valuable insight into the 
dynamics of interagencY cooperation. More was learned about 
federal policies and resources. In light of the lessons 
learned from these experiences, NDAA and Battelle reassessed 
the goals of a National Strategy to determine which strategies 
would be most likely to lead to the accomplishment of these 
goals. 

It was alw~ys recognized that the original plan for 
Strategy efforts, was simplistic. It only presented in linear 
fashion a process which is, in fact, circular. That is, NoM 
and Battelle staff concluded that efforts to establish training 
coordination, case cooperation, problem-solving mechanisms, 
memoranda of understanding, pilot projects, and review of 
federal agency policies must proceed simultaneously with 
efforts to establish credibilIty, rather than waiting for 
credibility to be established. These initial efforts were 
expected to lead to increased credibility (assuming that they 
are successful), which in turn leads to more training 
agreements, cooperation in more cases, etc. Analogy may be 
made to community service programs: despite best intentions, a 
solid program,phard work, and the endorsement and involvement 
of criminal justice and community leaders, the typical result 
is that during the fi'rst months cases and refert'als come in at 
a disturbingly slow rate. Then, as word spreads through a 
"grapevine" that nobody qui te understands and some are not even 
aware of, the program is inundated with responses. The same, 
it was speculated, would probably be true in the case of the 
National Strategy. 

National Strategy goals and approaches were further refined 
at a second National Strategy Conference on July 19, 1979, 
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co-hosted by the NOAA and the FBI and held at t~e FBI's , 
Washington headquarters, to inform those attend1ng of N~tlonal 
Strategy effor.ts to date, and assess these efforts to,P an 
future efforts. While no specific goals for t~e remalnder of 
the grant period were established at this meet1ng, there,wa~'f 
eneral consensus that enough progress had bee~ made tO,Jus 1 Y 

;hanging National Stra~egy,e~p~as~s from plannlng, meet1ngs, 
and discussions to act10n lnlt1atlves. 

II. THE PROGRAM COMPONENT 

Chapter Two describes Program Component efforts in t~e 
t 'd The PrO(~·'''lm Component was to contlnue current gran perlo . ":;J. . l' t of 

Project operations began in pr ior years ... T~e d ~ec;t d 1,~P:~forts 
the Pro ram Component is the result of the 1n lV1 ua 
of the ~conomic Crime Units in 68 jurisdictions across t~e tely 

try which are located in 32 states and serv~ approxlma 
~~~nof the nation's population .. Much of the nat1onal-level 
effort has been conducted by Task Forces made up of the 't 
district attorneys, Economic Crime Unit chiefs, and a~so~~~ e 
members from federal agencies, state attorneys genera 0 lces, 
the National Association of Attorneys General, other state 

, d th 'te sector These Task Forces have 
agencles, an ,e pr1va 10

• • 'ded technical assistance to 
produced a serles of manua S, prov1 , ' ' 
, d' idual units and served as an effectlve vehl~le 1n 
t~u~~hing Nation~l Strategy initiatives. ,The nat1~nal-level 
staff of the Project Cen~er, in ~DAA's ChlC~90t?ff~~~ii~~~~~~es 
and conducts the Unit Ch1ef meetlng:; se~: ~cog~mic Crime 
aI!d distrib;utiohn o~ t~e ~aps~bi~~~~i~~~~ape~forms c1earin,?house 
Dlgest, and ot er rOJec , ' t ins the EconomlC 
and technical assistance funct:l,onS; maln ail assists the 
Crime Project Reporting Syste~, and gen:ra Y h th 
Economic Crime Units to keep ln touch w1th eac 0 ere 

A. TheoEconomic Crime Units 'd ' P e~sive results 
The individual Units have achleve 1m ~ ~, ,in 

Partial and incomplete statistics fro~ pro~~~t t~C~~~~~~ber, 
1973 to the start of the present gran perl I , 

1978, indicate that those units which repor~ed ~btaln~d some 
$11 206 296 in court-ordered fines and restltutlon an 0 t 
$30:157:520 in voluntary res~itution a~d settlements., a a 
from 45 of these units I for ~ us t th~ fl rst ten, months 

t' n of the Economic Crlme ProJect Report1ng System, 
~~:~~U~~y through November, 1979) indicate th~~ these ~nlts 

~!~~~t~:~o~~r~~i:l~~~~~df'~93h~~~yrt~~~~i~:i:~~y~~;~~I~~::~ns~~~3~33 
cases more than half 0 t 1S a e 
perso~s to prison or jail. 

As one might expect in elected officials' ~ffices i~ 68 ir 
different jurisdictions, these units varycons1de~~blY 1n the 
size, nature, .tone, and emphasis. Most of the un:!. s are 
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relatively small, although some have ten or more attorneys and 
an even larger number of investigators. Most units encompass 
only one jurisdiction (usually a county, as most prosecutors 
are elected on a county-wide basis), although one is a 

'cooperative effort of five district attorneys' offices and 
another unit encompasses two counties. 

Most unit activities include complaint intake, complaint 
mediation or resolution, investigation and prosecution. At 
complaint- intake, matters may come to the attention of a unit 
through police officers, referrals from other agencies, or 
citizen "walk-in" or "phone-in" complaints. A significant 
number of the "walk-ins" or "phone-ins" may be referred to 
other agencies or turned down because the matters are clearly 
beyoctd the scope of the office's jurisdiction. Especially in 
the case of "walk-in" or "phone-in" complaints, a unit may 
attempt ££mplaintresolution by contacting the person or 
business against whom the complaint is made in order to resolve 
the matter, or by mediation. If a matter clearly involves 
criminal fraud, or if a pattern of complaints against a 
particular company or industry emerges, the matter may be 
routed to anoth..:r part of the unit (or to the general trial 
unit of the prosecutor's office) for investigation or 
prosecution. 

Investigations of matters which are being explored for 
criminal prosecution (e.g., consumer fraud as opposed to 
consumer complaints) may come from citizen complaints, police 
officers, or referrals from other agencies. One of the major 
efforts of the National Strategy initiative is to encourage the 
referral of matters between units and federal or state 
agencies. When another agency refers a case to the unit, the 
referring agency may have conducted a rather thorough 
investigation res ul ting in a "package II containing investigative 
reports, lists of witnesses and what they are likely to say, 
documentary evidenc~, and other necessary materials. Unit 
~ttorneys prefer that investigators from other agencies 
"pproaoh them early, so that the prosecutor can determine if it 
is worth prosecuting, guide the investigation, identify good 
leads and avenues of approach, and ensure that needed evidence 
is not lost or overlooked. Many agencies provide at least some 
assistan.ce after the matter is referred to the unit. 

Where citizen or agency complaints seem to indicate a 
pattern, or the unit may have a suspicion of wrong-doing, it 
may launch a proactive investigation. Units have successfully 
set up "dummy cars" in cooperation with the state patrol garage 
or the auto repair industry to investigate auto repair, 
investigated the fat content of ground beef in supermarkets to 
pursue a false advertising investigation, and conducted~~ 
statistical sampling of packaged goods in a IS-store t 
supermarket chain to prove "short-weighting." Proactive 
investigations, however, are frequently costly and time 
consuming •. 
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Criminal and civil-prosecution is the cUlmination of the 
investigative process just described. All Units have criminal 
jurisdiction. Some have civil jUrisdiction as well, either 
alone or concurrently with the Attorney General, under a state 
consumer protection act, unfair or deceptive trade practices 
act, securities act, business opportunity fraud statute, or 
similar laws. Civil jurisdiction gives the prosecutor a 
broader range of remedies (temporary restraining orders, 
injunctions, cease and desist orders, civil fines, penalties, 
and the like), and require a lower burden of proof than the 
"reasonable doubt" standard which must be met in a criminal 
prosecution. 

Economic crime is one category of crime most likely to 
cross j ur isdictional lines. "Bo iler room" sec ur i ties 
investment operations in New York or Boston entice victims in 
far-distant states. Other operations in Los Angeles and Reno 
may send phony bills to large companies, in hopes that they 
will be routinely processed and paid by the company. One of 
the strengths of the Project is that it provides a mechanism 
for Unit Chiefs .to ass ist each other in such cases. One of the 
most frequently cited benefits of the Unit Chief meetings is 
that they permit Unit Chiefs to establish personal contact with 
their counterparts in other jurisdictions, to share notes on 
common problems, and learn from each other's experience. More 
significantly, the Project mechanism permits prosecution of 
cases which would otherwise be dropped. Substantial, time is 
spent in roundtable discussions at Unit Chief meetings tracing 
the activities of con men known to several of the units. Unit 
Chiefs are generous in pointing out at these meetings how 
helpful another unit has been in a pending case, and the point 
is not lost on other Unit Chiefs who may have hesitated to call 
their colleagues in other jurisdictions. 

B. The Task-Forces 
In the fourth grant year, Task Forces were formed in the 

areas of antitrust, auto repair fraud, and business opportunity 
fraud. Each published a manual, and the Business Opportunity 
Task Force also launched a business opportunities clearinghouse 
to exchange information on these schemes nationwide. 

Because of the success of these Task Forces, three new Task 
Forces were added in the current grant period, in insurance 
fraud, official fraud and corruption, and complex crimes 
training and litigation. The three original Task Forces 
undertook to revise and update their earl ier man uals, and the 
two new ones also published manuals. The Antitrust Task Force 
produced a more basic manual whiCh, like the first, was 
published by the Bureau of National Affairs under an 
arrangement which makes many more copies available an no 
Project expense. The Auto Repair Task Force's manual was 
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rewritten to reflect changes in thinking in light of new 
experience. New sections were added on legislation, legal 
issues, and "chop shops," which disassemble stolen cars to sell 
unmarked parts on the black market. The Business Opportunity 
Fr~ ~Jd Task Force publishes a man ual on recl"?nt state statutes 
and Federal Trade Commission regulations. The latter require 
business opportunities and franchise operations to disclose and 
document relevant facts to potential investors, including 
claims of potential earnings. Statutes such as the California 
Seller-Assisted Marketing Plan (SAMP) law provide felony 
penalties for failure to register or disclose pertinent 
information. Other chapters of this manual outline strategies 
units can use in states which do not have such legislation, and 
describe the Business Oppor.tunities Clearinghouse set up as 
part of the ECP. The insurance fraud manual has chapters on 
arson-for-profit, property damage or loss, fraud by insurance 
companies and agents, and fraudulent personal injury claims. 
The Official Corruption and Procurement Fraud Task Force's 
manual has chapters on procurement and contract frauds, 
problems arising in government regulation of private commerce, 
misappropr iation of public prope,rty and ser.vices, corr uption in 
government fin~nce and administration, election fraud, 
conflicts of inte res t, corr uption in the cr imi nal justice 
syst~~,remedies and alternatives to prosecution, and press 
rela-tl0t1S. 

The Business Opportunity Fraud Task Force also continued 
its Business Opportunities Clearinghouse, operated by the 
Denver unit, which collects and makes available to law 
enforcement agencies nationally information on individuals and 
companies suspected of being active in business opportunity 
frauds. This information is provided by economic crime units 
and other involved agencies. This Clearinghou~e has been 
important in the development of a National Strategy. 
Clearinghouse staff have provided advice and comment on the FTC 
business opportunity regulations mentioned earlier, and has 
fostered closer relationships with state and federal agencies 
(e.g., state attorneys general, the u.s. Postal Inspection 
Service) by providing these agencies with timely, valuable 
information. The Clearinghouse's newsletter is distributed to 
some 270 law enforcem~nt and prosecutorial agencies. 

The T~sk Forces have also prOmoted National'Strateqy 
Initiatives. The Antitrust Task Force has worked actively with 
the Antitrust Division of the u.S. Department of Justice, the 
National Association of Attorneys General, and several state 
attorn~ys general offices. The arson-for-profit focus of the 
Insurance Fraud Task Force has brought it into closer working 
relations with state and federal agencies and national 
organizations also concerned with this problem. The Auto 
Repair Task Force (since disbanded) had been promoting National 
Strategy initiatives by cooperating with the U.S. Department of 
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Transportation in a study to assess the amount of auto repair 
fraud, and with the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administ~ation and National Auto Dealers' Association in the 
development of their AUTOCAP program for mediation of new car 
sales and warranty problems. Associate membership on the Task 
Forces has proven to be a useful way. to involve federal' and 
state agencies and national organizations in the work of the 
Economic Crime Project, and thus to promote National Strategy 
objectives. Representatives of NAAG are associate members of 
each of the Task Forces. As mentioned above, federal and state 
agencies and national associations have been active in the work 
of the Antitrust and Insurance Fraud Task Forces. 

C. The Unit· Chief Conferences 
Five Unit Chief meetings were held during this g~ant 

period. Unit representatives are obligated to attend one such 
meeting a year at their own office's expense as a condition of 
membership. The conferences generally last three days, 
beginning with a roundtable discussion (open to law enforcement 
personnel only) of pending investigations and cases. The first 
afternoon and the second day are devoted to presentations, 
panel discussions, training sessions, and workshops. They 
conclude with a second roundtable on the morning of the third 
day. 

The roundtable discussions have proved to be one of the 
most valuable contributions that Unit Chief meetings have made 
to individual economic crime unit operations. Unit chiefs 
contemplating a proactive auto repair investigation or 
disturbed about a plethora of newspaper ads offering instant 
wealth through diamond investments, vending machine franchises, 
or worm farms learn how other jurisdictions successfully 
pros~cuted such cases and--more importantly--how other 
jurisdictions encountered problems and learned from their 
mistakes. On several occasions participants learned that 
individuals being investigated or prosecuted in their 
jurisdiction were active in other jurisdictions as 
well--·setting up the bas is for in ter- uni t cooperation. Other 
cases reported on served to precipitate discussions on tactical 
problems such as how to set up a car for a proactive auto 
repair investigation, or on legal issues such as procee3:ures to 
use in obtaining needed financial records. 

Case discussions at Unit Chief meetings have been 
interspersed with short presentations by representatives of 
federal agencies (e.g., U.S. Postal Inspection Service; U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Office of Inspector General; U.S. 
Department of Justice), update reports on pending legislation, 
a briefing on the Economic Crime Project Reporting System, and 
a report on the results of thi first National Strategy 
questionnaire on unit interactions with federal and state 
agencies,! 
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Presentations and workshops have included: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Presentations on computer crime, the NDAA Evidence 
Tracking Project, statewide Economic Crime Councils. 

A National Strategy panel discussion on cooperation 
with the U.S. Department of Justice and National 
Strategy workshops on state, federal, and 
international cooperation. 

A presentation and film on arson by the Insurance 
Crime Prevention Institute. 

Workshops on business opportunity fraud and the FTC 
franchise rule, antitrust, insurance fraud ·and arson, 
and fraud against the elderly. 

A talk by a noted criminologist, Prof. Gilbert Geis of 
the UniverSity of California, Irvine, on deterring the 
corporate criminal. 

A workshop on sentencing the white-collar crime 
offender. 

A presentation and discussion of two "60 Minutes" 
segments (auto repair fraud and corruption in meat 
packing), led by a producer of this television show. 

A panel presentation and workshops on securities 
registration' and securities fra.ud, involving 
representatives of the u.S. Securities and Exchange 
Commission and tbe securities department of four 
states. 

Workshops on particular types of cases, including auto 
dealer reserve account fraud, the Kingsbridge 
Fiduciary Tru~t case (investment f":taud), and statutory 
reform. . 

Regional workshops on local-level Natj;onal Strategy 
initiatives, conducted by the Unit Chiefs of the six 
Lead Units undertaking such initiativ'e's.; and 

• A presentation on the jurisdiction, setvices, and 
procedUres of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

The Unit Chief meetings have served in several respects to 
strengthen the National Strategy initiative. First, the 
program at each conference has contained sessions informing the 
uni;,ts of'~National Strategy efforts and achievements which are 
use'ftll to') them in their daily operations. Second,a number of 
representatives of federal and state agencies and national 

--~ 

, 

, 



'- _._. 

xxviii 

organizations concerned with the detection, investigation, and 
prosecution of white-collar crime have attended the 
conference. Some have given presentations on their agency or 
organization's priorities and procedures. Others have 
participated in panels to discuss means of ~ooperating more 
closely, lectured on technical aspects of white-collar crime 
investigation or prosecution, and participated in workshops or 
Task Force meetings (held in conjunction with Unit Chief 
meetings) addressing specific areas of concern. Virtually all 
have taken the opportunity to meet with Unit Chiefs and discuss 
particular problems. 

Unit Chief meetings have also provided Lead Unit Chiefs 
with an opportunity to meet, discuss problems, share, strategies 
for fostering interagency cooperation, and plan future 
initiatives. These Lead Units serve as demonstration sites for 
efforts to implement National Strategy initiatives on the local 
level. At these meetings Lead Unit Chiefs, with NDAA staff, 
have decided to consti tute themselves a Task F(1r(':e, determined 
criteria for designation of an additional six Lead Units, 
discussed methods of assisting these additional six Lead Units, 
and planned a two-day meeting with representatives of federal 
agencies in Washington, D.C. The unit which hosted one 
conference used the meeting as a for urI! to' convene an 
organizational ~eeting of a statewide interagency economic 
crime group involving some 76 representatives from four federal 
agency local offices, five county prosecutors' offices, seven 
local police departments or sheriffs' offices, two banks or 
department stores, and four other organizations. 

D •. The Economic'Crime Digest 
The Economic Crime Project publishes an Economic'Crime 

gigest, which is sent not only to economic crime units but to 
other law enforcement agencies, prosecutors' offices, law 
libraries, and other interested per~ons as well. About 2,500 
copies of each issue are distributed. This Digest contains 
Project and white-collar crime news and short descriptions of 
some 60 recent cases handled by the units. A new indexing 
system was devised in the current grant period, which 
classifies these case notes by a system adapted from the list 
of economic crime categories used in the Economic Crime Project 
Reporting System. 

In the second and subsequent issues in the current grant 
period, the format was modified to include more articles 
written by Unit Chiefs or reprinted from other white-collar 
crime, news.1etters and publications. About tWQ-thirds of the 
two mdst recent issues have been devoted to articles. 

Persons interviewed during the course of~Battelle field 
visits to the six lead Units cited~the Digest as one of the 
most useful of the Project services. Benefits cited Were that 
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it kept unit staff current on trends in economic crime and 
developments in other units. The Digest's case notes, however, 
may be less useful in specific cases. An attorney from one of 
the larger, more experiened, and more sophisticated units added 
that general information on a prosecution on the other coast 
was not helpful to him; he would like more detailed information 
on ~ to prove difficult cases, spelling out steps to take and 
evidence needed, Several persons commented favorably on the 
format shift to longer articles describing cases in more detail. 

The Economic Crime Project surveyed the Digest readership 
wi th a ques tion.naire enclosed with the th ird iss ue of this 
grant period. 'Eighty-four responses were received from 
federal, state, and local agencies, universities, and other 
organizations. of those responding, 73.4% indicated' they 
circulate the magazine to different units or divisions within 
their bffice. Sixty-nine percent indicated they do not 
circulate outside their office. Ninety perc@nt of the 
responding recipients file the Digest in their office for 
convenient staff use. The Digest rs--most frequently used as an 
alert to new frauds , to identify new enforcement techniques, to 
identify people to contact for information, to keep current 
generally, as a reference or general overview of the field, to 
track particular offenders, or as a training device. Aspects 
of the Digest found most useful by respondents included 
in-depth reports, detailed descriptions of investigative 
techniques and pfGcadures, articles on various schemes, 
information and referral functions, and novel prosecution 
techniques. The aspects found least helpful included consumer 
scam information and the "in brief" se~tion (containing short 
notes on uni t activi ties and developments in whi te-collar crime 
enforcement) • 

E. Other:Publications 
In addition to the Task Force manuals and Economic' Crime 

Dig,~st, disc ussed earlier, the Project has prod uced three 
spe~ial docurnent$ for Economic Crime Units, addressing priority 
tOP1C areas. These are in the areas of investigative 
accounting, securities violations, and chain letters and 
pyramid schemes. It has continued to reprint and make 
avail~ble the ~i~ public awareness brochures developed prior to 
the present g~ant period. 

" 
I' 

The Proje,t~t has also prepared and distr ib uted a directory 
of the Economic Crime Units. As stated~in a staff memorandum 
from the Office of Inspector General of the U.S. Department of 
Housing ,and Urban Development to field units, "This directory 
provides considerable deeii;lil including the name, address, and 
telephone number of each Unit Chief, as well as the . 
organization, experience, and/or interest of the particular 
unit. " NDAA arranged for theunderwri ting by a Chicago bank of 
the costs (estimated at $8,000 to $10,000) of printing a 
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compilation of common schemes and ways to avoid them, for 
distribution to the public. 

F. Clearinghouse,'Training, and Technical AssistanceAe~ivi~ies 
Much of the P.;,:oject staff's tif!1e is de~oted to co<?r~1.r:at1ng 

clearinghouse, training, and technlcal asslstance,actlvltles. 
The Unit Chief meetings, the Digest and other ProJect 
publications, fall under this rubric, as do t~e,B~siness 
Opportunity Clearinghouse and many of the actlv1t1e? related to 
the National Strategy initiative. One of the most lmportant of 
the staff activi ties is to keep uni ts in touch wi th each other 
and informed of each other's activities. Thus, a unit , 
encountering a particular type of problem can phone the p~oJect 
Center in Chicago for suggestions or for referral to a unlt 
which has encountered this type of problem before. ' 

The Project regularly circulates confidential alerts about 
possible frauds or pending investigations to economic crime 
units. Because this is sensitive information about pending 
investigations, these alerts have not been reviewed by Battelle 
staff. Persons interviewed in Lead Units report that the~e , 
confidential alerts are one of the most useful of the ProJect s 
services. Response was lesB uniform, however, to the more 
general memos sent to the units. ~ome 18~ of these , 
consecutively numbered memos were 1ssued 1n 1979. TOP1CS range 
from announcements of personnel changes to requests to 
substantiate donations of matching funds i to announcements and 
agendas of upcoming Unit Chief meetings, to descriptive or 
background material on particular subjects, to progress updates 
on significant National Strategy initiatives. While many of 
these memos were viewed as useful, the sheer number of memos 
was viewed by some as overwhelming. Since the initial field 
visi ts, the Project has endeavored to reduce the number of 
memos and make them more brief. 

Investigative accounting technical assistance offered by 
the Project was reported to be one of the ~ost us~ful,of the 
Project's services. Because of the demand for ~h1S, 1n the 
current grant period the Project added the serVlce of a second 
investigative accountant. These investigative accountants ~o 
not become involved in individual cases. Rather, they provlde 
more general training to unit prosecutors and investi?a·tors, 
showing them how to recruit, select, and use the serVlces of 
investigative accountants to achieve investigative and 
litigative goals. In order to maximize the effectiv~nes~ of 
this service and to p,romote the National ~trategl:" Ob]ectlve of 
getting uni t staff to work more closely Wl th theu local 
counterparts in state and federalagenc~es, in thecurr~nt 
grant period Project staff have placed 1ncreased emphas:-s. on 
the hosting of these training programs by units which wJ.ll 
invite prosecutorial and law enforcement agency staff,from 
neighbor ing j ur isdictiQns an.d state and federal agenc1es to '.', 
attend them as well., 
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G. Prosecutorial'and Public'Education 
One of the missions of the Project has been to stress the 

seriousness of white-collar crime and the need for vigorous 
prevention and enforcement. The Project's message has been 
delivered to prosecutors to encourage them to give white-collar 
crime enforcement a higher priority than in the past, and to 
the public to enable it to protect itself better from the 
white-collar crime menace. To keep the NDAA membership 
informed of Project and unit activities and to encourage other 
prosecutors to begin similar efforts in their own 
jurisdictions, Project staff and Unit Chiefs have written 
numerous articles for the association's bi-monthly professional 
journal, The Prosecutor, which is read in almost every local 
prosecutor's office in the United States. These have included 
a regular column on Project ~ctivities in the se,ctioh of the 
magazine devoted to NDAA g.r:ant activities, short articles for 
the "association news" section" and longer, featu:re .... length 
articles. 

Project staff have also delivered presentatiofls at NDAA' s 
Metropolitan District Attorneys' Conference in January, 1979, 
and Rural/Urban Prosecutors Attorneys' Conference in November, 
1979, held in the Washington, D.C., area. 

Project attorneys and Urlit Chiefs make numerous appearances 
before professional and public groups. This includ~d Project 
testimony before the Subcommittee on Crime of the U.S. House 
Cammi ttee of the Judiciary.. The Project's. fifth-quarter re.port 
lists meetings and presentations with 17 agencies and 
organizations. 

The Project's six public-awareness brochures and its plans 
to publish a consumers' book on common schemes with the 
financial support of a Chicago bank have already be(~n 
mentioned. In addition, the staff has prepared a number of 
press releases and held news conferences at each of its Unit 
Chiefs'"~eetings. Project staff have been interviewed in 
connection with articles appearing in Businessweeis.,Police 
Magazine, NBC's "60 Minutes," the Los-Angeles Times ',news· 
serv ice, and other national media.· .. . . . 

III. THE WORK OF THE UNITSt 
THE ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTIN<; SYSTE:M 

A. Overview 
Chapter Three seeks to describe quantitati~ely the efforts 

of the individt.\al economic crime uni ts in investigatii,g and 
prosecuting economic crimes. Data were derived from monthly, 
voluntary self-reporting by the individual economic crime units 
under the Economic Crime Reportfng System, a data syst',em 
designed by Battelle and implemented in cooperation with the 
ECP Project Center. Data in this report are from the ten-month 
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period from February through November: 1979, and are based on 
complete and usable monthly rep6rts ~rom 45 (68.2%) of the 
eligible units. This group of 45 units was comparea to the 72 
original units. No large or systematic (as opposed to random) 
differences were found, except that twice as many of the units 
with complete data reported that they engaged in civil 
investigations and litigation. But civil litigation 
constituted only 7.4% of these units' caseloads. Nevertheless, 
because the analyses are based on data from this non-random 
portion of the Project units' activities, which in turn reflect 
only a part o~ federal and local prosecuto~s' efforts ~o 
contain white';'col1ar crime, they must be VIewed as eXploratory 
rather than definitive. 

Projections from the data from the 45 units have' been used 
to estimate the overall impact of unit efforts, multiplying the 
results by a factor of (68/45 = ) 1.51.* It should be pointed 
out that this method of estimating the overall impact of uni t 
efforts is not as accurate or as reliable as actually analyzing 
data from all the units. The approach necessarily assumes that 
the non-reP'Q'rting units have accomplished the same level of 
effort as the average of the reporting u~its. For some 
non-reporting units, the method results In an overestimate~ 
while, for others it yields an underestimate. The 1?rob1em IS·' 
compounded when one considers that complete reportIng may 
itself reflect significant differences between the two groups 
of units. Does complete reporting indicate that units have 
more to report or are better at their job? ,Or are the 
aggressive units wi th larger case10ads too QUsy. to devote ~he 
resources to reporting? However, unless there IS some ObVIOUS 
factor which makes the reporting units significantly different 
from the non-reporting units, the multiplier method o~ 
estimation should result in a relatively accurate estImate of 
overall unit activity. Although no data were available qn the 
re1ative.case10ad differences between reporting and 
non-reporting uni ts, the data did show that reporti~g and 
non-reporting units ~ similar. in terms.of ot~er~mportant 
unit characteristics, i.e., attorney and Inv~st:ga~_lv7 staff. 
size; length of time in operation~ scope of Jurlsdlctlon~ U~lt 
staff estimates of the proportion of time devoted to complalnt 
intake complaint mediation, criminal and civil investigations, 
prosec~tion, and civil litigation. On the b?s~S of these 
similarities . it can be assumed that the actIVIty level of 
non-reportinq units was not significantly different than that 
of reporting units. 

* Proj,ections in this section are based on 68 units,rather 
than the 72 original uni ts, to reduce the amo unt of possible 
overestimation,involved in the projection procedures. 
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B. Complaints; Inguiries; and-Complaint-Resolutiop 
Most of the economic crime units handle complaints and 

inquiries from the public, either on a walk-in basis or by 
referral from other ~gencies. (This was true of 40 of the 45 
units for which we have complete data.) The 45 units received 
233,574 complaints and inquiries in the ten-month period 
examined. Projections from the 45 fully reporting units imply 
that this figure may approach a third of a million. A large 
number of complaints and inquiries, perhaps as many as half, 
may be settled at this stage, by referral to a more appropriate 
agency or by informing the complainant that the matter is not 
appropriate for this office. Because a large volume of 
referrals is involved, and because of the informal nature of 
many such referrals, it was decided not to attempt to report 
the number and nature of referrals at this stage. Thus, the 
data on complaints and inquiries are more a measure of public 
awareness and acceptance of the unit than a solid indicator of 
unit assistance. to complainants. 

More tangible assistance is offered to complainants by unit 
complaint resol ution efforts. Here, a unit may obtain 
cancellation of an onerous contract signed under duress during 
a high-pressure sales pitch, or may obtain restitution for the 
complainant. The unit may refer the matter to another agency 
or may itself launch an investigation. In the ten-month period 
encompassed, the 45 units undertook to resolve 21,519 
complaints. Restitution was obtained in 4,063 of these. If 
LEAA's support for the Economic Crime Project is considered an 
investment in white-collar crime enforcement, ten months' work 
for the 45 unit~ .in just this one aspect of project, operations 
has returned ove:!' $3.44 million; the two-year LEAA investment 
in this project was $1,984,958. Projecting from this data, the 
amount recovered by all of the Project units may approach $5 
million. 

C. Investigations , 
The 45 units undertook 9,459 investigations, 5,294 of which 

were closed during the ten month period for which the data has 
been analyzed. Some 561 of these matters were referred to 
other agencies and restitution was obtained in 630. This 
restitution amounted to -$1,966,466. Again, projecting from 
these data, the amount recovered by all the units may have 
totalled a~ much as $3 million. Other forms of relief were 
obtained in 209 instances, and 2,293 cases were filed following 
investigation, about two-thirds of which were felonies. 

o. Cases 
The 45 uni ts filed a total of 3,412 cases, incl uding 2,215 

felonies and 269 civil actions. They closed 1,548 cases, 
includih'9 1,145 felonies and 114 civil matters. This involved 
245 trials (115 jury trials) and 896 guilty pleas. The 45 
units obtained convictions in 1,036 cases, more than half of 
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which were at the felony level. Of these, 333 cases resulted 
in sentences of incarceration. These units obtained $8.16 
million in restitution, fines, and penalties at the litigation 
stage alone. Combining this figure with the restitutions 
obtained at the complaint mediation stage and following 
inves tiga tion, the 45 uni ts obtained $13,566,593 in agreed and 
ordered restituti6ns, fines, and penalties.* If this is 
representative of the experience of all of the units, over the 
la-month grant period the total financial impact of Project 
efforts might be estimated to be $36.8 million. 

E. §ubject-Matter 
A broad spectrum of offenses falls under the rubric of 

"economic crime," ranging from employee embezzlement of small 
'amounts for "grocery money" to elaborate schemes for, sale of 
"deferred delivery contracts" for non-existent oil or gold, 
which may victimize hundreds or thousands of relatively 
sophisticated investors on a national scale. Units may handle 
scores of re~~1l.tively mlnor welfare recipient fraud cases in a 
fairly routine manner with little drain on resources, and 
devote a substantial amount of time and energy on just one 
particularly complex and difficult arson-for-profit case. 
Trends may emerge over time as one ~articular form of scheme 
becomes less fruitful because of consumer awareness, government 
regulation or vigorous prosecution, and con-artists move on 
into other ventures. In order to gain a clearer perspective on 
unit activities, the ECPRS was designed to gather data on the 
subject-matter of investigations and cases handled by the 
units. Investigations and cases were classified into eleven 
(11) broad, generic subject-matter categories, and data were 
analyzed to examine the degree to which each of thes~ 
subject-matter areas is represented at each stage of 
investigation and case processing (e.g., corruption cases 
acco un ting for 25.7% of the investigati.ons opened, and 37.7% of 
the cases filed), as an indicator of the units' handling of 
matters involving these subject-matter areas. As data is 
gathered over a longer period it will be possible to look for 
long-term trends. 

At the investigation stage, only 43% of the matters pending 
on January 31, 1979, or opened between February 1 and November 
31, 1979, involving investment matters were closed, while this 
was true of 66% of the finance-related inveB~igations. The 
latter accounted fora relatively higher percentage of the 
restitutions but did not contribute disproportionately to case 
filings, perhaps because of the large number of bad-check cases 
in this category. Similarly, sales and repair problems 

* Data is not available on actual collections or payments. 
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resulted in many restitutions, but few case filings. 
Corruption and theft investigations, on the other hand, 
resulted in many case filings and few restitutions. 

At the litigation stage, a high percentage of corruption 
and theft cases were prosecuted as felonies. Housing and real 
estate cases (which were mainly home-improvement matters), 
finance cases (including bad checks), and cases involving fraud 
against the government (largely welfare fraud) accounted for 
most of the misdemeanor prosecutions, while well over half of 
the civil litigation involved trade practices such as deceptive 
advertising. The percentage of felony prosecutions which 
resulted in conviction was high, but did not vary greatly by 
subject-matter. 

Jury trials were used most frequently in insurance and 
investment cases, and non-jury trials in cases involving 
personal and professional services and fraud against the 
government. Virtually all the computer-related and health and 
medical service cases resulted in guilty pleas, as did almost 
80% of the finance and credit (including bad-check) cases. 
About one third of the sales and repair cases were dropped or 
dismissed. 

A high percentage of corruption, abuse of trust, and theft 
cases filed resulted in prison sentences, while this was true 
in but a few trade practices cases. Corruption, abuse of 
trust, and theft cases also constituted a higher percentage of 
cases filed than of investigations opened. It is fair to ... 
speculate that this reflects a vigorous prosecution policy in 
such cases. 

Fraud against the government matters, which consist largely 
of welfare fraud matter.s, account for a very slightly higher 
percentage of case filings than of investigations opened. The 
reverse was true in matters involving sales and repairs, and 
the percentage difference was larger. 

A preliminary analysis of partial data on differences in 
subject-matter between the investigation and case stages (wi th 
respect to individual matters) confirms that these are due in 
part to prosecutors' strategic decisions to change the 
subject-matter category, perhaps as new facts emerge in the 
course of an investigation. This occurred most frequently with 
respect to matters eventually filed as bad-check or 
home-improvement cases. Such changes were relatively 
infrequent in corruption, theft, ~nd abuse of trust cases. 

IV. THE NATIONAL STRATEGY 

Chapter Fo ur opens wi th a brief history of the P,("oject' s 
National Strategy e£forts, so that others interested in 
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undertaking similar efforts to foster federal, state, and local 
interagency cooperation to combat white-collar crime can better 
understand the strategies undertaken, the results obtained, the 
problems enco un tered, and the steps under taken to resolve these 
problems. Economic Crime Project staff worked with several 
federal agencies to establish coordination mechanisms and plan 
joint efforts, as they were simultaneously encouraging member 
units to expand their individual access to broader horizons of 
resources by increased cooperative efforts with state and 
federal agencies. Six Lead Units experimented with specific 
strategies along these lines, to develop a cafeteria-line of 
experience from which their colleagues in other units could 
select strategies appr0priate for the unique needs and 
circumstances of their own jurisdictions. After 15 months' 
operation, the number of Lead Units expanded to 12 a'nd each of 
the six original Lead Units assumed responsibility for 
providing advice, guidance, and support to one of the new 
ones. 

A. Pianning 1 Approach 
Initial planning was devoted to developing a strategy for 

use by Units seeking to establish contact with broad ranges of 
federal agencies, to give the Project's National Strategy 
initiative visibility a~ to foster an environment within which 
"targets of opportunity" for later, more specific Project 
efforts could arise. The approach taken was to: 

• Explain to each federal agency the nature of the ECP 
and the National Strategy initiative. 

• Discuss mutual priorities and concerns. 

• Seek their cooperation. 

• Establish a point of liaison within each agency to 
assist in resolving specific problems encountered by 
Project units and federal agency regional or local 
offices. 

• Layout a mechanism and procedures for p~anning future 
efforts. ~ 

I) 

The federal agencies were provided directories of t:he ECP 
units, and several of them sent out memos encouragjng field 
staff to work with these units. 

B. Efforts Undertaken 
1.· Federal'Inspectors-General. One early goal of the 

National Strategy effort was to establish a closer working 
relationship with the recently-established offices of Inspector 
General in the Departments of ,Agriculture, Housing and Urban 
Development, Energy and Health, and Education and Welfare (now 

xxxvii 

Heal th and Human Services), and to dev'elop speci fic programs 
and mechanisms for the resolution of specific problems. The 
approach to be undertaken was to demonstrate that the National 
Strategy effort would be of mutual benefit to federal and local 
government, not merely a device to get the federal government 
to assist with local problems. 

The National Strategy program initiated efforts to develop 
specific, written Memoranda of Understanding (MOU's) with the 
Inspectors General in these departments, to include joint 
training, the designation of a permanent liaison, and the 
establishment of specific liaison mechanisms for interaction 
between these agencies and local ECP units. A major issue to 
be addressed was the continued availability of federal 
investigative resources once a matter declined by feaeral 
prosecutors was referred to an ECP unit for prosecution. It 
soon became obvious that the role of the Project and the 
capabilities of individual units would have to be clearly 
outlined to those agencies wi th which the Project sought to 
promote cooperation and coordination. The necessary 
coordination and liaison, it was quickly learned, could only be 
established effectively when built initially upon the points 
where enforcement agencies and the ECP find cooperation 
mutually benefici.~'l. 

The ECP has also established liaison with the Executive 
Group to Combat Fraud and Waste in Government, consisting of 
the federal-level Inspectors General and representatives from 
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), Office of Program 
Management (OPM) ,the FBI, IRS, and the Postal Inspection 
Service. The. Executive Group operates under the auspices of 
and receives staff support from the U.S. Department of Justice. 

2. Federal-Investigative'Agencies. The Project made 
special efforts to develop working relationships with the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and the U.$. Postal Inspection 
Service. Because the Sureau's primary mission is to respond to 
the law enforcement needs of the U.S. Department of JLls.tice (of 
which it is a part) and other federal agencies, it was not 
envisioned that major initiatives would be undertaken in 
substantive areas with the BUl:.'eau. The Bureau's training 
programs were recognized as being excellent, and the Bureau has 
been responsive to the training and technical assistance needs 
of state and local prosecutors and law enforcement officials. 
Under the National Strategy initiative, the Bureau and the Eep 
expanded the FBI computer training course to include a session 
jointly at.tended by Eep unit representatives and assistant 
United States Attorneys. The Bureau also hosted the National 
Strategy Conferences in 1979 and 1980. 

The U.S. Postal Inspection Service extended cooperation to 
the Project before the National Straegy initia.tive was begun. 
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Local prosecutors had reported to Project staff that they had 
found the Postal Inspection Service to be very cooperative in 
mutual enforcement activities. 

In the current grant period the Project began the 
circulation to uni ts of the Postal Inspection Service's regular 
bulletin of current schemes and pending investigations. In 
view of the sound working rela~ionship between the Postal 
Inspection Service and local ECP units, there appeared to be no 
pressing need to develop a more specific program in this area. 

3. 9ther Federal ]):~nci~. The Project also began to work 
with the Federal Trade Commission, lar.gely through the efforts 
of the Busine$s dpportur{ity Fraud Clearinghouse. Clearinghouse 
staff offered comrtlen ts 'and s ugges tions on proposed FTC 
disclosure regulations regarning business opportunit'ies and 
solicited the input of the other ECP units. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation was not one of the 
federal agencies specifically envisioned as being within the 
ambit of National Strategy efforts, but the opportunity 
presented itself and the ECP had the flexibility to take 
advantage of this opportunity to work with the National Highway 
Traffic and Safety Administration (NHTSA) and DOT i,n 
implementing "Auto~CaP" programs for the mediation of new car 
purchase an6 warranty complaints, developed with the 
cooperation l~ the National Auto Dealers Association. 

4. Attornevs'General. The Project also undertook to 
increase cooperation between state and local prosecutors, . 
through the auspices of the National Association of Attorneys 
General and Attorneys General in individual states. In the 
past, there has not been a history of cooperation between NDAA 
and its counterpart professiona.l organization for Attorneys 
General, the National Association of Attorneys General (NAAG). 
It became clear during the earliest planning of the National 
Strategy effoct that, if this .were to be a truly national 
effort, involvement of NAAG and the Attorneys Genera~ would be 
important to its success. 

Prosecutorial cooperation between the Attorneys General and 
local prosecutors had increased during the first nine months of 
the National Strategy initiative, in part through the 
participation of Attorneys General at the Antitrust Task Force 
and other Task Force meetings on an "associate" basis. The two 
organizations agreed to designate personnel to serve between , 
NAAG and NDAA and the Executive Directors of each organization:'. 
(NOAA and NAAG) attended 'che other organization's Board 
meetings. The Board of NAAG authorized sending copies of 
NAAG's antitrust newsletter and other relevant newsletters to 
local prosecutors, which it had declined to do before this 
National Strategy initiative was launched. This cooperation 
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spread to the "working level," as well. NAAG members began to 
frequently use the nation:al-scope Business Opportunity 
Clearinghouse, and NDAA members participated in a number of 
NAAG antitrust seminars. 

5. The-National'0rganization"of'Bar'Counsel. The National 
Strategy effort reached out to and involved the Nationa.l 
Organization of Bar Counsel (NOBC), the professional 
association of state bar officials responsible for the 
disciplining and disbarment of attorneys. If one takes a 
comprehensive view of the range of preventative measures, 
sanctions, and deterrent measures which can be applied in the 
war on white-collar crime, it becomes more apparent that lawyer 
discipline may become an important tocl in the arsenal of 
available weapons. Further, patterns of cooperatiori with 
respect to lawyer discipline may offer useful models" for later 
efforts with respect to other professionals, ~uch as doctors 
and other healt~ care service providers. Assistance was 
obtained from NOBC on specific cases where attorneys were 
allegedly involved in economic crimes. As a result of Project 
efforts, NOBC passed a seven-part resolution at its annual 
meeting in August, 1979, which ou1ined specific plans for 
cooperation with the Project. 

6. The'Lead'Units. It was envisioned from the outset of 
the National Strategy initiative that the true test would be in 
the laboratories of experience provided by six Lead Units 
charged with responsibility for implementing these efforts at 
the local level, in specific prosecutions and other efforts 
aimed at protecting the citizenry and halting the perpetrators 
of economic crime. 

The goals of these Lead Units were to: (1) develop their 
own ongoing liaison mechanisms with federal, state, and local 
agencies J (2) seek to increase the- n umber of inciden ts of 
interagency cooperation by 40% in a 12-month period and up to 
200% in an 18-month periodJ and (3) seek to have two 
cooperative enforcement actions underway within 12 months and 
complete those two actions, as well as initiate four additional 
actions within 18 months of being designated as Lead Units. 
But the purpose of the Lead Unit initiative was more to extract 
lessons as to the fea~ibility of specific strategies attempted 
and learn from the problems th us eneo vntered than it was to 
prove that quantifiable results would follow from specific 
s tr ategies • 

The Lead Units were selected to reflect the geographical 
and demographical diversity of the Project units, and 
willingness to undertake this effort was perhaps the most 
important selection criterion. Thus, the experiences of these 
units were not considered to.-,be "representative" of the results 
which would follow if the same ini tiatives were undertaken by 
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each Project unit. Some units were selected because ~hey ha~ 
already demonstrated a considerable d~gree of ef~ort ln worklng 
with federal and state agencies, and,lt was 70nsld:red 
im~ortant to document and analyze thIS experlenc~ l~ o~de~ to 
extract ideas as to viable strategies for other Jurls~lctlons. 
Other Lead Units were selected because this wou~d ~e a ~ew 
effort and th us their exper iences wonld offer lns 19h t lnto the 
proble~s to be encountered in beginning National St~ategJ; 
initiatives in other jurisdictions. Three of the slx,unlt~ 
were in j ur isdictions ho us ing the first of the EconomJ,9 Cr :me 
Enforcemen t Un i ts to be es tablished in U. S. Attorneys ~ offH~es 
under a new Department of Justice ~ni t~a~ive. ,Two _ of these, 
and an additional Lead Unit, were 1n cltles WhlCh also served 
as regional offices for many of the federal ~epartments and 
agencies expected to be important to the NatIonal S~rategy 
initiative. 

The Lead Units ultimately selected were in Atlanta, Denver, 
Los Angeles, Louisville, Minneapolis, and Philadelpia. ,These 
six units developed a variety of approaches and s~rategles 
tailored to meet local jurisdictions' needs ~nd clrcumstances. 
These units swiftly demonstrated how the NatIonal Strategy 
Program could be improved through an infusion, of the, i~e~s ,~nd 
efforts of local Units Chiefs, based up~n thelr own ~nltlatlves 
and creativity. At least two of the unIts began ~helr own 
"grass roots" national strategy initiatives, meetIng regularly 
with federal, state, and other local official~. One was,a~so 
central to a state Economic Crime C?uncil, WhIC~ was envlsloned 
as having potential as a unique vehIcle for NatIonal Strategy 
initiatives. 

The technical assistance offered by the Project Center to 
the Lead Units has been more in the form ~t suppo~t and 

; encouragement than specific technical adVIce, onslte 
assessment, and planning. The experts,o~ l~ca~ p~ob~ems and 
strategies that would work in any speclf:c Jurlsdlctlons, ,the 
ECP staff believed, would be the Lead UnIt staf~sand theIr 
local counterparts from state and federal agencIes. 

At the outset, a strategy was devised to pass on to the 
units the lesons and benefits of the National Stratey , 
initiative. As National Strategy initiatives and s~rategles 
were developed, they were to be passed on to ECP Unlts through 
the, Project" s Program Division. For example, at the quar terly 
UnIt Chiefs~meetings, presentations and workshops were 
conducted on the National Strategy concerns and effor~s to 
preserve th8 integr tty of government programs., The SIX Lead 
Units described earlier were seen as key to thls~process, as, 
were the ECP Task Forces. > 

The Task forces proved to be effective vehicles for 
translating N~tional Strategy initiates into local action. 
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They focused efforts on national priority areas and involved 
federal, state, and local cooperation. They also provided 
assistance and models to other units in implementing National 
Strategy initiatives. Further, the Project encouraged 
representatives of state and federal agencies interested in the 
subject matter to become associate members of the Task Forces. 

7. The' Second·· National' Str..§ltegy~ Conference. National 
Strategy efforts in the first nine months culminated in the 
Second National Strategy Conference, iri July 1979. Some 36 
officials attended, representing a broad range of federal 
agencies, NAAG and criminal justice experts. Presentations 
concerning efforts to date were followed by a planning session, 
at which it was concluded that planning efforts should 
con tin ue, but that the time had come to tr ansla te th'is 
initiative into specific, operational progr.ams. Since that 
time, Project efforts were refocused on developing specific 
programs with a narrower range of agencies and working through 
Lead Units in implementing initiatives on the local level. The 
program component became more active in the National Strategy. 
The Lead Units took a more active role, by forming their own 
Task Force, meeting with officials in Washington, serving as 
liaison to federal agencies , and undertaking regional efforts. 

,The number of Lead Units was expanded to twelve. .' 

8. The 'Federal' Executive·Working-GrouE. Perhaps the 
initiative with the most long-range potential was the Project's 
role in the formation of the Executive Working Group for 
Federal-State-Local Prosecutorial Relations, which arose out of 
a Memorandum of Understanding between LEAA and Department of 
Jus tice to coordinate efforts in white -collar cr ime, organized 
crime, and arson. :Because prior National Strategy efforts had 
led to markedly increased cooperation between NDAA and NAAG, 
one topic of disc uss ion at the Second Na tional Stra tegy 
Conference in July, 1979, was the possibility of expanding the 
LEAA-Justice effort to include these and other organizations. 

C. Results'Obtained 
I. FederaL Agencies. The second section of Chapter Four 

descr ibes the res ul t,g of Natio.nal Strategy efforts involving 
several federal agen .es, including the Criminal and Antitrust 
Divisions of the Department of Justice, the Department of 
Agriculture, the Department of Housing ~nd Urban Development, 
the Department of Energy, the Department of Heal th ~ .. fV1d Human 
Services, the Federal Bureau of Investigation" and the Postal 
Inspection Service. Liaison has been designated between the 
Project and each of these agencies. 

2. U~S;'DeEartment'of Justice. Cooperation with the 
Criminal Division· focused on t.he Office of Economic Crime 
Enforc~ment and the Economic Crime Enfotcement Units 
established or soon to be established in about 30 United States 
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Attorneys' offices around the country. Specific initiatives 
have not yet begun with these units, because their first 
efforts have been devoted to assessing problems of federal 
coordination and establishing national priorities. These 
efforts are expected to expand to establish regional-level 
priorities, in part in consultation with Project units. 

The bi-monthly Bulletin circulated by this office 
describing the work of the Economic Crime Enforcement Units is 
routinely sent to Project units, as are the fraud bulletins 
published by the Offices of Inspector General for the 
Departments of Agriculture and Housing and Urban Development. 
Other specific initiatives undertaken with these agencies are 
described in detail in Chapter Four. 

3. Lead Units. Chapter Four of this report describes some 
of the more interesting results of efforts by the Lead Units, 
mentioned earlier. Four of these participate in monthly or 
quarterly, statewide or local, economic crime meetings 
involving a range of federal, stae, and local officials; two of 
these were begun by Lead Unit efforts. These meetings have 
proved to be useful forums for the exchange of ideas and 
information and, more importantly, have provided participants 
the opportunity to meet informally on a person-to-person basis 
and develop working relationships. Units have also fostered 
interagency contact by hosting training sessions by the FBI, 
the IRS, or by the Project consultants on investigative 
accounting. Specific "initiatives- are also discussed in Chapter 
Four. Perhaps the most significant of these is an idea which 
originated in the Philadelphia unit and quickly adopted by a 
number of others, which involved the ECP unit providing 
information on possible tax violations to federal authorities. 

V. THE NATIONAL STRATEGY SURVEYS OF UNIT· INTERACTIONS 

Chapter Five describes the results of the 1st and 2nd 
National Strategy Questionnaire administered in the last half 
of 1978 and 1979. The first section of the chapter describes 
the responses of the Lead Units to the questionnaire, and the 
second section describes the responses of all the reporting 
units. Units were surveyed as to their interactions with 
federal and state agencies and national organizations in the 
last half of 1978 and again in the last half of 1979, to gain a 
rough measure of the amount of increase or decrease of such 
interaction. Units were asked about referrals from other 
agencies, the amount of pre-referral investigation and 
post-referral involvement, referrals to other agencies, 
continued unit involvement after these referrals, other 
case-specific cooperation, exchanges of experts, coordination 
of prosecutions, joint traininq, and written agreements with 
other agencies. . 

--------
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A. The" Lead"Units 
Referrals to Lead Units from federal and state agencies and 

national organizatio~s were reported to be over 300% higher in 
the second, 1979 survey. While the percentage of referrals 
rose for federal agencies, the bulk of the referrals continued 
to be from state agencies. Because two units provided no 
informat~on on referrals to other agencies and because the 
number of such referrals was small, no conclusions could be 
drawn as to such referrals. While tne number of coordinated 
prosecutions rose slightly, the number was too small to 
indicate a significant trend. This was tru~ of the use of 
experts, as well. Reported joint training continued to be 
high. While there was only one reported written agreement 
(with the FBI) in 1978, in 1979 there were additional 
agreementG with the U.s. Internal Revenue Service, o.s. Secret 
Service, and a state tax agency. 

Battelle staff developed three indices of inte~action; with 
respect to (1) case-specific cooperation, (2) personnel 
exchange and joint training, and (3) general cooperative 
arrangements. On the first index, case-specific cooperation, 
units showed overall increases, but the portion attributable to 
in teraction wi th federal agencies dropped slightly. All uni ts 
but one showed increases on the second index, but the increases 
were not as large as the increases ort the first index~ Units 
showed decreases, as well as increases, in the level of 
interaction with federal agencies. There were increases on the 
third index (general cooperation), with most of this 
attributable to written agreements between units and 
federal-level agencies. 

When unit index scores weJ,7e categor izedas being high, 
medium, or low, Lead Units' ratings on case-specific 
cooperation uniformly increased, with much of this attributable 
to federal-level interaction. More dramatic increases were 
noted with respect to personnel exchange, and joint training 
rose more dramatically due more to state interactions. Only 
half the units' ratings increased with respect to general 
cooperation. 

B. All'Reportinq'Urtit~ 
The pattern of responses of all the reporting units was not 

as dramatic as that of the Lead Units describ~d above, but 
generally mirrored their directions. A rough measure of 
overall change in the level of cooperative and interactive 
activities showed a net 16.4% increase between 1978 and 1979. 
A serious drawback of this computational method is that it 
gives equal weight to all the elements entering into its 
computation. Thus less important factors, such as sharing of 
experts, have an impact equal to those of more important 
factors such ~s coordination of prosecution. On the weighted 
indices of interaction, there were significantly more units in 
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the high category for case-specific cooperation and general 
cooperative agreements. The increase in case-specific 
cooperation was primarily due to an increase in the level of 
interaction with state rather than federal agencies. 

The material presented in Chapter Five provides the first 
opportunity to look at changes in the pattern and quantity of 
cooperative interactions across two years of the National 
Stra tegy effort. It sho uld be remembered, however, that such 
comparisons are only preliminary, and any conclusions should be 
tempered with the realization that the analyses do not provide 
factual evidence of the significance of changes reflected. 
Interpretations based on these initial year-to-year comparisons 
should be, at best, tentative. 

VI. CONCLUS IONS 

Chapter Six extracts the conclusions to be drawn from the 
project's experiences in the last grant period. The project 
clearly continued as an active force in containing white-collar 
crime, as statistics cited above demonstrate. But the mark of 
Project impact is in the National Strategy initiative. Perhaps 
one of the most dramatic results is the formation of the 
Executive Working Group on Federal-State-Local Prosecutorial 
Relations, an outgrowth of increased NDAA cooperation with the 
National Association of Attorneys General through Antitrust 
Task Force efforts and discussions at the second National 
Strategy conference, two Project efforts, as well as a 
Memorandum of Understanding between LEAA and the Department of 
Jus tice. 

As was clearly anticipated in the beginning, the process of 
strategy development has been slow and laborious. Further, 
results of specific initiatives could not be easily 
anticipated, in large part because they depended on independent 
actions of federal and state agencies. In this context, the 
Project took the wise course ift maintaining a posture of 
flexibility to enable it to respond to "targets of 
opportunity," e.g., to develop or respond to such unanticipated 
initiatives as the formation of the Executive Working Group. 
On the other hand, as in every exploratory effort, not every 
effort "paid off." 

~ The key to agency interaction proved to be establishing 
"credibility" through person-to-person interaction leading to 
demonstrated results. Thus, the involvement of federal 
officials in Uni~ Chief Conferences and Task Fo~ce efforts and 
the visit of Lectrl Unit Chiefs to Washington, D.C. to meet with 
operational managers of federal ~nforcement efforts were 
important in translating National Strategy initiatives into 
local-level efforts. 
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Memoranda of Understanding proved to be less essential than 
originally envisioned. There value was not in resolving "turf" 
problems by clearly delineating the cases which each agency 
could or would handle or in triggering automatir:: cooperative 
support, but in creating the framework within which personal 
rela tionships co uld develop. The wr i t ten understandings which 
did emerge designated liaison personnel, listed areas of mutual 
interest, and encouraged interaction on the local or regional 
level. 

Although significant progress has been made in promoting 
National Strategy initiatives, it is no more than a good 
start. The Executive Working Group holds perhaps the greatest 
promise beca use it provides a needed for urn for n,a tional-Ievel 
discussion, which will be of crucial importance in view of the 
threatened curtailment of funding support fc>r this NDAA 
effort. But the tr ue impact of the Na tional Str a tegy effor t is 
to be felt at the local level, in communities throughout the 
nation. It remains to be seen if local prosecutors can 
continue to expand their efforts into a significctnt and 
coordinated national effort to protect the public, protect the 
integrity of governmental programs, and safeguard increasingly 
restricted monies. Nothing in this area will happen or 
con tin ue to happen by itself; there is a clear need to main tain 
the momentum of current Project efforts and to "shepherd" on 
the national level the continuation of National Strategy 
efforts. 
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REPORT ON THE NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION 

ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT: FIFTH GRANT PERIOD 

CHAPTER ONE 

HISTORY, OBJECTIVES, AND STRATEGIES 

I. A BRIEF PROJECT HISTORY 

A. Introduction 

Econ9mic cr ime is a blight in Amer ica. Nobody k,nows the 

cost of economic crime to the American public, but a frequently 
... -

quoted figure in a 1974 booklet by the u.S. Chamber of Commerce 

puts the figure at a minimum of $40'billion a year. 1 

According to a 1977 report of an LEAA-funded study by the 

American Management Association's Crime Against Business 

Project, non-violent crimes against business firms alone cost 
$30-$40 billion per year.2 

But the problem is not simply one of economic loss. As Mr. 

Phillip Heymann, Assistant Attorney General, Criminal Division, 

U.S. Department of Justice, summed up at a July, 1979, 

conference on developing a national strategy to combat 
white-collar crime, white-collar crime enforcement efforts 

involve pitting meager ~overnment resources against the 

politically and economically powerful. But such efforts are 

important because; 

• While the government can survive wars, domestic 
crises, and natural disasters, it cannot survive any 
sustained public impression that the government itself 
is corrupt. 

• The government cannot turn back the clock of time and 
withdraw its commitment across a broad range of social 
issues concerning public health, safety, and 
well-being, but if the public perceives the programs 
to address these iss ues as "cor r upt" (regardless of 
any low ratio of wasted funds to program costs) it 
will not support them, and people will suffer. 
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• People suffer as much from victimization by a 
fraudulent scheme as they do from being burglarized to 
an equivalent degree of monetary loss. 

• It is important that a society and government which is 
founded on principles of equality, due process, and a 
rule of law, not men, establish that the rich and 
powerful are subject to the same la~s as the 
impover~shed and powerless. 3 

Since the Nati00 al District Attorneys Association (NDAA) 

Economic Crime Project was begun in 1973, it has bee~ a 

significant factor in establishing the tole of local law 

enforcement agencies in the enforcement of laws against 

white-collar (economic) crime--and in protecting their 

constituencies against this form of crime and related abuse. 

Prosecutors have gone beyond the narrow confines of the 

criminal law, more frequently exercising civil powers in this 

area, and moving into the service delivery sector of mediation 

of consumer grievances. Numerous prosecutors' offices, which 

did not maintain prosecutive programs focusing on economic 

crime and assistance to the victims of such crimes, now operate 

units dedicated to this enforcement area and to the 

amelioration of its effects. One prosecutor's office ~fter 

another has recognized and accepted the fact that this is a key 

operational area. Staffs of units coordinate by drawing 

expertise, intelligence, and encouragement from one another 

within the framework of the Economic Crime Project. 

NDAA-sponsored programs and the influence of their 

Project-affiliated staffs have increaSed public consciousness 

of the white-collar crime issue which is reinforced by local 

enforcement actions. 

At its inception, the general objective of the Economic 

Crime Project was to~nhance the capabilities of local 

prosedutors to act against economic crime and relat~d abuses. 

But it had become" clear that the efforts of local 

prosecutors--even when unified into an effort .of national 

scope--were not sufficient to stem the tide of economic crime. 

i! 
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Simultaneously, there was an increasing awareness on the 

federal level that fraud, waste, and abuse in government were 

high-priority problems. So, too, on the state level the 

National Association of Attorneys General (NAAG) and individual 

Attorneys General had been placing increasing emphasis on 

white-collar crime. The NDAA considered it essential to 

examine white-collar crime enforcement efforts on the state and 

federal level, and begin a dialogue to explore joint efforts to 

launch a National Strategy to combat white-collar crime. It 

entered into a contract with the Battelle Law and Justice Study 

Center to conduct an NDAA Symposium on Development of a 

National Strategy for White-Collar Crime Enforcement in July, 

1978, which brought together experts from federal, state, and 

local government, as well as from the private and research 
sectors.* 

As a result of this symposium and other planning efforts to 

be detailed below, ~mAA determined to devote the fifth grant 

period of the Economic Crime Project to continuing program 

operations and, Simultaneously, to help develop a National 

Strategy involving federal, state, and local cooperation in the 

prevention, detection, investigation, and prosecution of 

white-collar crime. This is a report of these efforts. 

The next section of this chapter provides a brief 

description of the Economic Crime Project and its 

accomplishments in its first four grant periods. This is 

followed by a section describing the genesis and development of 

the Project's National Strategy initiative to coordinate 

federal, state, and local white-collar crime enforcement 

efforts. The concluding section of this chapter describes the 

goals and objectives of the Project in the present grant 

period. It describes how the goals and objectives of the 

*s . 
ympos~um proceedings and the Economic Crime Project 

activ~t~es ar~ discussed i~ detai~ in A-National Strategy for 
Conta~n~ngWh~te-Collar Crime, edlted by Herbert Edelhertz and 
Charles H. Rogovin, scheduled for publi~ation by Lexington 
Books in September, 1980. 
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fledgling National Strategy initiative have changed as the 
initiative has developed. 

The second chapter describes the activities of the Program 
Component of the Project in the present grant period. Data on 

unit operations from the revised Economic Crime Proiect 

Reporting System is the subject of Chapter Three. 

The fourth chapter describes in detail the National 

Strategy initiative, the problems encountered, changes in 
direction and focus in light of experience, and accomplishments 

to date. A major portion of the c~apter discusaes the six 
pilot Lead Units, which have served to test the feasibility of 
initiating National Strategy efforts on the local level. The 

experiences of these Lead Units collectivelY constitute a 
cafeteria-line of experience, from which other interested 

agencies can draw in developing National Strategy initiatives 
tailored to the needs, problems, and conditions of their own 
jurisdictions. These experiences will be highlighted in a 

forthcoming Battelle report outlining from a practical, 
practitioner-oriented perspective steps which can be taken to 
foster closer working relationships between federal, state, and 
local agencies in combatting the rn~nace of white-collar crime. 

The fifth chapter describes ~he results of two surveys, one 
year apart, on units' interactions with federal and state 

agencies. The first part describes and analyzes responses of 
the Lead Units, and the second contains the analysis of all 

responses received from the Project units. 
The sixth chapter draws conclusions from 

experience to date and suggests future steps 

the Project's 
(

~. -''-, 

to be-!::'aRen. 

B. A Brief Historv of the Econmic Crime Project 

The National District Attorneys, Associ'ation and its 
Economic Crime 'Project have played a vital roote in facili tatinq 

and supporting effective white-collar crime control. In 1973 
with the support of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA), a core group of prosecutbrs' offices 

5 

began their effort to improve local prosecutive capability to 

deal with white-collar crime. The program expanded to include 

an outer ring of additional district attorneys' offices. 

Finally, as envisioned, the Project evolved into a network of 

68 local district attorneys' offices, working to improve the 

overall capacity of the criminal justice system, on all levels, 

to prevent, detect, and prosecute economic crime. 

To accomplish the primary purpose of the Economic Crime 
Project, the Project's tasks have included: 

• Infusion of resources. 

• Development and dissemination ,of training materials. 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Provision of liaison networks among local prosecutors 
and between local and federal offices concerned with 
prosecuting economic crime. 

Commissioning research and evaluative efforts; 

Cooperative prosecutive activity with respect to 
offenses commi t,ted in more than one of the Project's 
participating jurisdictions. 

Preparation and distribution of a bi-monthly Economic 
Crime Digest and a bound volume entitled, The 
Prosecutor's Manual on Economic Crime, to enhance" 
prosecutive expertise. 

Development of a proseclltor's manual on antitrust 
enforcement. 

Technical assi1:?tance, s.llch as investigati ve 
account~pg, to local prosecutors' offices; 

Participation in and direction of the activities of 
the Project's Task Forces on Auto Repair, Antitrust, 
and Business Opportunity Fraud. 

Public education programs that have included 
distribution of pamphlets on charity frauds, 
merchandising frauds, and business opportunity frauds. 

Quarterly meetings of the distriqt attorneys' offices' 
Unit Chiefs to compare information, coordi~ate 
efforts, share and expand expertise, and attend 
workshops on particular problem areas. 

,~ 
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This review of prior Project history is based on Project 

plans, evaluation documents, Project publications, and 
interviews with Project staff. This is not an evaluation or 
a~sessment of the Project's performance. It does not involve 
extensive data-gathering, close examination of the Proiect 
data, or any measure of the Economic Crime Project's national 
impact. The first part of this review describes briefly the 

goals, strategies, and accomplishments of the first three 
funding years of this Project. This provides the ba~kground 
for the more specific description of Project activities during 

the fourth and current (fifth) grant periods. 
1. Background: Goals and Accomplishments. It is 

important, at this juncture, to review prior grant periods, to 
place in perspective the current activities which are the 

subject of th is report. 
a. The first grant period. The idea for an Economic 

Crime Project was first discussed at a meeting of the National 
District Attorneys Association in Columbus, Ohio, in May of 
1973. The idea received swift endorsement from the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration by means of a 

Discretionary Grarit which began July 1, 1973. 
To paraphrase Mr. Robert Sussman, a recent Project 

Director, the Project's goals were: "to bring each DA's office 

up to the proper level" of activity and professionalism in 
prosecution of economic crime; to proselytize; to educate 
judges and the public as to the significance of the prob~em; 
and to help train prosecutors to prosecute economic crime, 
individually or in cooperation with others. 

More specifically, the goals at the outset were to heighten 
prosecutors' awareness of the dimensions of the economic crime 
problem, increase the number and the quality of prosecutions in 
this area, and to "sensitize" other government agencies and the 
public at large. The strategy employed was to fund economic 

(, 

crime units in 15 prosecutors' offices throughout the country, 

\ 

,L 
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and a central Economic Crime Project office (the Project 

Center) in Washington. The Center's mission was to serve as a 

clearinghouse between the 15 units, coordinate their activities 

(for example, in building cases regionally or nationally where 

the crimes involved crossed jurisdictional boundaries), and 

provide a reservoir of expertise in this area. Several 

strategies were employed, including: offering technical 

assistance to the m~its, both in establishing and ru~ning the 

office ~nd in developing particular cases; publishing a manual 

on prosecution of economic crime; c6nducting seminars with 

local, state, and federal law enforcement officials; engaging 

in a public education campaign, directly and through its 

support of the efforts of the 15 individual units, convening 

key quarterly Unit Chief meetings that would give prosecutors a 

chance to get to know each other and the staff of the central 

office, to compare nO:tes, to coordinate efforts, and to attend 

workshops and seminars on particular problem areas; and 

circulating a monthly newsletter entitled the Economic Crime 

Digest, both to enhance coordination and to improve the 
prosecutors' expertise. 

The quarterly conferences were viewed as the strongest part 

of the Project, especially the roundtable discussions which 

opened and closed the later conferences. The format for these 

roundtables remains much the same today; each Unit Chief 

presents a current case or cases, and each is discussed at 
" 

length. The Project also distributed Economic Crime: The 

Prosecutor's Hornbook, an 83-page precursor to the Project's 

current Manual. The Project also cooperated with the Chamber 

i, of Commerce of the United States in preparing and distributing 

0~ a Handbook on White-Collar Crime, intended for citizens and 

businesses. Moreover, a Uniform Economic Crime Reporting 

System, for management and research, was developed and 

implemented during the first two grant periods of the Project. 

b. The second grant period. Petbaps the most 

significant development in the second grant period of the 
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Project was the "affiliated office" program. Because of its 

initial success and because of the publicity generated through 

The Prosecutor and NDAA meetings, other prosecutors wished to 

join the Project. Durin9 the first grant period, a number of 
the units began to assist informally nearby prosecutors' 

offices to develop economic crime units of their own. This 
program was formalized during the second grant period of the 

Project, with each of the 15 units "adopting" a nearby 
prosecutor's office. Affiliated offices were required to:1 

• 

• 

Express a commitment to prosecution of economic crime, 
sufficient to justify expenditure of Project funds to 
assist the office. 

Establish an economic crime unit with at least one 
person. 

• Furnish timely reports to the Center and the evaluator. 

• Make a continuing effort to communicate with the 
central office and other units, including information 
exchange and coordination of investigations. 

• Finance attendance of one unit staf~{member to at 
least one of the quarterly conferences. 

• Be willing to apply to their State Planning Agency to 
fund their' uni ts, or to providefcor the unit 0 ut of 
their' own budgets. 

.~, Continue to perform to these standards. 

The commitment of the "adopter" offices was to make a quarterly 

two-to-three-day visit to the "adoptee," provide all needed 

ad~ige and assistance, and to bFing the "adoptee" office up to 
the level of the "adopter." 

Other go~ls for the second grant period included: 

L 

• A mode~t increase in 'Js'~rPport:) to the original 15 units. 
, ~/.===:~!/ .' '. .. 

Improvemel1t-~!!~ broad~)nlng of 'the COmmtlnlcatlon 
bett--!een ,~he uni ts andft.he centr~l office, and between 
the uni i'~/S themse'l vesi \ 

~ c? ' 
\ , 

Expansiori0of the Project's resourges for written 

• 

• 
communication. 

'" 

l. 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
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Increased coordination between the Project and federal 
agencies (a process already begun in the first year). 

Expansion of the UECRS. 

Formalization and expansion of the public education 
program. 

Establishment of a "cadre of experts" for all units to 
draw upon. 

Vesting of administrative tasks in the NDAA Chicago 
office. 

The associated-office concept resulted in 26 new offices 

joining the Project by the end of the year, bringing the total 

number of affiliated offices to 41. The number at the 

beginning of the current ~~ant period stood at approximately 

66. The process was not, however, without problems. 

Initially,-geographic proximity was the controlling factor in 

designation of "sister sites," but it became clear that office 

size, natur~ of the community, and other factors determined 

which office could best aid a new affiliate. Some associate 
units mentioned that they rarely saw anyone from their "sister" 

office. SimilarlY, affiliation often precluded contact for 

assistance with other offices. Also, in some instances, the 

"adoptee" had a more experienced economic crime unit than did 

the "host." These problems were remedied by encouraging 

offices to freely contact each other and base affiliations on 

office similarity. 

While the Project made much progress ±'n this period, the 

\. evaluation of the Project in the second grant period made a 

n umber of s ugges tions fo,r improving the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the programs.' In view of the limited 

resources available in the Center, the evaluation report 

expressed reservations about the Project's expansion unless a 

firm. base for dealing with additional participants could be 

structured and supported. 
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c. The third qrant period. There were few chanqes in 

the objectives or major thrusts of the Project in the thi~d 
grant period; The evaluation report for this third period, 

prepared by a different evaluator, contained two significant 

recommendations. First, the evaluators recommended that the 

UECRS be converted into a simplified system for management and 

impact assessment only and that research data-gathering be 

vested in a different agency, such as the FBI. Second, 

recommendations were made to focus on "proactive" 

investigations and changes in the economic crime scene in each 

unit's community. Detailed data collection had been largely 

eliminated in the third and fourth grant periods. 

2. The Fourth Grant Period. The goals ot the Proiect in 

the fourth grant period, increasing the number and quality of 

economic crime prosecutions nationally, and heightening public 

awareness of the problem of economic crime remained the same as 

at the inception of the Project. These became the goals of the 

Program Component of the Project in this, the fifth grant 

period. Strategies employed may be divided into four general 

categories: clearinghouse, coordination, expertise, and public 
education. 

The clearinghouse function involves general information 

exchange: Who knows about this defendant? Who has had success 

with this type of case? Who is helpful in organizing an 

office? It"includes inquiries from non-participating 

prosecutors, other agencies, and th.e general public. As ide 

from answering inquiries, this function also included 

presentations at NDAA conferences, a page in the monthly 

Prosecutor magazine, the quarterly conferences, and oth~r 
publications, such as the bi-monthlyDigest. 

The coordinatc~onfunction involves coordinating prosecutors 

(including joint programs against a common defendant or scheme, 

or general assistance offered to solve common problems) in 

local, state, ari~ federal agencies (e.g., city consumer 

iF 

11 

offices, state securities regulators, or federal agencies, such 

as the Postal Service). Collaboration between prosecutors 

occurred at quarterly conferences, which encouraged 

collaboration on an ongoing basis. Initially the Project 

office served as an intermediary, but this has become less 

common as the prosecutors have become acquainted. 

Coordination of prosecutions still occurred on an ad hoc 

basis in response to cases listed in the Digest, presentations 

at quarterly ro!.,mdtable discussions, and phone calls' to other 

prosecutors or the central office. However, this process was 

enhanced by the creation of ~ask Forces in the fourth grant 

period to focus on auto repair, antitrust (bid-rigging)! and 

business opportunities. 

Coordination res ul ted in the development and use of a 

reservoir of expertise evolved through the ~nual, quarterly 

conferences, workshops and conferences, the Diqest, the 

"grapevine" arising from meetings or contact between 

prosecutors, and the hiring of an investi~ative accountant. 

Public education involved publication of a series of six 

cons umer-education pamphlets to be distr ibuted by the uni ts and 

appearances by Project staff and Unit Chiefs at numerous public 

meetings. Highlights of these activities are presented in more 

detail below. 

a. Quarterly conferences. These contin'.:i.ed to be one 

of the program's main strengths. They were held on a regular 

basis. Attendance in the fourth grant period averaged about 50 

to 55 per conference. The roundtables which opened and closed 

the conference offered prosecutors an opportunity to discuss 

cases presented by the Unit Chiefs. In prepar.ation for: these 

roundtables the Proj~ct staff reviewed and selected cases from 

reports sent in by the individual units, and included these 

reports in the written material given to each participant. 

b •. The M~nual. At its July, 1977, quarterly 
<,', 

b.21nference, th~ Project distributed copies of its new manual, 

The Prosecutor's Manual on Economic Crime. This 209-page, 
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loose-leaf volume was a considerable expansion and update of 
the earlier Prosecutor's Hornbook. Included were expanded 

sections on; examples of schemes, defenses, case law, and 
investigative strategies. The Manual also had new sections on 

Ii 
sta tutory and case law (theft offenses, unfa ir and decep):i ve 
practice acts, blue sky laws, antitrust laws, and briber~ 
laws), organization and management of the office, sentencing, 
model statutes, and a 32-page resource directory of federal, 

state, and local agencies which could be helpful to prosecutors 
in prosecution of economic crimes. The Manual was a useful 
product, and the Resource Directory has been found particularly 

helpful in the field. Seven thousand copies of the Manual were 

printed and distributed by the end of the fourth grant period, 
and the office continued to get frequent requests for it. 

There were no efforts to update the Manual in the fourth grant 
period, but revision is clearly anticipated since the 
loose-leaf format was planned with this in mind. 

c. The Diqest. In the fourth grant period the Diqest 

was an expanded version of the bi-monthly newsletter begun in 
the early days of the Project. This Digest was assembled from 

material sent in by the participating units. In addition to 
Project news and announcemeDts, news from the units, and 
descriptions of prosecutions and sentencings, eacb issue 

contained a "feature article." The last issue in the fourth 
grant period contained "notes on bankruptcy law." An earlier 
issue contained a "manual on antitrust law for public 
purchasing agents." 

d. Task forces. One innovation in the fourth grant 
period was the form~tion of task forces in the areas of auto 
repair, antitrust ("bids and rigging"), and business 

opport uniit-les. These task forces were an outgrowth of earlier 
efforts t~-launch' coordinated investigations and prosecutions. 
Analysis of the individual unit reports in the Project's second 
annual report reveals that, of the 41 offices which then 
participated in the Project, all but five had participated in 

----------~----,-,-, ~--~----

coordinated investigations. 

Project. There were seven 

in the second year, and 12 
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Of these five, two were new to the 

coordinated investigations reported 

the following year. The Project 

Director stated that one case involved 15 offices. He 

estimated that, of the phone calls between prosecutors, 30% 

concerned cooperation on a case, 10% concerned obtaining 

information on a defendant the other district attorney had 

prosecuted earlier, and 60% concerned obtaining general 

information on how to "work" a particular type of case. 

Typically, coordin~ted investigations and prosecutions arise 

from d:''scussions at the roundtable part of the quarterly 

conference. 

Of the Task Forces, the Business Opportunities Task Force 

was perhaps the most active. The Denver office prepared and 

circulated a newsletter on current cases which involve business 

opportunities frauds •. Their procedure, which continues at this 

writing, involves four volunteere screening and responding to 

suspicious newspaper adver,tisements. Five prosecutors have 

attempted to get newspapers to adopt standards for the 
acceptance of want ads. The Denver Post, Seattle P.I.~ and a 

Cleveland paper agreed. T~e Los Angeles Times refused. 

The Auto'Repair Task Force involved the Wisconsin, Houston, 

Omaha, Philadelphia, and Brooklyn offices. Their primary aim 

had been to encourage developing c,ases on a limited budget. 

The best way to do this is to get a "watchdog committee" within 

the auto repair industry to aid the office to set up the car, 

and to send it randomly to shops. 

The other serious problem that Auto Repair Task Force 

members faced was in dealing with citizen complaints. One 

office has worked with the New Car Dealer's Association, which 

has resulted in the formation of an arbitration panel, 

corisisting of a chairman, two members from the industry, a law 

professor, and a consumer group representative. Members of the 

Association agree to be bound by the arbitration, on pain of 

being dropped from membership. 
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The Task Force also met in Washington with officials from 

the Department of Transportation (DOT). It cooperated with the 

Department in setting up auto repair diagnostic clinics. DOT 

officials found that 33 cents of every auto repair dollar goes 

for fr<;!udulent or unnecessary repairs. 

The Bids and Rigging Task Force was concerned with 

non-competitive bids, price-rigging, price fixing, and other 

similar antitrust violations. It was renamed the Antitrust 

Task Force in the fifth grant period. Mr. Sussman, who was the 

Project Director in the fourth grant period, believes that few 

prosecutors have had experience in this area. The San Diego 

unit had done the most work in this area. One of its 

prosecutors had not only specialized in this field, but had 

also prepared a manual to guide such prosecutive activities. 

This manual be published and distributed by the Project in the 

fifth grant year. The Project also commissioned a study by the 

University of Michigan to explore the potential of computer 

analyses to determine patterns of bid-rigging in public 

contracts. This study was carried out in conjunction with the 

Flint unit, and was also completed in the fifth grant year. 

The Task Force also included the offices in San Francisco, 

Carmel (joined in December), Flint, Baltimore, Miami, and 

Sacramento. 

e. Inquiries. Much of the Project's time in the 

fourth. grant period was i.nvolved in answering an estimated 

seven to eight inquiries from the field each day. One Project 

center attorney spent almost half his time with such calls, for 

a time receiving as many as 20 each day and averaging about 60 

each week. 

f. Consul tations. To enhance coordination efforts, 

,Project Directors travel.edto meet with prosecutors and with 

other agencies during the fourth grant period. These trips 

included one to Manhattan to meet with 10 prosecutors and 

another to Brownsville, Texas, to m~et with prosecutors and 

state securities administrators. 

15 

Investigative accountant Robert Milne, a former FBI agent, 

also traveled extensively on behalf of the Project in the 

fourth grant period. Rather than doing investigations, his 

role was to analyze and review data already gathered. There 

were great demands on the Project for such services, a 

situation which has continued into the present grant period. 

Just after he joined the Project, Mr. Milne went to Milwaukee 

to give a seminar to attorneys on Medicaid fraud, for which he 

developed a six-page handout. These were updated and 

supplemented with sample forms when he gave a similar seminar 

to the eight investigators and two Unit Chiefs of the Chicago 

and Du Page (Wheaten) offices. 

g. Public educati0l!.. The Project prepared and 

distr ibuted six public information pamphlets on char i ty fr auds, 

merchandising frauds, business opportunity frauds, frauds 

against the elderly, auto sales and repair frauds, and horne 

improvement frauds. Six thousand of each were printed and 

distributed to unit offices in the fourth grant period. 

h. Records. Mr. Milne reported that one of the tirst 

things he did when he joined the Project in September, 1977, 

was to br ing some order to the uni t repor ts and prod uce a 

report COVering the period October 15, 1975, to May 31, 1977. 

(This was completed in December.) Many of the reports for this 

one-and-one-half-year period were scattered, missing, or 

incomplete. NDAA:~;learlyrecognized the need for tightening 

its reporting procedures~ a major objective for the fifth, 

current grant period was to design and install a new, more 

useful, and informative system. 

II. CURRENT INITIATIVES 

A. Development'of a National Strateqy 

1. The Need for a'Coordinated National'Strateqy. While 

the Economic Crime Project was vigorously attacking white

collar crime on the local level, the federal government was 
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also becoming increasingly concerned about this issue. The 

U.S. Department of Justice announced that the battle against 

white-collar crime was one of its three major priorities. Then

Attorney General Griffin B. Bell testified before the U.S. 
Senate: 

In the criminal law enforcement area we intend to place 
particular emphasis on challenging organized crime, 
white-collar crime, corruption bv public officials and 
narcotics trafficking. I believe we can make a major 
.impact in these areas bv effectivelv coordinating and 
utiliz ing 0 ur la'", enforcement reso urces. (Emphas is 
supplied. ) 

****** 
... I have designated the detection, investigation, and 
prosecution of white-collar crime as one of our highest 
priorities ..•• (discussion of Federal efforts). These 
efforts, plus intensified cooperation with state and local 
agencies, in discovering fraud in programs supported by the 
Federal Government will be accelerated. 4 

Attorney-General Benjamin R. Civiletti, while Chief of the 
Criminal Division of the U.S. Department of Justice, said: 

.•• Similarly, it became apparent to me that it is vital 
for us on the national level to establish closer liaison 
with organizations representing state and local 
investigative and prosecutorial agencies, and on a local 
level between United States Attorneys and local district 
attorneys, to insure that our efforts compliment rather 
than duplicate their efforts. Accordingly, I have devoted 
a significant part of my time as Assistant Attorney General 
to such coordination which I believe is vital to the 
effective functioning of the nation's criminal justice 
systems. As the newly designated Acting Deputy 
Attorney-General, with primary supervisory responsibility 
for the Department of Justice's investigative and 
prosecutive arms~ I intend to see that this program is 
carried forward.::> 

In an earlier statement Attorney-General Civiletti 

discussed the need for state ana local attention to cases 
(specifically citing white-collar crime matters) in areas of 

concurrent federal-local jurisdiction, and then went on to say: 

17 

Given this multitude of considerations which affect the 
determination of which prosecutorial level most effectively 
can handle particular cases and types of cases, two further 
questions present themselves. First, through what 
mechanism can the necessary determination be made? Second, 
what additional steps can be taken to enhance the 
complimentary performance by each prosequtorial level of 
its responsibilities?6 

This federal stress on state and local enforcement in areas 

of concurrent jurisdiction was not confined to fraud'and 

fraud-related activities. Thus, a spokesman for the Antitrust 

Division of the U.S. Department of Justice made the point that: 

In the future you can expect to see continued emphasis on 
criminal prosecutions •••• One change John Shenefeld has 
made in our price-fixing program is to ask states ahd the 
U.S. Attorneys to help the Division by investigating and 
prosecuting localized matters where the violations are 
fairly clear-cut and do not require the expenditures of 
s ubstan tial reso urces • Hopefully, th is will res ul t in an 
attack on price-fixing going forward on an even wider front 
and permit the Division to concentrate on the more 
difficult cases. 7 

Several federal agencies had already undertaken steps to 
increase cooperation with state and local cooperation. For' 

example, the Criminal Division of the U.S. Department of 

Justice was planning the Office of Economic Crime Enforcement, 

described in the National Strategy chapter of this report, 

which includes units in a number of United States Attorneys' 

offices. The Federal Bureau of Investigation had designated . 
white-collar crime as one of its three highest priorities. As 

then-Deputy Attorney Benjamin R. Civiletti testified before the 

Subcommittee on Crime of the House Committee in the Judiciary: 

I met for, I think the fifth time--concentrating 
more and more on white-collar crime--with the 
Nationa~ District Attorneys Association yesterday in 
Her~hey, Pa. I met with them a month before •••• 
I spent two hours speaking to them on this subject 
and a few others--that the national strategy as it is 

'developed and impIEf~~nted ••• will incorporate and 
include their thou~hts, their problems, their 
concerns. 
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We have established a working group with them of 
seven to nine major city district attorneys and I 
think over the next two to three months during the 
course of this committee's recommendations and 
studies and longer, we will begin to implement what I 
have described here .•• the national program. 8 

Legislation to establish offices of Inspectors-General in 

several fedfera1 agencies was under consideration. These 

units, as will be described in the National Strategy, chapter of 
this report, are responsible for containment of fraud, waste, 
and corruption in their operations, procurement, and public· 
benefit programs. 

Awareness of the need for national cooperation increased on 
~ 

the local level as well. The major objective of this Project 
in its first four grant periods had been to improve the 
capability of local prosecutors to respond to white-collar 

crime. With increased capability came a parallel growth in 
understanding of the scope and complexity of the problem. As 
more and more prosecutors developed such capability and built 

up their staffs to meet responsibilities in this area, the task 
itself expanded--a vast body of wrongs which heretofore had not 

been attended now were the subject of investigation and 
prosecution. Victims of economic crime (individual citizens, 
business, and government) had been made aware that they could 

now take their grievances to responsive agencies in their own 
communities. Just as important, the enfo,rcement activity made 
possible by this Project had served to educate the public to 

the fact that there were potent remedies for wrongs in the area 

of white-collar crime. Further, it was also reasonable to 

concl ude that many cases which might otherwise have demanded 

the attention of federal law enforcement agencies had been 
dealt with close to home, by 10cai prosecutors. 

2. Planning for the Present Grant Period. Thus it became 
.apparent to officials at all levels that what was needed was a 
coordinated, national strategy for the prevention, detection, 
investigation, and prosecution of white-collar crime. Planning 
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for such an effort was begun with the u.s. Department of 

Justice. Preliminary discussions with the Department of 

Justice personnel indicated strong support for the objectives 

of this national strategy approach to white-collar crime 

enforcement. The application for the present Project grant was 

prepared and submitted to LEAA. 
In contemplating the solid record of its accomplishments 

and its future, the NDAA Economic Crime Committee determined 

that the Project was now at a crucial j uncture--and that every 

aspect of its operation warranted review in order to determine: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Whether existing Project objectives were still 
appropriate in light of, Project experience and future 
challenges. 

What Project acti vi ties i;jhould be ~on tin ued, or. 
altered, in light of Project experlence and revlsed 
Project objectives. . 

What Project activities should be d~scontin~ed in 
light of Project experience ~ revlsed ProJect 
objectives. 

What the Project should be doing that it was not doing. 

The Economic Crime Committee therefore ordered that such a 

review be undertaken. This proposal s ubmi tted to LEAA, in 

addressing the issues of the Project's objectives, 
accomplishments, and Project approach, reflected observations 

made in the course of that ongoi~g review. It likewise 

reflected the NDAAphilosophy that even the most worthwhile and 

successful activi ties sho ulq be subjected to unspar ing and 

critical review. 
3. The National Strateqy Symposium. Whi,le this 

application was pending, NDAA convened a Symposium on the 

Development of a National Strategy fO,r White-Collar Crime 

Enforcement at the Battelle Law and Justice Study Center's 

Seattle campus in July, 1978.. It had been determined that a 

sU9cessful thr u~t, by NOAA, towar'd development of a national 

white-collar crime containment strategy would"require caref!Jl 
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analysis of the objectives of such a strategy and the 
consideration of the respective roles and activities of 
agencies and interests. It was felt that any successful 
strategy on white-collar crime would have to include federal, 
state, and local levels, whether they were engaged in law 
enforcement, regulatory, or administrative/programmatic 
efforts, plus the role of the private sector. Pursuant to its 
contract, Battelle undertook to identify these relevant issues 
and to convene a broadly representative conference of experts 
on white-collar crime and related abuses. Also included were 
participants who could shed light on the more general issues 
involved in the development of a national program or strategy 
in any area. An account of 'this aspect of the Battelle effort 

will soon be published. 9 

B. Proiect Obiectives in the Fifth Grant Year 
The primary objective of the NDAA Economic Crime Project in 

the fifth grant period was to improve the overall capability of 
the criminal justice system, on all levels, to prevent, detect, 
and prosecute economic crime. 

This Proj~ct objective differed conceptually from that 
artic ula ted in pr ior grant applications which stressed the goal 
of assisting prosecutors to most effectively investigate and 
prosecute economic crime offenses on the local level. In 
actual operation of the Economic Crime Project (as will be 
shown below in discussion of the Project's approach), this 
difference was i~ot expected to detract from Project emphasis on 
increasing effectiveness of economic crime prosecutive 
activities. Rather, it was intended to increase that 
effectiveness by an order of magnitude through: 

• Broadening the scope and character of economic crime 
v~olations to be dealt with by loc~l prosecutors. 

Ma~imizing the usefulness of s uppott servicl:s, through 
impro\\ed communication and liaison between prosecutors 
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and investigative agencies or other agencies which 
refer cases for investigation/prosecution. 

Tapping new resources for investigative support. 

Executing prosecutive tasks in the field of 
white-collar crime enforcement so as to improve the 
overall effectiveness of criminal justice systems in 
this area, e.g., implementing prosecutive programs in 
a manner which will assist the improvement and 
effectiveness of other criminal justice system 
components. 

The specific operational objectives of this Project, to 

achieve this prim~ry objective, are divisible into two groups. 

The first group of objectives are those which relate to the 

continuum and enhancement of prior Project activities ("Program 
Component"). These were to: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

; 

Develop a system for collection of data on 
white-collar crime enforcement activity in Project 
offices which will provide information on the 
character of offenses investigated and prosecuted in 
addi t'ion to currently collected undi fferen tia ted 
statistics on enforcement actions, fines and 
restitution, and to organize such data in a manner 
which will make it an available resource for 
researchers on white-collar crime and for the proposed 
new office, within the U.S~ Department of Justice, for 
central maintenance of criminal justice statistics. 

Produce and distribute the Project's Economic Crime 
Digest to approxim~tely 2,500 prosecutqrs, state 
attorneys general, state law enforcement planning 
agencies, federal, state, and local criminal justice 
and regulatory agencies, the ~ibrary of Congress, law 
schools, 8fid criminal justice researchers. 

, Continue ~~oject efforts to educate the public about 
economic crime through alerting NDAA membership as to 
currently flourishing economic crime schemes via 
Project bulletin$ and information in The"Prosecutor, 
through media contacts, and by making Project staff 
available to make public presentations on economic 
crime subjects. 

Schedule and~onduct Unit Chiefs' meetings during the 
grant period. 
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Continu~ current Task Forces to deal with business 
opportunity and investment frauds, auto repair frauds, 
price-fixing and bid-rigging (antitrust), and 
establish two new Task Forces--to deal with insurance 
fraud and fraud against government. 

Corytinue the Project center's functions of delivering 
expert assistance in the area of economic crime 
prosecution throughout the country. 

• Cooperate with the LEAA-sponsored National Center on 
White-Collar Crime to facilitate training in economic 
crime investigation through identification of 
prospective trainees from the offices of local 
prosecutors and the exchange of traifiing and 
operational written materials. 

(The Program Component was also intended to assist units to 

develop Medicaid fraud enforcement units and assist in the 

iden'ci::ication and development of I"EAA Incentive Funding 
Program economic crime projects if the cognizant agencies 
expressed sufficient interest. This did not occur.) 

The second group of specific operational objectives are 

those which relate ,to the Prpject' s new program to d9velop a 
~onal Str ategy on wh i te -collar cr ime enforcement. The 
central core of the new National Strategy initiative was a 

systematic, organized, and comprehensive effort, in conjunction 

with federal and state law enforcement authorities, to develop 

a national strategy against white-collar crime, much of which 
i!:.i subject to concurrent feder'al-sta te j ')r isdictions. Th is 

major new pr..ogram i;nitiativtL was expected to involve: 

• 

• 

• 

Developing crit~iia for maximizing the number of state 
and localiryvestigations and prosecutions of 
white-collar offenses which are subject to concurrent 
federal-state c!j urisolction. " . 

~ - , 

,\ 
Organizing and marshallin~ state and federal 
investigative and'other support activities'to provide 
resources for . local prosecution of such dual 
jurisdiction cases. 

Developing procedures for complementary federal-local 
prosecuticve e,fforts whiCh will minimize the likelihood 

• 
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of duplicative enforcement activity, or of failure of 
response to particular significant white-collar 
criminal activity because it is in a "no-man's land" 
of federal-state-Iocal priorities. 

Developing a body of information on white-collar crime 
investigation, prosecution, and impact which will make 
possible improved planning of white-collar crime 
enforcement efforts, setting of priorities, and models 
for budget justification--and be a valuable resource 
for research on white-collar crime. 

More specific objectives were to: 

• Establish mechanisms for continuing liaison with the 
U.S. Department of Justice, and with federal and state 
departments and agencies, to coordinate investigations 
and prosecutions of white-collar criminal offenses 
which are subject to concurrent federal/state/local 
j ur isdiction. 

• Establish, in cooperation with federal law enforcement 
agencies, criteria for provision of· federal 
investigative support for local investigation and 
prosecution of white-collar criminal offenses which 
are subject to federal/~tate/local jurisdictibns. 

• Develop, in conjunction with federal and state law 
enforc~ment agencies, a survey report which will 
identify gaps in present enforcement responses to 
white-collar crime and duplicative responses thereto. 

It was anticipated that the National Strategy initiative 

would result iJil major progress toward the development of a 

National Strategy for coordinating the responses to 

white-collar cr .tme on the part of federal'; 'state, and local 

enforeement agencies, and of regulatory, administrative, and 

other governmental departments and agencies. This would 

include: 

• 

• 

Significant and documentable improvement in, 
.fhtergovernmental and interagency cooperation and 

mutual support in the area of white-collar crime 
enforcement .:i 

A rising level of consciousness on the part of all 
such agencies and departments as to the degree of and 
the disadvantages and problems of dtiplicative effort) 
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and of the magnitude of white~collar offenses not 
responded to because they are inadvertently on no 
agency's priority list. 

• Tentative and mutually developed drafts, in 
circulation among agencies, setting forth proposed 
criteria for division of r~sponsibilities which would 
move greater areas of white-collar crime enforcement 
to the local prosecutive level and, provide for added 
sources of investigative support .f,:~ local prosecutors. 

It was expected that the Economic Crime Project"by 

continuance and expansion of the level of its activity, should 

more firmly fix in the consciousness of the public and of local 

prosecutor.s the major message conveyed by the Economic Crime 

Project in the past--that economic (white-collar) crime 

enforcement is properly a responsibility for local prosecutors 

and not only for federal prosecutors or orosecutors' offices in 
" .' 

a few major urban centers. This national consciousness was 

expected, 'in turn, to make more likely the development of a 

National Strategy which would vest greater responsibility for 

local prosecutions of economic crimes which fall within 

concurrent federal-state jurisdictions~ 

The National Strategy approach reflected in the current 

grant application, sought to achieve the following goals: . 

• Increased interaction between local prosecutors and 
federal agencies. 

• Development of written agreements of cooperation 
between local prosecutors and federal agencies. 

• Establishment of five "pilot programs,"~Bubsequently 
called "Lead Units." 

Because the National Strategy initiative was a new and 

unexplored realm, the funding applicationcoLlld provide but the 

sketchiest of directions for charting the course of this 

effort. Early National Strategy efforts explored a riumber of 

avenues knowing that some would lead to dead ends but unable to 

determine in advance which would do so. Effort was also) 
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made to be alert to the unexpected opportunity and to exploit 

it. 

Several lessons, it was observed, were learned early in the 

course of these National Strategy efforts. Discussions with 

federal officials and ECP unit prosecutors offered valuable 

insight into the dynamics of interagency cooperation. More was 

learned about federal policies and resources. In light of the 

lessons learned from these experiences, NDAA and Battelle 

reassessed the goals of a National Strategy to determine which 

strategies would be most likely to lead to the accomplishment 

of these goals. 

The original plan, of necessity, presented a simplistic 

model of how federal-local interaction could be developed. It 

may be represented schematically as: 

Federal-NOAA interaction 
and NDAA staff efforts 

written 
agreements 

demons tr at i on 
projects 

FIGURE 1.1 

ORIGINAL GOALS 

Increased ECP unit
federal cooperation 

With the fuller understanding of the dynamics of federal-local 

interaction gained thus far, this model was expanded, as shown 

in Figure 1.2 below, to reflect both the process by which the 

above results would occur and the broad range of results which 

might be expected. 

Specific Project efforts to establish liaison between 

agencies working in the field of white-collar containment were 

underway. Efforts to establish "credibili ty" were seen as 

being more difficult, requiring patient effort and good 
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preliminary federal-ECP mutual experiences. Several approaches 

undertaken early in the National Strategy effort included: 

• Increased dialogue and interaction leading to 
increased understanding of each other's positions 
through such activities as: 

a Department pf Justice presentation at a 
Metropolitan District Attorney's meeting in 
Washington, D.~.; 

National Strat~gy panel preserytations at' the Tucson 
and San Francisl:o Unit Chiefs If!' meetings in Febr uary 
and June, 1979;" and l\ 

the initial National Strategy Questionnaire sent to 
ECP uni ts to ob,\:ain backgro und data and views on 
federal-state-local interaction, which not only 
would gather in~,ormation, but would also indirectly 
"suggest" or "attune respondents to" interaction 
possibilities. 

• Specific efforts resulting in interactions and work 
products of mutual benefit to federal and local 
prosecutors, inclu:ding: 

• 

a listing of federal resources available to the 
Department of Justice and/or local ECP units; 

cooperation on: individual casesJ 

NDAA assistanc(~ to and cooperation with federal 
agencies and departmentsJ 

NDAA clearinghouse efforts to obtain more federal 
assistance for.'ECP unit enforcement workJ 

exchange of agency personnel, with possible cross
deputization; and 

wide publication of successful results of examples 
of federal-lOcal cooperation which ~ere not 
generally known. 

Increasing awa.reness of the ECP and National Strategy 
effOrts throw;:rh: 

a IO-page ?backgrdund description"; 
,I 

responses~o public inquiries; 
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National Strategy meetings with federal agencies 
and other organizations, even where there were no 
present plans to pursue the development of specific 
programs; and 

publicity efforts. 

The schematic diagram of National Strategy efforts 

presented above, it was recognized, was simplistic. It only 
presented in linear fashion a process which was, in fact, 
circular. That is, NDAA and Battelle staff conclude9 that 
efforts to establish training coordination, case cooperation, 
problem-solving mechanisms, memoranda of understanding, pilot 

projects, and review of federal agency policies must proceed 

simultaneously with efforts to establish credibility, rather 
than waiting for credibility to be established. These initial 

efforts were expected to lead to increased credibility .. 
(assuming that they are successful), which in turn would lead 

to more training agreements, cooperation in more cases, etc. 
Analogy may be made to community service programs: despite 

best intentions, a solid program, hard work, endorsement and 
involvement of criminal justice and community "movers and 

shakers" and everything else the program can think of, the 

typical result is thai during the first six months to a year 
cases and referrals dribble in at a disturbingly slow rate. 

"I 

Then, as word spreads through a "grapevine" that nobody quite 

understands and some are not even aware of; the program is 
inundated with responses. The same, it was speculated, would 
probably be true in the case of the National Strategy. 

The just-described goals and approaches were further 

refined at a second National Strategy Conference in July, 1979, 

described in detail in Chapter Four of this report. lO While 
no specific goals for the remainder of the grant period were 
established at this meeting, there was general consensus that 

enough progress had been made to justify changing National 
Strategy emphasis from planning, meetings; and discussions to 

action initiatives. The results of these efforts are described 

in Chapter Four of this report. 

CHAPTER TWO 

PROGRAM COMPONENT 

As mentioned, Project effort in the fifth year was to 

consist. of two functions. The Program Component was to 

continue Project operations begun in prior years, while the 

National Strategy Component was to guide and direct this new 

initiative. This chapter of the report describes th€ Program 

Component efforts through March, 1980. The real impact of the 

Program Component is the result of the individual efforts of 

the Economic Crime Units in 68 jurisdictions across the 

country. These are described in the first section of this 

chapter. 

Much of the national-level effort has been conducted by .. 
Task Forces. Each is made up of the District Attorneys and 

Economic Crime Unit Chiefs from five jurisdictions and 

associate members drawn from other Economic Crime Units, 

federal agencies, Attorneys-General offices, the National 
Association of Attorneys General, other state agencies, and the 

private sector. These Task Forces have J2.roduced a series of 

manuals, provided technical assistance to individual units, and 

ser~ed as an effective vehicle in launching National Strategy 

initiatives. The Task Forces are discussed in the second 

section of this chapter. 

The national-level, funded staff of the Project are housed 

in the Project Center, in ND~_.l\' s Chicago .office. This staff 

arranges and conducts the Unit Chief meetings; sees to the 

publication and distribution o~ the Task Force Manuals, 

Economic Crime Digest, and other Project publications; performs 

clearinghouse and technical assistance functions; maintains the 

Economic Crime Project Reporting System (discussed in detail in 

Chapter Three of this report), and generally assists the 

Economic Crime Units to keep in tough- with each other. The 
./ ""," 
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work of the Project Center is discussed in the remaining 
sections of this chapter. 

I. THE ECONOMIC CRIME UNITS 

The real impact of the EconomiQ Crime Project is through 
the Economic Crime Units in 68 jurisdictions. These units, in 
32 states, encompass some 40% of the population and serve 
virtually every major population center. Partial ana 
incomplete statistics for the period from Project inception in 

1973 to the start of the present grant period in September, 
1978 (during which some units reported only sporadically, and 
others not at all), give some indication of the order of 
magnitude of this effort: just those units which reported 
obtained some $11,206,296 in court-ordered fines and 
restitution and $30,157,520 in voluntary restitution and 
settlements. Data from 45 of the 68 units, encompassing the: 
first ten months' operation of the Economic Crime Project 
Reporting System (February through November, 1979) indicate 
that these units alone recovered $13,566,593 in restitutions, 
fines, and penalties in this period. They obtained convictions 

in 1,036 cases, more than half of these at the felony level, 

and sent 333 persons to prison or jail. 
The work of these units will be described in detail in 

Chapter Three of this report, which describes results of the 

Edonomic Crime Project Reporting System instituted in this 
grant period. This system represents the first significant, 
comprehensive effort to gather detailed data on the nature and 
extent of white-collar,?rime prosecution in the United States. 
Preliminary results fFom the J?attelle analysis of this data 
will be used to illu~':t,rate the narrative in this report. 

~ . . 

As one might expec~ in elected officials·' offices in 68 
'\ 

different and divergent ID ur i}idictions ,these units vary 
~ /( 

considerably in their ,,,,'~-,'~3.~-='nature, tone, and emphasis. Most f '~ . 
of the units are rela{;'Ar~ly small, altho ugh some have ten or 

more attorneys and an even larger n umber of inves tiga tors'. 

Most units encompass ony one jurisdiction (usually a county, as 

most prosecutors are elected on a county-wide basis), although 

the Metropolitan Denver unit is a cooperative effort of five 

district attorneys' offices and a Montana unit encompasses two 
counties. 

The functions of a unit can be categorized as including 
complaint intake, complaint mediation or resolution, 

investigation and prosecution. At complaint intake,'matters 
• J 

may eome to the attention of the office through police 

officers, referrals from oth.er agencies, or ci tizen "wa,lk-in" 

or "phone-in" complaints. A significant number of the 

"walk-ins" or "phone-ins" may be turned down because the matter 

is clearly beyond the scope of the office's jurisdiction or 

referred to another agency better equipped to handle the 

matter. Estimates by unit staff put this at between 5% and 
r::;-, 

50%; data on this will be presented in our EC}?.RS r(~port. 

Especially i,n the case of "walk -in" or "p h6ne··in" 

complaints, the office may attempt to contact the person or 
business against whom the complaint is made, in order to 

resolve the matter. In this respect, Economic Crime units 

resemble consumer complaint officp-s at the state, county, or 

local level. If a matter clearly involves criminal fraud, or 

if a pattern of complaints against a particular company or 

industry emerges, the matter may be routed to another part of 

the unit (or to the general trial unit of the prosecutor's 

office) for investigation or prosecution. 

Investigations of matters which are being explored for 

criminal prosecution (e.g., consumer fraud as opposed to 

consume(0 complaints) may come from ci tizen 

officers, or referr~ls' from other agen6ies. 

efforts of the National Strategy initiative 

complaints, police 

One of the major 

to be described 
below inifolves encouraging the referral of ma~ters between 

units and federal or state agencies. When another agency 

refers a case to the unit, the r,:ferring agency may have 
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conducted a rather thorough investigation resulting in a 

"package" containing investigative reports, lists of witnesses 

and what they are likely to say, documentary evidence, and 

other necessary materials. This is more likely to happen if 
the referring agency has ample and experienced investigative 

resources, although not all agencies with investigative 

resources do this. Unit attorneys prefer that investigators 

from other agencies approach them early, so that the prosecutor 

can determine if it is worth prosecuting, guide the, 

investigation, identify good leads and avenues of approach, and 

ensure that needed evidence is not lost or overlooked. Many 

agencies provide at least some assistance after the matter is 

referred to the unit, according to returns from our first 

National Strategy questionnaire on unit interactions with state 
and federal agencies ll . (See Figures 2.1 and 2.2 on the 

following pages.) 

Where citizen or agency complaints seem to indicate a 

pattern, or the unit may have a suspicion of wrong-doing, it 

may launch a proactive investigation. Several units have 
successfully set up "dummy cars" in cooperation with the state 

patrol garage or the auto repair industry, as part of an 

investigation into auto repair. The MetroBolitan Denver office 
investigated the fat content of ground bee1 in supermarkets to 

pursue a false advertising investigation. The Los Angeles 
office conducted a statistical sampling of packaged goods in a 

IS-store supermarket chain to prove "short-weighting." 

Proactive investigations, however, are frequently costly and 

time cons uming. 

Criminal and civil prosecution is the culmination of the 

investigative process just described. All offices have 

criminal jurisdiction. Some have civil jurisdiction as well, 

either alone or concurrently with the Attorney General, under a 

state consu~er protection .act, unfair or deceptive trade 

practices act, securities act, statute similar to California's 

recently enacted Seller Assisted Mark~.t Plan Act (business 
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Fecleral Aqencies 

Percentage of matters 
in which the 
agencies conducted 
post-investigations 

If the Federal agency 
referred matters in, 
did the agency do'a 
post-investigation? 

YES 

FIGURE 2.1 

(76-100%) 

(51-75%) 

(26-50%) 

(0.,.25%) 

(Unknown) 

POST-INVESTIGATION ASSISTANCE FOLLOWING REFERRALS 
FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES TO ECONOMIC CRIME UNITS 

(N=49 ECONOMIC CRIME UNITS) 
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State Agencies .. 

Percentage of ~atters 
in which .the 
agencies conducted 
post~investigations 

If a state agency 
referred . matters in, 
did the agency do a 
post-investigation? (76-100%) 

YSS 

NO 
0:;. 

FIGURE 2.2 

,,~ .. / 
~y.~ .. (51-75%) 

(0-25%) 

(Unknmvn) 

POST--INVE'STIGATION ASSISTANCE; FOLLOWING REFERRALS 
FROM STA'I'EAGENCIES ,:TO<ECONOMIC CRIME UNITS 

.~ - \"\ - , , 

()(N~4S1' ECONOMIC,. Cl\.\tME UNITS) 
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opportunity fraud), or similar statutes. Civil jurisdiction 

gives the prosecutor a broader range of remedies (temporary 

restraining orders, injunctions, cease and desist orders, civil 

fines, penalties, and the like)'cand require a lower burden of 
proof than the "reasonable doubt" standard which must be met in 

a c~iminal prosecution. 

The unit functions discussed above--complaint intake, 

complaint r~golution, inve~tigations, and prosecutions--are 
, . 

'represented schematica.11y in Figu!'e 2.3. on the next page. But 

not all uni ts conduct all of these functions, and others differ 

dramatically in the e~phasis placed on each of these 
functions. (Data on this will be presented in the ECPRS 

chapter.' The Metropolitan Denver office, for example, is 

mainly a consumer complaint office with a large number of 

citizen complaints. While it conducts proactive investigations 
ahd investigates complaints extensively when warranted, and 

while some Denver County cases are prosecuted by assistant 

district attorneys detailed to the unit, :t0llowing 

investigation many bases are referred to the general trial 
units of the cognizant; district attorneys' offices. The 

Seattle office, by contrast, has few citizen compl~ints and ,has 

a major focus on investigation and prosecution of economic 

crime ca~es too complex or time consuming for the general trial 

di v;;;i.s ion. Other un! ts, such as the .Lo uisville or Hinneapolis 

o:efic~s,,1 have a ci'cizen complaint unit relying on law students 

or volunteers and an investigative and attorney staff to pursue 

investigationS and prosecutions of such complex economic crimes 
\'-, 

as arson-for-profit, government corruption, and fraudulent 
business opportuMity investment schemes. 

EconQmic crime, howev~r, is one category of crime most 

likelY to cross jurisdictional lines. "Boiler room" securities 
investment operations in New York or Boston entice victims in 

far-distant states. Other operati_ons~\~n Los Angeles :sri'd Reno 

send phony bills to large companies, in hopes that they w:ill be 
u 

routinely processed and paid by the company. The "Williamson 
:,< 
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Inauiries and Complaints 
(walk-ins, phone calls, f-~ 
letters, and initial 
contacts) 

t' ~, Referrals 

- - - - - - - l 
Cases from other 1-- - - -agencies 
- - - - - - .J 

Referrals 

I 
Complaint Resolution 
Procedures (Office 
attempts at resolu
tions) 

~ 

-7 

:A 1 I 

I Referrals 

J.;. 

Investi
gations 

1 
Referrals 

FIGURE 2.3 

FLOW CHART OF UNIT ACTIVITIES 
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Gang" tr avels aro und the co untry victimiz ing ci tizens wi th home 

repair frauds, staging phony accidents which raise insurance 

rates, and engaging in other scams despite the efforts of a 

mul ti -state 'task force consisting of attorn'eys-general:, sta te 

police, and economic c.rime units. Thus, while interoffice 

cooperation is helpful with respect to street crimes, the case 

is much more compelling with respect to economic crime. 
One of the strengths of the Project is that it provides a 

mechanism for Unit Chiefs ~o'assist each other. One of the 

mos~ frequently cited benefits of Unit Chief meetings, for 

example, is that they permit Unit Chiefs to establish personal 
contact with their counterparts in other jurisdictions. This 

mechanism provides an opportunity for training, sharing notes 

on common problems,' learning from each other's experiences, and 
developing and launching new ideas. More signi'fican tly, the 

Project mechanism permi ts prosecution of cases which would 

otherwise be dropped~ This is illustrated by the following 
examples: 

• The Minneapolis unit needed a statement from a witness 
in Denver. The Denver unit obtained the statement, 
played a tape recording of it over the phone the same 
day, and sent written confirmation several days 
later. The investigator, a former police officer who 
had obtained similar assistance from the FBI in the 
Past, characterized this as a "beautiful return" and 
pointed out that such cooperation is "phenomenal 
between cities •• ~ ." 

• The r~ouisville office was ,able to assist the FBI in 
one c~se by getting information the Bureau needed from 
the Dayton economic crime unit. 

Substantial"'time is spent in roundtable discussions at Unit 

Chief m~etings tracing the activities of can men known to 

several of the units. UnitChiefs are generoLIs in pointing out 

at these meetings how helpful another unit bas been ina r ~ 

pending case, and the ~oint is not lost on other Unit Chiefs 

who may have hesitated to calIon their counterparts in other 
j ur isdictions • 

!~ 
I.> 

:" 

: 'b~ 

I 
\ ~ 

ii 
~: ~ 
, ! 
\ f 

I 
1 

" " . 
.. 



38 

Unit Chiefs have been increasingly active in many spheres 

of Projedt operations. For example, while Unit Chiefs appeared 
as featured leaders in only two of the scheduled agenta events 

at the Tucson Unit Chiefs' meeting, subsequent conference 
programs involved 11, 9, and 16 Unit Chiefs. Unit Chiefs have 
contributed articles or book reviews to the last three issues 
of the Economic Crime Diqest, which represents ,a departure from 

the past. While full membership in the Task Forces to be 
described in the next part of this report has ~~M~in~d at 6 on 

I 

each Task Force, 21 un i ts have jo ined these, Ta~~~~ t~/::ces as 
associate members (from 1 to 8 per Task Force}':~~rticularly 

f ", ~ 

significant because the expense of associate 'participation. is 
" borne by the individual units. (Compliance with the ECPRS, 

however, has been a continuing problem. This is discussed in 

the ECPRS chapter.) The units' active participation in and 

substantive contributions to the National S~rategy effort are 
also noteworthy in this regard. This is discussed in the 

National Strategy section of this report. 

I1. THE TASK FORCES 

In the fourth grant period the Economic Crime Project 
formed three Task Forces to address significant problem areas. 

These Task Forces met regularly to discuss common problems, 
share experiences, and work out new approaches in investigating 
and prosecuting cases in these areas. Each Task Force 
undertook to write a marluaL At:. the close of the fourth grant 

period ihe three Task Forces and the manuals they prepared were: 

• Bus iness Opport uni ty 
Business Opportunit;y Fraud Man ual (NDAA) 

• Auto Repair 
Auto Repair Fraud Manual (NDAA) 

'~ 

• Bids and Rigging (Antitrust) 
R~ Fellmerth andT. Papageorge, A Treati~e on 
State AntitruRtt Law and Enforcement: Wi.!:.h Models" 

'~\,J.. 

~~-~--------.~~----~-----------------------------------------~ 
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and Forms (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of National 
Af fa irs, 197 8) . 

The Business Opportunity Task Force also launched a 

business opportunities clearinghouse, which will be described 

in more detail below. 

Because of the success of these Task Forces, NDAA expanded 

the number of Task Forces to five in the fifth grant period. 

The two new Task Forces were the Insurance Fraud Task Force 

(which incl udes a subs tan tial emphas is on ar son-for-profi t) and 

the Official Corruption and Procurement Fraud Task Force. 

A. Manuals 

The three original Task Forces undertook to revise and 

update their earlier manuals in light of feedback from Unit 

Chiefs and of new developments in the field. The Antitrust 

Task Force was pleased with the first manual, but saw the need 

for a more basic manual for less sophisticated offices just 

beginning to be interested in the area. Like the Task Force's 

first manual, this ~as printed by the Bureau of National 
Affairs under an arrangement which makes many more copies 

aVailable, at no expense to the Project. 

The Auto Repair Task Force ' § manual was rewritten, also to 
F make it more basic. The sectJon on alternatives to criminal 

/I 
prosecution was rewritten to ~rovide new and expanded 

information on AuTOCAP and similar programs in which car 

dealers or repair shops agree to mediation or arbitration of 

disputes for the benefit of cons urners. The guidelines for 

conducti'ng investigation and prosecutions were edi ted 

substantially, with many revisions reflecting changes in 

thinking in light of newexper ience. A new section ()n 

applicable stat utes and legal iss ues was added, as were 

sections on "chop shops." These operations reflect a growing 

and more sophisticated involvement of organizedcr ime in auto 
,~ 

theft~ cars are stolen "on order" and broken down in a matter 

.of heurs inte parts which can be seld separately fer mere than 

, 
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the cost of the car and which do not carry incriminating 

vehicle identification numbers. 

The Business Opportunity Fraud Task Force determined that 

one of the major problems i~ prosecuting such frauds was the 

lack of specific statutory tools in many jurisdictions. The 

Federal Trade Commission had just promulgated regulations 

requiring business opportunities and franchise operations to 

disclose and document relevant facts to potential investors, 

including claims of potential earnings. California had 

recently enacted a model Seller-Assisted Marketing Plan (SAMP) 

law, which provided felony penalties for failure to register or 

disclose pertinent information~ New Hampshire and North 

Carolina had passed business opportunity legislation in 1977, 

followed in 1978 by Kentucky. In 1979 similar legislation was 

introduced in 15 states. Legislation was passed in four states 

(Connecticut, Florida, Nebraska, and Virginia) and in July, 

1979, bills were pending in four states! Thus, the Task Force 

decided to write a manual on 1egis1atiQh in this area. 

Chapters of this manual describe the p~C rule and highlight 

state legislation. Other chapters outline str~tegies unit~ can 

use in states without legislation and de~cribe the Business 

Opportunities clearinghouse run out of the Metropolitan Denver 

District Attorneys' Consumer Office (described below). 

Appendices contain copies of legislation, a gloss.ary, resource 

materials, and a list of people and organizations to contact 

for assistance. 
~-

Members, of Jhe two Task Forces, iLI:l~ urance Fraud and 

Offic'ial. corru{?tion and procurement(~:5:fld, also prepared 

man uals for the'''Q~nefi t of prosecutors and 'investigators. The 

'insurance fraud ma.nua1 has chapters on arson-for-profit, 

property damage or loss, fraud by insurance companies and 
I 

agents, and fraudulent personal injury claims. The bulk of the 

latter consists of a description of an insurance fraud ring 

involving doctors and lawyers in the Chicago area, by a lawyer 

in the ring who was succesgfu11y prosecuted by the Chicago 
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Economic Crime Unit. The manual also has a glossary of 

insurance industry te~ms, a selected arson bibliography, and a 

series of appendices, most of which are related to 

arson-for-profit. The availability of the Insurance Fraud 

Manual was recently announced in the Bureau of National 

Affairs' widely read Criminal Law Reporter. 12 

The Official Corruption and Procvrement Fraud Task Force's 

manual has chapters on procurement and contract frauds, 

problems arising in government regulation of private commerce, 

misappropriation of public property and services, corruption in 

government finance and administration, election fraud, 

conflicts of inter'est, corruption in the criminal justi~-::e 

system, remedies and alternatives to prosecution, and press 

relations. 

are: 

Thus, the five manuals produced in the present grant period 

M. Rivera, Antitryst" Primer: Basics of Antitrust Law and 
Investigatjon (Washingtoni D.C.: Bureau of National 
Af f a irs, . 19 80) • 

Auto Repair Fraud Man ual: Part II (NDAA) 

The Business Opportunit~~raud Manual Part II: Legislation 
(NOAA) 

Ins urance Fraud Man ual (NOAA) 

Official'Corruption and Procurement Fraud Manual (NOAA) 

B. Clearinghouses 

The Business Opportunity Fraud Task Force also began a 

Business Oppor t uni ties Clear ingho use which, as men tioned, is 

operated by the Denver unit. This Clearinghouse COllects and 

makes available to law enforcement agencies nationally 

information on individuals and companies suspected of being 

active in business ppportunity frauds. This information is 

p~ovided"by economic crime units and other involved agencies, 

and stored on 3x5 index cards. Law enforcement and prosecutive 

, 
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agencies can phone the clearinghouse to determine whether a 
suspect in that jurisdiction has been active in other 

j ur isdictions. 
This Clearinghouse has been important in the development of 

a National Strategy. Clearinghouse staff have provided advice 

and comment on the FTC business opportunity disclosure 
regulations mentioned above, and have exchanged information on 

a regular basis. The Clearinghouse has also undertaken to 
inform the Project units as to the content and impor~ of the 

FTC regulations. Further, the it has fostered closer 
relationships with state and federal agencies (e.g., attorneys 
general, the U.S. Postal Inspection Service) by providing these 

agencies with timely, valuable information. Of the 900-odd 

requests for information received in the first nine months of 
1979, over half (62%) were from agencieS~other than Economic 

Crime Project units; a significant number were from attorneys 
general offices. The Clearinghouse's newsletter is distributed 
to some 270 law enforcement and prosecutorial agencies. 

With the fuel crisis, a number of companies have introduced 
gas-saving and other energy-saving devices which purport to cut 

gas mileage dramatically or offer significant energy savings. 

In too many cases, these claims are not sUbstantiated by 

laboratory tests; in some, the devices offer virtually no 

energy savings. In response to this problem, the Denv.er uni t 
has also begun a gas-saving device clearinghouse, which 
operates in much the same way as the Business Opportunities 

Clearinghouse. Negotiati9ns are undenlay with the U.S. 
Department of Energy for funding df an expanded effort in this 

area. 

C. National Strategy Initiatives 

The Antitrust Task Force has worked actively with the U.S. 
Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, the National 

Associat~l,on of Attorneys General, and several attorneys general 

offices. Mr. James H. Bradner, the Project Attorney in charge 

--n 
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of the National Strategy initiative, stated at the July, 1979, 

National Strategy Conference, to be described below, that the 

antitrust initiative was "one of the most valuable efforts we 

have undertaken, since it put us together with NAAG. "13 

Among the effects of this have been an exchange of liaison 

personnel betw~en the organizations, cross-invitations to 

attend the organizations' meetings and training sessions, and a 

transformation of the mission of ECP Task Forces from bodies 

charged with producing manuals in their areas into meeting 

places where dialogues between the different levels of 

government are facilitated. He pointed out ~hat attorneys 

general and other relevant agency representatives have been 

invited to participate at Task Force meetings on an 

"associated" basis. For example, the Anti tr ust Task Force 

meeting held in San Francisco in June, 1979, was attended by 

representatives from the Antitrust Division of the Department 

of Justice, two offices of state attorneys general, and a 

region~l association of such offices, as well as other 

officials. 

The arson-for-profit focus of the Insurance Fraud Task 

Force has brought it into closer working relations with state 

and federal agencies and national organizations also concerned 

with this problem. For eXamplel the Task Force meeting, in 

Minneapolis in the fall of 1979, was attended by 

representatives of LEAA (which has recently launched an 

initiative under an inteL'agency agreement with the U.S. Fire 

Administration), the:F13I,the U.s. Treasury's Bureau ot 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, the Internal Reven ue Service, 

the National Fire Protection Association, the Alliance of 

American Insurers, and the International Association of Arson 

I nves tiga tors. 

The A.uto Repair Fraud Task Force (since disbanded, as will 

be discussed below) had been promoting National S~rategy 

initiatives by cooperating with the U~S. Department of 

Transportation in a study on the amount of auto repair fraud 
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and with the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration and 

National Auto Dealers' Association in the development of 

AUTOCAP program for mediation, binding on the dealer but not 

the consumer of new car sales and warranty problems. The 

Economic Crime Project ,Director sat as a consumer 
representative on the national panel which set guidelines for 

these progr ams, and several uni ts have in i tia ted programs on 

the local level. 
Associate membership on the Task Forces has proven to be a 

useful way to involve fede~al and state agencies and national 
organizations in the work//of the Economic Crime Project, and 

thus to promote National ~trategy objectives. Representativss 
of NAAG are associate members of each of the Task Forces. As 
mentioned before, federal and state agencies and national 
associations have been active on the Antitrust and Insurance 
Fraud Task Forces. 

D. Task Force Reorient~tion 
In the summer of 1979, the Proj~ct t90k the opportunity to 

review and restructure the Task Forces. It was determined to 

dissulve the Auto Repair Fraud Task Force, but to keep making 

the expertise of the individual members available for technical 
assistance to other units on request. A new Complex Crimes 

Training and Investigations Task Force was formed, and the 

first meeting was held in conjunction with the Minneapolis Unit 
Chief meeting in October, 1979.' 

The Project leadership alsd determined that the work of the 

Task Forces should change, from manual writing to technical 
assistance and promotion of National Strategy initiatives. The 
Task Forces met the day be,forethe Minneapolis Unit Chiefs' 
meetin.g and again just prior to the Boston Unit Chiefs' meeting 

in June, 1980, to plan specific strategies to achieve these 
objectives. The June, 1980, Antitrust Task Force meeting was 
held in Washington, D.C!; and involved officials from the 
Antitrust Division of the U.S. Departrnent of Justice, as well. 
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E. Unit Participation 

Economic Crime Unit participation in the Task Forces has 

been a dynamic process, involving more and more of the units. 

When the Auto Repair Fraud Task Force was disbanded, three of 

the five members joined other Task Forces as full members, and 

one joined another on an associate basis. Three other units 

switched from one Task Force to another as full members. Three 

other units changed from full members to associate members, one 

on the same Task Force and two others on different Task 

Forces. This made room for full participation by six units 

which had not previo usly been involved in the Task Forces, th us 

a broadening the baBe of intensive unit participation in the 

Project. Thus, the newest Tqsk Force, on complex crime 

training and investigation, is composed of a balance of three 

uni ts wi th pr ior Task Force experience and two uni ts wi thout 

such experience. Only two units have ceased Task Force 

participation altogether. 

Associate membership, as mentioned, has also increased unit 

participation in the Tqsk :f~orces. Twenty-one uni ts are 

associate members--particularly significant as an indicator of 

unit commi tment b,~ca use the expenseS of associa te membership 

must be borne by the unit rather than the Project. 

III. THE UNIT CHIEF CONFERENCES 

Unit Chief meetings are held three or four times a year. 

Unit representatives are obligated to attend one such meeting a 

year at their own office's expense as a condition of 

membership. The conferences generally last three days. One or 
(\.,~ 

mqre Task Force meetings are held~,,;:he day before or the day 

after the Unit Chief",rneeting. The meetings begin with a 

roundtable discussion (open to law enforcement personnel only) 

of pendiqg investigations and cases. The first afternoon and 

the second day are devoted to presentations, panel discussions, 
/::' 

training sessions, and workshops. They conclude with a second 
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rountable on the morning of the third day. Meetings held 

during the current, l8-month grant period include those held at: 

• Tuscon, Arizona, February 13-15, 1979. 

• San Francisco, California, June 21-23, 1979. 

e Minneapolis, Minnesota, October 3l-November 2, 1979. 

• Atlanta, Georgia, February 21-23, 1980. 

• Boston, Massachusetts, June 5-7, 1980. 

A. Ro undtables 

A description of the first roundtable discussion at Tucson 

may serve to give a flavor of the discussion. Following 

introductory remarks, the Tuscon Unit Chief meeting began in 

the tradi tional fashion, wi th a roundtable' report and 

discussion. The ballroom was set up with tables in the form of 

a large rectangle, with room for all 55 Unit Chief attendees 

and the 8 guests. 

The traditional roundtable format was followed. That is, 

selected Unit Chiefs were asked to present their case to the 

roundtable. Each case was described ~n one to three pages in 

the roundtable book handed to participants. Following each 

presen ta tion, Unit Chiefs from other j ur isoictions offered 

comments, advice, or suggestions. 

Most of the comments concerned activities that the subiect 

of the case or the investigation being discussed had conducted 

in other jUFisdictions. Thus, following a franchise or 

business opport uni ty case, other uni t heads advised the gro up 

aboyt actions they had brought or were contemplating bringing 

against the same defendent in other jurisdictions. About three 

times during the roundtable discussion, Unit Chiefs learned 

that a putative defendant had been operating or W?S planning to 

begin operating in their jurisdictions. 
) 

Initially, discdssion was slow and attendees seemed 

hesitant or reluctant to speak. Bu~ ~fter the first half hour 

j 
L 

of the two-and-one~half to four-hour session, this barrier was 

passed and the discussion was more free. Generally, there were 

about! J)ne to four comments per case. No case led into a 

lengthy discussion. Altogether, there were about 20 cases 
presen tGd. 

Case discussions at Unit Chief meetings have been 

interspersed by short presentations by Federal agencies (e.g., 

U.S. Postal Inspection Service; u.S. Department of Agriculture, 

Office of Inspector General; U.S. Department of Justice), 

update reports on pending legislation, a briefing on the 

Economic Crime Project Reporting System, and a report on the 

results of the first National Strategy questionnaire on unit 

interactions with federal and state agencies. 

B. Other Conference Activities 

Presentations and workshops at the Tucson conference 
incl uded: 

• A presentation on computer cr ime'. 

Jl • A presentation on the NDAA Evidence Tracking Project. 

• A presentation on procurement. 

• A talk by ECP cons ul ting accountant, Robert Milne, 
accounting tools. 

• A National Strategy panel discussion on cooperation 
with the u.S. Department of Just~ce. . 

• A presentation and flim on arson by the Insurance 
Crime Prevention Institute. 

on 

• A presentation on statewide Economic Crime Councils. 

• Reports on Task Force activities. 

The agenda at the San Francisco Conference included: 

• Workshops on business opportunity fraud and the FTC 
franchise rule, anti tr ust .•. intsurance fraud and arson, 
and fraud against the elderly. 
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A talk by Prof. Gilbert Geis, on deterring the 
corporate criminal. 

National Strategy workshops on state, federal, and 
international cooperation. 

A workshop on sentencing the white-collar crime 
offender. 

A presentation on white-collar crime against 
professional athletes and organizations by a 
representative of the National Football League. 

The mobile complaint van of the San Francisco unit was on 

view during a lunch break. Members of the Business 
Opportunities Task Force "shopped" a business opportunities and 
investment fair which opened the second evening of the 

conference, and observed several apparent violations of 
California's new Seller Assisted Marketing Plan law. 

Sessions at the Minneapolis conference included: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A presentation and discussion of two "60 Minutes" 
segments (auto repair fraud and corruption in meat 
packing), led by a producer of this show. 

Workshops on auto repair fraud; insurance fraud, state 
and local tax fraud; official corruption; and complex 
crimes (a basic course for local attendees). 

A presentation on teamwork and techniques in 
investigation, by Bruce Jones of the Dade County 
(Florida) Department of Public Safety's Institute on 
Organized Crime. 

A panel presentation .and discussion on federal-local 
cooperation, which included a presentation by a 
representative of the Office of Inspector General, 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

I 

A panel presentation and workshops on secJtities 
registration and sec uri ties fraud, involving 
representati ves of th.e Secur i ties and Exchange 
Commission and the securities departments of four 
states. 

1/ 

The meeting, in Atlanta included~ 

• An update on re.cent Supreme Co urt cases. 
1.\ 
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Workshops on particular types of cases, including auto 
dealer reserve account fraud, the Kingsbridge 
Fiduciary Trust·case (investment fraud), and statutory 
reform. 

Regional workshops on National Strategy initiatives, 
conducted by the six Lead Unit Chiefs. 

A presentation on the jurisdiction, services, and 
procedures of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

A presentation on the civil liability and immunity of 
prosecutors. 

• A series of training workshops led by members of the 
Complex Case Investigation and Trial Techniques Task 
Force (expert testimony, proof of specific intent, 
obtaining cmd presen ting documen tary evidence r civ il 
litigation and jury selection and opening statements). 

Unit Chiefs' Views 

Unit Chief meetings were frequently cited during our site 

visits to the six Lead Units as one of the main benefits of the 

-Economic Crime Project to the individual Economic Crime Units. 

This view was consistent with informal comments of other Unit 
Chiefs at the Unit Chief meetings and during telephone 

conversations with Battelle staff. One of the major benefits 

frequently cited is that unit Chiefs establish personal contact 

with their counterparts in other jurisdictions, and thus feel 

more free to call on them for intelligence information, help in 

locating a defendant or interviewing a witness, or advice in 

how to handle a particular type of case or investigation. 

Th us, the roundtable discuss ions have proved to be one of 

the mos t val uable con tr ib utions that unit Chief meetings have 

made to individual economic crime unit operations. unit Chiefs 

contemplating a proactive a~~o repair investigation or 

disturbed about a plethora of newspaper ads offering instant 

wealth throbgh diamond ~nvestments, vending machine franchises, 

or worm farms· learn hpw other jurisdictions successfully 

prosecuted such cases and--more importantly--how other 

j ur isdictions e.nco u., tered problems ~nd le.,arned from thei r 
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mistakes. On several occasions, personally observed by 

Battelle staff at these sessions, participants learned that 

individuals being investigated or prosecuted in their 

jurisdiction were active in other jurisdictions as 

well--setting up the basis for inter-unit cooperation. Other 

cases reported on served to precipitate discussions on tactical 

problems such as how to set up a car for a proactive auto 

repair investigation, or on legal issues such as procedures to 

use in obtaining needed financial records. 

Participants at Unit Chief meetings were asked to rate the 

individ ual sess ions. The ro undtable discuss ions were given 

high ratings at all but the Minneapolis conference. Few of the 

sessions received ratings which varied by more than one 

percentage point from the average ratings given the conferences 

at which the sessions occurred. Aside from this, no trends are 

apparent in these data. The results are presented in Table 2.1 

on the following page.* 

The Unit Chief meetings have served in several respects to 

strengthen the National Strategy initiative. First, the 
program at each conference has contained one or more sessions 

informing the units of National St~ategy efforts and 

achievements which are useful to them in their daily 

~ * Participants were asked to rate each session on a scale 
of 1 to 10. The results of these ratings are expressed in 
comparison to the average rating given to the individual 
conference at which the session was presented, in oroer to 
avoid methodological problems in attempting comparisons between 
sessions. Thus, if the overall rating for a bonf~rence is 8.6 
and the widget trust price-fixing seminar was, given a 6.4, its 
rating on Table 2.1 would be the -difference, or -2.2. 

The methodological problems just mentioned are those 
associated wi th use of Likert scales. For example, different 
people attended each conference; they may use different 
cr iter ia or simply be harder--or eas ier--to pl-ease. Even the 
same individual may be inconsistent in rating two confe~ences 
held four months apart. Thus, any comparison of scores between 
conferences is potentially very misleading. The relevant 
comparison is between sessions at the ~ conference. 
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TABLE 2.1 

UNIT CHIEF CO~~ERENCE PARTICIPANT RATINGS 
OF CONFERENCE SESSIONS, COMPARED TO 

RATINGS OF INDIVIDUAL CONFEP.ENCES 

Conference 
Session 

~ucson Conference 
Fe.l:lruary, .L979 

First Roundtable 

Presentation: 
Consumer fraud 

Isecond Roundtable 

!Presentation: 
Computer-related 
crimes 

Presentation and film: 
Arson 

:rask Forc.e Reports: 
Task Force role in 
National Strategy 

Presentation: 
Revised Economic 
Crime Reporting 
System 

~resentation: 
Evidence-t~acking 
in complex economic 
crimes 

participantl 
Rating ~ 

Conference 
Session 

San Francisco Conference 
June, 1979 

+ 1.0 

+ 0.9 
I Second Roundtable 

F.irst Roundtable 

+ 0.5 

+ 0.4 

0.0 

- 0.5 

- Q.7 

- 1.4 

Sentencing Workshop 

Presentation by: 
Gilbert Geis, 
Deterring the 
Corporate Criminal 

Workshop: Business 
opportunities 

Workshop: Insurance 
fraud, arson 

Presentation: 
Economic crime bv 
sports agents (NFL) 

Workshop: Antitrust 

Workshop: National 
Strategy, state 

Workshop: National 
Strategy, federal 

Workshop: National 
Strategy, internationaJ 

Workshop: Fraud 
against elderly 

(continued) 

Participant 
Rating 

+ 1.3 

+ 1.3 

+ 0.8 

+ 0.4 

+ 0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

- 0.2 

- 0.3 

- 0.5 

- 0.6 

- 2.0 

Note: ·Sessions were rated on a scale of 1 to 10. Overall conference 
ratings were calculated as a .mean of the ratings of the individual 
sessions, and individual session ratings were calculated by subtracting 
the conference mean from the individual session ratings. This was done 
to a,,:,"oid inter-obs.erver reliability problems in comparing scores of 
sess~9nsat conferences held four months apart. 
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Conference 
Session 

Minne~polis Conference 
Octooer-Novemoer,-r979 

Task Force Norkshop: 
Official corruption 

Task Force Workshop: 
Insurance fraud 

Presentation: 
Improving Law 
Enforcement through 
the Media 60 Minutes 

Presentation: 
Bruce Jones, Investi-
gat ion Teamwork and 
Techniques 

(Task Force Workshops: 
overall) 

Task Force Norkshop: 
Auto repair fraud 

Presentation and 
Workshop: 

Securities 

First Roundtable 

Second Roundtable 

Workshop: Tax fraUd 

Panel presentation: 
National Strategy 
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TABLE 2.1 (continued) 

Participant Conference 
Rating Session 

Atlanta Conference 
February, 1980 

+ 0.8 I Presentation: 
i Civil liability 

and immunity 
+ 0.3 Second .Roundtable 

First Roundtable 
+ 0.2 National Strategy: 

I Regional workshops 
I presentation: Recent I Supreme Court cases 

+ 0.3 I Subject-area Norkshops 
I 

Invention I marketing + 0.9 

(+ 0.1) Toxic waste + 0.1 

Auto dealer 
reserve account 0.0 

0.0 fraud 

Statutory 
reform - 0.3 - 0.1 

, Comouter program 
to trace cash - 0.7 
flow, checJc 

- 0.1 kiting 

- 0.4 Kingsbridg'e 
0.8 Trust inve~tment -

1.6 fraud -
Training Norkshops - 2.8 

Civil liti9~tionl + 0.7 

Jury selectJ.on J 

opening +,0.6 
statements 
Documentary 
evidence 

+ O.S 

Expert - 0.8 
witnesses 
Establishing 
specific - >1.7 
intent 

Presentation: 
Federal Bureau 
of Investigatil.;:;:l 

. I; 

Iparti<;=iPant 
RatJ.ng 

I 
+ 1.7 

+ 1:.0 

+ 0.9 

+ 0.6 

+ 0.6 

- 0.2 

- 0.3 

0.9 

-_._--..,..----_._,....-----------\ 
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operations. Second, a number of representatives of federal and 

state agencies and national organizations concerned with th~ 
detection, investigation, and prosecution of white-collar crime 

have attended the confe~ence. Some have given presentations on 
their agency or organization's priorities and procedures. 
Others have participated in panels to discuss means of 

cooperating more closely. Others have lectured on technical 

aspects of white-collar crime investigation or prose~ution. 

Others have participated in workshops or Task Force meetings 

(held in conjunction with Unit Chief meetings) adq~essing 
specific areas of concern. Virtually all have taken the 

opportunity to meet with Unit Chiefs and discuss particular 
problems. 

Agencies and organizations that have participated in Unit 
Chief meetings and the form of participation are indicated in 
Table 2.2, which follciws on the next page. 

D. ~ional StrateqyImpact 

Unit chief meetings have also provided Lead Unit Chiefs to 
meet, discuss problems, share strategies for fostering 

interagency cooperation, and plan future initiatives. At these 
meetings Lead Unit Chiefs, with NDAA staff, have decided to 

consti t ute themselves a Task Force, d~termined cr iter ia for 

designation of an additional six Lead Units, discussed methods 
of assisting these additional six Lead Units, and planned a 

two-day meeting with reptesentatives of federal agencies in 

Washington, D.C. As an indication of the dedication and 

interest of the L~ad Unit Chiefs, it should be noted that all 

this has been accomplished at "coffee and roll" breakfast 

ses~ions convened an hour before the morning conference 
, ~,. 

sessions began. 

A more dramatic instance of use of a Unit Chief meeting to 
advance a National Strategy initiative occurred at the 

Minneapolis meeting. There, the Hennepin County Attorney's 

Citizen Protection/Economic Crifue Unit, which hosted the unit, 
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TABLE 2.2 
NATIONAL STRATEGY: PARTICIPATION OF FEDERAL AND 

STATE AGENCIES AND NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 
AT UNIT CHIEF CONFERENCES 

Agencies and Organizations 
Represented 

.--_______ .7_' __________ ....----------------1 
Session/Purpose of 

participation 

~~ Conference1 February, 1979 

~ederal Aqencies: 

U.S. Department o~ Justice, Office 
of Economic Crime Enforcement 
Federal Tl:'ade Commission 
Federal BureaU of Investigation 

\state Agencie~: 

Arizona Attorney General's office 
Arizona Department of Corporation 

pther Orqanizations: 

Insurance Crime prevention Institute 

National Association of Insurance 
Commissioners 

!san Francisco Conference; Ju~.e, 1979 

wederal Aqencies: 

Federal Trade Commission 
U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
U.S. Department of Agriculture/ 
Inspector-General's- office 
U.S. Depar~~ent of Justice, Office 
of Economic Crime Enforcement 

State Agencies: 

California Attorney General's office 
Florida Attorney General's office 

(continued) 

National Strategy panel 
presentation: Franchise rule 

Attend conference 
Attend conference 

Attend conference 
Attend conference 

presentation (arson), 
Task Force meeting 
Task Force meeting 

Workshop 
workshop, Task Force meeting 

?,',,;tend conference 
National Strategy panel 

National Strategy panel 

Workshop, Task Force meeting 
Workshop, Task Force meeting 

il 

TABLE 2.2 (continued) 

Agencies and Organizations 
Represented 

(San Francisco Conference, continued) 

Other Orqanizations: 

C~lifornia Bar Association, Office 
or General Counsel (Bar discipline) 

penns¥lv~nia District Attorneys 
AssocJ.atl.on/Economic Crime Council 

Southeast Reqional Antitrust 
Clearinqhouse 

Battelle National Center on White
Collar Crime 

~inneapolis Conference; October
November, 1979-

Federal Aaencies: 

U.S. Postal Inspection Service 

U:S: gepartment of Justice, Criminal 
Dl.Vl.~l.on, Office of International 
Affal.rs 

U.S: Department of AgricultUre, 
OffJ.ce of Inspector-General 

Securites and Exchan~e Commission 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tax and Firearms 

Internal Revenue Service 

State Aqencies: 

Minnesota Securities Diyision 

California Department of Corporations 

( continued) 

Session/purpose of 
PartiCipation 

Attend conference 

National Strategy panel 

Task Force meeting 

Workshop 

Presentation, workshop, 
partiCipation in roundtable 

Presentation 

Presentation, participation 
in roundtable 

Presentation 
Task Force meeting (insur
ance, arson); attend 
conference 
Task Force meeting (insur
ance, arson); attend 
conference 
Attend conference 

Presentation, workshoo, 
Task Force meetinq ~ 
(Business Opportunity) 
Presentation, workshop, 
Task Force meeting 
(Business opportunity) 

, 
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TABLE 2.2 (continued) 

Aaencies and Oraanizations 
- Represented 

(l1inneaoolis Conference, continued) 

Oklahoma Securities Commission 

North Dakota Securi~ies Commission 

New Jersey Attorney General's office 
Minnesota Attorney General's office 

Minnesota Department of Revenue 
~innesota Fire Commissioner 

Hinnesota Bureau of Criminal 
Apprehension 

Other o~.anizations: 

Alliance of American Insurers 

International Association of 
Arson Investigators 

National Fire Prevention Association 

National College of District Attorneys 

~tlanta Conference; February., 1979 

(partial list: attend'ee data not available) 

~ederal Agencies: 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
U.S. Postal Inspection Service 

u.s. Attorney's Office/Pittsburgh 

state Agencies: 

Kentucky Attorney General's office 

session/Purpose of 
participation 

present~tion, workshop, 
T.ask Force meeting 
(Business Opportunity) 
Presentation, workshop, 
Task Force meeting 
(Business Opportunity) 
Workshop 
Workshop (taxation), 
Task Force meeting 
(Business Opportunity) 
!iorkshop (taxation) 
Task Force meeting 
(insurance, arson) 
Attend conference 

Task Force meet;i:J}g 
"~insurance, arson) 
Task Force meeting 
(insurance, arson) 
Task Force meeting 
(insurance, arson) 
Task Force meeting 
(insurance, arson) 

Presentation 
Workshop (invention 
marketing fraud) 
Workshop (invention 
marketing fraud) 

Workshop (statutory reform) 

/, 
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used the Unit Chief meeting as a forum to convene an 

organizational meeting of the Minnesota Interagency Economic 

Crime Group. Some 76 representatives from four federal agency 

local offices (Internal Revenue Service, Federal Bureau of 

Investigation, Post~l Inspection Service, and Bureau of 

Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms), four state agencies (Attorney 

General, Department of Revenue, Securities Division, and Bureau 

of Criminal apprehension), five county prosecutors' offices, 
seven local police departments or sheriffs' offices, two banks 

or department §tores, and four other organizations (including a 
citizen and a state legislator) attended the Unit Chiefs' 

meeting where they could exchange notes with colleagues from 

allover the cOLmtry. The Unit Chief meeting program included 

a basic session on complex crime investigation and prosecution 

for local representatives. That evening, local representatives 
conducted the organizational meeting, followed by a press 

conference whi.ch included the Minnesota Attorney-General, four 
\\ 

county attorneys from the Twin Cities' adjacent counties, and a 

representative of the United States Attorney's Office. The 
interagency group is discussed in more detail, below.' 

IV. THE ECONOMIC CRIME DIGEST 

The Econ,omic Cr ime Project publ ishes an Economic Cr im~;\ 
Digest, which is sent not only to economic crime uni ts but to 

other law enforcement agencies, prosecutors' offices, law 

libraries, and other interested persons as well. About 2,500 

copies of each issue are distributed. Originally published 

bi-monthLy, this Digest was to be issued quarterly during the 

current grant period. However, publication has been more 
sporadic, as indicated in the following: 

Volume V *1 September 1978-Jan uary 1979 
2 Febr uary-June, 1979 
3 July-September, 1979 

Volume'VI #1 October 1979-January 1980 
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The first issue followed the format used in prior grant 

periods, containing four pages of Project and white-collar 
crime news and short descriptions of some 60 recent cases 
handled by the uni ts. A new indexing system was devised, w'hich 
classifies these case notes by a system adapted from the list 
of economic crime categories used in the Economic Crime Project 
Repotting System. 

In the second and subsequen~ issues, the format ~as 
modified to include more articles written by Unit Chiefs or. 
reprinted from other white-collar crime newsletters and 
publications. About two-thirds of the last two issues have 
been devoted to articles. 

The second issue of the Digest contained a book review and 
articles on coupon fraud investigators, complaint resolution 
mechanisms, usihg word-processing equipment and clerical staff 
in evidence management, and why local antitrust enforcement is 
important. Some 36 case notes were included in this issue. 

The articles in the third issue were devoted to hearings on 
energy conducted by the u.S. House of Representatives, national 
coordination of prosecutions against the ~Terrible Williamson 

Gang," prosecutorial experience with computers and computer 
crime (reporting on an LEAA-funded project in this area), and 
investigative accounting. The latter was prepared by the 
project's chief investigative accountant, Mr. Robert Milne, 

from notes used in conducting training sessions in unit 
offices. (These are described in more detail, below.) Over 
300 reprints of this article have been distributed. Battelle~s 
National Center on White-Collar Crime plans to use it in their, 
~.,eek:-long t,raining course on white-collar crime investigation' 
and prosecution, and has included it in the discussion draft of 
the desk book of readings to accompany its forthcoming 
Enforcement Manual on Arson-far-Profit. Descriptions of 23 

recent cases were also presented in this iss ue, as ~.,ell as a 
book review. 

.-
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The latest issue of the Digest had articles on the 

fraudulent conveyence and control of assets by a special agent 

of the Office of the Inspector General, General Services 

Administration, prosecutorial immunity, investigating the 
Allied Research invention marketing fraud case, and training 

investigators in computer crime. The latter was reprinted from 

the FBI'Law'Enforcement Bulletin. The Diges~ also had short 

notes on 29 cases, a description of the FBI's General 

Appearance File Service, and a questionnaire on expert 

resources available to ECP units. 

Persons interviewed during the course of Battelle field 

visits to the six lead Units cited the Digest as one of the 

most useful of the Project services. Benefits cited were that 

it kept uni t staff current on trends in economic cr ime and 

develop~'en ts in other units. The Digest I s case notes, however, 

may be less useful in specific cases. One attorney noted that 

he read these notes religiously, hoping to encounter news of 

persons or schemes active in his jurisdiction, but this had not 

yet occurred. No other interviewee cited any examples of this 
having occurred, either. (One would speculate that this would 

more likely result~from the confidential alerts circulated only 

to thQ units, which describes investigations and targets before 
this can wisely be made public.) An attorney from one of the 

larger, more experienced, and more ;;;ophisticated units added 

that general information on a prosect1tion on the other coast 

was not helpful to him~ he would like more detailed information 

on how to prove difficult cases, spelling out steps to take and - , 

evidence needed. 

Several persons commented favorably on the format shift to 

longer articles describing cases in more detail (e.g., 

Williamson gang, Allied Research inv'entor fraud) or presenting 

training information (e.g., investigative accounting). 

The Economic Cr ime Project surveyed its readership ~.,i th a 

questionnaire enclQ~,~d wi th the thiro iss ue of this grant 

period. Eighty-four responses were received from Federal 
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agencies (12; u.s. Attorneys Office, FBI, FTC, Postal 

Inspection Service, Interior, BUD, Army, Air Force), state 

agencies (17; attorney general, securities division, consumer 

protection, state police, crime control, planning board, 
Governor's legal staff, state law library), local agencies (12; 

law enforcement, consumer office, court), prosecutors' offices 

(21; including economic crime units) universities (7), and 

other organizations (7; professional and public interest 
organizations, bank, chamber of commerce). Of tb0se 
responding, 73.4% indicated they circulate the n;,Siqa,zine to 

different units or divisions wit~in their office. Sixty-nine 
percent indicated they do not circulate outside their office. 

Those that do, route it to prosecutive offices (mentioned 8 
times), investigative offices (5), enforcement agencies (3), 
regulatory agencies, teaching offices, monthly economic crime 
meetings, public defenders, and students (each mentioned 
once)~ Ninety percent of the responding recipients file the 
Digest in their office for convenient staff use. 

T~e Digest is most frequently used as an alert to new 
frauds (mentioned 46 times), to identify new enforcement 

techniques (39), to identify people to contact for information 

(31), to keep current generally (16), as a reference or g~neral 

overview of the field (12), to track particular offenders (10), 

or as a training device (5). Other uses are to coordinate 
federal, state, and local enforcement and to provide 
intellectual enrichment. 

Aspects of the Digest fOJ1nd most useful by respondents 
included in-dp.pth reports (mentioned 16 times, with the 

investigative accounting article being mentioned frequently), 
detailed descriptions of inves tigat;!i ve techrliques and 

procedures (14), articles on variou~ schemei (13), information 

and refer·ral functions (13), novell?rosecution techniques ',(10) , 

case digests (TY, articles on legis:~ation(4r, information on 
securities (2), information on sent~ncing, the classification 
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of cases into categories of crime, and information on fraud 

against government programs (each mentioned one time). 

The aspects found least helpful included consumer scam 

information (mentioned 4 times), the "in brief" section (4), 

statistics (2), sentencing (2), "brag" items of recent 

successes, legislative information, and reports on civil 

actions against specialized businesses. 

Fourteen respondents requested more training articles. Two 

of these suggested an article on investigative accounting in 

computer environments, one requested descriptions of evidence 

used in co urt, and onp. des ired sample plead ings in decepti ve- or 

unfair trade practices. There were seven requests for more 

emphasis in specific to~ic areas, including securities and 

commodities fraud (2 reques;;:.s), business opportunities, 

economic crimes in agricultural areas, real estate and public 

housing assistance, federal case material, and consumer fraud. 

Three requested more intelligence iriformation (names of accused 

or convicted persons; "families" in the fraud field; organized 

crime infiltration into"legitimate business). One person each 
requested statistical data on criminal activit¥.7 a listing of 

individuals or departments with expertise in particular aspects 

of investigation or prosecution, a greater emphasis on criminal 

law matters, and more news. One suggested that the Digest be 
,. sen t to ali judges. 

v. OTHER ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT PUBLICATIONS 
\, 

i ) 

In addition td the Task Forci'manuals and Economic Crime 

Diges~, discussed earlier, the Proj~ct has produced three 

special documents f~r economic crime units, addressing priority 

topic areas. These are In ihe areas 0# investigative 

accoun,ting, securities violations, and chain letters. It has 

continued to reprint and make available the six public 

awareness brochures developed prior to the present grant 

, , 

Q 

, 

.... 1\ 



!'I 

/( 
I! 
" 

- -- ---....,..----- --,--....,..-- ---,-~---

(I 

62 

period. Future prosecutor-education and public awareness 

publications are planned. 
As mentioned earlier, the Project's chief investigative 

accountant, Mr. Robert F. Milne, a former FBI agent, developed 

an article for the Digest from the outline he used in 

conducting training sessions for unit prosecutors and 
investigators. The feedback about this article from economic 
crime units to Project staff and to Battelle staff c?naucting 

field visits to the Lead Units was uniformly positive. The 
Project decided to publish this as a 22-page "Spe_cial Criminal 
Jus tice Improvement publication," enti tIed Some Useful Notes 

Re: Investigative Accountin~ (September, 1979). Project staff 

estimates that some 300 copies of this monograph had been 

distributed by the end of March, 1980. It has also been 
reprinted in Assets·Protec~.i2!l, an-' industrial security 

professional journal. 
Securities law violations were also an area of 

high-priority concern to the Project. The reason fo~ th@t is 

that securities laws enable a prosecutor to expand the range of 
options available for prosecution of such scams as pyramid 

sales schemes, business opportunity frauds, and advance-fee 

schemes. Failure to register the security and failu~e to 
register as a broker are felony offenses in most states whether 

or not anyone has yet been victimized. In such cases the 

t th t the defendant knew he prosecution does not have 0 prove a 
or she was selling a security, only that the item was 
voluntarily sold. (Indeed, several cases hold that it is not a 

defense that the state securities commissioner told the ~. 
, ;.' t securl'ty.) Securities fraud is defendant the item was no a 

easi~r to prove than general criminal fraud or mail fraud, 
because in securities ~raud cases it is not necessary to prove 
that the victim was actually deceived by the corrd'uct allegeCl. 

Further securities statutes frequently make av.ailable a number 
of civil remedies such as summary,' ~ parte cease and desist 

orders, igjunctiQns, and civil penalties. 
\\ 

)1 
(, 
! 

The term "securities,~ despite a popular misconception, is 

by no means limited to stocks and bonds. 14 It has been held 

to encompass pyramid schemes such as Glenn Turner's infamous 

"Koscot" and "Dare to Be Great" schemes, and business 

opportunity frauds. The Project had devoted an ~fternoon at 

the Minneapolis Unit Chief meeting in the fall of 1979 to 

presentations and workshops on securities violations. In 

Febr dary, 1980, the Project published a 28-page monograph by 

staf~ attorney Carol A. Burke, entitled Securities Made 

Simpl~. This instructional publication is designed to present 

an uncomplicated discussion of state securities laws in a 

questionn-and-answer format. It contains a sample criminal 

referral from a securities office to a local prosecutor, which 

contains a state~ent of facts, background on state securities 

laws, a discussion of points and authori tie.s for each of the 

violations for which prosecution is recommended~ and a 

discussion of evidence available and methods of proving each 

element of the offense. Some 200 copies of this monograph had 

been distributed by the end of Mareh, 1980, according to 
Project staff estimates. 

The Project had also noted a resurgence in chain 9r pyramid 

schemes such as the "Circle of Gold," "Chain of Gold," or 

"Circle of Platinum" schemes in ~'7hich the victims are asked to 

pay $1,000 or more to obtain a list of 12 names, add their name 

t6-\·~he'.. bottom of the list, and sell the list to others. 

Victims are told they will become fabulously rich when their 

name COmes to the top of the list. They are not told that the 

odds of recovering their investment are very slim: for such a 

chain to go through three cycles, 25 billion individuals would 

have to sign up.lS Sales of the lists are freq!Jently 

conducted at meetings and participants are urged to make their 

payments in cash to avoid violating mail fraud statutes, 

although such schemes may also violate state securities 

stq.,tutes, unfair or deceptive trade practices acts, business 
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opportunities laws, and criminal fraud statutes, as well as 

anti-pyramid statutes in states that have them. 
In response to this growing problem, the Project developed 

another "Special Criminal Justice Improvement Publication" by 
staff attorney Michael A. Pollack, entitled Breakinq the 

Chain. This document is a compilation of material in Project 

files, including~ Diges~ article on legal issues in pyramid 

schemes, the Arizona anti-pyramid statute, public aw~reness 

articles and press releases, newspaper articles about 
successful papers, a treatise by a statistician on the low odds 
of profit, correspondence and exhibits prepared by a 

mathematics professor in connection with the prosecution of a 
Chain of Gold scheme in Bermuda, a letter stating the u.S. 
Postal Inspection Service policy regarding such schemes, and 
court papers in connection with an injunction against such 
schemes. As with the securities paper, Project staff estimates 
that some 200 copies of Breaking the Chain have been 
dis tr ib uted. 

The Project has also madE copies of its six public 
awareness pamphlets available to the units for distribution in 

their communities. Demand has been such that almost 1,800,000 

c~pies have been distributed in the current gtint period. 
The Project has also. prepared and distributed a directory 

of the economic crime~nits. As stated in a staff memorandum 

from the Office of Inspector General of the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development to field units, "This directoty 

provides considerable detail including the name, address and 
telephone number of each Unit Chief as well as the 

organization, experience and/or interest,~f th~ ~articular 
unit.,,16 It has also arranged for the.und.~rwrltl.ng by a 
Chicago bank of the costs (estimated at $8,000 to $IO,OnO) of 

printing a compilation of common schemes and ways to avoid 
them,j:or .. distrib~tion to the public. The research and wri ti!1g 
for this had been begun by the end of the fifth Proj'ect ·'quarter. 
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VI. CLEARINGHOUSE, TRAINING, AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE' ACTIVITIES 

Much of the Project staff's time is devoted to performing 
or coordinating clearinghouse, ,training, and technical 

assistanee activities. The Unit Chief meetings, Diges~, and 

other Project publications fall under this rUbric, as do the 

Business Opportunity and Gas Savings Device clearinahouses and ., , 
many of the activi ties - related to the National Strategy 

initiative to be discussed in the next section of this report. 
As mentioned earlier, one of the most important of the 

~ 

staff activities is to keep units in touch with 'each other and 

informed of each other's activities. Thus, a unit encountering 

a particular type of problem can phone the Project Center in 

Chicago for suggestions or for referral to a unit which has 
enco un tered th is type of problem 'oefo·re. I n order to respond 
to requests for assistance, the staff maintains a series of 

subject-matter files indexed to correspond to the crime 

classification codes used in the ECPRS and Digest. Project 

staff estimates' that this occupies one full file drawer. It is 

from these files that the materials fo·r the h B k' monograp rea 1ng 
the Chain were obtained. The Project also maintains a resource 
center of published materials on relevant topics. 

Early in the second Project quarter the Project undertook 

to phone each uni t to see how things., were going and inquire if 

the Chicago office could be or any a~sistance. This served to 

reestablish contact hetween the P'roject uni ts and the Project 

Center, which had been relatively dOimant in ~he last two 

quarters of the last Project period and first quarter of the 

present period, due to staff resignatibns in the prior period, 

the move of the Project offiCE;! to Chicago, and the us ual 

start-up problems in restaffing and beg'inning new efforts at 

the start of the present period. Several Unit Chiefs have 
commented favorably on this gesture. 
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The Project staff maintained contact logs on which to tally 

letter, telephone, and personal contacts with units and others 

for the second quarter of the present period, the results of 

which are shown in Table 2.3, which fol]~ws. As indicated the 

staff had over 1,000 contacts with units in this period. 

Partial tallies for July through October reflecting 10 staff 

months show an average of 74.3 contacts with units per staff 

month. Unfortunately, the tally system was not continued 

because of the costs' and difficulties of doing so in light of 

competing demands for staff time. 

Persons interviewed in field visits to Lead Units uniformly 

responded favorably about their contacts with the Chicago 

office for information or advice. The Project's responses were 

characterized as friendly and helpful • 

The Project regularly circulates confidential alerts about 

possible frauds or pending investigations to economic crime 

units. Because this is sensitive information about pending 

investigations, these alerts have not been reviewed by Battelle 

staff. Persons interviewed in Lead Units report that these 
confidential alerts are one of the most useful of the Project's 

services:" 

Response was less uniform, however, ~o the more general 

memos sent to the uni ts. Some 184 of these consecutively 

n umbered memos were iss ued in 1979. Topics range from 

announcements of personnel changes to requests to sUbstantiate 

donations of matching funds, to announcements and agendas of 

upcoming Unit Chief meetings, to descriptive or background 

material on particular subjects, to progress updates on 

significant Nationat/Strategyini tiati'Ves. While many of 

memos were viewed as useful, the sheer number of memos was 

overwhelming, several persons interviewed reported. Since 

initial field visits, Project has endeavored to reduce the 

number of memos and make them more brief. 

these 

the 

The investigative accounting technical assistqnce offered 

by the Project was reported to be one of the most useful of the 
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TAUI.E 2.3 

lICONOMIC CRIME PROJnCT/STAFF CONTACT LOG SUHHARY 

t!ONTII HEANS o~· COHHUNICATlON 

Staff Apr. Hay Jun. Te1e- In-Nember 1979 1979 1979 phone tetter Person ECU 

Director 172 231 299 331 115 256 169 

Sr. Staff 
Attorney 63 66 79 1114 61 3 153 

Sr. Attorney/ 
Nat. Strategy 446 288 524, 177 701 380 274 

Staff 
Attorney 127 210 1,24 154 100 207 152 

Writers/ 
Publicists 539* 86 108 166 502* 65 232 

TOTAL 1,347* 881 1,134 972 1,479* 911 980 
I 

*Exc1udes Law Day tlailing (apprOXimately 1,000 letters). 

Avg: 1,121 Contacts/mo. (not including Law Day Hailing). 
324 Te~ephone calls/mo. 

NATURE OF CONTACT 
Gov£!rnment 

Pvt/ 
Ftld Sta Loc Bus. Hedia 

143 112 116 121 30 

39 ~ 8 1 --

299 182 104 117 212 

28 51 77 112 2 

17:1 33 99 84 80* 

682 382 404 435 324* 

/I OF TOTAl. 
Public Other CONTACT 

3 8 702 

3 -- 208 

-- 70 1,258 

8 31 461 

20 12 733* 

34 121 3,362 

493 I.ett",:'!!/mo. (not including l.aw Day Hailing). 
301 Personal contact/mo. (excludes contacts with the 68 participants at Unit Chiefs' Conference). 
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Project's services. Because of the demand for this, in the 
present grant period the Project added the service of a second 
investigative accountant, Robert Keenan, who, like Robert 

Milne, is a retired FBI agent. It is only because of Project 
budget limitations that these service~ are not used more 
often. These investigative accountants do not become involved 
in individual cases; the dem~Jd would simply be too great. 
Rather, they provide more general training to unit P!osecutors 
and investigators. 

In order to maximize the effectiveness of this service and 
to promote the National Strategy objective of getting unit 
staff to work more closely with their local counterparts in 
state and federal agencies, in the present grant period Project 
staff have placed increased emphasis on the hosting these 
training programs by units which will invite prosecutorial and 
law enforcement agency staff from neighboring jurisdictions and 
state and federal agencies to attend them as well. 

In the first five quarters of the current grant period, the 
investigative accountants conducted 15 training and technical 
assistance field visits. In the fifth quarter this involved 

training for 13 persons from four agencies in Louisville, for 
15 persons from six agencies at the Connecticut State Police 
Academy, and 28 persons from three economic crime units in 
Minneapolis. In addition, the Project's investigative 
accountants wrote a job description for an investigative 
accountant position in the New York State Official Corruption 
Task Force, conducted technical assistance by phone and mail, 
assisted in National Strategy liaison and meetings with such 

agencies as the FBI, and prepared a background paper for the 
Official Corruption and Procurement Fraud Task Force. The 
latter consisted of summaries of relevant newspaper articles 
and other materials. 

The Securities Made Simple monograph and securities portion 
of the Minneapolis Unit Chiefs' meeting are part of a more 

general effort to encourage and assist prosecutors to use this 

remedy. This initiative began when Ms. Carol Burke, a 

securities expert formerly with the Oklahoma Department of 

Securities, Division of Investigations and Enforcement, joined 

the staff. She has provided technical assistance to units by 

telephone or letter with regard to specific securities 

problems, general research, other information, and establishing 

contacts with state securities commissions. As part of the 

National Strategy initiative she has been involved ip joint 

efforts with the North American Sec~tities administrators' 

Association (NASAA), laying the groundwork for close 

collaboration. in a major, NASAA-funded public- and 

prosecutor-education campaign to encourage cooperation between 

securities administrators, local prosecutors, the police, and 

attorneys general. (Arrangements were also made to permit unit 

staff to attend, tuition free, NASAA's annual Enforcement 

Training Seminar in Washington, D.C., in December, 1979, but 

lack of travel funds prevented units from taking advantage of 
this offer.) 

Project staff is worked closely with NASAA to develop a 
two-day seminar to be given in conj unction wi th the Uni t Chief 

meeting held in Boston bn June, 1980. The NASAA Enforcement 

Committee devoted about half of its budget to this effort, as 

an expression of their strong interest in working more closely 

with local pro$ecutors. They also underwrote the cost 

(estimated at about $15,000) of producing a training film at 

the Boston conference, which will then be distributed 

nationally. Project staff has reviewed the script and will 

undertake to write the shooting script and produce the film. 

Aside from the training given at Unit Chief conferences 

(which has been accepted for continuing legal education credit 

by at least one bar association), the on-site -training by the 
,~' " ~,:-.... 

Project's investigative accounb-),ts, and the securiB'iies 
~ r 

training initiati~e just discussed, the P~oject has ~oU9ht to 

coordinate with other agencies to make their training programs 

available to ECP unit staff. Several of these programs are 
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provided by federal agencies; thus, this Program Component 

training also serves to promote the National Strategy 
initiative. The National Strategy effort is buttressed, as 

well, by the interactions and personal contacts established 
when unit staff attend sessions with their counterparts at 

state and federal agencies. 
The Federal Bureau of Investigation has had Project unit 

staff at week-long computer crime training courses at its 
, 

Q uan tico tr aining facil! ty in the fall of 1978, and summer of 
1979. To encourage interaction between units and U.S. 
Attorneys' offices, and thus give a boost to National Strategy 
efforts, the 1979 session was attended both by unit staff and 
by Assistant U.S. Attorneys. At the time of the writing of 
this report, a similar session was being planned. The FBI also 
conducted an arson training program in December, 1979, attended 
by unit attorneys, other prosecutors, law enforcement 
personnel, and fire marshalls. The Bureau also has ~ training 

faculty that travels around the country to give training 
seminars ~") a regional or local basis. ECP units have hosted 
several of these training sessions. 

The Internal Revenue Service also gives "short~course" 

training sessions on a regional or local basis, on financial 
investigative techniques. As with the FBI, Project units have 
hosted several of these training ~eminars. 

The Battelle National Center on Whit~~-Collar Crime began to 
give an annual, intensive, week-long course on white-collar 
cr ime enforcement strategies and techniques in June, 1978. 

Unit Chiefs have served on the training faculty, and unit 
investigators and prosecutors attended courses in 1978 and 

1979. Nine unit staff attended the course in J.une, 1989~ 

VII. PROSECUTORIAL EDUCATION AND PUBLIC AWARENESS 
'~' 

One of the missions of the Project has been to stress the 
seriousness of white-collar crime and the need for vigorous 

71, 

prevention and enforcement. The Project's message has been 

delivered to prosecutors to encourage them to give white-collar 

crime enforcement a higher priorii:y than in the past, and to 

the public to enable it to protect itself better from the 

white-collar crime menace. 

The Project has two full-time writer/publicists, Ms. Mary 

Ellen Brady and Ms. Nancy Retson, who devote the major part of 

their time to these tasks. Early in the Project grant period 

they prepared a concept paper outlining an aggressiv~ 
public-awareness campaign. 

To keep the NDAA membership informed of Project and unit 

activities and to encourage other prosecutors to begin similar 

efforts in their own jurisdictions, Project staff and Unit 

Chiefs have written numerous articles for the association's 

bi-monthly professional journal, Th~ Prosecutor. These have 

included a regular column on Pro:ject activi ties in the section 

of the magazine devoted to NDAA 9rant activities, short 

articles for the "association news" section, and longer, 

feature-length articles. 
Project staff have also delivered presentations at NDAA's 

Metropolitan District Attorneys' Conference in January, 1979, 

and Rural/Urban Prosecutors Attorneys' Conference in November, 

1979, both held in the Washington, D.C.: area. 

The Project's six public-awareness brochures and its plans 

to publish a consumers' book on c~,)mmon schemes wi th the 

financial support of a Chicago bank have already been 

mentioned. In addition, the staff has prepared a number of 

press releases and held news conferences at each of its Unit 

Chiefs' meetings. Project staff have been interviewed in 

connection with articles appearing' in Businessweek, Police 

Magazi~,l'-I'"BC's "60 Minutes," the Los Angeles Times news 

service, and other national media. 

Project attorneys and Unit Chi~fs make numerous appearances 

before professional and public groups. This included Project 

~ '" \ 

~ 
« 

~ 
~~ 
t 
I 
1. 

II \( 

~ 

<-") 

r.: , 
~ 

.,. 
~ 



o 

\ 
:='~-="-":':-..,..,. ____ ~~_j-'::':\~':~_':::;:"~:"~~"'-*'-&'-''''''' ..... "...,.,,-"-r' 

72 

testimony before the Subcommittee on Crime of the U.S. House 
Committee of the Judiciary. The, Project's fifth-quarter report 
lists meetings and presentations with 17 agencies ~nd 

organizations. 

n 

CHAPTER THREE 

THE ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM: 
~. 

MEASURES OF THE WORK OF THE 
ECONOMIC CRIME UNITS 

(I. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

This chapter seeks to describe quantitatively the efforts 

of the individual Economic Crime Units in investigating and 

prosecuting economic crimes. Data for this chapter are derived 

from the Economic Crime Project Reporting System, a data system 

designed and implemented by Battelle with the close cooperation 

of the ECP Project Center. It relies on monthly, voluntary 

self-reporting by the individual economic crime units.* The 

system is describ~d in detail in the secOnd section of this 
chapter, and the third section describes the development and 

irnplementa tion of the system •. 
As one would expect wi~h a voluntary, self-reporting 

system, the d~ta are incompleti in sofue respects. Some units 

faile.d to report for some months: problems exist with some 

months' data from other units, and still others reported on a 

delayed basis. In order to use data from the maximum number of 

units, despite reporting-delays, and to allow sufficient time 

for ana~ysis, data in this report are from the period from 
February through 'November, 1979. Of the 72 units in the 

Economic Crime Project; when the ECPRS wai .establ~ished, five 

have since withdrawn. Another unit, the Washi~gton, D.C., 

United States Attorney's Office, is a federal-level offiee 

differing significantly from the other units. Thus, there are 

66 units which could contribute to the ECPRS. The data in this 
"r~\nort are based on complete and usaJ::>le monthly reports. from 45 

,~~ 

(t * Units agree to report dat9, monthly as one of the 
con'di tions for participation in the national-level project; 
project affiliation itself is voluntary. Units are not 
provided funds to cover the ,<:;:osts of this data collection. , , 
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(68.2%) of these units for the 10-month p~riod specified 

earlier. Some data from an addititional s~ven (7) units are in 

th~ computerized data base, representing 40 of 77 possible 

"uni t mon ths" of reporting. An additional ten (10) units have 

submitted incomplete data or data with problems which precluded 

coding and keypunching, and four (4) have submitted no 

reports. This sample of 45 units is described and compared to 

the 72 original units in the fourth section of this report. 

The data from the 45 units have been subjected to c~oser 

analysis, the results of which are presented in subsequent 

sections of this chapter. Because the analyses below are based 

on data from this non-random portion of the Ptoj~ct units' 

activities, which in turn reflect only a part of federal and 

local prosecutors' efforts to contai~,white-collar crime, they 

must be viewed as exploratory ratherfbhan definitive. 

A. Estimatinq the Impact of the Units 

As has been described in Chapter Two, the work of the units 
c 

can be categorized as involving handling complaints and 

inquiries, complaint mediation, investigations, and civil or 

cr iminal Ii tigation. Not all un its engage in each cateqory or 
activities to the same degree; some. specialize in 

investigations and prosecutions, while others devote the bulk 

of their time and effort to complaint mediation. 

Projections from the data from the 45 units have been used 

to estimate the overall impact of unit effot\s, multiplying the 

results by a factor of (~8/45 = ) 1.51.* Th(s m~thod of 

estimating the overall impact of. unit efforts is, not as 

accurate or as reliable as data from all the units would be. 
," < -

The approach taken here necessarily a~sumes that the 

non-reporting units have accomplished the same level of effort 

as have the reporting units. Howevet, unles~ there is some 

obvious factor which makes the reporting units significantly 
("i 

',; 

·Proiections in this section are based .on 68 units, 
ra ther th~m the 72 orig'lnal units, to red uce (the ,amo unto of 
possible overestimation involved in the projection procedures. 

,.' 
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different from the others this method of estimation should 

result in a relatively accurate estimate of overall unit 

impact. The estimates below cover the period from February 1 

through November 30, 1979. 

Obviously the speculativeness or the reliability of the 

overestimate of Project impact based on projections from the 

units providing complete data isa function of the degree to 

which these 45 units resemble the other units in the Project. 

The problem is compounded when one considers that complete 

reporting may itself ~efiect significant differenc~s between 

the two groups of units. Does complete reporting indicate that 

units have more to report or are better at their job? Or are 

the aggressive units with larger caseloads too busy to devote 

the resources to reporting? No data are available to answer 

these questions. Nor are data available on the relative 

caseloads of the two groups of units. The issue of the 

similarity or di$similarity of these groups can be addressed 

only indirectly, by comparing the units' similarity with 

respect to those factors thought to be affiliated with unit 

caseloads; attorney and investigative staff size; length of 

time the units have been in operation; their scope of 

jurisdiction (criminal, or civil as well?); and unit staff 

estimates of the proportion of time devoted to complaint 
.'~ 

intake, complaint mediations, criminal and civil 

i~v~stigations, prosecution, and civil litigation. This is 

dQne in Section IV of this chapter. No large, systematic (as 

opposed to random) differences were noted with respect to any 

of these factors, except that almost twice as many fully 

reporting units .engaged in civil invest.igations (51.1%, 
.) 

compared to 26.1% for the remainder of the units) and civil 

cases (48.9~%, compared to 26.1% for the non-reporting units). 

But civil litigation comprised only 7.4% of the fully reporting 

uni ts' litig'ation. cas~.load. (No data were collected to 

differentiate civil from criminal ,investigations.) 
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B. Complaints and InquirieSl Complaint Resolution 

Most of the Economic Crime Units handle complaints and 

inquiries from the public, either on a walk-in basis or bv 

referral from other agencies. (This was tr ue of 40 of the 45 

units for which we have complete data.) At this stage a unit 

may undertake to mediate or otherwise resolve the dispute, or 

may begin an investigation. A large number o~ complaints and 
inquiries may be settled at this stage, by referral to a more 

appropriate agency or by informing the complainant t'hat the 

matter is not appropriate for this office. Field interviews 

indicate that as many as half the complaints may end this way. 

This is not inconsistent with estimates made by other 

prosecutorial intake and consumer assistant units. Referral to 

another agency may involve significant coordination and 

follow-up effort, or may consist of a receptionist or intake 

paralegal advising the complainant to go to the local Lega~ Aid 

Society. Because a large volume of referrals is involved, and 

because of the informal nature of many such referrals, it was 
decided not to attempt to report the number and nature of 
referrals at this stage. Thus, the data on complaints and 
inquiries are more a measure of public awareness and acceptance 

of the unit than a solid indicator of unit assistance to 
complainants. 

More tangible assistance is offer.ed to complainants by unit 
complaint resolution efforts. Here, a unit may obtain 

cancellation of an onerous cori~ract signed under duress during 

a high-pressure sales pitch, or may Obtain restitution for the 

Icomplainant. The unit may refer the matter to another agency 

or may itself launch an investigation. 

~able 3.1 provides an estimate of the units' effor~s with 

regard to inquiries, complain~s, and complajnt mediation. In 

the ten-month period en~ompassed, almost a quarter of a million 

people (233,574) have had contadt with the 40 units for which 

complete data on complaints and inquiries are avail~ble. 

Projections from the 45 fully reporting units imply ~hat this 
figure may exceed a third of a million. If LEAA's support 

,/ 
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TABLE 3.1 

ECONOMIC CRIME UNIT ACTIVITY WITH REGARD TO INQUIRIES 
COMPLAINTS, AND COMPLAINT MEDIATIONS ' 

(40 of 45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Number of Complaints 
and Inqui r ies 

Number of Complaint 
Resolutions Begun 

Number of 
Restitutions Obtained 

Amount of 
Restitution Obtained 

Number Reported 
from 45 Units 
for Which Data 
Are Complete 

233,574 

21,519 

4,063 

$3,441,129 

Projected Upper 
Limit Estimate 
for 68 Units from 
Data for 45 Unitsa 

352,956 

32,518 

6,140 

$5,199,928 

aCo~umn 2 x 68/45 or 1.51. As discussed in the text, the units 
from WhlCh data are complete are similar to the remaining 23 units in 
sev~ra1 respects, but this projection must still be viewed as only an 
estlmate of unit activities. 
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for the Economic Crime Project is considered an investment in 

white-collar crime enforcement, ten months' work for the 45 

units in just this one aspect of project operations has 

returned over $3.44 million; the two-year LEAA investment in 

this project was $1,984,958. Projecting from this data, the 

amount recovered by the 68 units may exceed $5 million. 

More detaile~ analysis of the complaint intake and 

complaint resolution activities of the 45 units for which 

complete data are available is presented in Section V of this 

chapter, below. 

C. Investigations 

If a matter brought to the attention of a l'nit appears to 

involve criminal activity or to warrant a civil action, the 

office will begin an investigation. Complaint resolution 

activities are frequently a valuable tool for identifying 

rna tters for investigation .17 ' Matters are frequently brought 

to the units by local police, a pattern which one would expect 

to become increasingly apparent as more and more police 

departments form white-collar crime units. Matters are also 

brought to the units by federal, state, and local regulatory 

and law enforcement agencies. This is discussed in mOre detail 

in the chapter of this report devoted to National Strategy 

efforts, below. 

An investigation may result in the filing of a criminal or 

civil case. But a unit may decline to prosecute a case, yet 

still obtain'relief for those victimized by the target(s) of 

the inve~tigation. This m~y consist of restitution or some 
\" 

other form of remedial reLf:'ef such as cancellation of an 
J! 

onerous contract or an agi~ement by the target(s) to halt fhe 

offending conduct--the info.rmal equivalent o!/-,(;j 

cease-and-desist order. In other instances~~,---"ne matter is 

referred to another law enforcement or regulatory agency for 

further action. 

79 

The n umber of investiga tions beg un, the n umber closed, and 

the outcomes of these investigations are shown in Table 3.2. 

The column on the far right represents an upper-bound estimate 

of the scope of the units' investigative activities. 

The number of voluntary or court-ordered restit.i,tions 

obtained in connection with case dispositions (described below) 

is large. The 45 units for which complete data are available 

obtained just under $2 million in restitution. Again, 

projecting from these data, the amount recovered by ~ll the 

units may have totalled as much as $3 million. 

More detailed analysis of the investigative activities of 

the 45 units may be found in Section VI, below. 

D. Cases 

Table 3.3 provides an estimate of the impact of the units' 

prosecutorial and civil litigation efforts. The 45 units 

ob~ained 1,036 convidtions, more than half of which were at the 

felony level. Of ~hese, 333 resulted in incarceration. These 

units obtained $8.16 million in restitution, fines, and 

penalties at the litigation stage alone. ~ombining this figure 

with the r~stitutions obtained at the complaint mediation .stage 

and following investigation~ the 45 units obtained $13,566,593 

in restitutions l fine~, and penalties. 

The units' litigation acti~ities are analyzed in mOre dtail 

in Section VII, below. 

II. DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ECPRS 

The Economic Crime Project Reporting System represents but 

one of eight ongoing 9perations of the Economic Crime Project. 

The purpose of the ECPRS is to document the significant national 

effort t6 combat economic crime being undertaken by the units 

of the National District Attorneys Association EcoDomic Crime 

Project. It is al$o anticipated that, if it can be .~ .' 
, 
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TABLE 3.2 

ECONOMIC CRIME UNIT INVESTIGATIONS 
(February through November, 1979) 

Number of 
Investigations Opened 

Number of 
Investigations Closed 

Number of Referrals to 
Other Agencies _ 

Number of 
Restitutions Obtained 

Amount of 
Restitution Obtained 

Number of Other 
Remedial Actions Obtained 

Number of Cases 
Filed Following Investigation 

Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Civil 
Type not specified 

Number Reported 
from 45 Units 
for which Data 
Are ComJ:)lete 

9,459 

5,294, 

561 

630 

$1,966,446 

209 

2,293 

1,402 
641 
187 

63 

Projected Upper 
Limit Estimate 
for 68 Units from 
Data for 45 Unitsa 

14,294 

8,000 

848 

952 

$2,971,518 

316 

3,465 

2,118 
969 
283 

95 

aColumn 2 x 68/45 or 1.51. As discussed in the text, the units 
from which data are complete are similar to the remaining 23 units in 
several respects, but thts projection must still be viewed as only an 
estimate of unit activit~es. . 

'--."':"'"-- .. --....----.,---~~ - . . ~ 

Number of 
Cases Filed 

Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Crimina1--type 
Civil 

Number of 
Cases Closed 

Felony 
Misdemeanor 
Crimina1--type 
Civil 

Number ofTr ials 

Jury 
Non-jury 

Number of Guilty 
(inc1 uding pleas 

Felony 
Misdemeanor 

Number of 
Gui1 ty Verdicts 

Felony 
Misdeme,anor 
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TABLE 3.3 

ECONOMIC CRIME UNIT ACTIVITY WITH REGARD 
TO PROSECUTION AND CIVIL LITIGATION 

(February through November, 1979) 

Number Reported Projected Upper 
from 45 Units Limit Es tima te 
for Which Data for 68 Units from 
Are Complete Data for 45 Unitsa 

3,412 5,156 

2,215 3,347 
7"3 a 1,103 

not specified 188 284 
269 406 

1,548 2,339 

1,145 1,730 
215 325 

not specified 14 112 
114 172 

246 372 

115 174 
131 198 

Pleas 
during trial 896 1,353 . 

455 688 
441 666 

140 212 

112 169 
28 42 

. . .. 

(continued) 

.a~olumn 2 x 68/45 or 1.51. As discussed in the text, the units 
from which data are complete are similar to the remaining 23 units in 
several respects, but this projection must still be viewed as only an 
estimate of <unit activities. 
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TABLE 3.3 (continued) 

Number of Civil 
Judgments 

Number of Injunctions/ 
Equitable Remedies 

Number of Pr ison 
Sentences Imposed 

N,~ber of Probation 
Sentences Imposed. 

Number of Fines, 
Penalties Imposed 

Number of 
Restitutions Obtained 

Voluntary 
Court-ordered 

Amount of Fines, Penalties, 
Penalties, Restitutions 
Obtained 

Number Reported 
from 45 Units 
for Which Data 
Are Comnlete 

57 

53 

333 

546 

248 

703 

140 
563· 

$8,158,998 

ProJected Upper 
Limit Estimate 
for 68 Units from 
Data for 45 Unitsa 

86 

80 

503 

825 

375 

1,062 

212 
851 

aColurnn 2 x 68/45 or 1.51. As discussed in the ~e~t, the qryits. 
from which data are complete are similar to the rema1n1ng 23 un1ts 1n 
several respects, but this projection must still be viewed as only an 
estimate of unit activities. 
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continued, the collection of this information will have 

operational utility for the units. Specifically, the data 

gathered through the ECPRS are designed to: 

• Document the magnitude and nature of the Economic 
Crime units' efforts to combat economic crime and, 
inference, provide increased understanding of the 
nature, scope, and impact of economic crime; 

by 

• Identify national trends in prosecutorial activity in 
this area, for example, in order to pinpoint future 
needs and plan future initiatives, and 

• Provide a basis for considering the value of the 
s ubstan ti al commi tment of reso urces of the I.EAA., 
through the Economic Crime Project, other branches of 
the Department of Justice, and other federal and state 
agencies as this Proiect launches its National 
Strategy to increase federal, state, and local 
interjurisdictional cooperation and to provide other 
resources for this effort. 

The work that went into the development of the ECPRS over the 

first eight months of the Proiect is particularly noteworthy 
and, at this time, requires more complete documentation. 

A. First Quarter Developmental Project Activities 

During the first quarter of this Project, major Battelle 

attention was directed toward working with the Project Director 

and staff of the Economic Crime Project in the development of 

the ECPRS. The early stages of this task objective were 

accomplished in the first quarter: planning and design; 

drafting a description of the system, instructions, and forms 
for unit reporting; distribution of these materials to six 

Economi~ Crime Project units; and cohducting site visits to 

those units to gain input on the reporting system. 

1. Planninq,Designing, and Drafting the Reportin9 System 

Materials. On November 7-8, 1978, Battelle staff met with the 

Economic Crime Project Director in a planning session at 

Battelle's Seattle campus. This meeting succeeded in outlining 
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the nature and extent of the data to be collected through the 
ECPRS. The general struct~te of the ECPRS was also established 

at this time. It was decided the the ECPRS would collect 

information concerning fOur aspects of economic crime-related 
prosecutorial acti~i~y: inquiries and complaints received by 
the unit, in-office ~omplaint resolution procedures, 

investigations conducted by the unit, and cases filed in 
court. Furthermore, it was decided that the units would 
provide data monthly on either two or three formsJ the number 
of forms actually used was to be determined by the Unit Chiefs. 

'cFollowing this meeting, Battelle staff drafted a 

description of the proposed system, reporting forms, and 
instructions for use of the forms. These drafts were reviewed 

by Economic Crime Project staff and revised pur~uant to their 
suggestions. The final Description and Instructions for the 
ECPRS ar~" <:on tained in Appendices A and B, respectively, and 

the data ~'o1.1ection forms are in Appendix C. 
2. Pretest Site Visits. Six Economic Crime Project Units 

throughout th~ United States were selected a~ pretest sites and 
received ECPRS materials (Description, Instructions, and 
Forms) • These uni ts tvere visi ted by Project staff in order to 
gain input from a sample of those who would b~ using the 

system. The intent of the visits was to assess problems with 
the reporting materials,to determine the utility of the 

system, and to anticipate problems that might be encountered in 
implementing the system. Project staff met with Unit Chiefs 

and other members of the units in San Francisco, Denver, 

Phoenix~ Baltimore, Rockville, and Miami. 

a. Use of the forms. During the site visits, several 
~---...,;.,.;;, .... , -------;;...;;..;~ 

suggestions were made to simplify the forms and, thus, ease 

data collection. For example, in reporting investigations and 
cases, it was concluded that units should make entries on .the 
forms when opening and closing investigations and Cases. The 
addition of a column in forms S,...2, S-3, and S ... 4 enabled units 

to indicate which type of entry was made. This proved to be 
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both a valuable and helpfuL recommendation. Minor changes in 

the List of Economic Crime Codes, used in reporting 

investigations and cases, were also made. 

b. Clarity of instructions. Few comments were made 
concerning the instructions for use of the forms. Several 

people, however, indicated that the instructions concerning the 

type of trial and case outcome (used when reporting the 

disposition of a case) were somewhat unclear. Appropriate 
revisions were made. 

c. Scope of the forms. The prosecutbrs interviewed 
found several types of activi'l:y difficult to report on the 

forms first proposed. Most notable was the difficulty of 

reporting various civil proceedings and outcomes of civil 

actions. The forms were eventually revised in the second 

quarter of the Project (see below) to permit more comprehensive 

reporting in civil and criminal cases. Other problems were 
easily remedied. 

In addition to the specific comments received during the 
site vL.~·its, several general conclusions were drawn as a result 

of the contact with the unit members. The basic structure of 
the reporting system was found acceptable to the .uni ts and the 

quantity of data requested diq not appear to be excessive. For 

example, it proved difficult, if not impossible, for units to 

provide det~iled information on complaints and inquiries; 

therefore, Battelle's decision to request a minimum amount of 

information in this area met with approval. Offering the units 
the option of pt" . . . re or lng lnvestlgations and cases on the same 
form or on separate forms (i.e., permitting units to choose 

whether to use a total of two or thr~e reporting forms) was 

also attractive since it allowed units with different 

record-ke~ping practices to use the forms most appropriate (and 

less disruptive) to their internal systems. Generally, the 
reporting forms were foc~d to be manageable. 
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B. Second Quarter Developmental Project Activities 

During the second quarter of the Project, attention was 
directed to further revision of the data collection forms and 
instr uctions. In addi tion, the data'{\management proced ures were 
devised and implemented. The Economic Crime Uqits were a~ked 

to begin reporting data. Finally, a survey of all units was 
conduct~d to obtain needed background information. These 
activities are more fully described below. 

1. Revision and Distribution of the Reportinq System. 
During January, 197~, the reporting forms drafted during the 

first quarter of th~ Project were revised pursuant to the input 
received from the six units visited in December, 1978. The 
system design remained substantially unchanged; however, it was 

decided to link investigati(ons with cases. Theref~re" under 
the revised system, uni ts were asked to use the san\'e 
identifying number when reporting a case that was used to 
identify the investigation leading to the case. Revisions in 

the reporting forms involved the addition of several categriries 
on Forms S~2 and S-4 to permit more complete reporti~g of civil 
litigation and format changes de9ign'1 to make the forms 
clearer and easier to use. The Insti~ctions and Desbription 

were revised accordingly, and the lists of agency codes ~nd 
economic crime codes were mOdified slightly. 

On February 14, 1979, the system was introduced to Unit 
Chiefs at the' NDAA ECP Uni t Chiefs I meeting in Tucson, 

Arizona~ The nature of the system and mechanics involved in 
reporting were described, and the revised reporting forms, 
Description, and Instructions (see Appendices 'A, S, and C) were 

distributed. The process q,f oevelopingthe system, and its 
revie~-J in six uni ts, were also descr ibed. Uni ts were 

instructed to use the Dew system to ceport ~heir February 

stetistics; they were also asked to inventory thei~ open cases 
and investigation's and to' report the cases and investigations 

pending as of Ja~uafy 31, 1979. The tenth of each month was 

set as the date on which the preceding month's forms should be 

8 "J 

returned to the ECP. Those units that were not represented at 

the Tucson meeting received a packet of reporting system 

materials (Instructions, Description~ and forms) from the ECP 

by mail. 

The conference evaluation forms completed by those 

attending the Tucson meeting indicated that the majority 

pr~sent reacted favorably to the presentation concerning the 

ECPRS and that only a few people expressed concern about the 

work involved and the difficulty of implementing th~ new system. 

2. Data Management Procedures. Additionally, during the 

second quarter, procedures for internal data processing at 

Battelle were developed. It was decided that all reporting 

forms would be mailed bv the Economic Crime Units to the ECP in 

Chicago. The ECP was then to forward the forms to Battelle. 
I 

It was agreed that the following procedures would be 

implemented for processing the forms upon their receipt at 

Battelle: 

a. The forms would be logged in and edited for accuracy. 
When necessary', uni ts wo uld be telephoned to clarify 
and correct any apparent errors or omissions in the 
forms. 

b. In o~der to protect the confidentiality and privacy of 
those'participating in the Project, all unit case and 
investigation identifying numbers were to be replaced 
with new numbers prior to keyptinching and data 

c. 

process ing. A log of each un i tis case or 
investigation identifying number and the corresponding 
numbe assigned by Battelle was to be maintained until 
the case or. investigation was fully closed, or until 
the close of the Project (whichever occurred first). 

All forms were then to be keypunched:'and entered on a 
computer file. ~ 

3. Reporting by Units Durinq the Second Q~r.ill. Units 

were instructed to begin using the revised reporting system to 
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report their February statistics. March la, 1979, was set as 
the data on which the reporting forms for pending matters and 
for February activities should be completed. Between March 10, 

1979, and March 31, 1979, the close of the Project's second 
quarter, reporting forms were received from 18 of the 70 units 

participating in the Project. Given the drastic changes in 
reporting required by the revised system, the need to supply 
information on backlogs of pending cases and investigations, 

and the increased information requested by the syste'm, the \ . 

tardy reporting by most ~nits was not surprising. Units 
experienced an increased reporting burden and had to become 

familiar with a new data collection system. Nevertheless, the 
fact that only one-fourth of the member units reported in the 

first month prompted the ECP to initiate telephone contacts 
with non-complying units in order to facilitate and encourage 

reporting. 
4. Survey of the Units. Finallv, during the second 

quarter, the ECP conducted a survey of all units to collect 
background information concerning member units. This 
information was intend~d to provide the ECP with a profile of 

" 

its members ana to per~it more meaningful analyses of the data 

collected through the ECPRS. The survey, distribu\ted at the 

first round table discussion of the Tucson Unit Chiefs' 
meeting, ~equested the following information: the length of 
time the unit had been in operation; ·number of years the unit 
had been a member of the ECP; the n4mber of prosecutors and 

iIi!vestiga'tors in the unit; the unit's annual budget; 
1\ . 

j~risdiction (civil/criminal); the percentage of time which the 
unit spent on civil and criminal matters; and whether the unit 

engaged in complaint handling, informal complaint mediation, 

,criminal investigations, cri~inal litigation, civil 
inves\tigations, oreivil litigation. 

r 
I: 
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C. Current Status of the ECPRS 

As past Battelle and NDAA Economic Crime Project progress 

reports have documented, the ease with which the units have 

been able to meet the reporting requirements imposed by the 

system, as well as their willingness to meet these, have varied 

considerably. Therefore~ throughout the operation of the 

ECPRS, the level of uni t reporting has var ied. Th us, there has 

been complete rG'porting from some uni ts, bl1t only partial 

reporting from others. Battelle quarterly reports discuss 

reporting problems in more detail, but two aspects of the 

general problem are noteworthy at this time. First, the lag 

between the end of a reporting period (any given month) and the 

time at which units were able to complete and file their 

reporting forms varied from a few days to several months. 

Variation within and among units may have been a function of 

staffing problems, heavy workloads, or vacation and holiday 

schedules. This variation may also have been due to different 

internal case management record keeping systems. At any rate, 
assessing 4nit compliance with ECPRS requirements has been 

difficult. Many months must pasS before it could be known, 

wi th certainty, that a uni twas tr uly unable to report or was 

simply reporting late for any of a number of (legitimate) 

reasons~-or was simply failing to comply. 

Unf~s could also p~rti~1ly repor~ for anyone (or 

combination) of several reasons. Regardless of the timeliness 

of reporting, or frequency of reporting, failure to complete 

the .reporting forms correctly or to clarify sUbstantial 

inconsistencies in the filed reports rendered the unit's data 

uncodable. Such data could not be entered into the Battelle 

compute r data system. As a res ul t, these un its were considered 

to be "partial reporters" just as units that failed to repo~t 

at all, or units that r~ported for only a portion of the 

Project period. These problems should be borne in mind when, 

later in this report, the complete and partial reporting units 

are described and the study results are presented. 
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III. DATA OBTAINED BY THE ECPRS 

A. Overview 
As described above, the approach taken to the design of the 

data c('";lii~ction forms was to gather the minimum amount of 

information which could be analyzed to produce the maximum 
amount of understanding of economic crime as reflected by the 

unit's activities. Wherever possible, analytic labor was 
substituted for unit reporting labor by, for example, using a 

computer to track, total, and organize the information supplied 
by the units. Thus, the reporting efforts required of each unt 
were minimized. The system was not intended nor designed to be 

comprehensive at all levels, but rather to obtain selected, 

nationally significant measures of Project activities. This 
has required a substanttal joint planning effort by the NDAA's 
Economic Crime Project staff and the Battelle Law and Justice 

Study Center staff. 
The ECPRS was designed to gather more information on cases 

and investigations than on complaInts, inquiries, and in-office 
resolution procedures, because individual investigations and 
cases generally represent a more substantial commitment of 
office resources. Furthermore, gathering detailed information 
on the sources of referral and nature of all the i~quiries made 

toaI1 office would have constituted a substantial reporting 
() 

burden for the uni t staff. This is not to imply that either 
the complaint-resolution function or investigation leading to 

criminal prosecution is more important than the other. Rather, 
the relative importance of these functions is an issue of local 
policy, needs, ancf.>priorities beyond the ambit of this Project. 

Very simply, units were asked for a few basic details about 

their investigations as well as their criminal and civil 
litigation. They ~ere also asked to provide some more general 
information about their handling of complaints and referrals. 

, '~~ (; 

The ECPRS is compatible wi th, but less detP.(iIed than, 

individual unit data systems designed to meet units' 

management, case tracking, and budget justifications needs. 

The reporting system is based on a relatively simple view 

of Economic Crime Project unit activities, which does not 

describe anyone office in detail, but which is broad enough to 

encompass the activities of all units. This view of unit 

activities is reflected in the flow chart presented in 

Figure 3.1., Dispositions, courses of action, other details on 

what occurs within each stage of unit activities, and transfers 

of matters betwe€n sta~es are discussed below. 

The first stage of processing economic crime matters 

(except where another agency submits an investigative report or 

transfers a matter to the unit) is Inquiries and Complaints. 

These may be turned down by a unit as totally inappropriate or 

requiring no further action~ referred to another agency; 

retained for attempted resolution, or investigated with an eye 

toward further prosecution. One second stage alternative shown 

in this chart is In-office Complaint Resolution Procedures, for 
example, through formal or informal mediation or arbitration. 
While this frequently involves some investigative type 

activities as wellr~ it can be differentiated from 
'II 

Investiqations, a~~!=rm limited here to investigations intended 
. ~"':..--. 

to determine whether to file a criminal or civil action and to 

prepare a case for such action, regardless of the final outcome 

of the matter. Note that, for purposes of this system, it is 

immaterial wheth€r the investigation was referred directly from 

Inquiries and Complaints, or whether it involved Complaint 

Resolution Procedures as well. The final stage is Cases Filed, 

both criminal and civil. ~he information requested in each 

category is described below. 

B. Inquiries and Complaints 

For inquiries and complaints, data were collected on all 

"walk-ins," mail and phone contacts with the office to seek 

information or to report an activity, whether or not the report 
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Incruiries and Complaints 
(w~lk-ins, phone calls, 
letters, and initial 
contacts) 

Referrals 

r-------l 

92 

Referrals 

Complaint Resolution 
Procednres (Office :-' .. 
attempts at resolu
tions) 

! 
I 
I 

~ 

C~ses from other 
agencies 1-:

J 

- - -7 Investi
gations 

1 
Referrals 

'-' 

FIGURE 3.1 

FLOW CHART OF UNIT ACT~VITIES 

Cases 
filed 

.... 
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alleges a white-collar crime or consumer complaint. These are 

most often first encountered by the unit receptionist, an 

investigator, a volunteer or a paralegal. Because of the 

relatively large volume of inquiries and complaints 

encountered, and since a signficiant portion of these are 

freuen tly inappropr iate for office action, no information fllas 

requested dn the subject matter of these ini tial contacts, nor 

was information requested to differentiate inquiries from 

complaints. This is a frequently vague distinction,' and some 

units defer making this distinction until ·after contact with 
the party complained of or other further inquiry. 

Only one item of information was requested with regarding 

complaints and inquiries, that being: 

• Total number of'::omplaints, inquiries, or other 
initial contacts occurring between the public and the 
prosecutor's office during each ~onth. 

This information was intended to measure the amount of 

unit-public contact on incoming matters. 

c. Complaint Resolution Procedures 

Data on complaint resolution procedures dealt with all 

in-office efforts to resolve complaints or secure satisfaction 

for the complainant, short of filing a criminal or civil case. 

Some investigative activity may have been involved. In most 

cases, contact is made with the subject of the complaint • 

. (Some units might regard this as an investigation, but such 

contact was not to be report~d in the investigation category 

because it was intended only to help achieve the main purpose 

of se~king resolution without litigation.) On occasion, 

following an unsuccessful attempt at resolution, a matter may 

be referred to investigators or attorneys for further 
" 

investigation, case preparation, and possible litigation. 

These matters are reflected in ~ Complaint Resolution 

Procedures and Investigations. 
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The information requested under this category includes the 
total number of matters where resolution procedures (as 

described in more detail above) are initiated, the number of 

matters in which restitution is obtained, the amount of 

restitution, and the number of matters referred to other 
agencies. 

Note that restitution is only one possible successful 

outcome of a matter. No more detailed information on outcomes 
was requested, for two reasons. First, the determin'ation of 
what is a "successful" or, "partially successful" outcome is a 

subjective judgment, and given the div~rse environments within 
which the units operate, the different priorities and goals of 

units, and the diverse nature of the caseload, unit outcomes 
cannot easily be compared. Second, the gathering of such 
subjective information might tempt one ~o make relatively 

meaningless tallies and comparisons of "batting averages." 
The following data elements were obtained on office 

complaint resolution procedures:~ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

,.::.. 

Total number of matte·rs for which in-office complaint 
resolution procedures were inttiated during the month. 

NUI'(lber of vol untary res ti t utions obtained "dur ing the 
month as a result of in-office complaint resolution 
proced ures ~ 

Total dollar amount of voluntary restitutions obtained 
during the month. 

Number of referral:::; made to other agencies following 
in-office complaint resolution procedu~es. 

D. Investigations 

For purposes of the ECPRS, eligible "investigations" were 
limited to those where criminal or civil litigation ~as 

contemplated. This included inv~stigationsending with the 
decision not to file a criminal or civil case. Butwork 

undertaken in order to gathE~r further information to 

~~~~':~~=. ~~=,_~ ___ ~.=.=~=~_~y ____________________________ =--==-==-=~=======n==-====w=u==w ____ __ 
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aid in the in-office resolution of a matter which was not aimed H 
at crimin~l or civil litigation was not to be reported as an 11 
investigation. ~ 

II 
Occasionally, a unit may receive a "package" from another \l 

; f 

agency, containing a file, notes of investigation, and evidence II 
, i 

with a request for prosecution. Almost invariably, the unit ,I 
q 

will review the matter closely before deciding whe ther to II 
L 

actually file, even if only to frame an appropriate response to 11 
!\ 

the referring agency. This process not infrequentli involves U 

f ~ urther investigation or field work. This review process was N 
\j 

to be counted as an investigation, whether or not field work n 
fi 

was involved. Units, however, reported a number of cases H 
I; 

(about 67.2% of all cases filed) without reporting a prior ~ 
investigation. I 

The length o~ complexity of the investigation was , 
immaterial for the purposes of this reporting system. The 

important point was whether the investigation wa$ anticipated 

to aid in consideration of litigation. 

The following data were obtained on investigations: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Subject matter of the investigation. 

Number and type of party or parties under 
investigation (individual, business or institution). 

Number and type of victim(s) (individual, business or 
institution~ government). 

Source of investigation (inquiry/complaint, 
pro-active, agency referral). 

Closing/disposition of investigation (closed 
administratively, remedial action, restitution, 
referred out, case filed). 

U As noted above, offices were given the option of reporting 

information on investigations on the same form as information 

on cases filed or to use separate forms for investigations and 

cases. The same infqrmation was supplied either way. 
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E. Cases 
Of all the data collected, case data were the easiest to 

define. This category of data includes all cases actually 
filed with a court, either criminal (felony or misdemeanor) or 
civil. 

Case data were limited to the following: 

• Type of case filed (felony, misdemeanor, civil). 

• 
• 

• 

Subject matter of the case. 

Number and type of defendant(s) (individual, business 
or institution). 

Number and type of victim (s) (indi vid ual, bus iness or 
institution, government). 

• Type of proceeding (none, negotiated plea, non-jury 
trial, jury trial). 

• Result of proceeding (negotiated plea or settlement, 
conviction, acquittal, dismissed/drOPPed, deferred 
j udgmen t) . 

• Penalty/remedy imposed (prison/jail, probation, 
in j unction/equi table rel"iledy /''\~ ine/penal ty, civil 
judgment, restitution). } 

¥/ 

IV. PARTIAL AND COMPLETE REPORTING 
ECP UNITS--A DESCRIPTION 

The Economic Crime Units are located in loc~~ ~istrict 

attorney's offices throughout the country, but th(v~~ere not 
established according to .any statistical sample de:o'i'gn aimed at 
projecting the nature or amount of economic crime prosecution 
in the nation. Thus, it is improper tg conclude that the 
units' experience reported here would resemble that which would 
have been obtained if the Economic Crime Units had been 
established across the U.S. on the basis of a probability 
sample design. Nevertheless, it is acceptable to refer to the 
original 72 Economic Crime Units as a population or universe. 

It was originally hoped that all~~t:s~Uld report 
according to the ECPRS study protocol. As cah-~6e"'expected in;) 

Ii'" 
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any surveyor data collection effort, not all participants were 

able to meet the study requirements for the entire data 

collection period. Because of the problems of non-participation 

or non-response on the part of the units, inferences must be 

drawn as to whether the reported data are representative of the 

activities of the 72 units. The problem, more specifically, is 

to estimate to what extent a non-participation or non-response ,,', 
bias is likely to enter the data analyses as a result of partial 

data reporting. 

Non-response or non-participation bias occurs when a group 

of individuals or a given data source (here, the Economic Crime 

Units) has failed to participate in a data collection activity. 

The only way to truly handle non-response bias is to limit 

statistical inference to the population represented by the 

participating s ubjec.ts, here, the 45 uni ts which have reported 

completely. A second source of bias, as equally troublesome as 

non-response bias, is item-selection bias. This occurs when 

data collection forms are not filled out completely or 
correctly. Both non-participation and item-selection bias have 

been evaluated with regards to the ECPRS data~ non-participation 

bias is the most serious concern. ., 
Of the 72 Economic Crime Units which were to have 

participated in the study, five have since withdrawn or been 

terminated from the project. A sixth, the Washington, D.C., 

office, was excluded because it is a federal rather than local 

agency. This left 66 units as active participal'lts. Of these, 

6nly 45 reported fully and accurately during the present 

reporting period for the study (February through November, 

1979) • In order to incl ude as many uni ts wi th complete data as 

o po~sible in these analyses, this reporting period was deemed to 

be most acceptable. _~This allowed time for those units , \"I-

eX~,eriencing difffculty in reporting !;,romptly to submit the.ir 

reports, thus minimizing the likelihood of errone6usly 

classifying a unit as reporting partially and, as a result, 
, 

minimizing the extent to which non-pa~ticpation bias would 
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enter the analyses. In short, 63% (45 out of 72 units) 

reported fully and accurately during this period of the study. 

If the six original units which withdrew or were removed from 

the study are eliminated from the eligibles list, 68% of ~he 

units (45 out of 66) can be considered to have complete data. 

Our comparison of the units with full reporting and the other 

uni ts is based on the 68 uni ts in the Project at the time this 

analysis was done. According to various criteria, it is quite 

clear that there are relatively few differences between the 45 

units with complete data and the 23 (total = 68) that were 

necessarily excluded from these analyses because of partial 

data. The tables presented below describe and contrast the 

complete and partial reporting units with rega~d to their 

jurisdictional authority, the activities in which they engage, 

their size, and the length of timetlley have been in 

operation. These background data on the units "were prov~ded by 

the Unit Chiefs or other members of the units' staffs. 

In Table ~.4, it can be observed that all the Economic 

Crime Proiec~>~nits have criminal iurisdiction with iust over 
half (51. 5%) of the units having j ur isdiction over both civil 

and criminal m~tters. Of the units with complete data, 40% 
have only criminal jurisdiction, and 60% have criminal and 

civil juri~diction. For the other units, the comparable 

figures are 49% and 51%. Thus, on the basis of jurisdiction, 

the two groups of partial units differ slightly. 
Civil jurisdict~on arises in two contexts. First, 

prosecutors in many states, by statute, also serve as the 
" 

~ttorney for county government. Second, specific consumer 

protection and business opportunity fraud statutes give civil 

e~forcement powers to local prosecutors. as well as (or in lieu 

of) the State Attorney General. 

Table 3.5 reveals that the majority of units receive 

consumer complaints, undertake criminal investigations, and 

litigate criminal cases, regardless of how satisfactorily they 

met the ECPRS reporting requirements. It is also evident from 
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TABLE 3.4 

SCOPE OF JURISDICTION OF ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT UNITS 
(68 Uni ts) 

Reporting 
~tatus Criminal Criminal and 

of Jur isdiction Civil Row 
IEcp Uni t Only Jurisdiction Total 

~omplete'Reportingr 18 27 45 
40.0% 60.0% 

Partial Reporting 15 8 23 
49.0% 51. 0% 

Column 33 35 68 
Total 48.5% 51. 5% 

, 

.,' 

\' 
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!>. E rtl 

Status • .-j ::l""; 
QJeno.. 

of o s:: S 
QJ 0 0 

ECP Unit O:;UU 

Complete 37 
Reporting 82.2% 

Partial 19 
Reporting 82.6% 

Total 56 
82.4% 
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TABLE 3.5 

ACTIVITIES IN NHICH ECONOMIC CRIME 
PROJECT UNITS ENGAGE 

068 Units) 

ACTIVITY 

en en 
en s:: s:: .j.l 0 0 
s:: • .-j • .-j 

• .-j .j.l .j.l 
QJ s:: rtl rtl en rtl 
OOr-i en r-I 0'1 QJr-I en 0'1 

en·.-j·.-j 0.. .j.l rtl·.-j .j.lrtl .j.l • .-j 
QJ4-l.j.lE OS::.j.l rtl s:: 0 .j.l 

::l • .-j en tJ'I • .-j en ::l r-i en r-I4-lrtlO 
'dEQJ • .-j E QJ 'd . .-j QJ 'OO·.-j U 

s:: !> !> S::1'd s:: . .-j !> .j.l • .-j en 
rtlS::GJ4-l o I-i S::, • .-j I-i rtl O·.-j s:: 
tJ::H:a;O UUH HUC) UUH 

22 44 44 23 
48.9% 97.8% 97.8% 51.1% 

12 23 23 6 
52.2% 100% 100% 26.1%. 

34 67 67 29 
50.0% 98.5% 98.5% 42.'5% 

en 
QJ 
.j.l 
rtl 
0'1""; en r-I 

• .-j • .-j QJ rtl 
.j.l!>en .j.l 
• .-j • .-j rtl 0 
HUU 8 

22 45 
48.9% 

6 23 
26.1% 

28 68 
41.2% 

101 

this table, however, that the 45 fully reporting units differ 
substantially from the remainder of the Project units with 

respect to the conduct of civil investigations and litigation 

of civil cases. Of the units from which complet~ data are 

available, 51.1% conduct civil investigations, while only 26.1% 
of the other units do so. Similarly, 48.9% of 45 units 

included in the subsequent analyses and 26.1% of the partial 
units litigate civil cases. These differences are to be 

expected, however, as the uni ts wi th civil ; urisdiction are 

more commonly found among the units on which data in this 
report are based (see T1ble 3. 4) • (Note, however, tha t more 

" 

units in either group have civil jurisdiction than actually 
exercise this jurisdiction by undertaking civil investigations 

or Ii tigation.) It is unlikely that the observed di fferences 
would substantially alter the results of the data analyses 

which are presented here, especially since civil litigation 

constituted a small proportion of the units' litigation 
activities. 

Tables 3.6 and 3.7 describe the Economic Crime Project 
units in terms bf the sizes of their prosecutive and 

investigative staffs, respectively. In Table 3.6, it can be 

seen that uni ts which r'eported completely and those which did 

not differ somewhat according to the number of prosecutors who 

were on their staffs. Most obvious are differences in the 

n umber of units which have six or more prosecutors. Res ul ts 

presented in Table 3.6 also indicate that most ECP units are 
fairly small; 47% of all the units have no more than two 

prosecutors (attorneys) on their staffs, an~72% have no more 
than five staff prosecutors. 

Table 3.7 presents a comparison of units according to 

investigative and prosecutive staff size. Here the difference 

between units that reported completely and those which did not 
is somewhat larger than expected. In particular, uni ts that 

had an investigative staff which was larger than the 

"prosecutive staff filed more complete data. :,,'This is consistent 
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TABLE 3.6 

SIZE OF ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT UNITS' 
PROSECUTORIAL STAFF 

Reporting 
~tatus 

of 
iEcp Unit 

~omplete Reporting 

[:lar tia1 Reporting 

Column 
Total 

(68 Units) 

Number of 

0-2 3-5 

20 12 
44.4% 26.7% 

12 5 
52.1% 21.7% 

32 17 
4'7'.0% I 25.0% 

Pr osec utor s 

6-9 

11 
24.5% 

2 
8.8% 

13 
19.2% 

,-, 
\.; 

,. 

10+ 

2 
4.4% 

4 
17.4% 

6 
8.8% 

, 

Row 
Total 

45 

23 

68 

~--cc--~ --~ 
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TABLE 3.7 

SIZE OF ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT UNITS' INVESTIGATIVE 
AND PROSECUTIVE STAFF 

(68 Units) 

Size of Staff 

lReporting 
Investigative 
Staff Egua1 to Investigative Stat us or Smaller than Staff Larqer of Pros'~c uti ve than Prosecutive ECP Unit Staff Staff ~ 

Complete 18 27 !Reporting 40.0% 60.0% 

Partial 13 10 ~eporting 56.5% '. 43.5% " 
.. 

Column 31 37 
Total 45.6% 54.4% 

: I 

Row 
Total 

45 

23 

68 
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with the fact that 54% of the units have more investigators 

than prosecutors on their staffs. 

Table 3.8 describes the ECP uni ts in terms of the length of 

time they have been in operation. Most (51%) of the units with 

both complete and partial reporting have been in operation for 

two to seven years. The only major discrepancy between units 

with complete and partial reporting occurs for those units 

which have been in operation for less than two years. It 

appears that relatively new units encountered difficulties in 

the reporting process, as might have been expected. It also 

appears that units in operation for ten to eleven years 

experienced reporting problems. It is unclear why these 

differences exist. 

In summary, the 45 Economic Crime Project units which have 

provided complete data and, thus, will be subjected to data 

analyses, do not appear to be substantially different from the 

23 units which reported partial data. All units includ~d in 

the ECPRS hav.,e a number of distinguishing characteristics 

including size of the unit staff, duration of operation, type 
of activities, and type of jurisdictional authority. Along 
these dimensions, however, units with complete data and those 

wit~ partial data are quite similar. It should be noted, 

however, that these dimensions do not include the size or 

nature of the units' investigative or litigation caseload, and 
thus the total impact of the Economic Crime Project can only be 

inferred. 

" 

V. COMPLAINTS, INQUIRIES, AND COMPLAINT 
RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 

A. ,Introduction 

This section describes the 45 units' receipt of complaints 

and inquiries from the public and their attempts to resolve 

cons mner-type complaints by mediation or other intervention. 

Given the nature of the data obtained on complaints and 
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Status 8m 
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Complete 3 
Reporting 6.7% 

Partial 4 
Reporting 17.4% 

~ 

; Total 7 
10.3% 
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TABLE 3.8 

DURATION OF ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT 
UNITS' OPERATION 

Length of 

MUl l{')Ul 
I 1-1 I I-! 
Nm 'l;;j'm 

0) 0) 
>t >t 

+~ 

9 14 
20.0% 31.1% 

5 6 
21. 7% 26.1% 

14 20 
20.6 29.4% 

.'. 

Time in Operation 

I'Ul 
I 1-1 

1.010 
0) 
>t 

11 
24~4% 

4 
17.4% 

15 
22.1% 

/ 
! 

o)Ul 
I I-! 

0010 
0) 
>t 

4 
8.9% 

1 
4.3% 

" 

5 
7.4% 

, 

,----------------------====;;--~.~,~~~~~ 

, 

f 
i J 

.-IUl Ulo) 

.-11-1 I-! I-! .-I 
I 10 10 0 10 
00) O)~ +I 
.-I>t >t 0 

1-1 E-t 
00 
N 

2 2' 45 
4.4% 4.4% 100% 

2 1 23 
8.7% 4.3% 100% 

, 

4 3 68 
5.9% 4.4% 100% 
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'inquiries, it is unnecessary to do more than present simple 

frequency distributions and the appropriate descriptive 

statistics. The types of statistics presented also vary 

according to whether or not the distributions are distorted by 

the presence of outliers (e.g., extreme ~alues, as where one or 

two units have several times as many cases as any of the 
others). For example, in some cases, a statistical mean (i.e. r 

average) is misleading due to the shape of the distribution. 
When this occurs, much like reporting income levels" it is more 

appropriate to report the median (i.e., midpoint among the 
units on the variable under discussion) rather than the mean. 

As an indication of dispersion about the mean, standard 

deviation (S.D.) are also presented. The greater the 
dispersion of values about the mean, the large~ the standard 

deviation. Extreme deviation from the mean have by far the 

greatest weight in determining the value of the standard 

deviation. If there are a few extreme values, the standard 

deviation can give misleading results in that it may be 
unusually large. When the value of the standard deviation is 
large, the median is a more appropriate measure of central 
tendency. When the mean and standard deviation are affected by 

extreme values of a distribution, the median remains unaffected 

unless the value of the middle case is also changed. 

For various reasons, four of the 45 units reporting 
complete data had virtually no contact with the public and did 

not file a report on the receipt of monthly complaints and 

inquiries, nor did they provide data on office domp1aint 

resolution procedures. A fifth unit, known to have contact 
wi th the public, was unable to provide data on the level of 

contact with the public for the entire ten-month reporting' 

period. The Unit Chief (and only prosecutor on the staff) was 

away from the office, for an ext,ended period, severely 
curtailing contact ~ith the public during that time. Thus, the 

information available on unit contact with the public is based 

on 40 of:the 45 units for a total of 400-unit-months' worth of 

data. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------=-====;='==~-" -~ 
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TABLE 3.9 

COMPLAINTS AND INQUIRIES: INITIAL CONTACTS WITH 
THE PUBLIC PER MONTH (N = 40 Units) 

Total Mean 
Number of Number of Standard 

Month Initial Range Initial Devia-
Contacts Contacts ticn 

Febr uary 22,397 1-4,186 359.1 979.4 

t1arch 25,274 0-4,223 631.9 1,071.1 

April 23,636 1.,.4,577 590.9 1,002.7 

May 23,913 3-4,168 597.8 946.8 

June 21,220 1-3,966 530.5 834.6 

July 22,693 1-4,505 567.3 910.0 

August 23,762 2-4,505 594.1 932.9 

September 19,658 2-4,283 491. 2 802.9 

October 22,125 4-4,173 553.1 854.2 

November 18,896 1-3,893 472.4 762.3 
., 

Descriptive Statistics for All Units (N- 40) 

Sum (Total) = 223,574 
Range = 0-4,577 
Mean (Average) = 558.9 
Standard Deviation = 905.1 
Median = 155.5 

. 

Median 
Number of 
Initial 
Contacts 

125.5 

133.5 

155.5 

149.5 

151.5 

162.5 

153.5 

126.5 

155.5 

142.5 
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B. Complaints and Inquiries 
Table 3.9 presents the average number of complaints and 

inquiries received by the 40 units per month, as well as the 

total number of complaints and inquiries received during the 

month. Other descriptive statistics are included in this 
table, "as well. As indicated in this table, the units handled 

a total of 223,574 complaints and inquiries from the public 
with an overall average rate of 559 (S.D. = 905.13) complaints 

per month. The median, that is the figure which divides the 

distribution at the fiftieth percentile, is 155.5 complaints 

per month. 
The level of contact between prosecutive units and the 

public varies slightly from month to month. Furthermore, the 

average level of contact between the public and the units 
varied markedly from unit to unit. The average number of 
complaints and inquiries received by a unit ranged from a low 

of fewer than five per month to a high of over 4,000 per 
month. Differences between units are not surprising because, 
for example, some units actively encourage the public to file 
complaints. The variability in number of complaints received 

Ii 

per uni t should, however, be kept in mind when interpreting 

Table 3.9, which combines the reporte of all 40 units supplying 
information on this activity. 

Given the wide variation in the number of complaints and 
inquiries received byindi vid ual units, it \.,ill be helpful to 

examine some of the background characteristics of units to 
.) 

better understand some of the factors that contribute to this 

variation. The level of contact with the public varied with 
the size of a unit's prosecutive and investigative staff and 

with the scope of a unit's jurisdiction (the percentage of time 
devoted to criminal ana/or civil matters) ~ these variations do 
not, however, appear to be systematic. Yet, as might be 
expected, the level of contact with the public was much greater 

for units that routinely handled complaints and inquirfIes than 
for uni ts wi th no routine complaint ,j.n take proced ures. (The 35 
units that routinely received complaints and inquiries from the 

109 

public had an average of 612 initial contacts with the public 

per month; the 5 units without routine complaint handling 

procedures had an average of 187 initial complaints with the 

public per month.) Similarly, units that routinely undertook 

civil investigations and civil litigation generally had far 

more contact with the public (an average of 850 contacts a 

month, contrasted to 170 a month) than units that did not 

routinely become involved in civil matters. 

The level of contact with the public, then, vari~d sharply 

from unit to unit. As m;ght be expected, those units with 

formal complaint intake activities typically had more contact 

with the public than those with no such procedures. Units that 

engaged in civil investigativ~ and litigative activities 

generally had more contact wl,th the public than did those uni ts 

that do not conduct civil investigations or litigation. As 

mentioned earlier, a unit may have civil jurisdiction as 

attorney for the county, or und\:~r specific cons umer protection 

statutes, or both. Units with the latter enforcement powers 

may be more likely to mediate consumer complaints and conduct 
civil investigations and litigation as part of these 

enforcement powers. On the whole, the above ~ata indicate that 

the 40 lllits reporting on contact with the public have served a 

vast number of individuals by receiving and handling 

complaints, inquiries, and other initial contacts with the 
public. 

C. Office Complaint:Resolution Procedures 

The 40 uni ts reporting on contact wi th, the public also 

reported on the extent of their in-office complaint resolution 

procedures. As discussed previously, units supplied four types 

of data concerning office complaint resolution procedures each 

month: the number of times resolution procedures were 

ini tiated -each mon th, the number of times vol untary restit ution 

was Obtained as a resolution, the amount oi reG~itution 
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obtained, and the number of referrals made to othei agencies 
" 

following attempts at complaint resolution. 
As with the number of complaints and inquiries received 

each month, activities associated with and results of complaint 

resolution procedures varied somewhat from month to month and 

varied dramatically from unit to unit. Table 3.10 presents the 

average and total number of complaint resolution procedures 

initiated by the 40 participant units each month. As this 

table indicates, a total of 21,519 complaint resolution 

procedures was initiated by these units between February and 

November, 1979. On average, units initiated complaint 

resolution procedures 54 times per month, with a median of 15.5 

procedures. 
Eight of the 40 participant units·never reported initiating 

complaint resolution procedures. Units that did report 

initiating such procedures reported figures ranging from an 

average of less than one prOCedure initiated by a unit per 

month to just over 300 procedures by one unit per month. Four 
,unit characteristics appear to be associated with a high 

,ji 

1 incidence of complaint resolutions: routine handling of 

complaints and inquiries, complaint mediation 6 civil 

investigations, and civil cases. Table 3.11 presents the 
, 1 I 

average number of resol utionl?roce.(h~r~s ini tia ted per month in 
term$ of these unit characteristics. 

The {inks between the handling of complaints and inquiries 

and the undertaking of complaint mediation, on the one hand, 

and a high incidencie of complaint resolution, on the other 

hand, are to be expected. But the correlation is not as high 

as one might expect; a significant number of units which report 

that they do not handle complaints a~~ inquiries or undertake 
, \ 

complaint mediation also undertook cCJlnplaint resolution 
procedures. >As will be discussed below, these units obtained 

restitution and tafe.rred consumer complaints to other 

agencies. The fact th'at un! ts undertaking civil investigations 

III 

TABLE 3.10 

NUMBER OF IN-OFFICE COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 
INITIATED PER MONTH (N = 40) 

Total Mean 
Number of Number of Standard 

Month Resol utions Range Resol utions Devia-
Begun Begun tion 

Febr uary 2,201 0-352 55.0 87.1 

March 2,200 0-338 55.0 84.3 

April 2,012' 0-323 50.3 75.1 

May 2,274 0-337 56.9 83.6 

June 2,226 0-351 55.7' 83.0 

p"uly 2,222 0-300 55.6 80.1 

!Aug ust 2,703 0-329 51.8 77.5 

~eptember 2,001 0-251 50.0 70.6 

pctober 2,469 0-360 61.7 85.6 

lNovember 1,a4l 0-201 46.0 62.9 

.. 
E~_s c r ipt i ve S tat is '~.~ll.;;;c.;;;;s __ f:;..;o;.;r:-...;A;.;;:.l;:;.l~ . .,;:U;.;,n,:.;1.:::.,' t;:.s~..!(..:.N=--=_.:1.;:.' . .:::.,0:..) 

Stml (Total) = 21,519 
'Range = 0-360 
Mean (Average) = 53.8 
Standard Deviation = 78.5 
Meqian = 15.5 

Median 
Number of 
Resol utions 
Begun 

13.5 

13.5 

14.5 

13.5 

13.5 

21.0 

18.5 

15.5 

21.5. 

15.5 
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TABLE 3.11 

UNIT CHARACTERISTICS AND INITIATION OF COMPLAINT 
RESOLUTION PROCEDURES (40 Units) 

Unit Characteristic: 
Routine Unit Activity 

Receives complaints 
and inquir ies 

Number of 
Units 

35 

Average Number of 
Complaint Resolution 
Procedures rnitiateo 
Per Month 

59 

Does not receive complaints I 

and ~nqUiries ______ 1_ 
~------- l 

5 20 

----- --------
Mediates complaints . 22 69 

36 Does not mediate complaints 

----------
Undertakes civil 

inve~,tigations 

------

Does not undertake 
civil investigations 

-------- --1-----
Litigates civil matters 

Does not litigate civil 
matters 

18 

---------- - ~ .. .) -

23 76 

17 24 

--------
22 78 

18 23 

. .. 

__ ~._. ~!~''-'4'~'~04~'''J~''''~~'-'~<\\!''''W~~'''''''~~''t'''';t:Htiftt'='''''''~t=t = j;l" 1 :;11 
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and civil litigation also reported that a higher incidence of 

complaint resolution procedures may reflect these units' 

exercise of powers under consumer protection statutes giving 

them civil jurisdiction. 

As a result of complaint resolution procedures, these units 

obtained voluntary restitutions on 4,063 occasions, for a 

reported total dollar recovery of $3,441,129. Some units 

obtained no restitution, while others were more successful in 

gaining resti tution. The average n umber of instance,s per month 

for which restitution was obtained varied from none to 94. The 

average amount obtained per unit per month was $8,602.82, with 

a standard deviation of $29,118.65. The median dollar amount 

of each month was $706.50. The range per unit per month was 

from less than $10.00 to more than $360,000. One unit obtained 

an average of $105,690 each month in voluntary restitutions. 

Tables 3.12 and ?~13 describe the frequency of voluntary 

restitutions and amounts of restitution obtained per month. 

Variation in the amount of restitution did not appear to be 

associated with any particular unit characteristics. The same 

fo ur uni t character is tics associated wi th a high n umber of 

complaint resolutions, not surprisingly, were also associated 

with a high number of restitutions obtained. That is, units 

that routinely received consl1!1lercomplaints, mediated consumer 

complaints, and handled civil investigations and litigation 
i, 

more frequently obtained restitution than units that did 

* cot. When the amount or re~,titution ob':'::ained per month wa.s 

compared to these unit characteristics, however, a different 

result emerged.~ There was no systematic difference between 

*The 23 units that routinely undertook civil 
investigations obtained an average of 16 restitutionB per 
month, w!.l:ile the 17 units that did not handle, civil 
investigations obtained an average of only 3 restitutions per 
mon th. Likewise, the 22 unH;,s that Ii tigated civil matters 'i, 
obtained an average of 16 resti tutions per month in contrast!'! to 
the average 'Of 3 obtained by units that do not become invol v.ed 
in civil litigation. 
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TABLE 3.12 

NUMBER OF VOLUNTARY RESTITUTIONS PER MONTH RESULTING 
FROM IN-OFFICE COMPLAINT MEDIA~+ON PROCEDURES 

(N = 40 units) 

" 
Total Mean 
Number Number Standard 

Month of Resti- Range of Resti- Devia-
tutions tutions tion 

!/ Received Received 

Febr uary 541 0-214 11. 3 34.6 

March 462 0-185 11. 6 31. 4 

April 348 0-92 8.7 17.3 

May 458 0-120 11. 5 25.8 

June 482 0-156 12.1 28.9 

July 582 0-260 14.6 43.3 

~ugust 386 0-131 9.7 22.6 
"; 

September 386 0-90 9.7 22.6 

pctober 262 0-50 6.6 10.9 

[November 316 0- 63 7.9 13.9 

Descriptive Statistics for All Units (N = 40) 

S um ( To tal) = 4, 0 63 
Range = 0-260 
Mean (Average) = 10.2 
Standard Deviation = 26.2 
Median = 2.1 

Median 
Number 
of Rest.i-
tutions 
Received 

1.3 

1.8 

1.8 

3.5 

2.3 

2.5 

2.8 

2.2 

2.3 

2.0 
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TABLE 3.13 

AMOUNT RECEIVED PER MONTH THROUGH VOLUNTARY RESTITaTIONS 
RESULTING FROM IN-OFFICE COMPLAINT MEDIATION 

PROCEDURES (N = 40 Units) 

Total Mean 
Amount . Amoun t of 
of Restit:u-f\1onth Initial Range (3) tion Paid 
Paid ($) ($) 

ipebr uary 168,545 35.00- 36,853.00 7,328.04 

March 618,096 18.00-361,743.00 23,772.92 

~pril 532,251: 24.00-271,965.00 21,290.04 

ay 359,853 112.00- 57,000.00 13,840.50 , 

[:: 194,702 33.00- 89;) 093.00 7,488.54 

196,618 25.00- 45,133.00 8,192.42 
ugust 309,991 40.00- 52,382.00 12,399.64 

Sep.tember 469,762 259.00-200,147.00 18,790.48 
'October 174,432 6.00- 22,810.00 6,708.92 

November 416,879 80.00-144,500.00 
. 

1"+7,369.96 

Descriptive Statistics for All Units IN 40) 

Sum (Total) = 33,441,129.00 
Range = 36.00-3361,743.00 
Mean (Averagel = 313,764.52 
Standard Deviation = 335,879.56 
Median = $3,896.50 

Median 
Standard Amount of 
Deviation Restitution 

(3) 

I 
Paid (3 ) 

9,374.56 4,175.00 

73,995.89 1,002.00 

56,180.24 5,862.00 

18,441. 56 5,054.00 

17,469.97 2,079.00 

13,049.90 2,210.50 

13,434.31 7,947.00 

40,875.95 3,973.00 

6,495.04 4,908.50 

36,959.73 3,198.50 

, 
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units which received consumer complaints and those which did 

not, and units which mediated consumer complaints, undertook 

civil investigations, or handled civil litigation obtained ~ 

restitution than did the units which did not perform these 

functions. This apparently anomolous result may be due to the 

wide variation in amount of restitution obtained as a result of 

anyone suspect, activity, or scheme. One restitution 

involving a very large amount of money can substantially alter 

the total and average amount of restitution for a unit or group 

of uni ts. 

Following the ini tic!(tion of complaint resol ution 

procedures, units may refer the matter to another agency. 

Between February and November, the reporting ECP units referred 

a total of 15,121 matters to other agencies. On average, units 

referred 37.8 matters, with a standard deviation of 108.2. The 

median number of referrals was 7.1. The range for referrals 

was between 1 and 880. Table 3.14 summarizes the referrals 

made each month for all 40 units. 

Some units made no referrals to other agencies, while one 

.unit reported making an average of 391 referrals each month. 

Thus, the variation among units is perhaps even greater with 

respect to agency referrals than to other aspects of complaint 

resolution procedures, discussed below. 

Referrals were more frequently made by uni ts that routinelY 

receive complaints, mediate complaints, investigate civil 

matters, and handle civil litigation than by units that do not 

routinely engage in these activities. This is consistent with 

findings just discussed, that units undertaking these functions 

more frequently begin complaint-resolution procedur~s and 

obtain voluntary restitutions. Table 3.15 illustrates the 

differences between units on the basis of these activities. 

Uni tswhich prosecute criminal cases (but not units wh fch 

undertake cr iminal investigations) were also mo.re likely to 
I. } 

refer complaints to other agencies. No difference was found 

between units which do or do not prosecute criminal cases with 

------ ~~~~------------------- -----------------------------------------------------------= 
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TABLE 3.14 

REFERRALS PER MONTH TO OTHER AGENCIES FOLLOWING 
COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 

(N = 40 Uni ts) 

-

Total Mean Median 
Number of Number of Number of 

!Month Referrals Range Referrals Standard Referrals 
Made Made 

Febr uary 829 1- 329 28.6 

/MarCh 1,179 1-412 42.1 

April 1,159 1-399 38.6 

!May 1,148 1-306 34.8 

June 1,843 1-731 59.5 

P"uly 2,049 1-830 64.0 

!August 1,081 1-381 33.8 

September 1,822· 1-712 55.2 

October 2,242 1-880 67.9 
< - ',f 

November 1,769 1-705 52.0 

Descriptive Statistics for All Units (N = 

Sum (Total) = 15,121 
Range = 1-880 
Mean (Average) = 37.8 
Standard Deviation = 108.2 
Median = 7.1 

Deviation Made 

63.0 9.3 

89.2 12.5 

85.0 9.5 

67.9 9.3 

144.4 7.8 

164.4 11.0 

75.3 11.8 

137.6 13.0 

165.8 10.3 

141.0 9.5 

40) 
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TABLE 3.15 

UNIT CHARACTERISTICS AND REFERRALS TO 
OTHER AGENCIES (40 Units) 

~nit Characteristic: 
Routine Office Activity 

Number of 
Units 

Average Number of 
Referrals Per Month 

Receives complaints 
and inquiries 35 

Does not receive complaints 
and inquiries 5 

~-----~--------------------
Mediates complaints 22 

Does not mediate complaints 18 

~----------~-------------
Undertakes civil 

investigations 

Does not undertake 
civil investigations 

--------
Litigates civil matters 

Does not litigate civil 
matters 

. \\ 

II 
1/ 

23 

17 

--- ---------
18 

18 

42 

11 

58 

13 

57 

12 

59 

12 
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respect to the number of complaint resolutions begun or the 

number or amount of restitution. 

In summary, the Economic Crime Project units initiated over 

21,000 in-office complaint resolution procedures between 

Febr uary, 1979, and November, 1979. As a res ul t of in-office 

resolution procedures, these units obtained over $3 million 

dollars in voluntary restitutions, and referred over 15,000 

matters to other agencies. The volume of in-office 

resolution-related activities varied somewhat from month to 

month, but the monthly variations were not extreme enough to 

note seasonal trends dur in'g this in! tial phase of ECPRS 

operation. Differences among units, however, were pronounced: 

individual units differed dramatically in the extent to which 

they engaged in in-office resolution activities during the 

la-month period of study. Furthermore, differences in activtty 

level could be noted on the basis of several classes of units. 

Thus, units that routinely handled complaint intake, 

complaj,.nt 11lE:',diC'ltion, civil investigations, and civil litigation 

were more frequently involved in undertaking complaint 
resolution procedures, obtaining restitution, and referring 

matters to other agencies than were .units that did not 

routinely handle complaint intake and mediation or civil 

matters. However, neither the size of units' staff nor the 

scope of units' j ur isdiction appeared to be associa ted wi th the 

level of complaint resolution activit~. Table 3.16 is a 

tabular summary of the relationship of unit characteristics to 

complaints, inquiries, and complaint resolution procedures. 

VI. INVESTIGATIONS 

As discussed above, the investigations to be reported under 

the ECPRS were limi ted to those undertak en in con templa tion of 
" 

possible criminal or civil litigation.1 This included 

investigations ending with the decision not to file a criminal 

or civil case. On the other hand, work undertaken in order to 

~' 
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TABLE 3 .16 

COHPLAINTS, INQUIRIES, AND COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 
RELATED TO ECONOMIC CRIME UNIT CHARACTERISTICS (N = 40) 

COMPLAINTS AND 
INQUIRIES, AND 
COHPLAINT 
RESOLUTION 
PROCEDURES 

NUMBER OF 
COMPLAINTS AND 
INQUIRIES 

NUMBE:R OF 
COMPLAINT 
RESOLUTIONS 
BEGUN 

NUMBER OF 
VOLUNTARY 
RESTITUTIONS 

AMOUNT OF 
RESTITUTION 
IN DOLLARS 

NUMBER OF 
REFERRALS TO 
OTHER 
AGENCIES 

> = greater 
< = less 

r.::l 
~ ..... 
til 

r.::l 
U 
H 

"" "" 0 

NSC 

NSD 

NSD 

NSD 

i 

NSD 

Z , 
0 
H 
E-< 

"'U 0 ..... 
0 

r.::ltll 
a..H 
OJ::: 
U;:j 
tIll"J 

57% at 
offices 
with. 
1-50% 
civil 
63% at 
offices 
with 
1-50% 
civil 
55% at 
offices 
with 
1-50% 
civil 
38% at 
offices 
with 
1-50% 
civil 
47% at 
offices 

. with 
1-50% 
civil 

NSD = no systematic difference 
.ALL = all units did both 

UNIT CHARACTERISTICS 

til til 
Z r.::l 
0 til ..... ~ 

til til til E-< tIlU 
E-< E-< r.::l 0< r.::l 

tIlJ:::Z tIlJ:::Z ~""t!l a-o .... 
r.::lr.::lH r.::lr.::l ..... ~~ ..... ;:j~ 
:>::;:~ E-<::;:~ a-oZE-< UZ H;:j .... ~;:j .... J:::HtIl r.::lH 
r.::ltlla.. HtIla.. r.::l::tr.::l en:!: 
CJZ::: OZ::;: 0 .... :> OH 
r.::l00 r.::l00 ZJ:::Z J:::J::: 
J:::UU ::;:UU ;:jUH a..U 

NSD NSD ALL >if 
did 

>if >if ALL ALL 
did did 

>i£ >if ALL ALL 
did did 

NSD <if ALL ALL 
did 

>i£ >if ALL >if 
did did did 

.... 

..... 
:>tIl ..... z .... 
UO ..... 

H :> 
tilE-< HZ 
r.::l~ UO 
~o ..... 
~H tilE-< 
81:-< r.::l~ 
J:::tIl .... 0 
r.::lr.::l OH 
0:> Z8 
ZZ ~H 
;:jH ::: .... 

>i;; >if 
did did 

>if >if 
did did 

>if >i£ 
did did 

<if <if 
did did 

>if >if 
did did 

, 1 

1 
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gather further information to aid in the mediation or other 

in-office resolution of complaints was to be excluded. 

As explained in the introductory section to this chapter, 

the 45 units for which complete data are available handled 

9,459 investigations in the la-month period between February 

and November, 1979. Of these, 2,204 were pending when the 

ECPRS was instituted in February, 1979. The remaining 7,255 

were filed between Februarv and November . 

The manner in which units handled the investigations is 

graphically summarized in Figure 3.2. In examining this 

figure, it is important to take the "multiple problem" into 

account. This problem has been encountered throughout the 

analyses of the ECPRS data relating to investigations and 

cases. :P'or example, with regards to the source of 

investigations, it can be seen in Figure 3.2 that 299 

investigations had multiple sources. This means that the 

source could have been some combination of inquiries and 
complaints, proactive investigations, and agency referrals. 

Similarly, investigations could have closed at one or more 
times, each, perhaps, reflecting the closing of a different 

aspect of the investigation or with respect to'different 

targets. For example, an investigation involving several 

target's can be closed wi th respect to some when resti tution is 

obtained, and closed a second time with respect to the 

remaining targets when criminal charges .are filed. According 

to F~~u~e 3.2, 5,294 investigations were closed; however, if 
the v cu: iou$ types of closings are added, it appears that 5,833 

investigation closings were reported. The difference of 539 is 

attributable to the fact that multiple closings of an 

investigation occur, and are reported to the ECPRS at different 

times. 

BelOW, a descriptive account of the investigative 
~ 

activities of the 45 units with_complete data is presented. In 

particular, attention i~_,-d*recj.ted<,~,o the subject matter of the 

investigations, the numberoIindi~idu.~ls and businesses or 

.\ 
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SOURCE OF INVESTIGATION 

,--._--------
INQUmiES and 5,733 
COM1'LAIN'l'S 

PROAC'£lVE 431 
INVESTIGATIONS 

,..---' 

AGENCY 
2,294 

REFERMJ. 

tlUl:nPI.E 
SOURCES 

299 

(Source not 
indicated: 702) 

INVES'rIGA1'ION CLOSINGS 

INVESTIGA'l'ION 5 29[, INVESTIGATION ') ?Ql I 
OPENED 

CLOSED 
I----

I 
f-

9,459 I 
2,140 

\7 
~ Closed 

Administratively 

561 I 
4,165 still 1 
pend1ng--ll/79 

209 I 
I 

FIGURE 3.2 

FLOI'l CIII\R'l': UNI'l' INVESTIGATIVE AC'UVITIES 
(45 lInits, February through November, 1979) 

Note: Number of closings shown exceeds number of investigations closed 
because of multiple remedies obtained in some investi;~ations. 

l' 
'~ 

\ 
\1 

., 

I 

-------

, . 
, 

, 
1 

i 

I 
'/ 

I I, 

:1 
Ii 
II I, 

II 
!I 
(1 
t' II 
)1 

tl 
11 

~ 
I-' f (\,) 

N ~ \ IJ • 
II- , -, 

11 

11 

II 

1,402 
I FELONY I 

CASE FILEIl 

~ mSDEm~ANOR J (Type fUiug not 
specified: 63) 

187 . I i{t,.~;~i>tL 

RESTITUTION I $1,966,446 

I 

RE~'ERRED 'l'O I OTIIF.R AGENCY 

O'l'IIER REMEDIAL I ACTION 

., 

, 



--------
'- ........ , 

I' 

" 

, 

'" 
'i'l II 

(I ' 

''i 1\ 

" 

I " 

" . 
". 

>, 

.... I~ 

'';'.,;;:, .. 
. , 

" . 

. . '\ 

r I 

-~-----

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

-', 
'/ 

;1\ ' .. ' 
" 

123 

institutions under investigation, the number of victims 
involved, the source of investigation, and the closing or 

disposition of the matter. As appropriate, these results will 
be accompanied by more extensive analyses of the data throu~h a 

tabular approach. 

A. Number of Investigations Opened 

'Units were instructed to use one line on the reporting form 

for each investigation that was opened. They were to use their 

office procedures and policies for determining whether to count 
these as one or several investigations. When in doubt, units 

were to consider each related series of transaction$ as one 

investigation, even where each transaction involved different 

individuals or organizations being investigated and/or 
different victims. For example, in one "advance fee" case, the 

investigation would be shown on one line regardless of the 

number of complainants or the number under investigation. 

Similarly, where the matter involved defrauding two banks, and 

it appeared that the same people were involved in similar 
frauds against several institutions, the investigation was to 

be reported on one line. 
As indicated in Figure 3.17, 9,459 investigations were 

pending at the time data collection began in February, 1979. A 

breakdown of the number of cases pending at that time and 

opened in each subsequent month is presented in Table 3.17. In 

this table it can be observed that there was a high number of 

pending investigations. In the months which followed, there 

was relatively little variation in the number of investigations 

opened each month. This lack of variation is indicated by the 

fact that the mean .and median number of investigations opened 

per month for all units are similar. 

As expected, there was considerable variation among units 

with regard to in~,estigative procedures. Some units opened and 

closed far more investigations than other units. For example, 

the number of investigations closed per unit in the IO-month 
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'TABLE 3.17 

INVESTIGATIONS PENDING ON JANUARY 31, 1979, AND OPENED 
BETWEEN FEBRUARY 1 AND NOVEMBER 30, 1979 

(N = 45 Units) 

Total Mean 
Number of Number of 

Month tnvestigations Range Investiga-
Opened tions Opened 

Pending I prior to 2, ,W4 -- --
Febr u~:u:y 

Febr uary 814 '1-265 21. 4 

March 827 1-126 18.8 

April 688 1-89 1.5.3 -, 
May 678 1-99 15.4 

·"'1 

June 638 1.;;70 15.2 
,"f 

July 697 1-95 15.8 
'.' 

August 701 1-64 17.5 

September 644 1-56 15.7 

October 758 1-'75 17.6 

November 8:1.0 1-163 19.8 
'" c 

'" . 
-

"t ":', 7, , .::::;, p.;( _ ' 
Descriptive Statistics i'for' All Units (N = 45) 

S l.lffi {Total} = 9,459 
Rantj:e == 1- 265 
Mean (Averaqe)'= 20~3 
Standard Deviation = ~8.7 
Median = 11.0 -

Median 
Number of 

Standard Investiga'-
Deviation, 1:ions Opened 

-- --
~ 

/' 
'p- -~ 

44 .~6 10.0 
, 

26.1 10.3 

17.9 8.8, 

17.3 10.0 

.16.1 10.5 

" 
18.1 9.7 

17.0 11. 8 

13.5 11;."3 

16.6 12'.3 

27.7 12.8 
~ ~ 

(3 
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reporting period (excluding multiples, N = 5,505) ranged from 5 
to 656. 

B. Subject'Matter of Investigations 

For purposes of the data collection effort, a standard list 

of economic cri~e codes was used, which classified economic 

crimes into major subject-matter categories and specific 

subject-matters within each of these categories. This list is 

provided in Table 3.18. All units were requested to' report the 

subject matter of investigations according to these 

~re-established codes. When multiple allegations were being 

investigated, units were to record only the most serious 

matter. Table 3.l9 presents the percent of the total and the 

ranking of the specific subject-matter subcategories which were 

most ~requent1y reported (N = 9,459). Here it can be seen that 

larceny, deceptive trade practices, bad checks, home 

improvement, and embezzlement were llost frequently the subject 
of investig?tions. These acOounted for 69% of all 

investigations. On the other hand, investigations resulting 
from Ponzi schemes, commodities, precious metals, jewelry and 

gems, bankruptcy, inheritance frauds, deb~ consolidation, usury, 

installment procedures, computer abuse and fraud, life 

insurance, bribery of governmeht employees, commercial bribery, 

conf1ict-of-interest, misuse of confidential information, 

regulatory ~io1ations, income tax revenue violations, sales and 
use tax reven ue violations, Medicaid, theft of uti Ii ty services, 

energy, weights and measures, coupon redemption frauds, mobile 

home, title law, rental location, medical treatments, medical 

sypp1ies and devices, nursing homes, general health care 

se'rvices, health and safety standards, applianc~ repair fraud, 

career/employment opportunity scho~l/training frauds, and 

attorney's professional servic~·p each accounte.di ;for much less 
\ 

than 1% of the investigations, arid collectivelYr were 

responsible for only 9% of all investigations. While the 

percentage for each of these categorieso£ investigations 
(
f) 
\ 

1\ 
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TABLE 3.18 

ECONOMIC Cru:~..:: ?ROJEC'r a=:?ORTING S¥STEl-l 

LIST OF ECONOMIC CRI:1E CODES 

Investn:ents 

1.1. 
1.2. 

1.3. 
1.4. 
1.5. 
1.6. 

1.7. 

Advanced fee schemes 
Business opportunity schemes 
(includinq franchises, vendinq 
machines. chain refe:f'ral, and 
pyramid schemes) 
Pon:r:.i. schemes 
Secur.i.t.i.es 
Commodit.i.es 
Precious metals, jewelry, and 
qems 
Otber investment schemes-
general 

Financinq, Credit, and Bankinq 

2.1. Bad checks, Check kiting 
2.2. Banla:uptcy 
2.3. Inheritance frauds 
2.4. Credit cards 
~.5. Debt collection 
2.6. Debt cons~liaation 
2.1. Usu..-y 
2.S. Loans Cincludinq mortqaqes) 
2.9. I~stal~n~ purchases 

Comouter Related . 
3.1. Electronic Funds·Transfer 

System (EFTS) 
3.2. Computer abusE!- and fraud 

Insurance, 

.' 

4.1. ~son~lor-~rof'it 
4.2. Life 
4.3 •. Accid~t/easWslty 
4 .4 • Other insurance frau4 

Corruoticn. Abuse ot Trust. and 
T~ert (se-~ aIlio 6~7.--Thert or 
u~l~ty ~ervic~~~ ,energy) 

5.1. Bri~.ry ot qovernmfnt employees 
(includinq kickb~=ks) 

S.2. Commercial bribery (including' 
kielcJ:iacks) 

5.3; CQntlict-of-interest 
5.4; Misuse of' confideneial infor

mation, traaa sllcret thatt 
,5 • .5. Eml:Jcu:zlement 
5.6. Lareeny ("including by talse 
~~ '. prllttenHs and by trick) 

5.7 ;"\"Misapprcpr:l.ation of funds 
5.8. "~rgery 

". 
. 1\ 

Fraud ~aainst Governm~nt. Public 
Agencies. u~ib.tl,es 

6.1. 
6.2. 
'6.3. 
~.4. 

. G"S. 
6.6. 
6.7. 

6.8. 

Licenst.~q violation~ 
P.agulatory violations 
Revenue violations: income tax 
Revenue v101aeions: sales and 

usa tax' . 
Welfare 
Hedicaid 
Theft of' utility service~, 

enerq-.l 
Procure=-nt fraud 

{J 

T=~de Practices (see also 2.9.--Inscall
men..: purchases) 

7.'1., 
7.2. 
7.3. 
7.4. 

7.5. 

7.6. 
7.7. 

Advertising: bait-and-switcn 
Advertising: general 
Weight~ and measures 
Antitrust and restraint of trade, 

priee-fixing 
Oeceptive trade prac-:tices -

general (including :u"c:lescription 
of goods/services. pricing, '?ack
aqing, and warranty frauds) 

Coupon redemption frauds 
Other trade-related frauds 

!!ousinq, Land. Rei!l;. Estate, and Construction 

8.1. Homs improvemont 
8.2. Construction 
8.3. LancUord-tenant 
S.4. Mobile home 
S.S. Real e~tate/land 
8.6. Tit!e .law 
S.7. Rental locator 

Healt:h and Medical Care (see ~::'so 5.6--: 
)!ed.cud) 

9.2. 

9.3. 
9.4. 

9.S. 

Medical treatments bv ~rofessionals 
(services--doct~rs: dentists, 
nurses) 

Medical. supplies and devices 
(prod~ets--hearing aids, dru~. 
cosmeties) 

Nursinq' homes ' .. 
General health care se::vices 

'(laboratory, hospital care) 
Health and safety $tandards 

(including' build~nqs, institu
tions, enviro~~ent) 

r; Sales and Re~airs (sea als.o ,,7.1 and. 7 ~2-
;;;avert~s.rlg J 

10.1. 
10.2. 

10.3. 
10.4. 
10.5. 

Appliance repair fraud 
Automobile sales (inclUding 

automotive parts) 
Automobile repairs 
Other pr~~3cts: sales 
Other prodilc~s: repairs /, 

Personal and Prof.essional Serviees (soealso 
1.i--aus.ness opportun.ty scne~eSI 9.1-
Mec:li~al professiona~ servic~s) 

.' S\ 
11.1. Sehool/trai.n:i.:l::; fraUds: eu'eer/ 

~mployment oPP9rtu~ity 
11.2. School/t:aining frauds: ?er(~~mal 

improvement or' benefit 
11.3. Personal il1lorovement schemes--

11.4. 
11.S. 
11.6. 
11.7. 
U.S . 

999. 

general (including club memberships) 
Contest frauds . 
~ravel and vacations 
Transpor1:atio!'1 
Charity frauds 
Attorneys' professional serv~ees 

"Other"-.use this category only if 
~~ othareateqory a?pliG~ and if ~he 
nature of the investiqat~on/case ~s 
eXl?laihed"under ·c:o=~nts." 

r 
t 
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TABLE 3.19 

SPECIFIC SUBJECT-MATTER SUBCATEGORIES OF 
INVESTIGATIONS OPENED 

(Percent of Total and Ranking) (N = 9,459) 
(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

-
!Economic Crime Percent 

Larceny 10% 

Deceptive Trade Practices 9% 

~ 

Bad Checks 8% 

!Home Improvement 8% 

jEmbezzlement 7% 

!welfare 4% 

~utomobi1e Sales 4% 

pther 4% 

Is us iness °9Portunity Schemes .3% 

!Misappropriation of Funds 3% 

For~~ery 3% 

Automobil.e Repairs 3% 
1\ 

Sales: Other Than '!\ 

Automobiles or -\ 
-. 

~ 

'("< 3% Appliances 
(1 (.{ 

I 

>.) 
~ ,1 

J : , , 
if 

Ranking 
'1 II 
! i 
'I 1/ 
lj 

1 

2 

3 

3 

5 

6 

7 
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appears to be small, in many instances their importance as 

single cases may be substantial. 

By major category, the sybject matter of investigations can 

be ranked as indicated in Table 3.20. Here it can be seen that 

most investigQtions (24.9%) were connected with corruption, 

abUse of trust, and theft. Larceny and embezzlement are the 

major contributors to this category, accounting for 17% of all 

investigations. Another 26.6% of all investigations occurred 

in relationship to trade practices (including 9% attributab~e 
to deceptive business practices)_, housing, land, real estate, 

',' 

and construction (including the 8% involving home 

improvements) . Th us, three maj,or economic crime ca tegor ies 
accounted for slightly over 50% of all investigative activity. 

C. Number and Type of-Target Under'Investigation. 

White-collar crime frequently involves a scheme or 
artifice. Help from others ma~\be required. Legitimate 

businesses or "dummy corporations" may be involved. Thus, a - -

white-collar crime investigation may involve several 
, -".-

indi viduals, s~veral bus inesses, or both, as targets. 

Similarly, the victim of the crime maY'be a business or a 

government agency. But because victims may not willingly come 

forward--or may not evert know they have been victimized--and 

because it is not always easy to tell how large or complex a 

scheme is when an investigation is first begun, ii.t is 

frequently difficult to estimate how many o'r even what type of\"_",J/ 

targets or victims may be involved. 
was to supply the ECPRS with data on 

earget being investigated. The type 

Each Economic Crime Unit 

the number and type of 

of targets fall ih two 

c~tegories: individuals apd businesses or institutions. Due 

to some difficulties associated with the re'portirig and codi~g 

of the data, statistics on the total number of targets have 

been ul'lderes tima ted in this report. These di fficul ties 

resul ted from the fact that;r in some investigations involving 
several, targets, the units were unable to, suppiy an exact 

Q 

\ 

I 

I 
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TABLE 3.20 

MAJOR SUBJECT-MATTER CATEGORY OF INVESTIGATIONS OPENED 
(Number and Percent Distribution) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

P,ercent Percent 
Economic Crime Category Number Unadj usted Adj usted 

(N = 9,459) (N - 9,123) 
" 

Corr uption, Abuse of Trust, 
and Theft 2,351 24.9% 25.7% 

Trade Practices 1,262 13.3% 13.8% 

Housing, Land, Real Estate, 
and Cons tr uction 1,255 13.3% 13.8% 

Sales ',and Repairs 1,083 11.4% 11.9% 

Financing, Credit, and 
Banking 988 10.4% 10.8% 

Fraud Against Government, 
Public Agencies, 
Utilities 710 ':h~ 5% 7.8% 

Investments 552 I 5.8% 6.1% 
I 

Other (unlisted) 348 3.8% 3.8% 
\:',' 

Insurance 308 3.3% 3.4% 

Personal and Profess,ional 
Services 173 1.8% 1.9% 

Heal th and Medical Care 83 0.9% 1. 0% 

Computer related 10 0.1% 0.1% 

Unknown ,:;:.-, , 336 '3.5% N/A 
- . -

N/A = nO.t applicable. 
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fig ure for the n umber of targets involved. As a res ul t, the 

units were asked to estimate the number. In spite of these 

difficultiesj it is conservatively estimated that over 8,700 

individuals were the targets of investigations. In several 

instances, the n umber of targets under investiga tion exc~eded 
\ 

100, while in several others between 50 and 100 people w~te 

designated as targets. Based on this data, it is estimated 

that over 60% of all investigations involv~d one or more 

individuals as targets. 
As with the reporting of individual targets, the results of 

analyses involving the number of businesses or institutions 

must also be qualified. Once again, units were asked to 

provide estimates in spi te of some uncertainty surrounding 
them. Although many investigations which in~olved businesses 

or institutions had a sin~le such organization as a target, 

some units reported that ;§ome investigations involved in excess 
i' 

of 100 separate, business~es. This might occur, for example, in 

a false billing scheme w.'here the targets send' phony invoices 
for magazine advertising or other services in hopes that the 
company's accounting department will pay it without verifying 
whether or not the bill is valid. The data also indicate that 

one or more businesses were involved in slightly over 40% of 

the reported investigations. 

Some investigations involved both individuals ~ 

b u9.inesses or insti t utions as targets. Fur ther tab ular 
~ ~ 

i';inalyses of the data0.:t~te .undertaken to gain a better 
\1 ( ") (I., > 

Q'lderstanding of the"i.~:~'1l6er o·f investigatioi,s involving 

mui\iPle numbers and multiple types of targets. Table 3.21 is 

a restructured table shedding the necessary light on the 

multiples problem. Note that for 371 inves tigations ,or 3.9 %, 

data on the number and type of targets under investigation were 
missing or incomplete. 8ased on this table, th~ following 

conclusions about targets of investigations are tenable: 

• 55_0% of all investigations~n~olved one or more 
individuals as targets, without involving businesses 
or institutions. 

~urnber of 

lNone 

~ or More 

Total 
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TABLE 3 .. 21 

S INGLE AND MULTIPLE TARGETS OF INVESTIGATION 
(N = 9,(88) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

I -
Number of Businesses 

or Institutions 
, 

Individuals None 1 or More Total 

N/A 3,135a 3,135 
100.0% 

76.7% 
34.5% (34/5%) 

.. -
5,002 951 5,963 

83.9% 16.1% 
100.0% 23.3% 

55,.0% 10.5% (65.5%) 

5,002 4,086 9,088 
(56.8%} (43.2%) (100.0%) 

371 Missing Observations 

N/A = not applicable. 

aTable, forma t: Number, Row Per:-¢en t, Col urnn Percen t, 
Total Percent. 
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34.5% of all investigations only involved 
or institutions. 

10.5% of all investigations involved both individuals 
and businesses or institutions. 

?f ~h?se investigations involving one or more 
~nd~~~du~l~, 83.9% did not involve businesses or 
~nst~tut~ons. 

Of those investigations involving one or more 
individuals, 16.1% also involved one or more 
bus inesses • 

Of ~hose investigations involving one or more 
bus~nesses or institutions 76 7% did not involve 
individuals. ' • 

Of ~hose investigations involving one or more 
bus~nesses or insti~~tions, 23.3% also involved 
more individuals. ' one Or 

34.5% of all investigations did not involve 
individuals. 

65.5% of all investigations involved one 
individuals. or more 

56.8% of all 'investigations did not involve businesses 
or institutions. 

43.2% of all investigations involved businesses 
institutions. or 

A bloser examination of the data through additional tabular 
analYS~s reveals that some ~nvestigations were extremely large, 
targfTt~ng as many as 50 or more indi vid uals and- bus inesses or 
institutions as investigative subj~cts. Extremelylarge 

multiple targeb investigations, although rare, are cle~rly not 
unheard of. In th f t' L • e u ure, grea~er efforts appear to be 

.warranted to further study these large-scale investigations. 

D. Num~e~' and Type of Vict±'ms of Economic' Crime. Investigations 
Ind~v~duals, businesses, and government agencies may find 

themselv,es the victims of whi te-collar crime~> Indeed I the 
victims may not 1 . even rea_lze that they have been victimized. 

i , 
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This is one important respect in which white-collar crime is 

different from, and more difficult to prosecute than, "street" 

crimee Even when a person, business, or agency has been 

victimized, there may be a reluctance to report the crime for 

fear of~shame, embarrassment about being "duped," loss of 

business reputation, or government scandal. For purposes of. the 

ECPRS, three types of victim$ were identified: individuals, 

businesses or institutions, and government. As will be 

discussed below, some crimes have individual, busine'ss, M9. 
government victims.. Before proceeding with the more eldborate 

analyses, it is first necessary to look at various bivariate 

relationships between type of victims. Throughout the 

following discussion it is important to keep in mind that some 

investigations will in fact be double-bounted. In the 

analyses, progression is made from univariate, to bivariate, to 

i:t ivar ia-te relationsh ips. 

A large nu.rnber (68.9 to 73.4%) involved one or more 

individual victims. Some 64 to 68% involved onLy individual 
1\ 

victims, while the remainder involved businesses or 
institutions, or government agencies, or both. In at least 
three instances, over 100 individuals were considered to be the 

victims of a single economic crime. This fact, although 

surprising, is not startiing. Moreover, it is conservatively 

estimated (i.e., taking the 50 to 100 victim category as equal 

to Sal the over-lOa category as equal to 100, and the 

one-or-mqre qategory as equal to one) that well over 14,000 

individuals were the victims of economic crimes reported as 

being under investigation. 

Businesses or insti tutions were also frequently the victim 

of economic crime. The available data sugge~t that one or more 

businesses we=re the only victims in about 23 to 27% of the 

economic crime investigations reported to the ECPRS, while an 

adJf~iQnai~~~2·to 4.6% involved individuals, government 

agencies, or both, ,as well. As in the case of individuals, 
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there were instances where 50 to 100 businesses were the 

victims of a single crime. It is very conservatively estimated 
that over 3,700 businesses were the identifiable victims of 

economic crimes investigated by the 45 units reporting to the 
ECPRS. 

Finally, government agencies were the least likely victim 
of economic crime as far as investigations reported to the 

ECPRS were concerned. The data indicate the government to be a 
victim in about 11.1 to 15.3% of all economic crime~ 
investigated by the 45 units (being the only type of victim in 
10 to 14% of the investigations). In one instance, it was 

reported that an investigation had 50 government victims. From 

the available data it is estimated that there are over 1,000 

government victims associated with a variety of economic crimes. 
At this point, it is appropriate to give further 

consideration to those investigations which involve two or more 
different types of victims. Table 3.22" a summary table, 

indicates the percenta.ge of investigations which involve one or 

more types 0 f victims (all poss ible combin.a tions) • Due to 
f' 

minor inconsistencies in the reporting;Cif these data, the exact 
percentages cannot be calculated, although the range of 

possible values is accurate. Here it can be seen that, of the 

multiples, those investigations involving individuals and 
businesses as victims were most prevalent, followed by 

" 

individual and government, and business and government. Only 

six investigations reportedly involved individual, business, 

~ government victims. T~us, of all investigations, only 
about 5% involved more than one type of victim. 

Closer examination of the data reveals that the magnitude 
of some investigations in~blving multiple victims can be 

enormous. For example, one investigation involved over 100 
individual and 3 business or institutibn victims, another 

included 21 ~o 25 individual and 2 government victims, and 

still another inclUded 6 to 10 business and over 11 government 
victims. One o( bhe most varied investigations involved 5 

TABLE 3.22 

VICTIMS OF ECONOMIC CRIME REPORTED AT THE 
TIME OF INVESTIGATION 

Type of Victim 

/IncUvidual Only 

~usiness or Institutions Only 

~overnment Only 

/Individual and Business or Institutions 

~ndi vj,dual and Gover-nmen t 

~usiness or Institutions and Government 

Individual, Business or Institutions, 
and Governmen t . 

Percent of Total 
Investigations a 

64.0-68.0% 

23.0-27.0% 

10.0-14.0% 

3.7-4.0% 

0.6-0.7% 

0.5-0.6% 

0.6-0.7% 

aGiven the estimation procedures, these percentages do not total '.}].OO. O. 
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individual, 6 to 10 business, and over 11 government victims. 

Clearly, these economic crimes had a rather ~ubstantial scope 

and unmistakenly involved considerable effort to process. Such 

large investigations could easily consume all the resources of 

any ECP ";:1.i t. 

E. Source of-Investigation 

An investigation can originate with one or more of several 

so urces. The ECP uni ts were asked to indicate \flhich of the 

following was/were the source of each investigation they had 

undertaken: 

• inquiry/complaint, 

• proactive investigation, and 

• agency referral. 

System instructions provided that the source of an 

investigation was to be considered as an inquiry or complaint 

whenever an individual complaint or inquiry was being 

considered for criminal or civil prosecution (rather than 

in-office resolution such as mediation), and no decision was 

made to expand the investigation beyond the individual 

complaint to actively seek similar complaints against the same 

individual or business. Where the unit did decide to seek out 

similar complaints (expanded investigation), the source was to 

be considered as proactive. The investigation was also to be 

considered as proactive if the investigation was begun by the 

office (for example, by sampling meat content on ground beef or 

setting up a "dummy" car or appliance to be repaired) before an 

individual had complained. The source of an investigation was 

considered to be a referral if another agency brought the 

matter to the attention of the unit, whether or not prosecution 

had been specifically requested and whether or not the agency 

had supplied investigative reports or evidence. Given the fact 

that an investigation can have multiple sources, a special code 

was set up to handle these. 
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It was found that 5,967 investigations resulted from 

inqUiries or complaints (including 234 involving another source 

as W~ll), 553 from proactive investigations (including 102 

involving a second source), and 2,543 from agency referrals 

(249 of which involved an additional source). These 

differences are summarized in Table 3.23. (Note that for 702 

investigations, the ECP units failed to report data on the 

source of investigation.) 

The referral of matters for investigation is an important 

issue warranting further attention, especially in view of the 

Economic Crime Project's focus on development of a National 

Strategy for coordination of federal, state, and local 

enforcement efforts. In particular, data were reported by the 

ECP units as to the types of agencies which referred cases for 

investigation. These agencies, and the percent of 

investigations begun by referral which they referred to the 45 

units, are detailed in Table 3.24. On the basis of this table, 

it is evident that local investigative, police, and law 

enforcement agencies have primary responsibility (46.0%) for 

referrals which result in investigations. State regulatory 

agencies have the second highest referral rate (15.7%). In 

short, relatively few agencies are responsible for 

investigative referrals to ECP units. 

F. Closing/Disposition of Investigations 

Units were allowed to indicate which of five types of 

closings occurred. These were: 

• closed administratively, 

• remedial action, 

• restitution, 

• referred, and 

• case filed. 

Given the reporting procedures for the study, any investigation 

could have multiple closings. For example, one aspect of an 

investigation could be closed with restitution from one target 
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TABLE 3.23 

SOURCE OF INVESTIGATIONS 
(N = 9,459) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Multiple So urces 
Source Excluding Mul tiple Alloca ted Among 

Sour.ce Investigations Source Categories 

Inquiry or Complaint 
; 1\ 5,733 5,967 0# 

IProactive 
~nvestigation 431 533 

~gency Referral 2,294 2,543 

~ul tiple Source 299 N/A 

~ 

702 Investigations: Source Unknown 

N/A = not applicable. 
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TABLE 3.24 

AGENCIES MAKING REFERRALS RESULTING IN 
INVESTIGATIONS (N = 2,543) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Total Referrals 
Referring Agency 

Consumer Protection Agencies 

1. State Agencies 
2. Local Agencies 
3. Non-government/Business/ 

Cons umer gro ups 

Re9:..u).atorv Agencies 

4. Federal Agencies 
5. State Agencies 
6. Local Agencies 

Investigative/Police/Law Enforcement 
Agencies 

7. Federal Agencies 
8. State Agencies 
9. Local Agencies 

AttorneYs/Prosecutors 

10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 

19. 

United States Attorneys (Federal) 
State Attorney General 

Consumer Protection/Fraud Units 
State Attorney General (other than 

Cons umer Protection/Fraud Units) 
Local/Municipal Government 

Attornev's Office (for example, 
Corporation Counsel, New York City 

Legal Services or Private 
Attorneys 

Small Claims Court 
Trade Associations 
Other 
Other Loca~ District Attorneys/ 

Prosecutors' Offices 
NDAA EconornicCrime Project 

Center, Chicago 

Agency Not Specified 

Number Percent 

14 
41 

32 

21 
400 
131 

15 
120 

1170 

3 

52 

49 

210 

45 
1 

22 
55 

47 , 

7 

108 

, 

0.5 
1.6 

1.3 

0.8 
15.7 

5.1 

.6 
4.7 

46.0 

.1 

2.1 

1.9 

8.3 

1.8 
.0 
.9 

2.2 

1.9 

• 3 

4.2 

..• - '"t 
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and "no action" with respect to others. In a subsequent month, 

another aspect of the investigation could be closed with the 

filing of criminal charges against the remaining targets, and 

reported to the ECPRS as a second closing in the same 

investigation. The results presented below do not explicitly 

document the various combinations of multiple closings, 

although the number of multiple closings can be estimated (N = 
265 or 4.8%). 

Table 3.25 shows the distribution of outcomes obtained in 

closed investigations. As indicated here, closings primarily 

take one of two extremes, either they are closed 

administratively (38.9%) or they are filed as felonies, 

misdemeanors, or civil cases (40.5%). A relatively small 

percentage of investigations are closed through remedial 

action, restitution, or referral, although cumulatively these 

account for the disposition of approximately 25% of all 

investigations. 

A total of 630 investigations were closed involvin~ the 
payment of restitution. The total dollar value of the 
restitution received was $1,966,446. The average amount of 
restitution paid was $3,200.48, with a standard deviation of 

$18,680.95. Restitution ranged from a low of $3.00 to a high 

of $286,743. The median restitution was $224.68. Units were 

instructed to record the amount of restitution only where the 

person or organization being investigated agreed to (I) pay 

money to victims, (2) replace something of value, or (3) 

perform a service for which the victim already paid (e.g., a 

satisfactory car or appliance repair). In the latter two 

ins tances, units were advised to record the pr ice or the 

present market value of the item replaced or service 

performed. Restitution, however, was not to include either 

"symbolic res ti tution" through commun i ty serv~ice or situations 
in which the person or organization agreed to cancel a future 

obligation (e.g., paymen.ts ona lifetime dance studio 
contract). In 15 investigations the amount of restitution was 
not reported. 
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TABLE 3.25 

TYPE AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF INVESTIGA.TION 
CLOSINGS (N = 5,505) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Type of Closing Number a Percentb 

Closed Administratively 2,140 38.9 
Remedial Action 209 3.8 
[Restitution 630 11.4 
!Referral 561 10.2 

lease Filed 2,230 40.5 . 

. 
TOTAL 5,770 104.8 

aNumber of investigation closings exceeds 5,505 because 
of multiple closings. 

bper~ent of investigation closings exceeds 100.0 because 
of multiple closings. 
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ECP units also referred 561 mat.ters to other agencies. 

Table 3.26 characterizes the types of agencies to which the ECP 

units referred investigations. As can be observed in this 

table, most (17.3%) investigations were referred to small 

claims court, followed by referrals to local investigative, 

police, and law enforcement agencies, and then to legal 

services or private attorneys. These three agencies received 

almost half of all referrals from the ECP units. As noted in 

Table 3.26, the ECP units failed to identify to what' agency 

7.3% of all investigations were referred. 
Cases were filed as a result of 2,230 investigations and 

involved 2,293 separate case filings. Units were instructed to 

indicate whether civil charges (including filings for 

administrative hearings if the office had jurisdiction to begin 

administrative hearings), felony charges, or misdemeanor 

charges were filed. A felony was defined as any crime 

punishable by a sentence of one year or more, whereas 

"misdemeanors" were limited to crimes punishable by a sentence 

of one year or less. In most states, misdemeanors are 

punishable by a sentence of no more than one year. In a few 

states, some misdemeanors are punishable by more than one year 

(e.g., "high misdemeanors" in New Jersey). Consequently, units 

were asked to distinguish felonies and misdemeanors on the 

basis of maximum statutory sentence, rather than the sentence 

the unit requested. 
The data reveals that between February, 1979, and November, 

1979, 1,402 investigations resulted in the filin~ of felony 

charges, 641 resulted in misdemeanor cases, and 187 led to 

civil litigation. A very small percentage (.69%) of these were 

mul tiple filings. These data also confirm that the ECP units 

failed to identify the manner in which 3.4% of the 

investigations were filed. The numbers and types of cases 

filed are presented in Table 3.27. 

ECP 
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TABLE 3.26 

UNIT REFERRALS OF INVESTIGATIONS TO OTHER AGENCIES 
(Number and Percent Dis tr ib ution) (N = 561) 
(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Total Referrals 
Agency Referred To Number Percent 

Consumer Protection Aqencies 

1. State Agencies 
2. Local Agencies 
3. Non -gcvernmen t/B us iness/ 

Cons umer groups 

RequlatorY AQencies 

4. Federal Agencies 
5. State Agencies 
6. Local Agencies 

Investiqative/Po1ice/Law Enforcement 
Agencies 

7. Federal Agencies 
8. State Agencies 
9. Local Agencies 

Attorneys/Prosecutors 

10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 

19. 

Un'ited States AttorneYs (Federal) 
State Attorney General 

Consumer Protection/Fraud Units 
State Attorney General (other than 

Consumer Protection/Fraud Units) 
LOGal/~unicipal Government 

Attorhey's Office (for example 
Corporation Counsel, New York City 

Legal Services or Private -
Attorneys 

Small Claims Court 
Trade Associations 
Other 
Other Local Dis tr lct l~t torneysl 

Prosecutors' Offices 
NDAA Economic Crime Project 

Center, Chicago 

Agency Not Specified 

5, 
9 

1 

15 
38 

8 

33 
26 
95 

9 

40 

12 

40 

52 
97 

4 
18 

18 

0 

41 

0.8 
1.6 

.1 

2.7 
6.9 
1.4 

5.9 
4.6 

16.9 

1.6 

7.1 

2.1 

7.2 

9.4 
17.3 

• 7 
3.2 

3.2 

0 

7.3 
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TABLE 3.27 

TYPE OF CASE FILING FOLLOWING AN INVESTIGATION 
(N = 2,29.3) 979) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1 

Type of Filing Number Percent 

Civil 186 8.1 

~isdemeanor 627 27.4 

Felony 1,387 60.5 

~ivil and Felony 1 . 0 

Misdemeanor and Felony 14 . 6 

lFiling Unknown 78 3.4 
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G. Further Anal Ses of the SUb'ect Matter of Economic Crime 
At this time, it is appropriate to undertake further " 

analyses of these data focusing on the relationship between the 
subject matter of the economic crimes and other variables 
pertaining to investigative activities including targets, 
victims, source of investigation, and the closing or 

disposition of an inVestigation. These analyses are intended 

to provide further insight into nature and extent of economic 
crime processed at the investigative level. In a sqbseguent 
section of this report attention will be directed to caSe 
processing. 

Before proceeding with these analyses it is important to 
offer several cautionary notes. First, the actual incidence 
and prevalance of economic crime of various tYPes re~ain 
unknown. Victims may not know they have been victimized or may 
be reluctant to come forward~ this is much more likely to be 
true in economic crime than in "street" crime. Where the 

victim does come forward, he or she may not know the identity 

or whereabouts of the perpetrator. Thus, the ECPRS provides a 
means of estimating the true rates for the inVestigation or 
prosecution of certain crimes, but not the victimization 

rates. A given crime can very well be much"more prevalent than 
it appears according to the data that are reported to the ECP. 
Similarly, there is no firm basis to generalize the results 

pre~ented here to the entire U.S. As described above, those 
units which participated in the ECPRS are by no means 

'I ; 

representativ~ of distrid: attorney's offices across the U.S. 

At best, the sample is judgmental, and any generalizations 
should make note of this fact. 

In the tables, which fOllow, the number of investigations 
f.N) will vary from tab ulation to tabulation. Thisocc urs 

because only observations (investigations) with complete data 

on both variables of interest are tabulgted. If an 'observation 
. . 

lack$. data on one or both variables being tabulated, -the entire 

\ 

\ ' 

, 
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observation is deleted from the analyses. This is not a major 

problem in this study as the percentage of observations which 

are deleted remains very small. Other notes necessary to 

assist with the interpretation of each table have been included 

on the appropriate tables. 

In Table 3.28, an attempt is made to identify what types of 

targets are most often associated with what types of economic 

crimes. Table 3.29 facilitates this endeavor in that each 

economic crime is ranked according to the target of ' 

investigation. In both of the~e tables it can be seen that 

individuals are most likely to be victims in cases which 

involve corruption and theft, followed by finance and credit, 

housing, land, and real estate, fraud of government and 

utilities, and fifth, trade practices. The types of crimes 

businesses or institutions are most likely to be victims of are 

somewhat different, as expected. .Crime associated with trade 

practices is first, followad by sales and repairs, housing, 

land, and real estate, corruption and theft, and investments. 

Tables 3.30 and 3.31 identify in which crimes individuals, 
businesses and institutions, and the government are most likely 

to be found as the victime. As expected, there are some 

differences, although with regards to several of the crimes 
(e.g., theft and corruption) each of the types of victims are 

ranked equally as high. In some cases, the type of victim 

involved is limited to a single crime category (e.g., business 

and corruption, government and fraud). On the other hand, 

individuals are often the victims of a wide array of crimes. 

Table 3.32 indicates the source of an ih~estigation for 

each of the economic crimes. Two percentages are presented in 
e·ach cell of this table, and each has a distinctively different 

interpretation. Of these percentages, the column percent . \). 

figure (the first listed) is, perhaps, the most lnterestlng. 
For example, examining the first column it can be seen that 

69.9% of all investigations dealing with investments are the 

result of complaints and inquiries, 8.9% from proactive 

-~-~-~---,-----------------
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TABLE 3.28 

SUBJECT OF INVESTIGATION TABULATED BY TYPE OF 
TARGET OF INVESTIGATION (N = 9,297) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 
(Column Percentages Indicated in Parentheses) 

Target of Investiqation 

aJ Q) H ~ 
Hr-l H 0 0 o m o .,.., 
~::l ::E:rn+l ro rn rn ::l rn 
H·"" +l HaJ+l+l 

Subject of Investigation o :> <IJ o ~.,.., aJ r-! .,.., 01 .,.., +l b"I m 
aJ ro H aJrnrnH :::+l 
~ ~ m l::: ::l ~ m o 0 
OH8 Oa:lH8 P:i8 

:Inves tmen ts 300 361 554 
( 4.9)% ( 8.7%) ( 6.0%) 

Finance, Credit 861 185 1,004 
(14.0%) ( 4.5%) (10.8%) 

:omputer Re1ateo 11 1 11 
( .2% ) 

I 
( .0% ) ( .1 %) 

IInsurance 268 I 68 313 
( 4.4%) ( 1.6%) ( 3.4%) 

I 
~orruption, Theft 2,229 410 2,425 

(36.5%) ( 9.9%) (26.1%) 

Fraud of Government, 646 94 711 
Utilities (10.5%) ( 2.3%) ( 7.6%) 

Trade Practices 326 1,108 1,283 
( 5.3%) (26.7%) (13.8%) 

~ . . . . 

(can tin ued) 

" t. • \.' 

t 

1 
I 

\ 

,:\ 
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It 
It 

II 
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TABLE 3.28 (continued) 

Tarqet of InvestigCition 

Q) Q) H s:: 
Hr-l H 0 0 
o It! 0 .,..j 
~::l ::a!Ul.j..l 

'Tj Ul Ul ::l Ul 
H·,..j .j.J HQ).j.J.j.J 

Subject of Investigation o :::- Q) o S::.,..j Q) r-l 
.,..j 01 .,..j .j.J 01 It! 

Q) 'Tj H GJUlUlH ;::.j.J 
S::~cO ~ ::l s:: cO o 0 
OH8 Oa:lH8 . ':::::8 

Ho use, Land, Real Estate 802 718 1,264 
(13.1%) (17.3%) (13.6%) 

!Health, Medical Care 43 49 84 
( .7% ) ( 1. 2%) ( .9%) 

Sales and Repairs 314 872 1,089 
( 5.1 %) (21.0%) (11.7%) 

,. 

~:rs(:>nal , Professional 78 III 172 
erVlces . ( 1. 3%) ( 2.7%) ( 1. 9%) 

pther, Unknown 251 167 387 
( 4.1% ) ( 4.0%) ( 4.2% ) 

COLUMN TOTAL 6129 4144 9297 
65.9 44.6 100.0 

375 Missing Observations 

NOTE: ,Percents and totals are based on respondents, not on 
responses. Thus, investigations involving both types of 
targets appear in both columns. This explains why the 
column percents sum to over 100 and why the frequencies in 

) 
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I 
.\ 

1 
( 
I 
J 

I 
1 
'~ 
I 
J 

\ 
I 

r 

: 

a col umn sum to more than. the col umn total. The row 1\ 
. frequencies can sum to the row total if each case has only .... ~.\!. 
one item in each row. 
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TABLE 3.29 

SUBJECT OF INVESTIGAT.ION RANKED ACCORDING TO 
TYPE OF TARGET OF INVESTIGATION 

(N = 45, February through November, 1979) 

Subject of Investigation 

Investments 

Finance, Credit 

~omputer Related 

~ ns u:r:. an ce 

~orruption, Theft 

~raud of Government, Utilities 

t,rrade Practices 

House, Land, Real Estate 

iealth, Medical Care 

~a1es and Repairs 

Per.sonal, Professional Services 

Other, Unknown 

Rank According to Target 
Involvement 

Individuals 

7 

2 

12 

8 

1 

4 

5 

3 

11 

6 

10 

9 

Businesses or 
Institutions 

5 

6 

12 

10 

4 

9 

1 

3 

11 

2 

8 

7 
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TABLE 3.30 

SUBJECT OF INVESTIGATION TABULATED BY VICTIM 
OF INVESTIGATION (N = 9,195) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 
(Column Percentages Indicated in Parentheses) 

Victim of Invest~ ation 

Q) Q) '1-1 s:: Q) 
I-Ir-I 1-100 H4J o Cd " 0 o~ o s:: 
:E: ::l :E: en 4J :E: 0.) 

. 

"den • en ::;j en S en 
I-I0~ S I-IQ)4JS 1-1 s:: S o :>o~ o S::o~o~ o I-I0~ 

~ubject of Investigation o~ 4J o~ 4J 4J Q)4J 
Q) "d t) 

I 
Q) en en t) Q) :> t) s:: S::0~ 

OH:> 
s:: ::l S::0~ 
O,:QH:> 

s:: Oo~ 
Ot.!:!:> 

/. 

"t Investments 499 
t 

55-- 10 
( 8.0%) ( 2.2% ) 1 ( 1. 0%) 

[ 
, 

" 

r-I 
Cd 

~4J o 0 
1l:fE-! 

t. 538 . 
( 5.9%) 

I Finance, Credit 408 627 18 1,001 
1.7%) I (10.9%) ( 6.6%) (25.5%) ( 

~omputer Related 2 8 3 11 
( n.O%) ( . 3%) ( .3%) ,( .1 %) 

ruranee 149 153 12 301 
( 2.4%) ( 6.2% ) ( 1. 2%) ( 3.3%) 

orrlJption, Theft 1,177 1,141 242 12,405 

[ra~d of Government, 

(18.9%) (46.5%) (24.1%) (26.2%) 

135 60 539 713 
tilities ( 2.2%) ( 2.4%) (53.6%) ( 7.8%) 

[I'rade Practices 1,168 197 19 1,261 
(18.8%) " ( 8.0%) ( 1.9%) (13.7%) 

(continued) 
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TABLE 3.30 (continued) 

Victim of Investiqation 

Q) Q) 1-1 s:: Q) 
I-Ir-l l-I 0 0 1-14J o Cd 0 o.-j o s:: 

::E: ::l ::E:en4J ::E: Q) 
'0 en Ul ::;j Ul 51 Ul j..jor-f S l-IQ)+JS 1-1 s:: S o :>or-f o S::or-for-f o I-I0;t r-I is ubject of Investigation or-f +J o.-j +J 4J Q)4J Cd Q) 'tj t) Q) Ul Ul t) Q) :> t) ~4J s:: s:: o,.,j s::, ::;j S::or-f s:: Oor-f ~~ OH:> O,:QH::> Ot.!:!::> 

~ouse , Land, Real Estate 1,189 75 -14 1,246 
(19.1%) ( 3.1 %) ( 1.4% ) (13.6%) 

'. .. 

iHealth, Medical Care 65 14 18 83 
( 1. 0%) ( .6% ) ( 1.8% ) ( .9%) 

- ~, 

Sales and Repairs 1,027 45 13 1,074 
(16.5%) ( 1.8%) ( 1. 3%) (11.7%) 

Personal, Professional 150 17 5 167 Services ( 2.4%) ( .7% ) ( .5% ) ( 1.8%) 

Other, Unknmm 247 64 113 395 
( 4.0%) ( 2.6%) (11.2%) ( 4. 3%) 

, , 

COLUMN TOTAL 6,216 2,456 1,006 9,195 
(67.6%) (26.7%) (10.9%) (100% ) 

. 

". . 

477 Missing Observations 

NOTE: Percents and totals are based on respondents, .not on 
responses. Thus, investigations involving both types of 
targets appear in both 'col umns. This explains why the col umn 
percents Sum to over 100 and why the frequencies in a col umn 
s urn too more than';t.he col urnn total. The row frequencies calt 
Slnn to the row to'tal if each case has only one item in each 
row. 
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TABLE 3.31 

SUBJECT OF INVESTIGATION RANKED ACCORDING TO VICTIM 
(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Rank According to Victim 
Involved 

I 
" Businesses or 

Subject of Investigation Individuals Institutions Government 

-
Investments 5 8 9 

!Finance, Credit 6 2 5 

Computer Related 12 12 11 

Insurance 9 4 8 

Corruption, Theft 2 1 2 

Fraud of GO\1ernmen t, 
!Utilities 10 7 1 

Trade Practices 3 3 4 

House, Land, Real Estate 1 5 6 

Health, Medical Care 11 11 5 

Sales and Repairs 4 9 7 

Personal, Professional 8 10 
'- ) 

10 
Services -

.. 

Other, Unknown 7 6 3 
Ii " 

\) 

\ 

, " 
,,\ ~ 

" 

0..;, 

" , \ 

, 
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SOURCE 

OF 

INVESTIGATION 

INQUIRY/COMPLAINT 

PROACTIVE INVESTIGATION 

AGENCY REFERRAL 

MULTIPLE SOURCES 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

765 Missing Observations 

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

TABLE 3.32 

SOURCE OF INVESTIGATION TABULATED BY SUBJECT OF INVESTIGATIONa 

(N = 8,907) 
(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

I/) 
8 
Z 

~ 
.. 

I'l 
U8 

I/) 
~~ 

~ ~f2 
H .... U 

370 569 
( 6.4%) ( 9;8%) 
( 69.9%) (57.5%) 

47 20 
(10.9%) ( 4.6%) 
( 8.9%) ( 2.0%) 

98 311 
( 4.2%) ( 13.3%) 
( lB. 5%) (31.4%) 

14 90' 
( 4.5%) ( 29.2%) 
( 2.6%) ( 9.1%) 

529 990 
5 • 9% ) (11. 1%) 

P: 
~A 
O~ 
~:s 
8~ 

5 
( .O%) 
( 55.6%) 

a 
( 0.0%) 
( 0.0%) 

3 
( .1% ) 
( 33.3%) 

( 
( 

1 
.3%) 
.1%) 

9 
,1%) 

SUBJECT .OF INVES'l'IGATION 

.. 
E a 8 

I'l ZI/) .1/) 
U H .... ~I'l tJ 
~ 

8 o H I/) 
AI A~~ H .. I'l 
08 

~~ 
I'l .. 

gj .... O~H I/)A~ I/) O~ ~O~ g~gJ Z 
H U8 .... CJO 8A1 

151 1,415 165 856 976 
( 2.6%) (24.3%) ( 2.8%) (14.7%) ( 16.8%) 
( 49.7%) (60.5%) (24.2%) (71. 8%) ( 80.3%) 

9 64 17 121 53 
( 2.1%) (14.8%) ( 3.9%) (?7.9%) (12.2%) 
( 3. 0%) ( 2.7%) ( 2.5%) (10.2%) ( 4.4%) 

128 791 460 193 165 
( 5.5%) ( 33. B%) ( 19.6%) ( B.2%) ( 7 •. 0%) 
(42.1%) (33.B%) (67.5%) ( 16.2%) ( 13.6%) 

16 70 39 22 21 
( 5.2%) (22.7%) ( 12.7%) ( 7.1%) ( 6.8%) 
( 5.3%) ( 3.0% ) ( 5.7%) ( 1.8%) ( 1.7%) 

304 2,340 681 1,192 1,215 
3.4%) (26.3%) 7.7%) (13.4%) (13.6%) 

Due to single precision calculations and rounding errors, percentages may not total 100.0. 

aColumn percentages, then row percentages indicated in parentheses; thus, 6.4% of . 
inquiries and complaints involved investments, while 69.9% of investment matters began by 
inquiries and complaints. 

• . " 

,,' 

'. / ~ 

,,0 

, ' 

" 

/: 

~G P: 
101 H 

~~.~ ~A~ 
~~U 1/)~f2 

35 959 
( .6%) (16.5%) 
( 43.2%) (91.4%) 

12 34 
( 2.8%) ( 7.9%) 
(14.8%) ( 3.2%) 

29 3B 
( 1.2%) ( 1.6%) 
( 35.B%) ( 3.6% ) 

5 18 
( 1. 6%) ( 5.8%) 
( 6.2%) ( 1.7%) 

81 1,049 
• 9% ) (11. 8% ) 

~ 
0 

~HI/) 
I/){j ZI/) 

OI'lH 1/) .... :> 
P:OP: 
1'lP:1'l 
AlAII/) 

144 
( 2.5%) 
( 84 • 2%) 

( 
( 

( 
( 

( 
( 

6 
1. 4%) 
3.5%) 

17 
.7%) 

9 __ 9%) 

4 
1. 3%) 
2.3%) 

171 
1. 9%) 

, 

\ 

~~ 
ROW 

'fOTAL ~~ 
180 5,825 

( 3.1%) 
52.m) (65.4%) 

50 433 
I-' 

4.9%) lJl 
W 

(11. 51;) 
(14.5/;) 

lOB 2,341 
( 4.m) 
( 31.2/;) (26.3%) 

8 308 
( 2.6/;) 
( 2.~) 3.4 %} 

346 8,907 
3.96) (100.0%) 

\ 

, 
• /~;p 
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investigations, 18.5% from agency referrals, and 2.6% from 

multiple sources. For all crimes, the source of investigation 

is most likely to be a complaint or inquiry (65.4%) but fraud 

of governmen t investigations mos t frequen tly res ul t from 

referrals (67.5%) and only 24.2% of these investigations arose 

from complaints or inquiries. Other investigations are equally 

as likely to be a result ~f two sources, although not multiple 

sources. For example, insurance-related investigations result , 
from inquiries and complaints 49.7% of the time and from agency 

referrals 42.1% of the time. 
The row percentages reveal what proportion of each source 

of investigation is attributable to which crimes. Proactive 

investigations, when serving as the source of an investigation, 

most frequently involve trade practice violations (27.9%). The 

most common subject-matter of agency referrals is corruption 

and theft (24.3%). Inquiries and complaints most frequently 

involve crimes related to corruption and theft (24.3%). 

Multiple sources are frequently the source of investigation for 

finance and credit crimes (29.2%). In short, by examining the 
column percentages it is possible to identify the sources for 

the investigation of each crime. 
Table 3.33 is a tabular presentation of the status of all 

investigations as of the end of November, 1979. As noted in 

the table, investigations could have closed administratively, 

by remedial action, through restitution, through referral to 

another agency, or by a case being filed. The table also 

indicates whether the investigation is pending. In this table 

it can be observed that, of the investigations closed 

administratively, 26 •. 5% have involved corruption or theft, 

16.5% sales and repair, 13.1% housing, land, or real estatel 

and 11.4% trade practices. Of the investigations closed 
through remedial action, 25.4% involved housing, land, or real 

estate, 21.1% trade practices, 20.1% sales and repaiis, 6.7% 

corruption and theft, and 6.7% finance and credit. Of the 

.V 
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TABLE 3.33 

SUBJECT OF INVESTIGATION TABULATED BY STATUS 
PoND DISPOSITION OF INVESTIGA,TION 

(N '" 9 ,672) 
(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

STATUS OF INVESTIGATIONa . 

CLOSED PENDING I 
SUBJECT 

OF 

INVESTIGATION 

INVESTMENTS 

FINANCE, CREDIT 

COMPUTER RELATED 

INSURANCE 

CORRUPTION, THEFT 

FRAUD OF GOVT, UTILITIES 

TRADE PRACTICES 

HOUSE, LAND, REAL ESTATE 

HEALTH, MEDICAL CAlU: 

SALES AND ~PAIR 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES 

OTHER, UNKNOWN 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

>< 
1..:1 
tIlr:l 

0 .... :> 
r:lz .... 
til ....... 
CZ~ 
tlSl ... 

111 
( 5,.2%) 

142 
( 6.6%) 

1 
( 0.0%) 

61 
( 2.9%) 

567 
( 26.5%) 

119 
( 5.6%) 

243 
( 11.4%) 

280 
(13.1%) 

25 
(1.2%) 

354 
( 16.5%) 

39 
( 1.8%) 

158 
( 7.4%) 

2',140 
(12.1%) 

I 

..:I 
0« 
"'iZ 
00 
r:l .... 
::;: ... 

gj~ 

8 
( 3.8%) 

14 
( 6.7%) 

0 
( 0.0%) 

5 
( 2.4%) 

14 
( 6.7%) 

6 
( 2.9%) 

44 
( 21.1%) 

53 
( 25.4%) 

3 
( 1.4%) 

42 
( 20.1%) 

( 

( 

10 
4.8%) 

,. 

9 
4.3%) 

209 
2.2%) 

~ 

:z: 
0 
"'i ... 
::;, ... 
"'i ... 
til 
'-l 
co: 

17 
( 2.7%) 

165 
( 26.2%) 

0 
( 0.0%) 

12 
( 1. 9%) 

57 
( 9.0%) 

8 
( 1.3%) 

65 
(10.3%) 

85 
(13.5%) 

,3 
( . ~~) 

171 
(27.1%) 

( 

( 

22 
3.5%) 

25 
4.0%) 

630 
6.5%) 

0 
gj c 0 Z co: r:l Q .... 
r:l tIlt.:lr:l 0 r,. o til ... Z 
>.:i ... ~H 

~ co: uur,. 

42 76 315 
( 7.5%) ( 3.3%) ( 7.6%) 

I 
80 272 340 

( 14.3%) ( 11.9%) ( 8. ~%) 

0 4 6 
( 0.0% ) ( 0.2%) ( 0.1%) 

19 88 139 

I ( 3.4%) ( 3.8% ) ( 3.3%) 

136 729 984 
( 24.2'1;) (31.8%) (23.6%) 

37 256 305 
( 6.6%) ( 11.2%) ( 7.3%) 

32 391 543 
'( 5.7%) (17.1%) (13. 0%) 

72 257 573 
(12.8%) (11.2%) (13.8%) 

3 20 35 
( .5%) ( .9%) ( .8%) 

93 69 449 
(16.6%) ( 3. 0%) (10.8%) 

19 12 89 
( 3.4% ) ( .5%) ( 2.1%) 

28 119 

I 
389 

( 5.0%) ( 5.2%) ( 9.3%) 

56~ 2,293 4,167 
5.8%) (23.7%) (43.1%) 

ROW 
TOTAL 

561 
( 5.8%) 

1,007 
(10.4%) 

11 
( .1%) 

314 
( 3.2%) 

2,441 
(25.2%) 

720 
( 7.4%) 

1,285 
(13.3'S) 

1,273 
(13.2%) 

85 
( .9%) 

1,095 
(11. 3%) 

174 
( 1.8%) 

706 
( 7.3%) 

9,672 
(100. 0%) 

NOTE: Percents and ~otals are based on respondents, not on responses. This exp1ains why 
the column percents sum to over 100 and why the frequencies in a column sum to more 
'than the col~ total. The row frequencies can sum to the row total if each case 
has only one 1tem in each row. Also note that some percents which should total 
100.0 may not because of~oundin~ errors inherent in single precision calculations. 

apercentages in parentheses are percentages of all investigations. 
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investigations closed through restitution, 27.1% involved 

sa1esand repair subject-matter, 26.2% finance and credit, 13.5% 

housing, land or real estate, 10.3% trade practices, and 9.0% 

corruption and theft. Investigations led to referrals in 24.2% 

of crimes involving corruption arid theft, 16.6% of those 
involving sales and repair, 14.3% involving finance and credit, 

12.8% involving housing, land, and real estate, and 7.5% 

involving investments. Cases were filed in 31.8% of the 

investigations involving corruption and theft, 11.9% of those re 

1ated to finance and credit, in 11.2% of those related to fraud 

of government and utilities, and 11.2% of those involving 

housing, land, and real estate. The status of other 
investigations by the type of case filing can be interpreted 

accordingly. 
Table 3.34 is a tabulation of the subject matter of 

investigations by the type of case filing. This table 
indicatei how the various types of economic crimes are filed 

after an investigation has taken place. In some instances, 

units failed to record the type of case filing and this is also 
tabul~ted. As noted here, 69.9% of all civil filings involved 

trade practices, as were 36.2% of all misdemeanors filed. The 

largest proportion of felony filings involved corruption and 

theft matters (46.4%). Finally, multiple filings, for the most 

part, were in response to crime involving housing, land, ~nd 

real estate and corruption and theft. 

VI I • CASE PROCESS ING 

This section of the report describes in detail and analyzes 

the litigation activities of the 45 units. The units filed 

2,215 fe10ny cases, 730 misdemeanor cases, 730 misdemeanor 
cases, 269 civil cases, and 188 other cases for which the type 

of filing was not specified. The subsequent processing of 
"~I 

thes~ ca~!es is depicted in Figure 3.3, below. Separate 
'~' 
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TABLE 3.34 

SUBJECT OF INVESTIGATION TABULATED BY 
TIPE OF CASE FILING 

(N = 2,293) 
(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

SUBJECT 

OF 

INVESTIGATION 

INVESTMENTS 

FINANCE, CREDIT 

CO~1PUTER RELATED 

INSURANCE 

CORRUPTION, THEFT 

FRAUD OF GOVT, 
UTILITIES 

TRADE PR~CTICES 

HOUSE, LAND, 
REAL ESTATE 

HEALTH, MEDICAL CARE 

SALES AND REPAIR 

PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES 

OTHER, UNKNOWN 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

~ 
Z 
1-1 

0 ... 
~8~ 
He:: 
.::or.. 
r..IloO 
e-<-~ r:a 
1-1 Ilo 
§8~ 

2 
( 2.6%) 

12 
U5.4%) 

0 
( 0.0%) 

8 
UO.3%) 

25 
(32.1%) 

8 
(10.3%) 

6 
( 7..7%) 

3 
( 3.9%) 

4 
( 5.1%) 

2 
{ 2.6%) 

0 
( 0.0%) 

8 
UO.3%) 

78 
( 3.4%) 

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

TY~E OF CASE FILINGa -

" ~ 
0 
~ 
r:a 

~ z >< ... z r:aCl zo 
HI-I Q.r~ or:a > ... 1:.1 ... ... ... tn: ;i~ r:al-l 

r..r... 

7 2 65 
( 3.8%) ( 0.3%) ( 4.7.%) 

1 76 182 
( 0.5%) ( 12.1%) (13.1%) 

0 1 3 
( 0.0%) ( 0.2!t) ( 0.2%) 

'0 5 74 
( 0.0% ) ( .8%) ( 5.3%) 

0 54 644 
{ 0.0%) ( 8.6%) (46.4%) 

3 89 156 
( 1.6% ) (14.2%) (11.3%) 

130 227 28 
(69. 9%) (36.2%) ( 2.0%) 

15 136 96 
( 8.1%) (21.7%) ( 6.9%) 

5 6 5 
( 2.7%) ( 1. 0%) ( 0.4%) 

17 17 33 
( 9.1%) ( 2.7%) ( 2.4%) 

2 3 7 
( 1.1%) ( 0.5%) ( 0.5%) 

6 11 94 
( 3.2%) ( 1. 8%) ( 6.8%) 

186 627 1,3G7 
8.2%) (27.3%) (60.5%) 

0 
r:a ... 

OH 
zr... 
~ 

>< "'z 
~S 
~~ 

0 
( 0.0%) 

0 
( 0.0%) 

0 
( 0.0%) 

0 
( 0.0%) 

1 
(100.0%) 

( 

( 

( 

.( 

( 

( 

\ 

0 
0.0%) 

0 
0.0%) 

0 
0.0%) 

0 
0.0%) 

0 
0.0%) 

0 
0.0%) 

0 
0.0%) 

1 
0.0%) 

e:: 
0>< zz 
~o 
r:a ... 
zr:a 
r:ar...o 

° r:a 
til 0 ... 
~2~ 

0 
( 0.0&) 

1 
( 7.3%) 

0 
( 0.0%) 

1 
( 7. .1%) 

5 

ROW 
TOTAL 

76 
( 3.3%) 

272 
( 11.9%) 

4 
.2%) 

88 
3.8 

( 35. m) 
729 

(31. 7%) 

0 
( O. OS) 

0 
( 0.01;) 

7 

256 
( 11.2%) 

391 
(17.1%) 

257 
(SO.~) (11.2%) 

( 

( 

( 

( 

0 
0.01;) 

0 
O. OS) ( 

0 
O.OS) ( 

0 
O. as) ( 

20 
.9%) 

69 
3.0%) 

12 
.5% ) 

119 
5,2%) 

14 2,293 
o • 6%) U 0 0 • 0%) 

Perce~ts and totals are based on respondents, not on responses. This 
e~pla~ns why the column percents sum to over 100 and why the freauen-

NOTE: 

c~es ~n a column sum to more than the column total. The row frequen
c~es can sum to the row total if each case has' only one item in each 
row. Also note ~hat some P7rcents which should total 100.0 may not 
because of round~ng errors ~nherent in single precision calculations. 

apercentages in parentheses are percentages of all investigations. 
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subsections of this chapter descr ibe in more c.letail the uni ts ' 

handling of these categories of cases. 

A. Case Filings 

As stated, the units filed a total of 3,412 cases. Some 

2,293 of these (or 67.2%) were the result of investigations 

described in the last section of this report. As indicated in 

Table 3.35, there was no major difference in the type of case 

filed in these two categories of cases. 

1. Number of Cases Filed. The units had 1,067 filed cases 

pending when the ECPRS was instituted in February of 1979, and 

filed 2,345 more in the 10-month period from February through 

Novembe~, 1979. The number of cases pending on February 1 

ranged from lows of 1 case each for three units to a high of 

115 cases. Four units reported no pending cases. More than 
half the units (23 of 45) had 19 or fewer pending cases. 

Filings in the IO-month period ranged .erom a low of 3 cases 

(for three units) to a high of 350 cases. More than half of 

the units filed 36 or fewer cases in this period. The number 
of cases filed per month ranged from 194 (in March) to 309 (in 

May), and this fluctuation appeared random. 

2. Subject-Matter of Cases. As was e~plained in the 

section on investigations, above, cases were classed by 

subject-matter into 11 broad, generic categories (e.g., 

investments, finance and credit, fraud against government or a 

utility), each of which was subd.ivided into narrm.,er 

categories. For example, the investment category included 

advance-fee scheme:?, business opportunity schemes, Ponzi 

schemes, securities cases, commodities cases, cases involving 

precious metals and gems, and other investment schemes. The 

subject-matter of the case was indicated in 2,87} cases 
~ ...... " 

(84.2%). Table 3.36 indicates the frequency withwqich each 

b'coad category of subject -matter was involved • For the seven 

largest categories, the number of cases within each subcategory 
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TABLE 3.35 

TYPE OF CASE FILING, IN CASES FILED AT CLOSE OF 
REPORTED INVESTIGATION AND IN ALL CASES 

(45 Units, February-November, 1979) 

Cases Filed 
Close of All Cases 

Investiqation Filed 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Felony 1,402 61.1% 2,225 65.2% 

Misdemeanor 641 28.0% 730 21.4% 

Civil 187 8.2% 269 7.9% 

Type of filing 
not speci fied 63 2.8% 188 5.5% 

I 

Total 2,293 100% 3,412 100% 
.. 

" 

\ 

I 

, 

'~ 
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TABLE 3.36 

SUBlJECT-MATTER OF FILED CASES IN 
RANK ORDER OF FREQUENCY 

(N = 2,873) 
(45 Units, February-November, 1979) 

Subiect-Matter 
-~ 

Number 

Corr uption, Abuse of Trust 
and Theft 1, 083 

1- Bribery of government employee ( 13) 
2. Commercial bribery ( 8) 
3. Conflict of interest ( 1) 
4. Mis use of confidential 

information ( 3) 
5. Embezzlement ( 363) 
6.. Larceny ( 461) 
7. Misappropriation ( 66) 
8. Forgery (168) 

!Fraud Aga.inst Government, 
Public Agencie.s, Utilities 414 

1- Licensing ( 31) 
2. Regulatory ( 8) 
3. Income tax ( 10) I 
4. Sales use tax ( 9) , 
5. Welfare ( 244) 
6. Medicaid ( 1.3) 
7. Theft of utility 

service, energy ( 18) 
8. Proc urement fraud ( 81) 

Financing, CrecLt and Banking 334 

D.. Bad checks, check kiting ( 263) 
2. Inheritance fraud ( 1) 
3. Credit cards ( 40) 
4. Debt collection ( 3) 
5. Debt consolidation ( 1) 
6. Loans (including mortgage) ( 19) 
7. Installment purchases ( 7) 

·t •• , 
.j 

(continued) 

Percent 

37.7% 
. 

(12.6%) 
(16. 0%) 

( 5.8%) 

14.4% 

( 8.5%) 

11.6% 

L 9.2%) '\ ' 
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TABLE 3.36 (continued) 

Subject-Matter 

aousing, Land, Real Estate, 
and Const.r uction 

1. Horne improvement 
2. Constr uction 
3. Landlord-tenant 
4. Mobile homes 
5. Real estate/land 
6. Title law 
7. Rental locator 

frrade Practices 

~. Advertising: bait 
and switch· 

2. Advertising: general 
3. Weights and measures 
4. Anti-trust, restraint of 

trade, price-fixing 
5. Deceptive trade practices 
6. Coupon redemption frauds 
7. Other '".~.,. 

Insurance 

~. Arson-for-profit 
2. Life 
3. Accident/casualty 
4. Other 

IInvestments 

11. Advanc.ed -fee schemes 
2. Business opportunity schemes 
3. Ponzi schemes 
4. Securities 
5. Commodities, precious 

metals and gems 
6. Other 

~ales and Repairs 

~ealth, Medical Care 

~ersonal/Professinal Services 

~omputer-related 

pthel;" (' 

Number 

(248) 
( 17) 
( 2) 
( 2) 
( 18) 
( 2) 
( 2) 

( 4) 
( 56) 
( 23) 

( 13) 
(10 2) 
( 15) 
( 15)· 

( 4 0) 
( 5) 
( 32) 
( 57) 

( 10) 
( 51) 
( 7) 
( 45) 

( 6) 
( 14) 

, . 

" 

Percent 

291 10.1% 

( 8.6%) 

228 7.9% 

( 3.6%) 

134 ,', 4.7% 

.... 

133 4.6% 

..:;: 

95 3.3% 

33 1.1% 

21 

9 

97 

0.7% 

r, 

'" ~ 

~ '-0.3% 
c:;-.. ~ 

3.4% 
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is also shown. Within each category, one or two types of cases 

account for the major share of the cases. 

Once these major subject-matter subcategories are broken 
"' 

out separately, a different pattern emerges. Table 3.37 lists 

in rank order of frequency all general categories excluding 

subcategories accounting for more than 100 cases, and all the 

thus-excluded subcategories. Larceny and embezzlement 

predominate, together accounting for 28.7% of the cases. Two 

other categories, bad checks and welfare fraud, may ~ncompass a 

large number of high volume, but "routine" cases constitute 

less of a resource drain per case than do more elaborate and 

complex economic crime schemes. These categories account for 

another 17.6% of the units' caseload. Data were not gathered 

to permit us to distinguish between welfare provider and 

recipient fraud, or between second-offense bad che'cks in an 

existing account and more elaborate and costly check-kiting 

schemes. 
Further detail on the subject-matter of cases, the results 

obtained in cases within these subject-matter categories, and 
the relationship between the subject-matter at the 
investigative and Ii tigation stage\ is provided in Section 

VIII, below. 

B. Defendants· and Victims 

As mentioned in the section on investigations, above, 

white-collar crime frequently involves a scheme or artifice by 

several individuals. Help from others may be required. 

Legitimate businesses or "dummy corporations" may also be 

involved. Similarly, the victim of the crime, be it an 

individual, a business, or a government agency, may not 

willingly come forward--or may not even know he, she, or it has 

been victimized. It is not always easy to tell how large or 

complex a scheme is, even when the investigation is rf0mpleted 
and a case is filed .Th us, it is frequently di ffic uft~ to 
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TABLE 3.37 

MAJOR SUBJECT-MATTER CATEGORIES AND SUBCATEGORIES OF 
FILED CASES IN RANK ORDER OF FREQUENCY 

(N = 2,873) 
(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Subject -Matter 

Larceny 

Embezzlement 

~ad checks, check kiting 

Home improvement 

Welfare 

!Fraud against gover-nment, public 
agencies, utilities, 
excl uding welfare 

Forgery 

Insurance 

~nvestments 

rrrade practices, other than 
deCeptive trade practices 

Deceptive trade practices 

Sales and repairs 

Corr uption, ab use of t.r ust, 
theft, other than larceny, 
embezzlement or forgery 

Financing, credi t, oank ing, 
excl uding bad checks 

~ousing, land, real e~tate 
excluding home improveme~t 

Health, medical care 

Personal/p:fofess ional services 
tomputer-r~lated 
3ther 

Number Cases 

461 

363 

263 

248 

244 

170 

168 

134 

133 

126 

102 

95 

91 

il 

43 

33 

21 

9 

97 
~, 

Percent 

16.0% 

12.6% 

9.2% 

8.6% 

8.5% 

5.9% 

5.8% 

4.7% 

4.6% 

4.4% 

3.6% 

3.3% 

3.2% 

2.5% 

1.5% 

1.1% 

0.7% 

0.3% 

3.4% 

" 
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estimate how many or even what type of defendants or victims 

may be involved. 
We obtained data on the types of defendants and victims in 

the cases filed by the 45 units in the study group and 

attempted to gather information on the actual number in each 

case, but in many cases the units could only specify that one 

or more of each category of defendant or victim was involved. 

Thus, we present data on the types of defendants and victims 

involved in each case, and data on the number of victims and 

defendants in those cases where units supplied this data, but 

we cannot project from this sub-sample of cases to determine 

the total number of victims or defendants involved. 

1. Defendants. Because of the nature of white-collar 

crime, cases may be filed against business entitles or 

organizations as well as individuals. Units provided data on 

the types of defendants involved in 2,921 (85.6%) of the 3,412 

cases. Individual defendants were involved in all but 200, or 

93.2%, of these cases. By contrast, individuals were targets 

in only 65.5% of the investigations. This is a smaller 

percentage than at the investigative stage; bus.inesses were 

targets in 43.2% of the investigations, and both individuals 

and businesses were targets in 10.5%. Businesses or 

organizations were defendants in 376, or 12.9%, of the cases. 

Of these, 176 (or 6.0% of all cases) involved individuals as 

well. 
Units provided more detailed information on multiple 

individual defendants in 28.7% of the 2,721 cases involving 

individual defendants. Of the~e, 185 (64.5%) involved two 

defendants; 44 (15.3%) involved three; 25 (8.7%) involved four;c 

11 (3.8%) involv~d five; 13 involved six to nine; 5 involved 

ten defendants; and 4 involved more. Information on multiple 

business defendants was provided on 27 of the 376 cases 

involving business defendants. Eleven of these involved 2 

business. eleven involved 3 to 5 businesses, and five involved 

j-~-, t:::;t::.t'~'::=""·UII_':!:lC _____________________________________ _ 
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10 to 20 businesses. Thirteen of these cases involved 2 or 

more individuals, as well. Nine involved 2 to 5 individuals 

and 2 to 5 businesses. Four were yet more complex, involving 3 

to 20 bus inesses, as well as 6 to 34 indi vid uals. 

2. Y..ictims. Units provided information on the types of 

victims in 2,840, or 83.2%, of the 3,412 cases filed in the 

10-month period of this study. Of these, 1,341 (47.2%) 

involved individuals; 1,179 (41.5%) involved busine3ses; and 

514 (18.1%) involved government. Most cases involved only one 

type of victim. This was true of 1,170 of the 1,34.1 cases 

involving individuals (87.2%); 1,004 of the 1,179 cases 

involving businesses (85.2%); and 475 of the 514 cases 

involving government (92.4%). Of the 191 cases (or 6.7%) 

involving· more than one type of victim, 152 involved both one 

or more businesses and one or more in~ividuals as victims. The 

types of victims are indicated in Table 3.38. 

Differences exist between the types of victims reported at 

the investigative stage and the types reported in cases. 

Individuals were involved (alone or in combination with 

businesses or government) in in at least 68.9% of the 

investigations, but only 47.2% of the cases. Businesses were 

victims in 27.2 of the investigations, and 41.5% of the cases. 

While government agencies were the reported victims in 11.1 of 

the investigations, they were the victims in 18.1% of the 

cases. Note that the percentage of individual targets or 

defendants'declinEtd by 27.7 percentage points between the 

investigation and litigation stages, while the percentage of 

individual victims· rose by 21.7 or more percentage points. 

More than one type of victim were involved in about 5% of the 

investigations and about the same proportion (6.7%) of the 

cases. The combination of individual and business victims 

predominated in both instances. 

In 466 o.f the 1,341 cases in which individuals were 

involved (or 33.2%), more detailed information on multiple 

" 
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TABLE 3.38 

TYPES OF VICTIMS IN FILED CASES 
(N = 2,940 of 3,412 Cases) 

(45 Units, February-November, 1979) 

Neither 
Business nor Business Government 
Government Involved Involved 
Involved 

1,170 152 16 
(41.1%) (5.4%) (0.6%) 

Not 1,004 475 
Applicable (35.4%) (16.7%) 

1,156 491 
(40.7%) (17.3%) 

Both Business 
and Govern-
ment Involved 

3 
(0.1%) 

20 
(0.7%) 

23 
(0.8%) 

"-)~"""~~""""'I;~~~~7""'::::1 ....... ~ 
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victims was provided~ These data are displayed in Table 3.39, 

below. Some 51.2% of these cases involved 5 or more individual 
victims, with 22.1% involving over 20 individuals and 17.3% 

involving over 25 individual victims. In 44 of these 466 cases 
(9.4%), other types of victims were involved as well, as will 

be elaborated on in the discussion of data on cases involving 
both multiple numbers and multiple types of victims. -

With regard to cases in which businesses were victimized, 
more detailed information was provided regarding multiple 

business victims in 192 of the 1,182 cases involving business 
victims (or 16.2%). Table 3.40 presents the data on these 

cases. Some 45.3% of the cases involve four or more business 

victims, while 19.3% involve ten or more. In 21 of these cases 

involving more than one business victim (or 10.9%) other types 
of victims wererinvolved as well. 

Multiple victimization of governmental agencies was 

reported for 17 of the 514 cases (3.3%) involving government 
victims. Four involved 2 agencies, eight involved 4 t06 

agencies, and five cases each involved 9 or 10 agencies. In 
seven case~, multiple individuals were victimized as well, in 

cases involving from 3 to 18 individual victims. One of these 

cases involved 6 individual victims and 6 to 9 businesses. 

Of the 191 cases which involved more than one type of 

victim, information was provided in 44 cases to indicate that 

more than one individual, mqre than one business, or more than 
one government agency was involved, as well. These cases 

represent 1.5% of the caseload of the units, but one would 

expect that, because of their complexity, these cases lnvolved 
a considerable amount of effort by unit staff. Eight cases 

involved two to five individuals and two to five businesses, 
one of which also involved a government agency. Three more 

cases with two to five business victims involved larger numbers 

of individual victims--from 7 to 24. The most frequent pattern 
involved one business victim and two or mOre individual 
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TABLE 3.39 

NUMBER OF INDIVIDUAL VICTIMS IN CASES INVOLVING 
MORE THAN ONE INDIVIDUAL VICTIM 

(466 Cases) 
(45 Uni ts, February-November, 1979) 

of Number of Percent 
: Victims Cases 

, I . , Cases 

2 131 28.5% 
. 

3 62 13.5% 

4 36 i / 7.8% ,.. II 

5 33 7.2% 

6 20 4.4.% 

7-9 24 5.2% 

10-18 52 11. 3% 

20-24 22 4.8% 

25-50 ". 28 6.1% 
'_.' 

51-100 14 3.1% 

pver 100 37 8.1% 

(?f 
\ 

\' 

~~---~--~--------~--,-'- .. 
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TABLE 3.40 

NUMBER OF BUSINESS VICTIMS IN CASES INVOLVING 
MORE THAN ONE BUSINESS VICTIM 

(193 Cases) 
(45 Units, February-November, 1979) 

Number of Percent 
. Businesses Cases . Cases 

2 73 38.0% 

3 32 16.7% 

4 16 8.3% 
,r#. 

5 16 8.3% 

6-9 18 9.4% 

10 20 10.4% 

12-40 17 8.9% 
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victims. There are 23 cases in this category, fourteen with 2 

to 5 individual victims~ three more with between 5 and 20 

individual victims (in one of which the government was also a 

victim); three with between 20 and 24 victims; and three with 
even more. More than 100 individual victims were involved in 

one of these cases. Some 10 cases were even more complex. 
Four of these involved 6 to 9 businesses, with up to 24 

individual victims as well. Two cases each involved 10 

businesses and over 100 individual victims. Four involved from 

12 to 40 business victims, one with between 10 and 18 victims, 
and three in which between 50 and 100 people were victimized. 

C. Case-Dispositions, Penalties; and Remedies Imposed 
The units reported 1,548 case closings, which represent 

1,440 (or 42.2%) of the 3,412 ca~es filed. (There are more 
case closings than cases closed because different defendants in 
multi-defendant cases may have received different case 
dispositions, or cases may have been closed vis-a-vis to 

different defendants at different times.) The vast majority of 
these cases were felony filings (1,145, or 74.0%). Closings in 
cases filed as misdemeanors represented 2l5iclosings (or 

13.9%), while criminal cases in which units did not indicate 
whether the filing was a misdemeanor or a felony filing 

accounted for 74 (or 4.8%) of the closings. Civil litigation 
accounted for 114 (or 7~4%) of the case closings. The 

percentage of closings represented by each of these categories 

6£ cases does not differ greatly from the percentage of case 

filings represented by each category. (Misdemeanor filings 

gave rise to the biggest percentage difference~ misdemeanor 
filings accounted for 21.4% of the filings, but only 13.9% of 
the closings.) 

Felony filings accounted for 64.9% of the filings 2nd 74.0% 
of the closings. This would indicate that once a unit decides 

to file a white-collar crime case it gives the mat~er high 

I 
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office priority. By contrast, studies of street crime 

prosecution in many jUrisdictions indicate that charges are 

reduced to the misdemeanor level at the screening or filing 
stage. 

The percentage of civil case filings (188, or 5.5% of all 

filings) and closings (114, or 7.4% of all closings) is small, 

even considering that only 45% of the units report handling 

civil litigation (as opposed to 97.5% reporting that they 
prosecute criminally). 

1. Criminal-Cases. Units indicated the type of proceeding 

(e.g., jury trial, guilty plea) and result of the proceeding 

(e.g., acquittal, felony verdict, misdemeanor plea) in 984 

(85.9%) of the 1,145 felony closings. Felony convictions were 

obtained in 555 cases (57.4%) while another 279 (28.3%) 

.' resulted in misdemeanor convictions. Ten more resulted in 

deferred judgments (whether at the misdemeanor or felony level 

was not specified). Thus, convictions were obtained in 844 

(85.8%) of these cases. Of these, 706 (83.6%) w,ere the result 

of negotiated pleas. Data on the type of proceedings and the 
results of these proceedings are in Table 3.41, which follows. 

Data on both the type of proceeding and the result of th~ 

proceeding were provided for 187 (87.0%) of the 215 closed 

misdemeanor cases. Convictions (including deferred judgments) 

were obt.ained in 157 (84.0%) of these cases, 122 of which (or 

77.7%) were the result of guilty pleas. Table 3.42 presents 

data on the type and result of proceedings in misdemeanor cases. 

Of the 74 cases where the type of criminal filing was not 

indicated, information en the type and result of the 

proceedings was provided in 46 cases (62.2%). These cases 

accounted for 16 convictions. The data for these cases are 
presented in Table 3.43. 

Overall, convictions were obtained in 1,036 (70.3%) of the 

1,474 criminal fil in'gs. Over half of these (567) were felony 

convictions. The disproportionately high percentage of felony 
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TABLE 3.41 

FELONY CASES; RESULT OF PROCEEDINGS BY TYPE OF PROCEEDINGS 
(N = 984 of 1,145 Felony Cases Reaching Disposition) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Res ult Type of Proceeding 
of Non-Jury No 

Proceedinqs iJury Trial Trial Neqotiation Proceedinqs Total 

Deferred 1 2 7 N/A 10 
Judgment (1.0%) (2.5%) (1.0%) (1. 0%) 

Dismissed 2 2 N/A 96 100 
or Dropped (2.0%) (2.5%) (100.0%) (10.2%) 
"" 

Acgui ttal 19 11 N/A N/A 30 
(18.8%) (13.6%) ( 3. 0%) 

Misdemeanor 5 2 N/A N/A 7 
Verdict (5~0%) (2.5%) ( 0 . 7%) 

. Felony 69 41 N/A N/A' 110 
Verdict (68.3%) (50.6%) (11.2%) 

Misdemeanor 3 8 261 N/A 272 
Plea (3.0%) (9.8%) (36.9%) (27.6%) 

Felony 2 15 438 N/A 445 
Plea ( 2. 0%) (18.5%) (62.0%) (46.2%) 

Total 101 81 706 96 984 
(10.3%) ( 8 • 2% ) (71.7%) (9.8%) (100%) 

N/A = not applicable. 

l 

I 
I 
! 

Result 
of 

Procei&dinqs .1_urv Tr ia1 

Deferred N/A 
Judgment 

Dismissed N/A 
or Dropped 

Acgui ttal N/A 

Misdemeanor 1 
Verdict (100.0%) 

Misdemeanor N/A 
Plea 

Total 1 
(0.5%) 

N/A = not applicable. 

Type of 
Non-Jury 
Trial 

" 

N/A 

3 
(7.7%) 

2 
(5.1%) 

19 
(48.7%) 

15 
(38.5%) 

39 
(20.9%) 

Proceeding 
No 

Neqotiation Proceedings Total 

12 N/A 12 
(9.8%) (6.4%) 

N/A I 2.5 28 
(100.0%) (15.0%) 

N/A N/A 2 
"" (1.1%) 

N/A N/A 20 
(10.7%) 

110 N/A 125 
(90.2%) (66.8%) 

122 25 187 
(65.2%) (13.4%) (100%) 
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Res u1t 
of 

Proceedings 

Dismissed 
or Dropped 

Acquittal 

Guil ty 
Plea 

Total 

176 

TABLE 3.43 

CRIMINAL CASES, TYPE FILING NOT INDICATED 
(N = 46) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Tvpe of Proceeding 
Non-Jury No 

R"t:1rv Trial Trial Neqotiation Proceedings 

N/A 2 N/A 4 
(100.0%) (100.0%) 

2 N/A N/A N/A 
(66.7%) 

1 N/A 37 N/A 
(33.3%) (100.0%) 

3 2 37 4 
(6.5%) (4.3%) (80.4%) (8.7%) 

N/A = not applicable. 

-r,-l 

I'I 
I 

I 
1 
.~ 

1 
1 

Total I 
6 

(13.0%) 

') 

" (4.3%) 

16 
(34.8%) 

46 
(100%) 

i' 
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filings, the fact that felonies account for an even higher 

pe~centage of the case closings, and the high conviction rate 

would seem to indicate an effpctive screening process. Cases 

are not filed unless they seem reasonably prosecutable as 

felonies; of the 5,505 investigations closed, 2,293 (or 

'41.7%) res ul ted in cases being filed. Yet, despite the 

complexity of these cases and the difficulties of proof that 

arise (e.g., problems of proving intent) the units are able to 

obtain a high percentage of felony convictions. 

A substantial number of those convicted are sentenced to 

prison or jail, as well. Of the 1,036 convictions obtained, 

333 (32.1%) resulted in incarcerative sentences. In 225 (or 

39.7%) of the cases resulting in felony convictions, prison or 

jail sentences were imposed. This was true of 108 (or 23.0%) 

of the misdemeanor sentences. An additional 546 probation 

sentences were imposed, accounting for 52.7% of the convictions 

(in 289 or 51.0% of felony convictions and 257 or 54.8% of 

misdemeanor convictions). The units also obtained fines in 248 

cases and restitutions in 703 cases (140 voluntarily and 563 by 
court order), which amounted to $8,158,998. Table 3.44 

indicq,tes the penalties and remedies imposed for each type of 

case filed. 

Figure 3.4 is a flow chart which indicates graphically how 

felony cases were processed and what results were obtained. 

The percentages indicated are the percentage of cases which 

passed through the prior case-processing stage indicated, e.g., 

the 19l jury trials constitute 10.3% of the cases filed, the 71 

felony verdicts following., jury trials constitute 70.3% of the 

jury trial cases, and the 40 prison or jail sentences imposed 

constitute 56.3% of the jury trial cases resulting in felony 

verdicts. There were more jury trials than non-jury trials and 

jury trials appear to be a riskier proposition to both 

sides--they resulted in a higher percentage of felony verdicts 
(70.3% versus 50.6%) and a higher percentage of acquittals 
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TABLE 3.44 

PENALTIES AND REMEDIES IMPOSED, BY TYPE OP' . CASE FILED 
(N = 1,548) 

(45 Units, February through November, 197~) 

! Criminal, Felony Misdemeanor Civil Tvpe Filing Filing 
Filing I Filing not Total (1,145 cases) 

/ 
(213 cases) (114 cases) Indicated 

(74 cases) 
" 

317 I 8 0 I 11 i 336 (27.7%) (3.7%) 
(14.9%) /(21.7%) 464 56 0 25 I 545 

(40.5%) (26.0%) 
(33.8%) 1(35.2%) 

144 SO 26 27 I 
247 (12.6%) (23.3%) (22.8%) (36.5%) (16.0%) 

0 0 64 0 64 I 
(56.1%) 

(4.1%) I 36 17 40 9 102 
(3.1%) (7.9%) (35.1%) (12.1%) (6.6%) 

r 
'" 

456 91 14 37 598 
(39.8%) (42.3%) (12.3%) (50.0%) (38.6%) 

0 0 36 0 36 (31.6%) 
[2.3%) 
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(19.0% versus 13.6%). The overall felony conviction rate, 

however, appeared similar in each type of trial (72.3% in jury 

trials and 69.1% in non-jury trials). The difference is 

attributable to the high felony plea rate in non-jury trials. 

This may reflect an awareness by the defense of the vagaries of 

jury trials in complex economic crime cases; in cases where the 

prosecution's case is strong, there is may be little to gain by 

complicating the issues or attempting to show that the 

defendant's conduct was not intentional but merely "bad 

business judgment" in hopes that a jury will acquit or convict 

on a lesser charge. The similar percentage of misdemeanor 

convictions following each type of trial would indicate that 

the former is more likely than the latter. 

Most felony charges resulted in guilty plass. The un4~s' 

attorneys would agree to nothing less than a felony plea in: 

62.0% of the cases. In 34.7% of these cases, prison or jail 

sentences were imposed. This rate is lower than the 

incarceration rate following a felony verdict (52.7%, combining 

jury and non-jury trials), but relative smallness of the 
differences indicates that defendants are frequently 

unsuccessful in "bargaining their way out of jail" by pleading 

guilty. The units appear to take an even firmer position when 

pleas are offered after trials are begun; 60.7% of the pleas 

accepted are felony pleas (compared to 62.0% of plea 

negotiation cases), but 71.4% of these resulted in prison or 
jail sen tences. 

The processing of misdemeanor cases and the results 
obtained are reflected in Figure 3.5. A slightly smaller 

percentage of these cases resulted in plea negotiations (65.2%, 

contrasted to 71.7% of felony cases), but virtually all the 

trials were before a judge rather than a jury. Twenty of the 

35 convictions obtained in the course of trial (or 57.1%) were 

the result of guilty pleas during trial; this was true of only 

28 of the 145 (or 19.3%) felony cases in which a trial was 

begun • 
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2. Civil cases. Civil cases were almost invariablY 

settled short of trial. Of the 81 civil cases for which 

information on the type of proceedings and result of 

proceedings is available (71.0% of the 114 civil cases reaching 

disposition), 74 ended in negotiated or stipulated judgments 

without a trial. (Two cases were dropped, one went to a jury 

trial resulting in a stipulated judgment, one involved a 

non-jury trial and deferred judgment, and three were dropped in 

the course of non-jury trials.) 

Table 3.45 indicates the results obtained in civil 

proceedings. One hundred seventy (170) penalties or remedies 

were obtained in 106 cases. Voluntary or court-ordered 

restitution was obtained in just over half of the cases (54 of 

106, or 50.9%). Similarly, just over half the cases (54) 

resulted in civil jUdgments for monetary damages. Some 38 

cases resulted in only court-ordered restitution. In 22 cases 
injunctions, fines, and civil judgments were obtained. Twenty 

(20) cases resulted in only civil jUdgments. 

VIII. SUBJECT-MATTER ANALYSIS OF UNIT ACTIVITIES 

A broad spectrum of offenses falls under the rubric of 

"economic crime," ranging from employee embezzlement of small 

amounts for "grocery money" to elaborate schemes for sale of 

"deferred delivery contracts" for non-existent oil or gold, 

wh ich may victimi ze hundreds or thousands of lelati vely 

sophisticated investors on a national ~b~le. Units may handle 

scores of relatively minor welfare recipient fraud cases in a 
"-

fairly routine manner with little drain on resources, and 

devote a substantial amount of time and energy on just one 

partic ularly complex and difficul t arson-.for-profi t ca~'e. 

Trends may, emerge over time as one particular form of scheme 

becomes less fruitfbl bec~U~e of consumer ,awareness, government 

regulation or vigorous prosecution, and con-artists move on 
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TABLE 3.45 

PENALTIES AND REMEDIES OBTAINED IN CIVIL CASES 
(N = 106 of 114 Civil Dispositions) 

(Total Exceeds 106 Because of 
Multiple Penalties/Remedies) 

Civil Judgments 

Restitution, Court-ordered 

InjUnctions, Equitable Remedies 

Fines, Penalties 

Resti tution, Vol untary 

54 

40 

'36 

26 

14 
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into other ventures. In order to gain a clearer perspective on 
unit activities, the ECPRS was designed to gather data on the 
subject-matter of investigations and cases handled by the 

units. As has been mentioned earlier, investigations and cases 
were classified into eleven (11) broad, generic subject-matter 
categol:' ies. This s.ection examines the degree to which each of 
these subject-matter areas is represented at each stage of 
investigation and case processing (e.g., corruption cases 
accounting for 25.7% of the investigations opened, and 37.7% of 
the cases filed), as an indicator of the units' handling of 
matters involving these subject-matter areas. As data is 
gathered over a longer period it will be possible to look fo~ 

long-term trends. The balance of this section summarizes the 
results of our analysis. Following this, separate sections 
present detailed subject-matter analyses of investigations, 
cases, and differences between the investigation and case 
stages. 

At the investigation stage, only 43% of the matters 

involving investment matters were closed, while this was true 
of 66% of the finance-related investigations. The latter 
accounted for a relatively higher percentage of the 

restitutions but did not contribute disproportionately to case 
filings, perhaps because of the large number of bad-check cases 
in this category. Similarly, sales and repair problems 
resulted in many restitutions, but few case filings. 

Corruption ,and theft investigations, on the other hand, 
resulted in many case filings and few restitutions. 

At the litigation stage, a high percentage of corruption 

and theft cases were prosecuted as felonies. Housing and real 
estate cases (which were mainly horne-improvement matters), 
finance cases (including bad checks), and cases involving fraud 
against the government (largely welfare fraud) accounted for 
most of the misdemeanor prosecutions, wh ile well over hi~lf of 
the civil litigation involved trade practices such as deceptive 

advertising. The percentage of felony prosecutions which 

resulted in conviction was high, but did not vary greatly by 
subject -rna t ter. 

Jury trials were used most frequently in insurance and 

investment cases, and non-jury trials in cases involving 

personal and professional serviceS and fraud against the 

government. Virtually all the computer-related and health and 

medical service cases resulted in guilty pleas, as did almost 

80% of the finance and credit (including bad-check) cases. 

About a third of the sales and repair cases were dropped or 
dismissed. 

A high percen tage of corr llption, ab use of tr us t, and theft 

cases filed resulted in prison sentences, while this was true 

in few of the trade practices cases. Corruption, abuse of 

trust, and theft cases also constituted a higher percentage of 

cases filed than of investigations opened. It is fair to 

speculate that this reflects a vigorous prosecution policy in 
such cases. 

Fraud against the government matters, which consist largely 
of welfare fraud matters, account for a slightly higher 

percentage of case filings than of investigations openad. The 

reverse was true in matters involving sales and repairs, and 
the percentage difference was larger. 

A preliminary analysis of partial data on differences in 

subject""matter bet.ween the investigation and case etages (with 

respect to individual matte~s) confirms that these are due in 

part to prose6~tors' strategic decisions to change the 

subject -:-ma t ter category, perhaps as new facts emerge in the 

course of an investigation. This occ urred most frequently wi th 

respect to matters eventually filed as bad-check or 

home-improvement cas.es. Such changes were relati'lely 

infrequen~ in corruptio~~ theft, and abuse of ttust cases. 
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A. Investigations 
Table 3.46 indicates the percentage of investigations into 

each subject-matter area which were closed, and also shows the 

frequency with which restitution was obtained or litigation was 
begun in closed investigations in each of the subject-matter 

categories. The percentage of investigations which were closed 

ranged from 43.0% in investment cases to 65.6% of 
finance-related cases. The latter may be a reflection of the . 
relatively routine nature of many of the bad-check matters in 

the financial category. For the most part, however, the 

percentage of investigations closed in the indiividual 

subject-matter categories does not differ greatly from the 

overall investigation-closing rat~.of 56.0%. 
The last two columns of Table 3.46 indicate the percentages 

of restitutions and case filings attributable to investigations 

in each of the subject-matter categories. Finance and credit 

investigations accounted for 26.2% of the restitutions obtained 

following investigations, but only 11.9% of the case filings. 

This is not s urpr is in~, in view of the large."propor tion of 
bad-check matters in this category. SimilarlYJ\sales and 

Ii 

repair investigations acco,un ted for 27.1% of the resti tutions 
\. j 

obtained, but only 3.0% of the cases filed following 
investigation. Corruption and theft investigations, on the 

other hand, accounted for 31.8% of the cases filed but only 

9.0% of the restitutions. 

B. Cases 
Tabt~ 3.47 indicates the percentages of case closings and 

specific case outcomes falling within each of the major 
subject-matter categories. The percentage of case closings 

attributable to each subject-matter category does not vary a 

great deal from the percentage o~ caSe filings following 
investigation, shown in Table 3.46. (Note that these are 'not 

necessarily the same cases) as reported earlier, only 67.2% of 
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TABLE 3.46 

INVESTIGATIONS OPENED, INVESTIGATIONS CLOSED, RESTITUTIONS OBTAINED 
AND CASES FILED BY MAJOR SUBJECT-MATTER CATEGORY(N=9 459) 

(45 Units, February through t-lolfember, 1979) , 

Investiaations Investioat::ion Outcomes 
S ubiect -Matte r ODened C1osedd. RestitutionC Case Filedc 

Investments 553 238 17 76 
(43.0%) (2.7%) (3.3%) 

Finance, 988 548 155 , 272 
Credi t:: (65.6%) (26.2% ) (l1.9%) 

~omput::er- 11 5 0 4 
lRelated (45.5%) (0.2% ) 

Insurance 308 169 12 88 
(54.9%) (1. 9%) (3.8%) 

~orruption, 2,351 1,368 57 729 
trheft (58.2%) (9.0%) (31,8%) 

Fraud of 
~overnmentl 710 406 a 256 
btilH.y (57.2%) (1. 3%) (11.2%) 

I rade 1,262 719 65 391 
iJ?ractices (57.0%) (l0.3%) (17.1%) 

~ousing!tandl 1,255 682 8'5 257 
jReal Estate (54.3\) (U.S%) (ll. 2%) 

!Health/ 83 48 3 
~edical Care 

20 
(57.8%) (0.5%) (0.9%) 

~ale~ and 1,083 634 171 59 
I epau (58.5\) (27.1%) (3.0%) 

!ersonall 
rof~ssiona1 173 84 22 12 
erVlces (48.6%) (3.5%) (0.5%) 

~ther:, 682 293 25 119 
nknown (43.0\) ( 4. 0%) (5.2%) 

,\ 

trotal 9,459 5,294 630 2,293 
(56.0%) (l00%) (l00%) 

ap~rcentage of investigations, opened, ith' h b' b w 1n eac, su Ject-matter category. 
Per:centage of total restit~tions. 

cPercentage of total filings. 
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Subject-
Matter 

Inves tlnen ts 
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!--omputer 
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~orr uption, 
I'heft 
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Prade 
practices 

lOlls ing/Land/ 
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leal th/ 
~edical Care 

~ales and 
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~ervices 

pther, 
~nknown 

rotal 

~ 'I'ABLE 3.47 

CASE CLOSINGS AND OUTCOMES BY SURJEC'r MAT'l'ERa (N=], 54B) 
(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

CASE OllTCOMES 
., 

Cases Felony Convic- Misdemeanor Convic- Civil 
Closed Case tion Case tion Case 

49 47 35 0 0 1 
( 3.1%) (3.0%) (2.3%) ( -) 

16B 12B 107 35 30 0 
(10.9%) (B.3%) (6.9%) (2.3%) (1.9%) 

11 10 10 1 1 0 
(0.7%) (0.6%) (0.6%) ( -) (-) 

67 66 60 1 0 0 
(4.3%) (4.3%) (3.9%) (-) 

579 529 411 25 1B 2 
(37.4%) (34.1%) (26.6%) (1.6%) (1.1.%) (0.1%) 

258 IB3 145 69 52 4 
(16.7%) (11.B% ) (9.4%) (4.4%) (3.4%) (0.3%) 

132 36 30 '" 10 9 76 
(B.5%) (2.3%) (1.9%) (0.6%) (0.6%) (4.9%) 

109 54 37 42 34 6 
(7.0%) (3.5%) (2.4%) (2.7%) (2.2%) (0.4%) 

15 5 4 5 4 2 
(1.0%) (0.3%) (0.3%) (0.3%) (0.3¥.) (0.1%) 

43 IB 11 9 2 13 
(2. B%) (1.2%) (0.7%) (0.6%) (0.1%) (B.4%) 

14 7 4 3 2 3 
(0.9%) (0.5%) (D.3%) (0.2%) (0.1%) (0.2%) . 
103 62 44 15 II 7 

(6.7%) (4.0%) (2. B%) (1. 0%) (0.7%) ( 4.5%) 

~~~l~ 

1,54B 1,,145 89B 215 163 1.14 
(100% ) 

apercentages indioated are .. percentages of all closed case's. 

. 
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/ 

, 

I 

CTvi 1 
Judgment, 
Fine or 
Tn; unction 

1 
(-) 

0 

0 

i 
I 

0 1 

11 
2 

(0.1%) 

4 
(0.3%) 

f;.t 
) 
! 
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52 
(3.4%) 

5 
(0.3%) 

1 

~ 
.-

U l 
I 

I 
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6 
(0.4%) 

2 
(0.1%) 
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the cases reported through the ECPRS were preceded by 

investigations which were also reported through the ECPRS.) 

This would imply that there is no particular category of cases 

which are much easier or harder to close than are cases in 
" 

other subject-matter categories. 
The case outcome categories offer clues as to the 

strategies undertaken by units to resolve particular categories 

of cases. Thus, virtually all corruption and theft pases (529 

of the 579 cases) were pursued as felonies, while felony 

prosecution was used in fewer than half of the hous ing, land, 

and real estate cases. Some 74.0% of all cases involved felony 

prosecution rather than civil litigation or prosecution at the 

misdemeanor level, including 76.2% of the finance and credit 

cases and 70.9% of the cases involving fraud against a 

governmental agency or public utility. Some 38.5% of housing, 
land, and real estate cases, 26.7% of fraud against government 

cases, and 20.8% of the finance and cred'it cases were 

prosecuted as misdemeanors. As indicated earlier, cases in 

these categories include large numbers of home improvement, 
welfare, and bad-check cases, respectively. Civil litigation 

involved mainly trade practices and sales and repair issues. 

Comparison of the felony case and felony conviction columns 

indicates the relative success of the units in pursuing felony 

prosecutions in each of the subject-matter areas. Overall, 

78.4% of the felony prosecutions l.mdertaken by the uni ts 

resulted in some form of conviction. This was the case in 

83.6% of the finance and credit cases, 79.2% of the cases 
involving fraud against the government, and 77.7% of the 

corruption and theft cases. Similarly, 75.8% of the 

misdemeanor cases resulted in convictions, including 85.7% of 

the finance and credit cases, 81.0% of the housing, land! and 

real estate cases, 75.4% of the"cases involving fraud against 
the government, and 72.0% of the corruption and theft cases. 

When we examined the types of proceeding (jury trial, judge 

trial, plea negotiations, no proceedings) involved in th~ 

" 

.\ 
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disposition of cases involving the various subject-matters of 

economic crime (e.g., corruption and theft, government fraud), 

no significant trends emerged.* Some 8.6% of the cases were 

disposed of by jury trial, ranging from 13 of the ~5 insurance 

cases (23.6%) and 9 of the 41 investment cases (22.0%), to no 

use of jury trials in the 8 computer-related cases or the 10 

cases involving personal and professional services. While 9.8% 

of all cases involved non-jury trials, this ranged from 3 of 

the 10 personal and professional services cases (30.~%) and 

42.3% (44 of 104) of the housing, land, and real estate cases. 

The' h~hest percentages of felony guilty please were obtained 

in corruption and theft cases (44.2% or 241 of 545) and finance 

and credit cases (44.1%, or 71 of 161). The lowest were in 

trade practices (7.5%, or 8 of 107) and personal and 

professional services (1 of 13 cases). These figures compare 

to an overall felony guilty plea rate of 31.7 percent. 

An analysis of the maximum penalty imposed or remedy 

obtained, by subject-matter, also revealed no significant 

trends. The result of this analysis is presented in Table 

3.48. Incarceration was imposed in 30.6% of all cases filed 

involving corruption or theft (177 of 579 cases), as compared 

12.1% of the government fraud cases (27 of 224), to no use of 

non-jury trials in either the 8 computer-related cases or the 

11 health and medical services cases. The ratio of cases 

settled by plea-bargaining ~anged from all of the 8 

computer-related cases, 10 of the 11 health and medical cases, 

and 118 of the 148 finance and credit cases (79.7%), on the one 

hand, to 14 of the 30 sales and repair cases and 24 of the 41 

investment cases. The percentage of all cases disposed of by 

guilty plea was 70.0%. The highest percentage of cases dropped 

or dismissed without any proceedings were in the areas of sales 

and repair (11 of 30, or 36.7 percent); trade practices (25 of 

*N = 1,342 of 1,548 cases. 
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TABLE 3.48 

MAXIMUM PENALTY IMPOSED.OR REMEDY OBTAINED, BY SUBJECT 
MATTER OF CASES FILED (INCLUDING CIVIL CASES 

Subject-
Matter 

Investments 

Finance, 
Credit 

Computer 
Related 

Insurance 

Corruption, 
Theft 

Fraud of 
Governmen t/ 
Utility 

Trade 
Practices 

Housing/Land/ 
Real Estate 

Health/ 
Medical Care 

Sales and 
Repair 

Personal/ 
Professional 
Services 

Other, 
Unknown 

Total 

r 

AND CASES NOT RESULTING IN CONVICTION) 
(N=1,548) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Maximum Penaltv or Remedv 

~t'ison Restl- No Penalty 
Probation Fine tution or Remedv 

21 11 1 3 13 
(6.3% ) (2.0%) (1.2%) (1. 6%) (3.2%) 

40 S9 5 34 30 
(11. 9%) (l0.8%) (6.3%) (18.7%) (7.4%) 

3 6 a a 2 
(0.9%) (1.1%') (0.5%) 

20 27 1 a 19 
(6.0%) (5.Q%) (1.2%) (4.7%) 

177 228 10 28 136 
(52.7%) (41.8%) (12.5%) (15.4%) (33.6%) 

31 102 28 29 68 
(9.2%) (18.7%) (35.0%) (15.9%) (16.8%) 

5 17 19 40 51 
(1.5%) (3.1%) (23.8%) (22. 0%) (12.6%) 

14 40 5 27 23 
(4.2%) (7.3%) (6.3%) (14.8%) (5.7% ) 

0 2 2 a 5 
(1 •. 5%) (2.5%) (1.2%) 

1 10 0 14 18 
(0.3%) (1.8%) (7.7%) (4.4%) 

1 4 1 a 8 
(0.3% ) (0.7%) (1. 2%) (2.0%) 

23 33 8 7 32 
(6.8%) (6.1%) . (l0.0%) ( 3. 8%) (7.9%) 

336 545 80 182 405 
(100%) (100%) (100%) (J.OO% ) (100%) 

'1 

\ 

Total 
49 

(3.2%) 

168 
(10.9%) 

11 
(0.7%) 

67 
(4.3%) 

579 
(37.4%) 

258 
(16.7%) 

132 
(8.5%) 

109 
(7.0%) 

15 
(1. 0%) 

43 
(2.8%) 

\ 

14 
(0.9%) 

103 
(6.7%) 

1,548 
(100%) 
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128, or 19.5%); and housing, land, and real estate matters (17 

of 91, or 18.7%). 

We also compared the various subject-matter areas with 

respect to the results of the proceedings (e.g., misdemeanor 

verdict, felony plea, acquittal).* Again, no significant 
trends emerged. Some 47.7% of the trade practices cases (51 of 
107) resulted in negotiated or stipulated civil judgments, as 
opposed to 51% of all cases. Of all the cases, 30.2% resulted 
in misdemeanor guil ty pleas. This was tr ue in 42.8%' (105 of 
245) of the cases involving fraud against the government and to 

21.7% of all cases. Only 5 of the 132 trade practice cases 
filed (3.8%) resulted in incarceration. Fifty-three of the 

trade practice cases (or 44.7%) resulted in imposition of a 

fine or restitution without any more severe sanction beipg 
imposed~ overall, this was true of only 17% of the cases. 

C. Comparison Subject-Matter Distribution'Between' 
Investigative'and'CaseStages 

This section analyzes the subject-matter distribution of 
the investigative caseload with the subject-matter of the 
litigation caseload and describes an exploratory analysis of 

the reasons which ~ight lie behind these differences. The data 
on the percentage distribution of maj6r'subject-m~tter 

~J 

categories among investigations opened and cases filed are 
presented in Table 3.49, which follows. Two caveats should be 

borne in ~ind in, reviewing the d~ta. First, although the 
If 

number of cases is large (2,293), the number of casei;""fiJ.J~d in 
-:.. '-::. ~ 

many of the subject-matter categories is small. Thus, these 
data are preliminary and may well vary from the data obtained 

when the ECPRS has been in operation longer. Second, the 
subject-matter was not indicated in 3.6% of J:he investigations 
opened and 15.8% of the cases filed. (Adjusted percentages, 

*N = 1,43& of 1,548 cases. 
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excluding these investigations and cases, were used in Table 
3:49.)' Given the small percentage differentials shown, this 

dIfference in the percentage of unreported subject-matters 
could be significant • 

The data on the subject-matter of case filings includes 

only cases for which a prior investigation was reported. As 

mentioned earlier, 32.8% of the cases filed were not preceeded 

by a reported investigation. The cases thus excludep pose a 

problem only if they vary significantly in subject-matter from 

t~e cases reflected in Table 3.49. A comparison of this table 

wlth Table 3.36 (subject-matter of cases filed), presented 

earlier, reveals no notable differences except for corruption 

and theft cases (which constitute 31.8% of the cases in this 

analysis and only 37.7% of all cases filed) and trade practices 
(17.1% here, but only 7.9% of all cases). 

Table 3.49 indicates that there was a higher percentage of 
corruption, abuse of trust, and theft matters in the cases 

filed than in the investigations opened. This may be due to 

more vigorous prosecution of larceny and embezzlement cases, 
which cons~ituted the bulk of this category. 

Sales and repair matters declined from 11.9% of the 
investigations opened to 3.0% of the cases filed, 

proportionately the largest deCline of any of the major 

categorieS. The two major subcategories, auto sales and auto 

repairs, contributed from this (sales declining from 4% to 1.3% 
and repairs from 3% to virtually nil), but apparently the 

deCline between the investigative and litigation stages is 

attributable to other forms of sa,les and repairs as well. 

Matters. involving fraud against the government comprised 

only 7.8% of the investigations undertaken, but 11.2% of the 

cases filed. It will be recalled that the majority of these 

cases (59.4%, see Table 3.36) were welfare fraud matters. In a 

number of units,i-nvestigations into recipient fraud are 

conducted by the department of public welfare (with the advice 

., 
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TABLE 3.49 

INVESTIGATIONS OPENED AND CASES FILED, BY MAJOR SUBJECT-MATTER 
CATEGORY (ADJUSTED PERCENT DISTRIBUTION) 

(45 Units, February through November, 1979) 

Economic Crime 
Cateqorv 

Corruption, Abuse of Trust 
and Theft 

Trade Practices 

Housirig, Land, Real Estate, 
and Construction 

Sales and Repairs 

Financing, Credit, and 
Banking 

Fraud Against Government, 
Public Agencies, Utilities 

Investments 
I 

Insurance 
' •• ~f 

Personal and Professional 
Services 

Health and Medical Care 

Computer-related 

Other (unlisted) 

Investigations: 
Percent Adjusted 

(N=9,123) 

25.7% 

13.8% 

13.8% 

11.9% 

10.8% 

7.8% 

6.1% 

3.4% 

1. 9% 

1. 0% 

0.1% 

3.8% 

Cases: 
Percent Adj usted 

(N=2,293)a 

31. 8% 

17.1% 

11. 2% 

3.0% 

11. 9% 

11. 2% 

3.3% 

3.8% 

0.5% 

0.9% 

0.2% 

5.2% 

aIncluding only cases preceeded by a reported investigation. No 
prior investigation was reported for 620 cases. 
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and guidance of the economic crime unit, as needed), -then 

turned over for filing and prosecution. 

Financing, banking, and credit matters rose from 

constituting 10.8% of the investigations to constituting 11.9% 

of the cases filed. This difference may be almost entirely 

attributed to unit policies regarding prosecution of bad check 

cases, which also constituted l.'more of the litigation 

caseload than they did the investigative caseload. 

Investment cases declined from 6.1% of the investigations 

opened to 3.3% of the cases filed. If this trend were observed 

in a much larger number of cases, it might reflect the problems 

in locating a highly mobile defendant population (a problem 

which led to the formation of the project's Business Oppor

tunity Clearinghouse) and problems in improving intentional 

fraud as opposed to "just bad business." It should be noted 

that the bus iness opport tli'1 i ty-schemes category decl ined from 3 % 

to 1.8% between the investigation and prosecution stage. 

The above discussion assumes that the subject-matter of a 

matter under investigation'remains the same as th~ investiga
tion is completed and a case is filed. The differences in 

subject-matter distribution would then clearly reflect only the 

different dispositions obtain~d in investigations involving 

different subject-matters. But the subject-matter in an 

indi vid ual inves tigation may also chan9.e by the time a case is 

filed. A prosecutor may elect to pursue a diffe~ent approach 

(e.g., to prosecute under ~ larceny rather than a fraud 

statute), or new facts may com~- to light in the course of the 

investigation. 

We conducted two preliminary analyses to explore this 

possibility.* It would be useful to pinpoint those 

*It was de9ided~not to conduct full analyses until data 
from a longer period are available. Changes between subject
matter subcategories in individual investigations may well be 
as significant as changes between the major categories, yet 
there were' only 7 subcategories for which over 100 cases were 
available. 

') 

, 

'-

!\ 

t 

\ 
.1 
Ii 
1\ 
li 
fl&-II 
'i 

tl 
/! 
\1 
'I ;/ 

ij 
.' !' 
n 
~ 

~ 
l\ II 
II 

~ 
u 

I Ii 

~ 
I' 

! 
i 
& 

\ 

, 



r .... -· ..... - -

.. ~;:\ 

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

196 

investigation subject-matter categories which most frequently 

result in cases being filed under another subject-matter 
category to alert units that it may be wise to broaden 

investigations into these areas early in the process to 
anticipate the possibility of change. The first analysis 

examined securities (a subcategory of investments), since 
Project efforts included encouraging units to expand their use 
of remedies offered by securities statutes. Such statutes 

govern not only stocks and bonds, but a broad range of 
investment schemes, pyraw.id schemes, and business opportunity 
schemes as well. The number of cases involved was too small to 

be significant, but the cases in this analysis showed virtually 

no changing of subject-matter to the securities category at 

case filing. 
The second preliminary analysis of changes in the indicated 

subject-matter between the investigation and case stage 
indicates that some of the differences in subject-matter 
distribution do, in fact, reflect prosecutorial strategy 

decisions to modify the theory of the case. This analysis was 
based on par tial res ul ts of unit repor ting computer ized . at the 

time of our fifth quarterly report. Table 3.50 repor~s the 
results of this analysis. This table is based on 47 units, and 

includes 394 of the 470 possible unit. monthly reports 

encompassed in the period from February through November, 
1979. The sample on which the table is biased incl udes 1,085 of 

the 2,959 reported cases) cases not preceded by a reported 
investigation and cases referred from other agencies have been 
excluded. The latter category was eliminated from the sample 
because the subject-matter of the investigation was presumed to 
reflect the judgment of the referring agency rather than the 

prosecutor's office, and the purpose of the analysis was to 

explore shifts in prosecutorial strategy as investigations are 

developed into cases. No specific tally was made of the number 

of investigations excluded because they began by agency 
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TABLE 3.50 

CHANGES BETWEEN INVESTIGATIVE AND LITIGATIVE DESCRIPTIONS: 
SHIFTS IN SUBJECT-MATTER OF MATTERS ORIGINATING FROM 

COMPLAINTS OR AS PROACTIVE INVESTIGATIONS 
(N-l,085 of 2,959 Reported Cases a ) 

(47 Units, February through November, 1979, 
394 of 470 Monthly Reports) 

# of Cases # elf Cases 
# of Cases with Differ- Having Com-
with the en t Subject- Completely Total 
Same Matter--but Different 
Subject- Same Subject- Su.bject-
Matterb . Matter Groupc Matter 

\Investments 18 5 24 47 

Winancing, Credit 
land Banking 167 - 73 240 

~omputer Related 1 - - 1 

IInsurance 17 1 7 25 

~orruption, Abuse 
pf Trust & Theft 273 45 66 384 

/Fraud Against 
~overnment, 40 - 7 47 
lPublic Agencies, 
Ptilities 

/rr ade Practices 27 1 11 39 

lHo us ing, Land, 
lReal Estate, 101 12 74 187 
~onstruction 

!Health & 
~edical Care 3 - - 3 

Sales & Repairs 29 4 33 66 

Personal & Pro-
fessional Services 9 - 31 40 

Pther 2 2 2 6 

Total 687 70 328 1,085 

aIncludes only cases with corresponding investigation also 
reported. Investigations originating by referral from other agencies 
~re also e~cluded from this table, as the subject-matter of these cases 
~s often dlctated by the referring agency and does not reflect 
prosecutorial activity E.§.!. ~. 

bF l' .. o~ examp e, l~vestlgat:on "pursu:s. "business opportunity 
scheme, and resultlng case 1S securltles"--but both are investments. 

. CFo~ e:xample~ investigation pursues "bad check check kiting" 
(F~na~clng, Cred1t & Banking) while case is "horne improvement" 

~ (Houslng, Land, Real Estate, Constructior 
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referral, but an order-of-magnitude estimate can be inferred 
from the fact that 26.9% of the investigations in the 45-unit 

data base described in this report began by agency referral. 

Table 3.50 indicatescnat there were changes in general 

subject-matter categories ~s investigations led to the filing 

of cases in 30.2% of the cases in our preliminary analysis. 

Among the categories with larger numbers of cases, 39.6% of the 

housing, land, and real estate cases began as investigations 
into a different subject-matter. This was true of 30.4% of the 

financing-related cases, but only 17.1% of the corruption, 

abuse of trust, and theft cases. It will be recalled from our 

earlier discussion that horne-improvement fraud accounted for 
248 of the 291 housing-related cases (85.2%), and check-related 

cases accounted for 263 of the 344 financing-related cases 

(78.7%) in our 45-unit sample; there is no reason to believe 

that there is a significantly different distribution of 

specific subject-matters in the cases reflected in the Table 

3.50 data. From this, one can tentatively infer that 

investigations into other subjects end up being prosecuted as 
bad-check cases or horne-improvement frauds with some regularity. 

Our preliminary. analysis of shifts in subject-matter due to 

prosecutoria1 strategy or w~at is learned in the course of 

investigation, above, indicates that only a relatively small 

proportion of cases involving corruption, abust of trust, and 

theft were begun as investigations into another subject-matter 
area (17.1%, contrasted to 30 to 40% for other ma:~\or categories 

\\ 
with a significant volume of cases). If this hold~ true in 

later analyses, it would confirm our earlier speculation that 

this might be due to a policy of vigorous prosecution. 

Note that the cases represented in Table 3.50 were selected 

to highlight changes ins ubject-ma t ter due to Ptosecutor ial 

strategy. Cases following investigations of matters referred 

from other agencies wereexcl uded on the ass urnption that 

~prosecuto\rsseldom or never changed the subject-matter at case 
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filing. Thus, these data indicate which subject-matter 

categories are most frequently it~tTo1ved when a change ~ 

occur, but they provide no Information on how often these 

occur. It is hoped that when more data are available over a 

longer period of time we will be able to explore changes 

between subcategories as well as categories, and determine how 

often these changes occur, so that we can develop and test 

research hypotheses which will explain why they occur, and 

simultaneously provide information to units and law enforcement 

agencies to encourage them to expand their range of approaches 

in undertaking investigations into these areas~ 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE NATIONAL STRATEGY INITIATIVE 

I. HISTORY AND OVBRVIEW OF NATIONAL STRATEGY EFFORTS 

This chapter opens with a brief history of the Project's 

National Strategy efforts, so that others interested in 

undertaking similar efforts to foster federal, state, and local 

interagency cooperation to combat white-collar crime· can better 

understand the strategies undertaken, the results obtained, the 

problems encountered, and the steps undertaken to resolve these 

problems. As efforts were begun with other agencies and as 

experience was gained, the goals and strategies of this effort 

were modified in a process described in Chapter One of this 

report. Projec~.staff worked with several federal agencies to 

establish coordination mechanisms and plan joint efforts, as 

they were simultaneously encouraging member units to expand 

their horizons of resources available to include cooperative 
efforts with state and federal agencies. Six Lead Units 

experimented wit~ specific strategies along these lines, to 

develop a cafeteria-line of experience from which their 

colleagues in other uni ts could select strategies appropriate 

for the unique needs and circumstances of their own 

jurisdictions. After 15 months' operation, the number of Lead 

Units expanded to 12 and each of the six original Lead Units 

assumed responsibility for p:r;~viding advic~, guidance, and 

support to one of the new ones. The balance of Section I 

briefly describes the approach taken to achieve these goals, 

and subsequent sections of this chapter describe the results of 

these efforts. 

A. Planning the National Strategy Initiative 

As mentioned in Chapter One of this report, the National 

Strategy effort is an outgrowth of ideas discussed at the 
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Symposium on Development of a National Strategy for 

White-Collar Crime Enforcement at Battelle's Seattle campus in 

July, 1978. Shortly after LEA A awarded the current ECP grant, 

the Project Director, Mr. Arthur L. Del Negro, Jr., met with 

Battelle staff in Seattle to begin planning the National 

Strategy effort along the lines specified in the NDAA 

application for the current grant period. After Mr. James H. 

Bradner, Jr., joined the ECP staff to head the National 

Strategy initiative, he and Mr. Del Negro again met with 

Battelle staff to continue planning, this time at the Battelle 

Washington, D.C., office. A conference on fraud, waste, and 

abuse in government sponsored by the u.S. Department of Health, 

Education and Welfre (now Health and Human Services) in 

December, 1978, provided the opportunity for ECP and Battelle 

staff to meet with representa~ives of the Criminal Division, 

u.S. Department of Justice, to plan further efforts. This 

included discussions about cooperation between individual ECP 

units and the Economic Crime Enforcement Units soon to be 

established in u.S. Attorneys' offices throughout the country. 

Officials from Justice also gave a presentation at an NDAA 

Metropolitan District Attorneys Conference in the Washington, 

D.C., area in February, 1979, and again met with local 

prosecutors and staff of ECP and Battelle. 

B. Establishinq Initial Contact with Federal 
Agencies and Other Organizations 

One of the specific results of this initial planning was 

the development of a strategy for establishing contact with a 

broad range of federal agencies, in order to give the Project's 

National Strategy initiative visibility and to foster an 

environment within which "targets of opportunity" for later, 

more specific Project efforts could arise. The approach taken 

was to: 

• Explain to each agency the nature of the ECP and the 
National Strategy initiative. 
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Discuss mutual priorities and concerns. 

Seek their cooperation. 

Establish a point of liaison within each agency to 
assist in resolving specific problems encountered by 
Project units and agency regional or local offices. 

• Layout a m~chanism and procedure for planning future 
efforts. 

The federal agencies were provided directories of the ECP 

uni ts, and several agencies sent 

staff to work with these units. 

efforts are described in Section 

out memos encouraging field 

The specific results of these 

II of this chapter, which 

discusses initiatives involving federal agencies. 

Among the agencies first contacted were those with offices 

of Inspector General. By the Inspector General Act of 1978, an 

Office of Inspector Gen~ral was created in each of the 

following 12 departl}lepts and agencies: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Department 

Department 

Departrtlent 

Department 

Department 

Department 

of Agric ul t ure 

of Commerce 

of Housing and Urban Development 

of Interior 

of Labor 

of Transportation 

• Communi ty Service Administra tion 

• Environmental Protection Agency 

• Government Service Administration 

• Nationa.l Aeronautic Space Administration 

• Veterans Administration 

• Small Business Administration 

A prior statute had created an OffiCe of Inspector General 

within the Department of Health and Human Services (then 

Health, Education and Welfare), and such an office was provided 

for in the legislation creating the Department of Energy. The 
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statutory objectives of the Inspectors' General offices thus 

created were to: 

• 
• 
~ 

Conduct and supervise audi ts and investigations; 

Provide leadership and coordination and recommend 
policies to (1) promote economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness in program administration, and (2) to 
prevent and detect fraud and abuse in programs; and 

• Keep the Secretary and Congress fully and currently 
informed about problems and deficiencies and the 
necessity for and progress of corrective action. 

The goal of the National Strategy effort w~s to establish a 

closer working relationship with the Inspectors General and to 

develop specific programs and mechanisms for the resolution of 

specific problems. The approach to be ~~dertaken was to 

demonstrate that the National Strategy effort would be of 

mutual benefit to federal and local government, not merely a 

device to get the federal government to assist with local 

problems. 

The National St~ategy program made a substantial outreach 

to the Offices of Inspectors ~~neral of the Departments of 

Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development, Energy and Health, 

and Education and Welfare. Specific initiatives with each of 

these Offices of Inspectors General are discussed in sep~rate 

subsections below, following this overview. 

The National Strategy program initiated efforts to develop 

specific, written memoranda of und~rstanding(MOU'S) with the 

Inspectors General in these departments. These understandings 

were to include joint training, the designation of a permanent 

liaison, and the establishment of spe~ific liaison mechartisms" 

for interactiQn between -these agencies and local ECP units. A 

major issue to be addressed in the Na.tional Strategy initiative 

and to be defined in these memoranda of understanding was the 

conti~ued availability of federal investigative resources once 

a matter declined by federal prosecutors was referred t6 an ECP 

unit for prosecution. 

= 
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It soon became obvious that the role of the Project and the 

capabilities of individual units would have to be clearly 

outlined to those agencies with which the Project sought to 

promote cooperation and coordination. This development of 

effective interaction was perceived as the key to the success 

of the National Strategy initiative. The necessary 

coordination and liaison, it was learned, could only be 

established effectively when built initially upon the points 

where enfor~ement agencies and the ECP find cooperation 

mutually beneficial. 

The ~pproach taken was to meet with agency officials in 

Washington, D.C., to develop national-level initiatives. 

Discussions with the EPA, however, took place at the regional 

and national levels. The needs of the agency had been clearly 

delineated, and work was carried forward to develop an 

understanding for cooperative efforts within one region. 

Although national approaches were not ignored, the development 

of an effort at the regional level was undertaken to permit a 

study in contrasts and effectiveness with national initiatives. 

The ECP has also established liaison with the Executive 

Group to Combat Fraud and Waste in Government. This Executive 

Group, estabished by presiderttial memo in May, 1979, consists 

of the 14 federal~level Inspectors General and representatives 

from the Office of Management and Blldget (OMB), Office of 

Program Management (OPM), the FBI, IRS, and the Postal 

Inspection Service. It is under the auspices of, and receives 

s,taff support from, the U.s. Department of Justice. It is 
I' 

,doncerned with 15 topic areas, including establishing federal 

policies, fostering interagency cooperation, defining the role 

of auditors, determining what further training they need, and 

exploring records-retention policies. Four committees have 

been established, each chaired by an Inspector General, in the 
areas of: 

: 'audit, 

• enforcement ~nd investigation, 



. c# I 

• 
• 

legislation, and 

training. 
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These topics were selected by the Justice Department and the 

more experienced Inspectors General, after receiving comments 
from the ECP. National Strategy staff have attended meetings 

of this group and explored means of assisting it in its goals. 
The Project also began to work with the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation and the u.s. Postal Inspection Service, the two 
major federal law enforcement agencies. Because the-Federal 
Bureau of Investigation's primary mission is to respond to the 
law enforcement needs of the u.S. Department of Justice (of 
which it is a part) and other federal agencies, it was not 
envisioned that major initiatives would be undertaken in 

sUbstantive areas with the Bureau. Rather, the strategy to be 
undertaken was to: . ' 

• 

• 

• 

Encourage Lead Unit Chiefs to met with their local FBI 
staff; 

Provide a pamphlet or similar material to units on how 
to work more closely with the Bureau; and 

Begin to sensitize the Project units to the advantages 
of closer cooperation with the Bureau. . 

The Burea u' strain ing programs were ,:recogl1i,zed as being 

excellent, and the Bureau had been responsive to the training 
and technical assistance needs of state and local prosecutors 

and law enforcement officials. As one example of the strong 
and positive history of cooperation with the Project antedating 

the National Strategy initiative, in the prior grant period ECP 

unit representatives attended a week-long course on computers, 
ad~pted from the more extensive course which the Bureau gives 
to its agents and other federal officials. In keeping with the 
National Strategy initiative, the Bureau and the ECP expanded 

the computer training course, to incl ude a session attended by 

ECP uni t repr.esentatives and assistant Uni ted States Attorneys. 
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In a more visible and dramatic gesture of cooperation, the 

Bureau extended the use of its facilities and services for the 

Jw,y, 1979, National Strategy Conference r to be described 

below, and the third National Strategy Conference scheduled at 

the time of the writing of this report to be held in July, 1980. 

The U.S. Postal Inspection Service had also extended 

cooperation to the Project before the National Straegy 

initiative was begun. In a November, 1973, letter to the ECP 

which was distributed to the 15 units then in the Project, the 

Chief Inspector announced that a Fraud Specialist had been 

appointed liaison to the Project and that the Service's 200 

Fraud Specialists nationwide had been encouraged to work with 

the units. The Service had also reprinted and distributed 

copies of the Prosecutor's Hornbook'on'Economic Crime, prepared 

in the first year of the Project • 

From the fir~t months of the National Strategy initiative, 

local prosecutors had reported to Project staff that they had 

found the Po~tal Inspection Service to be very cooperative in' 

mutual enforcement activities. At the National Strategy 
Conference h~ld in July, 1979, for example, the San Diego 

prosecutor stated that the Postal Inspector~ha.d been extremely 

helpful in a three-month-long trial in a particularly complex 

case involving "an immense fra·ud" culminating in pr ison 

sentences for th.e perpet.J;'ators of the fraud. At this 

confer~nce, the then-Chairman of the NOAA Econbmi.c Crime 

Committee stated that he had talked to a considerable number of 

prosecutors across the country, who, wi thout/ exception, had 
/1 

praised the cooperation received from the P/,?stal Inspectors. 

'These prosecutors stated that the high levelbf experience of 

the Inspectors contributed to successful cooperative efforts 

and specu1ated that the key to success in maintaining these 

cooperative relationships was the Inspection,3ervice's policy 

that the same Inspector follow through on each case to 

successful prosecution or other disposition. 

~ 
I 
:1 
I 
t 
I 

;j 

\ 

-

, 

" 
, 



.--...... 

208 

In 1979, the Postal Inspection Service launched a consumer 

protection effort to respond to the thousands of complaints 
received annually against legitimate businesses which simply·' 

may have been slow in responding to consumers' orders or 
complaints. The Service appointed one "Consumer Protection 
Specialist" in each of the 18 divisions within the five regions 
of the Postal Inspection Service. It was reported that these 
specialists, who were responsible for expediting the complaints 

which involve slow responses, had been handling some· 36,000 
cases a year, with a "90 to 95% success rate" of customer 

satisfactiDn. The Project's role in this program was to 
address a meeting of these Specialists and explore other means 

of fostering cooperation in this area. 
The Project also began to ci rcula te to llni ts the Pos tal 

Inspection Service's regular bulletin of current schemes and 

pending investigations. 
These effort~ were seen as providing a good start towards 

the communication and coordination which is required in any 
National Strategy againit white-collar crime. In view of the 
sound working relationship between the postal Inspection 
Service and local ECP units, there appeared to be no pressing 

need to develop a more specific program in this ar~a. 
The Project also began to work with the Federal Trade 

Commission, largely through the efforts of the Business 
Opportunity Fraud Clearinghouse operated by the Metropolitan 

Denver District Attorneys' Office of Consumer Fraud and 
Economic Crime and the Business Opportunities Task Force. 
(This clearinghouse was described in detail in Chapter Two of 
this report.) The FTC was then in the process of promulgating 

regulations requiring discl,osure of key information in 
promoting franchise and business opportunity ventures (16 CFR 
436.1 et~·seq~). _Clearinghouse staff offered comments and 
suggestions on the proposed rules and solicited the input of 

the other ECP units. 
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In 1979 the FTC launched a clearinghouse effort to serve 

the investigative and prosecutive needs of law enforcement 

officials involved in white-collar crime investigation. The 

Project's clearinghouse provided assistance in this effort, and 

since that time has been providing information freely to the 
FTC with respect to prticular business opportunity schemes. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation was not one of the 

federal agencies specifically envisioned as being within the 

ambit of National Strategy efforts at the time that the 

application for the current LEAA grant was prepared, but the 

opport uni ty presented itself and the ECl' had the foresight and 
" the flex~bility to take advantage of this opportunity. 

The Projec~ and its Auto Repair Task Force worked with the 

National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration (NHTSA) and 

DOT in implementing "Auto-cap" programs developed with the 

cooperation of the National Auto Dealers Association. Under 

this program local dealers' representatives were to work in 

conjunction with a local Economic Crime Units to mediate 

Cli~,tomer a uto service disputes. One such pilot program had 
II 

beej)1 operating successfully for almost two years in Westchester 
/ 

.cobnty, New York, and this, project has served as a model for 

similar programs underway in Denver and other jurisdictions. 

Local Eqonomic Crime Units also cooperated with DOT/NHTSA 

in a study on the costs of auto repair fraud. This study, 

cond.ucted by DOT in conjunction with th University of Alabama, 

concluded that an inordinate percentage of the average auto 

repair bill went for unnecessary--or even dangerous--auto 

repairs. 

As part of these initial contact efforts to work with 

federal ag£;ncies, Project staff also met wi th representatives 

of the U.S. Department of the Treasury, th~ Secret Service, the 

Securities and E~change Commission? the Commodity Futures 

Trading Conunission, the Small Busir1ess Administration, and the 

U.S. General Services Administration. 
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The Project also undertook to increase cooperation between 
state and local prosecutors, through the auspices o~~the 
National Association of Attorneys General and Attorneys General 

in individual states. 
7 

In the past, there has not been a history of cooperation 
between NDAA and its counterpart professional organization for 
Attorneys General, the National Association of Attorneys 
General (NAAG). It became clear during the earliest planning 
of the National Strategy effort that, if this were to be a 
truly national effort, NAAG and the Attorneys General would be 
the key to its success. 

The approach taken to involve NAAG and the results achieved 
were summarized~t the second National Strategy Conference, in 
July, 1979, to be described below. At this meeting it was 
reported tha~ prosecutorial cooperation between the Attorneys 
General and local prosecutors had increased. Attorneys General 
and other relevant agency representatives had been invited to 
participate at Task Force meetings on an "associate" basis. 

For example, the second Antitrust Task Force meeting of the 
current grant period was attended by representatives from two 
offices of Attorneys Ge.neral and a regional association of such 
offices. Mr. Bradner (~~AA) stated at this conference that the 
antitrust initiative was "one of the most valuable efforts we 
have undertaken, since it put us together with .,NAAG. n 

At this meeting the then-Executive Director of the National 
Association of Attorneys General cited a strong trend at the 
NAAG Executive. Committee level in the direction of increased 
cooperation with NOAA. As an indicator of this increased 
cooperation, the two organizations agreed to designate 

II • 
personnel to serve between NAAG, andN))AA and the Executlve 
Directors of each organization (NOAA and NAAG) attended the 
other organization's Board meetings. The Board of NAAG 
authorized sending copies of NAAG's antitrust newsletter and 

other relevant newsletters to local prosecutors. 

If 
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This cooperation spread to the "working level," as well. 

The head of the Denver ECP Unit participated in a NAAG consumer 

~ fraud training session. NAAG members began to use frequently 

1 the national-scope Business Opportunity Clearinghouse. NDAA 
~ 

members participated in the NAAG antitrust seminar held in 

August, 1979, and a NAAG consumer protection seminar in 

September of that year. At the request of NAAG, the head of 

the Denver ECP unit has prepared an article on cooperation 

between ECP units and Attorneys General consumer protection 

units, which was published in NAAG's Consumer Protection 

Newsletter. EC~ units also agreed to work with the California 

Attorney General, who has assigned a full~time inVestigator to 

pursuit of the "Williamson Clan," a home repair fraud gang with 
national notoriety. 

The Project explored means of collaborating with the 

National Welfare Fraud Association to enhance that agency's 

enforcement efforts, as well. ECP staff met with the Board of 

Directors of the National Welfare Fraud Association. The ECP 
Project Director gave a presentation at the annual meeting of 

this organization at Seattle in October, 1979. The Project 

also bagan a collaborative effort with the National Welfare 

Fraud Association (NWFA) to assist the streamlining of their 

procedures and obtain a much shorter "turnaround time" on SSA 

inforMation required for welfare fraud inVestigations. The 

NWFA and ECP also collaborated on an informal survey of their 

local memberhips wth respect to ideas for fosteting cooperation. 

The Insurance Crime Prevention Institute assisted the ECP 

in presenting a program on arson,fraud at the Tucson Unit 

Cpie~6' meeting in February, 1979. As a first step in 

encouraging cooperation, the ICPI agreed to an exchange of 

contact lists between its membership and the local ECU's. The 

rCPI also pledged continuing, mutual assistance in 

investigations and stepped up efforts in this direction. The 

ICPI and the ECP also explored the possibility of cooperation 

in training, exchanging articles for inclusion in their 
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organizations' respective journals, and sending letters and 

memos to their memberships to keep them informed of progress. 
The National Strategy effort reached out to the National 

Organization of Bar Counsel to develop cooperative white-collar 
crime enforcement and prosecution arrangements. The NOBC is a 
professional assocaition of state bar officials responsible for 
the disciplining and disbarrment of attorneys. If one takes a 
comprehensive view of the range of preventative measures, 
sanctions, and deterrent measures which can be applied in the 
war on white-collar crime, it becomes more apparent that lawyer 
discipline may become an important tool in the arsenal of 
available weapons. Further, patterns of cooperation with 
respect to lawyer discipline may offer useful models for later 
efforts with respect to other professional bodies. For 
example, effective professional disciplinary procedures for 
doctors and other health care service providers may prove an 
important part of efforts to combat Medicaid fraud and abuse. 

It had been only recently that any expertise had developed 
in the field of lawyer discipline, through the efforts of the 
American Bar Association and NOBC. State bar discipline bodies 
deal regularly with cases in which attorneys are accused of 

defrauding clients of funds, and actions by lawyers du~ing the 
course of complex fraud schemes may rais~ issues as to the 
attorneys' conduct. Yet there has been little or no contact to 
date between lawy~r discipline bodies and federal, state, or 

local prosecutors at the time the National Strategy initiative 
was begun. 

Assistance was obtained from NOBC on specific cases where 
attorneys were involved in economic crime. As a result of 

Project efforts, NOBC passed a seven-part resolution at its 
annual meeting in August, 1979, which oulined specific plans 
for cooperation with the Project. 
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C. Establishment'of Lead'Unit~ 

Because the coll~ctive efforts of the Economic Crime Units 

account for the real impact of the Project in the containment 

of white-collar crime, it was envisioned from the outset of the 

National Strategy initiative that the true test of the 

feasibility of strategies to foster federal, state, and local 

cooperation in this endeavor would be in the laboratories of 

exerpience offered by six Lead Units charged with 

responsibility for implementing these efforts at the'local 
'. 

level, in specific prosecutions and other efforts aimed at 

protecting the citizenry and halting the perpetrators of 

economic crime. 

The goals of these Lead Units were to: (1) develop their 

own ongoing liaison mechanisms with federal, state, and local 

agencies; (2) ~eek to increase the number of incidents of 

interagency cooperation by 40% in a 12-month period and up to 

200% in an l8-month period; and (3) seek to have two 

cooperative enforcement actions underway within 12 months and 

complete those two actions, as well as initiate four additional 
actions within 18 months of being designated as Lead Units. 

While the data presented in this chapter will show that these ; 

units in large part achieved these objectives, the purpose of 

the Lead Unit initiative was more to extrQ~t lessons as to the 

feasibility of specific strategies attempted and learn from the 

problems thus encountered than it was to prove that 

quantifiable results would follow from specific strategies. 

This was to be a demonstration effort rather than a research 

project. 

The Lead Units were selected to reflect the geographical 

and demographical diversity of Project units, but willingness 

to undertake this effort was perhaps the most important 

selection criterion. Thus, the experiences of these units were 

not considered to be "representative" of the results which 

would follow if the same initiatives were undertaken by each of 

the 68 units in the Project. Some units were selected becaus.e 
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they had already aemonstrated a considerable degree of effort 

in working with federal and state agencies, and it was 

considered important to document and analyze this experi.ence in 

order to extract ideas as to viable strategies for oth~~ 

j ur isdictions. Other Lead Uni ts were selected beca u~t~ this 
would be a new effort, and thus their experiences WGuld offer 

insight into the problems to be encountered in beginning 

National Strategy initiatives in other jurisdictions. Three of 

the six units were in jurisdictions which were slated to be 

sites for the first of the Economic Crime Enforcement Units to 

be, established in U.S. Attorneys I offices under a new 

Department of Justice initiative against white-collar crime. 

Two of these, and an additional Lead Unit, were in cities which 

also served ~s regional offices for many of the federal 

departments and agencies expected to be important to the 
National Strategy initiative. It was also expected that each 

Lead Unit would establish a different order of priorities in 

implementing National Strat~gy initiatives on the local level, 

and that each would develop specific strategies in implementing 

these priorities in light of the needs and circumstances of 

their own jurisdictions. 

The Lead Units ultimately selected were in Atlanta, Denver, 

Los Angeles, Louisville, Minneapolis, and Philadelphia. These 

six units developed? variety of approaches and strategies 

tailored to me!fi~, local j ur isdictions I needs ang circumstances. 

These unJ.ts swii,tly dembnstratedhow the National Strategy 

Program could be improvea through an infusion of the ideas and 

efforts of local Units Chiefs, based upon their own initiatives 

and creativity., At least two of the units, in Minneapolis and 

Lo~isville~ begari their own "grass roots" national strategy 

initiatives, meeting regularly~ith fed0ral, sta~e, and other 

local ,.officials. The Los Angeles, Atlanta, and Denver offices 

are in cities hosting~ three of the seven original USDJ Economic 

Crime Enforcemen~ units. The Philadelphia office was also 

I 
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central to a state Economic Crime Council, which was envisioned 

as having potential as a unique vehicle for National Strategy 

ini tiatives. The Denver office also ho L1ses the Business 

Opportuni ties Clear inghouse, discussed earlier.. The efforts of 

each of the units will be discussed in greater detail below. 

One aspect of National Strategy effort was intended to 

provide technical a~sistance.to the Lead Units. Technical 

assistance to units had been provided since Project inception, 

for example, in the area of investigative accounting~ Project 

technical assistance efforts in the present grant period were 

restructured to incorporate strategies to encouraga interagency 

cooperation as part of its technical assistance in specific 

areas. The focus of National Strategy technical assistance, 

more specifically, was to encourage and assist local units, 

especially the Lead Units, to develop closer working 

relationships with federal and state agencies and to facilitate 

contacts with such agencies. 

One example of a specific means of encouraging interagency 

cooperstion through technical assista~~e was in the area of 

investigative accounting4 This service is provided by two 

consultants to the ECP. Comments to Battelle staff during 

interviews and unit responses in the first National Strg.tegy 

survey of the ECl? Units18 revealed that auditing/accounting 

was one area of expertise in which the ECP frequently sought 

the assistance of experts from other agencies--not because of 

any resarvations about the investigative accounting consultant 

services provided by the Project Center, but simply because 

requests from units far outstripped the ECP resources 

available. Encouraging ,units to avail themselves of the 

services and training programs of federal agencies in this area 

was see as a means of fulfilling a specific need and 

simultaneously laying the groundwork for closer interagency 

cooperation in the future. 

The technical assistance offered by the Project Center to 

the Lead Units has been more in the form of support and 
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encouragement than specific technical advice, onsite 
assessment, and planning, since the goal of the Lead Unit 

effort was to experiment with translating national-level 
planning anp policy statements into local initiatives to 
establish and foster cooperation and coordination in individual 
cases. The experts on local problems and strategies that would 
work in any specific jurisdictions, it was recognized, would be 
the Lead Unit staffs and their local counterparts from state 
and federal agencies. 

D. The National Strategy Initiative and 
Other Project'Efforts 
Initially the major function of the central staff of the 

ECP was to "encourage district attorneys to give priority to 
combating local ecqnomic crime by organizing special economic 
crime departments within their offices." These Economic Crime 
Units have become the core of the ECP. When the National 
Strategy initiative ~as launched, Project Center efforts in 
support of these units were subsumed under the Prog~am 

Component of the Project. It was recognized from the outset 
that many of the Project's Program Component efforts described 

in Chapter Two would have National Strategy implications. This 
interrelationship of the National Strategy program and the 

ongoing ECP operations will be discussed briefly below. 
At the outset, a strategy was devised to pass on to the 

units the lessons and benefits of the National Stratey 
initiative. As National Strategy initiatives and strategies 
~ere developed, they were to be passed on to ~CP Units through 
the Program Division. For example, at the quarterlY Unit 
Chiefs' meetings, presentations and workshops were conducted on 
the National Strategy concerns and effl)rts to preserve the 
integrity of government programs. The six Lead Units described 
earlier were seen as key to this process, as were the ECP Task 
Forces deser ibedin ChaptE:',r Two. 
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At the Unit Chiefs' Conference held in Tucson in February, 

1978, panel discussions and presentations were given to explain 

this new initiative and enlist the units' support. As one 

measure of the impact of this effort, the Unit Chief of the 

Louisville uni.t (subsequently designated a Lead Unit) and 

several others returned to their jurisdictions and began to 

explore efforts to foster interagency cooperation. Workshops 

and panel discussions were a regular part of each subsequent 

Unit Chief meeting, as has been described in Chapter' Two (see 
Section III.D of that chapter, above). 

The Task Farces proved to be effective vehicles for 

translating National Strategy initiatives into local action. 
For example, in the early months of the initiative, the 

Business Opportunity Clearinghouse began to work closely with 

the Federal TradeCornmission. The, Antitrust Task Force began 

to explore the link between white-collar and organized crime, a 

national priority which is also the subject of federal, state, 

and local anti-crime efforts. Similarly, the Insurance Task 

Force focused on the problem of arSon for profit. The 

. ~stablishment of the Official Corruption and Procurement Task 

,Force was a strong statement of the high priority at be given 

to efforts to combat fraud, abuse, and error in governmental 

Programs. Because all of these efforts focused on national 

priority areas and involved federal, state, and local 

cooperation, all were important elements of the National 
Strategy initiative. 

In fulfillment of th~ National Strategy objectives each 

Task Force was expected to take the lead in providing 

ass istance and models to other uni ts in implementing National 

Strategy initiatives. Further, the Project encouraged 

representatives' of state and federal agencies interested in the 

subject matter to become associate members of the Task Force. 

It was anticipated that each Task Force would have associate 

members from existing units and representatives from federal, 

state, and local en.,tities as well as the private sector. The 
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results of theqe efforts are described in Section II.C of 
Chapter Two, above. 

A~ a natural spin-off of the National Strategy efforts, the 

ECP has played a significant role in development of statewide 

Economic Crime Councils through which all levels of government 
might work on a unified basis. The goal of the statewide 

Economic Crime Council program was to promote interaction and 

cooperation between local, federal, and state prosecutors 

within each state. 
A Conncil was established in the state of Pennsylvania 

through the efforts of the Project, the Philadelphia ECP unit, 

and the Pennsylvania District Attorneys Association. This 

Council received a grant of LEAA funds from the Pennsylvania 

Commission on Crime and Delinquency, and is ~lder the auspices 
of the Pennsylvania Distri~t Attorneys Association. This 
Council serves as a coordination point for statewide efforts 
against white-collar crime and provides technical assistance to 
Pennsylvania prosecutors in much the saine manner as the 

technical assistance prsently rendered by the ECP Project 
&~hterto Project units. It meets regularly to compare notes 
on cases, exchange information, and work out matters of mutual 

cooperation. More recently, a statewide council was formed in 

New York state. Prelimina.y discussions about the formation of 
additional councils were held with officials from several other 
states. 

E. !,.he· Second- National' Strate,gv' eonference 

National Strategy efforts in the first nine months 

culminated in the Second National Strategy Conference, held at 
the Washingtn, D.", C. headquarters of the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation in July, 1979. The role of this conference in 
refining the goals and objectiv9$ of the National Strategy 

initiative has been described in Chapter One. The conference 
is descr ibed in deta il in a repor t s ubmi tted to NDAA and LE'AA 
ea:clier .19 
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The 36 officials attending this conference represented a 

broad range of federal, state, and local officials. On the 

federal level the agencies represented,several branches of the 

Criminal Division of the Department of Justice, the USDJ 

Antitrust Division, a United States Attorney's Office, the 

Department of Agricult.ure, the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Postal 

Inspection Service, the Secret Service and the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, as well as counsel to the. 

Subcommittee on Crime of the U.S. House of Representatives' 

Committee on the Judiciary. An Attorney General and the 

then-Executive Director of the National Association of 

Attorneys General attended as did a Unit Chief, the Executive 

Director of the Police Foundation, and an expert on criminal 

justice system organization ,then with the American Bar 
Association. 

Following introductory remarks from officials from NDAA, 

the Criminal Division of the U.S. Department of Justice, and 

the Federal Bureau of Investigation, representatives from each 

of the Federal agencies briefly described their agencies' roles 

in the National Strategy initiatiVes. Further information was 

provided by staff of the Project and Battelle. The afternoon 

was devoted to planning future efforts in this area. It was 

dete~mined that, while planning effOrts should continue, the 

time had come to translate the initiative into spec~fic 
operational programs. 

F. Subsequent- Effo.m 

Singe t{:'le Second National Strategy ConferenCe, Project 

staffre.eoctlsed, its ef;forts in the direction of developing 
I 

speqific programs and initiatives with a narrower range of 

federal, and state agencies and working through the Lead Units 

in imp~ementing the National Strategy initiative on the local 

level. The Program Component be9am~ more active in the 

National Strategy effort as the planning function tapered 
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off and implementation efforts were stepped up. Less effort 
was devoted to establishing initial contact with additional 

federal agencies, although the Project continued to respond to 
approaches made by other agencies. 

The Lead Units took a more active and direct role. The 
Unit Chiefs began to meet regularly in breakfast hours at the 

Unit Chiefs' Conferences to exchange information and plan new 
initiatives. They constituted themselves a Task Force, 

al though there were no Project funds available to cover the 
travel or other costs associated with'such an effort. They met 

with federal officials i~ Washington, D. C. for two days in 

early 1980 to establish contact on a more personal level, 

discuss problems encountered to date, and explore avenues of 

mutual collaboration on the local level. Subsequently they 
agreed to serve as liaison between the specified federal 
agencies and the ECP units. As "mentioned earlier, the lliumber 
of Lead Uni ts was expanded to 12, and each of the orig:to;-dii Lead 
Units agreed tQ assist one of the new ones. 

The Lead Unit Chiefs also began to serve as chairpersons 
for regional National Strategy workshopsh.eld at the Unit 

Chiefs' Conferences at Atlanta in February, 1980, and Boston in 
June, 1980. Each unit was assigned to a workshop on a 
geographic basis. The purposes of these workshops were to 
encourage and assist the units to undertake National Strategy 

initiatives, compare notes on problems encountered and results 
obtained in working with other agencies, and to plan 

regional-level National Strategy efforts. 
Perhaps the National Strategy initiative with the greatest 

long-range potential is the Project role in the recently·formed 

Executive Working Group for Federal-State -Local Prosecutor ial 

Relations. This Working Group arose out of efforts under an 

interagency Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed between 
the Criminal Division of the U.S. Department of Justice and 

LEAA on July 31; 1979. The MOU established a committee of 
three officials' from each agency to share ideas on how to 
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improve federal, state, and local law enforcement in such areas 

as white-collar crime, organized crime, and arson. The 

Criminal Division agreed to review and comment on LEAA grant 

applications in: these areas and to conduct training sessions 

for state and local prosecutors. One of the first efforts to 

be undertaken '>las to study the possibility of establishing a 
federal-state-Iocal working group in these areas. 

The composition and role of such a working group was one of 

the topics of discussion at the Second National Strategy 

Conference, mentioned earlier. Following discussions between 

NOAA, NAAG, and the U.S. Department of Justic.e, the formation 

of the Executive Working Group for Federal-State-Local 

Prosecutorial Relations Was announced on Dec.erobet 7, 1979, at a 

formal ceremony at which the by-laws were signed by Attorney 

General Benjamin R. Civiletti, NDAA President Robert w. 
Johnson, and NAAG President J. D. MacFarlane. The Group 

consists of six voting members from each organization. Staff 

support is provided by the Department of Justice. Project 

staff s.erve asNDAA staff to this Working Group. 

One of the primary functions of this group is to support 

th~ 42 Federal-State-Local Law Enforcement Cdmmittees already 

established and encourage the formation of new ones. It is 

also developing exchanges of information in such areas as 

enforcement resources, dlffering approaches to enforcement, 

legislative proposals, training and federal financial 

assistance, and also identifying areas in which additional law 

enforcement data will be exchanged. The by-laws state that the 

Executive Working Group is designed to open discussion and 

encourage the free exchange of informationJ they specify that 

it is not to be used as an advisory body for or provide any 

advice or recommendations to federal, state, or local 
governments. 
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The Executive Working Group is composed of six standing 

committees (concurrent jurisdiction, legislation, training, 
Federal~State-LocalLaw Enforcement Committees, law enforcement 

assistance programs, and data collection). 

II. FEDERAL-LEVEL INITIATIVES 

This section describes the results of National Strategy 

initiatives involving several federal agencies. 

A. Criminal' Division, U.S;·Department"of Justice 

of 

Th" Project staff have been working closely with officials 
the Criminal Division of the U.S. Department of Justice 

since the inception of the National Strategy initiative. It 

has been involved in planning efforts with the Criminal 
Division in the work of the Executive Working Group mentioned 

earlier. 
In February, 1979, then-Attorney General Gr-¥ffin B. Bell 

issued an order creating an Office of Economic Crime 
Enforcement within the Criminal Division of the Department of 
Justice. The goal of this office was to establish Economic 
Crime Enforcement Units in approximately 30 U.S. Attorneys' 
Offices thro ughout the co untry, to combat whi te -collar crime by 
coordinating federal law enforcement efforts. The first of 
these uri1ts began operation in Portland, Oregon, on April 1, 
1979. Shortly thereafter additional units were established in 

Los AngelesJ DenverJ Columbia, South CarolinaJ Cleveland~ 
Ph,iladelphia; and New Haven, Connecticut .By March 1, 1980, a 
total of 14 such units were in operation, new ones h~ving been 

't .. 

es tablished in Birminghci:ll, Phoen ix, San Francisco, Atlanta, 
\, 

Boston, Detroit, Pittsbur~, Houston, and Dallas. 
Each unit consists of ,a Criminal Division attorney, an 

Economic Crime Enforcement Specialist~ and atleas~ three other 
.', 

experienced Assistant U.S. Attorneys. Their initial t'asks were 

to gather information on the extent of white-collar crime 
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within their respective regions and to help to establish 

investigative and prosecutorial priorities. During the first 

six months of this program the units attempted to identify 

major white-collar crime containment needs as the basis for 

set ting these pr ior i ti es. Th us, these un i ts are pr ior i ty

oriented, not case-oriented. The Economic Crime Specialists 

are resp6nsible for developing all aspects of economic crime 

enforcemen t, incl uding prey ~n tion, detect ion, inves tigation, 

prosecution, and sentencing enhancement. They employ a 

methodical, strategic approach based on research and analysis. 

The information which these uni ts have gathered has been 

used in the development of national, federal government-wide 

priorities which are expected to be announced by the Attorney 

General in late summer, 1980. These national guidelines are 

expected to provide flexibility for the establ ishment of 

regional guidelines and priorities, which may well differ from 

region to region. The units will be actively involved in the 

development of these rgional guidelines in d~Lnsultation with 
\"-' 

other federal, state, and local agencies~ 
To establish the basis for further cooperation, Lead Unit 

chiefs have met with their Economic Crime Enforcement Unit 

counterpart~ in several jurisdictions. However, because the 

U.S. Attorneys' Offices' unj.t.s ar.e so new and because the 

problems of ;interagency coordination wi tbin the federal 

gov~~rD!f1~~.t'§.~_e, ._press ing, there have not, to date, been any 
major federal-local initiatives in this area. 

The Office of Economic Crime Enforcement publishes a 

bi-monthly Bulletin on Economic Crime" Enforcement wh,i.,ch is 

circulated to Project units as well. This Bulletin de~~cribes ..... \ 
useful techniques in the areas of prevention, detectioi, ,I 

investigation, prosecution, and sentencing, as well as\'~, 
h ighlightin.g s igni fica'h t cases and descr ibing new econ~lrtlic 

l 
crime schemes. It also describes changes,in federal 
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investigative and regulatory agencies, especially those which 
are likely to make new investigative and prosecutorial 
resources available. 

B. 

of 

Antitrust Division, U.S.' DeEartment of Justice 
As mentioned, the Antitrust Division of the u.s. Department 

Justice began early to work with Project staff and the 

Antitrust Task Force to enhance efforts in this area. The 
Antitrust Division's efforts to this time had been co.ticentrated 
on working more closely with state-level government, through a 
grant program funding antitrust initiatives in Attorneys' 
General offices. In large part through Project efforts, on 
January 31, 1979, the Division issued a press release 
announcing its intention to work with ND";A to establ.ish an 
antitrust liaison to emphasize antitrust enforce~ent on the 
local level. Mr. John H. Shene~ield, then-head of the 

i 

Division, pointed out that local prosecutors had recovered 
sUbstantial sums for their jurisdictions and observed that they 
could promote competition because of their familiarity with the 
economic environment in the ir comm uni ties. He urged' them to 

advocate competitive policy before local officials such as 
licensing bodies and purchasing agents. If they had 

insufficient resources to complete an investigation or " . 
prosecu~ion, he urged them to refer the matter to a state 
antitrust unit or to the Dlvision. 

Mr. John J. (Jeff) Miles, Jr., Division liaison to loca}. 
" 

prosecutors, pre:pared a paper "Suggestions to Local Prosecutors 

on Establishing an Antitrust Enforcement Program," which was 
circulated to the Project unit~. This paper is reported by 

Project staff to have been of substantial use to the Uni t 
Chiefs. 

To date, efforts with the Antitrust Division have been 
limit&~to liaison and coordination. There has not been 
sufficient mutuality of interest discovered between federal, 
state, and local prosecutors to provide the basi~for more 
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extensive cooperation, for example, on specific cases. 

Task Force continues to explore possibilities for joint 

The 

training. Several NAAG member offices have training materials 

and courses for offices beginning efforts in this area, which 

they have offered to make available. The Antitrust Division 

has also offered to make its trainers available. Budgetary 

constraints, however, have hampered further efforts in this 

area. 

c. u.s. Department of. Agriculture 

Following Project staff meetings with the Inspector General 

of the u.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) that office 

designated Mr. Thomas J. Burke, Director of the Marketing and 

Cons urne r Progr ams Divis ion (Inves tiga tL:ms), as liaison to the 

Project. One of the first efforts was to circulate to the 

units a flyer describing the USDA programs most subject to 

fraud and abuse. These include the Food Stamp Program) the 

separate Food Stamp Program for Children; the Farmers Horne 

Administration Program) the Grain Standards Act Program1 the 
Agr ie ul ture Marketing Act Program; Agr icul tural COI)servation 

Programs; Federal Poultry and Meat Inspection Programs) and 

Disaster Relieil programs. This sheet lists the most common 

forms of fraud and abuse encountered in each program. 

The USDA also provided the units with the first in an 

anticipated series of Fraud Alert Bulletins. This l7-page 

detailed bulletin examines schemes and methods used to defraud 

the Food Stamp Program. The USDA will send copies of future 

Fraud Alert Bulle~~ to Project units as they become available. 

The USDI~ also provided units with a list of the names and 

phone nurnb~\trs of regional and local contacts for the Office of 
\ " 

Inspector G~reral-Investigations and provided these officials 

with a idireJtory of Project units. It sought the input of 
, ::::-':--

local pr osecutors in to the rule -mak ing process concerning 

funding of food stamp investigations and prosecutions. 
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The agency's priorities for antifraud enforcement include 

the Food Stamp program, the Supplemental Summer Feeding program 

which provides 1 unches for school-age children when school is 

not in session, and the meat inspection programs. 

Lead Unit chiefs met with the Inspector General and members 

of his staff in Washington, D. C. in early 1980. This office 

indicated its willingness to send local-level officials to its 

national training program at Glencoe, and to its short training 

program. It was noted that the USDA provides 75% feaeral 

reimbursement to states for fraud investigations, presumably 

local orosecutorG could bill the states for the portion of this , 
reimbursement attributable to their efforts. The Department is 

exploring legislation to permit state and local governments to 

retain 50% of the funds recovered through fraud investigation 

and prosecution,. 

The Inspector General stated that the USDA attempts to 

obtain an indication of the local U.S. Attorney's interests in 

a case early in the process, and if the U.S. Attorney is not 

interested, to meet with local prosecutors and tailor the 

investigation to meet the needs of local prosecution. The 

Department is anxiou~ to prosecute its cases, and looks forward 

to working with federal ~nd local prosecutors. 

The Department and Lead Unit chiefs discussed the 

possibility of targeting Supplemental Summer Feeding 

investigations in Lead Unit jurisdictions. Following the 

Washington meeting, the Minneapolis unit chief invited the 

10~al USDA representative to join the state interagency working 

group which this office had formed. 

On May 22, 1980, the USDA Office of Inspector General 

issued a press release describing a cooperative effort betwee? 

its Atlanta office, local police, and the Clayton County 

prosecutor, which resulted in an arrest for the illegal 

purchase of over $1,000 in food stamps. Th~s was reported to 

be the first such prosecution under Georgia rather than federal 
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law. If successful, it was seen as only the beginning of a 

combined effort by federal, state, and local authorities to 

curb the traffi.~ing of food stamps in Georgia. 

D. The'U;S~ Department of Housing' and Urban'Development 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

designated Paul S. Adams, Assistant Inspector General for 

Investigations, and Robert E. Hudak, Acting Assistant Inspector 

General for Fraud Control and Management Operations,-as liaison 

to the Economic Crime Project. 

In July, 1979, ~r. Charles L. Dempsey, Inspector General of 

HUD, sent a letter of support to the Project. This letter 

highlighted the importance of antifraud measures, in light of 

the President's declared policy of encouraging maximum efforts 

in this area, and announeed an effort to poll his field offices 

to glean their opinions and suggestions as to how federal-local 

cooperation might be enhanced in this effort. The results of 

this poll were used to identify specific areas for future 

HUD-ECP cooperation, and were also provided to the U.S. 

Department of Justice to use in the establishment of 

federal-level white-collar crime priorities, as discussed in 

the earlier section on the Criminal Division of the Department 

of Justice. 

The Project and HUD also explored cooperation in the 

training of investig~tive auditors. Although there are many 

auditors available, few are trained in the highly complex and 

technical skills required for investigative auditing. Training 

is expensive, ~nd two to five years of experience are required 

before such an auditor is equipped to conduct a complex fraud 

investigation. Such training remains a high HUD priority, 

although no specific results have yet emerged from this 

initiative. 

An October 1, 1979, Project memo to the ECP units 

describing liaison efforts with HUD to date identified 

community de'velopment block grants and interstate land sales as 
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areas of special HUD concern. This memo urged local 

prosecutors to report the names of persons convicted of crimes 

inVOlving fraud or business opportunity schemes to iHUD to 

determine whether these people should be barred from the list 

of those eligible to provide services and supplies to 

HUD-related projects. A list of HUD Inspector General Regional 

Offices and local Duty Stations was attached, and ECP units 

were encouraged to call their local HUD counterparts. 

The ECP staff in Chicago also met with the HUD Regional 

Inspector General for Investigations in Chicago to establish 

contact on a regional level. 

The HUD Inspector's Ge~~~al office has also begun to issue 
, 

a ser ies of Fraud Informat:ion Bulletins. The first of these, 

on Section 8 (Hot.:lsing Assistance Payment Programs) frauds, has 

been sent to the ECP units. This bulletin briefly outlines the 

scope of the program and describes with pertinent examples 

typical fraud and scheme indicators. These include tenant 

misrepresentation of eligibility, misrepresentation by Section 

8 project administrators, false billing, tenant overcharging, 

collusion and bribery. 

On February 25, 1979, the Assistant Inspector General for 

Investigations issued a memo to regional offices regarding 

alternative actions and use of local prosecutions with respect 

tp HUD investigations. This memo specifies that if the u.S. 

Attorney declines prosecution or if no federal offense is 

found, the investigator is required to evaluate the viability 

of local prosecution. In partic~lar, the offices were 

encouraged to contact local Project units, a list of which was 

attached. 

Among the problems which have been encountered are a lack 

of HUD staff. The Minneapolis office observed, for example, 

that the nearestHUD office is in Chicago and that the one 

agent there has responsibility for five states. The HUD 

emphasis has also been on matters with national or regional 

significance, which precludes many of the types of matters 
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encountered on the local level. There has also been a 

de-emphasis on recipient fraud, since a high proportion of 

these have been declined by local U.S. Attorneys. Interstate 

land sales have posed particular problems, since the law lacks 

"teeth," there are no adequate provisions for administrative 

enforcement, and U.S. Attorneys frequently decline these cases. 

HUD investigators are prepared to assemble complete 

investigative "packages," so that local units need do little 

more than file the complaint. The staff has particular 

expertise in mortgage and financial analysis. Decisions to 

commit resources are made at the regional level, rather than 
locally or in Washington. 

E. The U.S. Department of Enerqy 

After the Project provided materials on the National 

Strategy initiative to persons attending the Inspectors General 

Conference in Charlottesville, Virginia, on March 16-18, 1979, 

the Department of Energy contacted the ECP to see what areas of 

cooperation might exist. At a follow-up visit to that Office, 

William L. DeSonia was designated as liaison to the ECP. An 

exchange of lists of field offices has taken place. There has 

been no further national~level effort with this office to date. 

Due to the energy crisis a significant potential exists in 

the energy area for joint efforts to combat crime.s involving 

con taminated oil, improper octane, tie-ins for the pUT-'chase of 

gas, excessive prices and fraudulent gas saving devices. In 

this regard, one ECP Unit Chief in California is moving this 

potential for interaction forward on a local and state agency 
basis. 

As the price of gasoline rose and there was increasing 

public concern for saving energy, a host of so-called "gas

saving" or "energy-saving" devices came on the market. Many 

claimed to have demo~strated their value in laboratory tests, 

and some even claimed to have received the endorsement of 

federal or state agencies. "Exclusive" dist:ributorships were 
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offered, along lines familiar to prosecutors with experience in 

the business opportunity and franchise fraud area. In response 

to this, the Metropolitan Denver Office began a national 

gas-savings device clearinghouse along the lines of its 

successful business opportunity clearinghouse, described 

earlier. At the close of the grant period covered in this 

report, the Denver office was optimistic about its chances of 

receiving a grant from the Department of Energy to continue and 

expand this effort. 

F. u.s. Department-of Health' and Human Services 

Project staff has also met with the Office of Inspector 

General of the Department of Heal th' and Human Services. The 

Director of the Division of State Medicaid Fraud Control is 

currently the liaison to the Project. Further efforts to date 

have been limited, in part because of reorganization and 

turnover within the Department. Further efforts are seen as 

involving Medicaid fraud. Federal cooperation with other 

levels in government have previously been concentrated on 

working with state-level offices. 

G. The Federal Bureau of Investigation 

The F~I'!eral Bureau of Investigation has been helpful on the 

national level in assisting to promote the National Straegy 

initiative. Its training courses have been excellent and the 

Burea u has made these freely available to unit staff despi te 

increasingly severe budget restrictions. The Bureau has been 

actively involved in planning the Second and Third National 

Strategy Conferences, in July of 1979 and 1980, and provided 

the facilities for both of them. The Bureau has also been 

active with the Executive Working Group discussed earlier, 

which has also involved Project staff. 

The Bureau has also provided training for unit staff and 
:)' , 

other law enforcement and prosecutorial agencies on the local 

and regional level, sometimes asking units to host such 

programs and sometimes asking unit staff to provide lectures. 
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The Bureau has also been able to provide local units with 

ass is tance,;i.n indi via ual cases, for example, by locating 

witnesses or obtaining information from a distant 

jurisdiction. This has been a "two-way street"; in at least 

one instance a local unit has been able to obtain information 

for the Bureau from a Project unit in another jurisdiction. 

The Bureau regularly provides handwriting analysis and other 

laboratory assistance from washington, although delays may be 

enco un tered. 

Units have encountered sOme problems in matters ~rising out 

of FBI investigations. First of all, the Bureau is an arm of 

the U.s. Oepartment of Justice and must respond to the 

Department's priorities. Thus, when the U.s. Attorney's Office 

declines a case or it becomes clear that no federal offense is 

involved, special permission must be obtained if the agents are 

to be further involved. And, as was explained to Lead Unit 

Chiefs in their washington meeting with Bureau representatives, 

policies restrict agents from other jurisdictions or other law 

enforcement agencies from being informed of pending 

investigations. Permission must be obtained from the U.s. 

Attorney's Office before agents can discuss these matters with 

local officials. Thus, units may obtain better results by 

working through their local U.S. Attorneys in obtaining Bureau 

cooperation in these cases. Logistical problems exist with 

joint investigations. The Bureau must retain control, and 

there can be only one investigative report, on Bureau forms. 

These have not, by any means', proved to be ins urmo un table 

barriers to cooperation. Several units have reported E:;xamples 

of close. FBI cooperation on cases. One Lead Unit chief meets 

with his local Bureau representative once a month on a personal 

basis eor lunch. He reports a number of successful joint 

investigations, total sharing of information, and a quick 

turnaround time on requests for information. 
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H. The U.S. Postal Inspection Service 

As has been described earlier in this Chapter, prosecutors 

report excellent working relationships with the Postal 

Inspection Service. Many units reported virtually complete 

investigations of matters brought to their offices, reflecting 

a high level of skill and training. 

Liaison between the Service and the Project was established 

early in the National Strategy initiative and the Postal 

Service renewed its 1973 com~itment to work closely with 

Project units. Priority areas of mutual interest and concern 

include automobile and major appliance repair fraud, 

merchandising swindles, fraud in health and welfare programs 

(including medical and accident frauds), offenses arising from 

the energy crisis, and housing and land sale frauds. 

Aside from general investigative assistance, local units 

have been able to obtain specific technical assistance. In one 

case the Service's computers were made available to organize 

and analyze a large data base in the course of an 

investigation. A variety of crime laboratories are available 

(e.g., handwriting, fingerprints) with local Postal Inspection 

Service approval, although the facilities are more limited than 

those of the FBI. The Service, of course, can also obtain 

mail-stops in cases of suspected fraud. 

III. THE LEAD UNITS 

As described in the first part-of this Chapter, six Lead 

Units were selected to serve as laboratories of experience in 

testing out specific strategies in the National Strategy 

initiatives. These Units were selected to reflect a variety of 

approaches in tailoring this national-level effort to the needs 

and conditions of their separate jurisdictions, and thus offer 

their colleagues in other jurisdictions a cafeteria line of 

experience from which they, in turn, could select strategies 

for their own jurisdictions. 
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The evolution of this concept into one involving regional 

as well as national efforts, and into a program including 12 

Lead Units, is chronicled in the first part of this Chapter as 

well. This section describes some of the more important 

results of these efforts. Chapter Five provides quantitative 

documentation of these efforts from the results of the first 

and second National Strategy questionnaires. 

A. The-Atlanta'Unit 

The Atlanta office is the smallest of the Lead Unit 

offices, with a staff of one attorney and one 

investigator/accountant. One of the reasons it was selected 

was that Atlanta is also the location of the regional offices 

of many federal agencies. Because it is in the state capital 

and many state agencies bring it cases, for all practical 

purposes it is a statewide office. 

Virtually all of this office's cases begin by referral, 

since the unit is too small to undertake proactive 

investigations. In view of its limited investigative resources, 

it relies heavily on the investigative resources of such 

agencies as the state securities agency and Medicaid fraud 

upi t. The Atlanta Police Departmen t' s recently-formed 

whi te-collar crime uni t is becoming increasingly helpful. The 

Lead Unit provided this police unit with a one-week training 

course. 

Relations with federal and state relations are on an 

informal basis. Contact has been establish~d mainly through 

local professional meetings, pj10ne calls and monthly economic 

crime meetings. As an example of the process, the Unit Chief 

meets in formally for 1 unch once a month wi th his FB I 

counterpart. He reports that there have been a number of joint 

investigations, total sharing of information,- and quick 

responses to requests for information or assistance. 

There have been monthly economic crime meetings for at 

least two years, begun at the request of the local bankers' 

T 

-\ 

\~ 

-



I 

,,i 
j 
f 

234 

association. Some 25 to 40 people attend, including 

representatives from the FBI, state Medicaid and securities 

offices, the Insurance Crime Prevention Institute, and local 

police. Participants share information and facilitate joint 

efforts on cases, referrals, and other cooperative efforts. 

Specific task forces are formed for individual cases, a tactic 

which is reported to have worked well. 

As a result of an idea gained through the Project, this 

unit has begun to work more closely with the U.S. In~ernal 

Revenue Service. It turns investigative information over to 

the IRS when it appears they may have a potential involvement 

because of tax evasion. This is a uSeful remedy when tqere is 

insufficient information for the unit to obtain an indictment 

or go to trial on other charges. 

This unit has also recently entered into an agreement with 

the Office of Inspector General of the U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services for the joint investigation and 

prosecution of a multi-state nursing home chain for possible 

Medicaid and Medicare fraud. The Inspector's General Office 

will provide federal investigators and pay costs associated 

with out-of-state witnesses. In a letter to the Project staff 

the Unit Chief stated that this agreement was the "result of 

the fine work that you have done in opening lines of 

communication between local district attorneys and the federal 

government." 

B. The'Denver'Unit 

The Metropol~ tan Denver unit is a cons umer protection 

office under the auspices of the prosecutors of the five 

counties in the Metropolitan Denver area. Its role in hosting 

the Business Opportunity Fraud and Gas Savings Device 

Clearinghouses has been described. These clearinghouses have 

served to prom?te National Strategy effor.ts by fostering closer 

cooperation with the Feder.al Trade Commission and the U.S. 

Department of Energy. State Attorneys General have also become 
I 
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involved in this effort, many having requested information 

from, or provided information to, the clearinghouses. 

As has also been mentioned, this office has been active in 

providing input to the FTC in the development of its business 

opportunity and franchise disclosure regulations. Since that 

time the office has been very active in enforcing these 

regulations. 

Cooperation with the Colorado Attorney's General Office has 

increased dramatically since the office became a Lead Unit. 

This has included obtaining assistance from the Attorney 

General in the investigation of a pyramid sch~me, a 

jointly-funded investigation into gas saving devices, and 

cooperative efforts with respect to business opportunity frauds. 

The unit also assisted in organizing a training course in 

financial investigative techniques for local prosecution and 

law enforcement offices, taught by the IRS. 

In January, 1980, the unit sponSored a roundtable on 

freezer beef sales, to discuss monitoring and possible joint 

action. This was attended by representatives from the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture Office of the Inspector General, the 

FTC, the Colorado Department of Agriculture, the Consumer 

Protection Division of the Attorney General's Office, and other 

concerned officials. 

C. The' Los·Angeles·t1nit 

The Los Angeles unit has a focus on consumer and 

environmental protection. (A second branch 6£ this office, 

Major Frauds, serves as a permanent alternate to the Project 

but has not been active in national Strategy initiatives.) 

Thus, its focus is civil in nature, with occasional misdemeanor 

cases. It handles a number of false advertising, unfair 

competition, antitrust, business opportunity, and weights and 

measures cases. Thus, it has been working with a number of 

state agencies. 
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This office has also been exploring means of working with 
the Interstate Commerce Commission in matters of fraud in 

connection with household moves. 

D. The'Louisville-Unit 

When the National Stratgy initiative was announced and 
explained to the Unit Chiefs at the Tucson Conference in early 
1979, the then-Unit Chief became intrigued with th~ concept and 
began to explore ini tiatives which he could implemen't or 
strengthen along these lines in his own jurisdiction. 

One mechanism for such cooperation already existed. The 
Louisville region Economic Crime Task Force was organized in 
1977 as a Consumer Fraud Task Force, to coordinate efforts, 
discuss cases, and review new law in this area. In part 
beca use cons umer "moment urn II slowed, and in par t beca use it 
would be easier to work with businesses if the focus of the 
efforts was on fraud, the emphasis of the Task Force was 
shifted and broadened to developing a coordinated and 
concentrated attack on economic crime in Jefferson County, 
Kentucky. The current objectives of the Task Force include: 

• Coordination of efforts of various law enforcement and 
regulatory agencies working against economic crime. 

• Establishment of liaison with various local, state, 
and federal agencies. 

• Designation of specific target areas of economic crime 
for cooperative efforts. 

• Identification of critical policy and operational 
issues affecting economic crime enforcement. 

• 

• 

• 

Investigation and case information sharing through 
roundtable discussions. 

Establishment of local and regional strategies against 
economic crime. 

Development of statewide strategy and participation in 
national strategy programs against economic crimes. 
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Meetings of the Economic Crime Task Force are held on a 

quarterly basis and involve representatives of, local, state, 

and federal law enforcement and regulatory agencies. 

Federal-level agencies which participate in this Task Force 

include the Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Postal 

Inspection Service, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms 

(U.S. Treasury), and the United States Attorney's Office. 

State-level agencies include the Division of Criminal 

Investigation of the Kentucky State Police and the D'ivision of 

Securities, Department of Banking and Securities. On the local 

level the agencies include the Jefferson County Police 

Department Fraud Squad, Louisville Police Department Fraud 

Squad, Jefferson County Department of Consumer Protection, 

Louisville Department of Consumer Affairs, and the Office of 

the Commonwealth's Attorney. 

The meetings involve formal presentations, but the true 

value of the Task Force and these meetings, in the view of 

seve-ral participants', is that they permi t the participants to 

have "unpressured contact so we c2m call each other on a 
first-name basis later." They also provide an opportunity to 
exchange information informally on cases, for example, to 

determine whether a collaborative effort would be worthwhile. 

One example of this arose at the June 14, 1979, meeting. One 

of the attorneys from the Economic Crime Unit mentioned to a 

Postal Inspector that the Cnmmonwealth's Attorney was beginning 

to look into an insurance fraud (workmen's compensation) 

matter. They agreed to talk later about Collaboration. Among 

the matters to be discussed is whether this should be a federal 

or a state matter. It was too early in the case to determine 

whether this was a purely local matter or whether the 

transaction "crossed the river" into bordering Indiana. Other 

factors to be taken into consideration, according to the Postal 

Inspector, were whether the local authorities had sufficient 

manpow~r, whether they were familiar with this type of case, 

and whether a stiffer penalty could be obtained in federal or 

state court. 
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The Task Force originally met once a month, but currently 
meets about every three months. These meetings have been hard 
to schedule at a time convenient to all the participants, and 

not all of the formal topics for these meetings have been of 

interest or concern to all the Task Force members. 
The unit has also been active in trainingt having hosted a 

one-week course offered by the FBI and the then-Unit Chief 
having lectured at a course co-sponsored by the Kentucky Bureau 

of Taxation and the IRS. 
7,ike the Atlanta unit, the Louisville unit has beg~n to 

work with the Internal Revenue Service. The local offIce has 
designated a liaison to the Louisville unit, following IRS and 

Postal Inspection Service cooperation with the unit in a case 
involving an attorney indicted on 68 counts of criminal 
possession of forged instruments and filing false returns. The 

IRS plans to check with the office every month or so, for 
information on matters involving large dollar amounts or 

long-term schemes. 
The unit has also developed a case in cooperation with the 

U.S. Department of Labor and the IRS involving a welfare and 
pension benefits matter. The U.S. Attorney had earlier 

decli.ned prosecution. 

E. TheMinneapolis'Unit 
The MinneapoliS unit, like Denver, has a major 

consumer-protection focus. The anecdotes and information 
provided below serve as examples of the kinds of assistance 

that can be obtained through interagency cooperation. 
An investigator with this office had worked closely with 

the FBI and was in constant contact wi th the state sec ur i ties 
agency when he had been with the Minneapolis Police Department, 

and attributes the case cooperation which the unit has obtained 

from these agencies to these prior relationships. 
The office has also obtained witness protection services 

from the U. s. Marshal's Office--which had an unexpected benefi t 
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when they discovered that another witness they were protecting 

was observed picking up checks being mailed to a vacant address 

as part of a mail fraud scheme. This case was developed with 

the Postal Inspectors, and prosecuted on the federal level 

because a higher penalty could be obtained. 

The Postal Inspection Service also has provided access to 

its computers for data collection and analysis in a complex 

case which had sufficient relevance to the Postal Inspection 

Service's mission to justify this assistance. 

The staff includes an attorney, formerly the head of the 

state attorney discipline staff. That body routinely sends the 

unit information on matters which seem to involve criminal 

solicitation. At last report the unit had five or six of these 

cases pending. Similarly, the unit investigates an average of 

one attorney a month. At the close of such an investigation 

relevant information is forwarded to the lawyer discipline 

staff. 

The unit has also formed a state interagency working 

group. The unit had earlier been involved in a training course 
offered by the (Minneapolis-St. Paul) Metropolitan Council 

Complex Crime Control Task Force, which offered full-day 

training courses involving a range of federal, state, and local 
agencies once a month over a nine-month period. When the unit 

hosted a Unit Chiefs' Conference it took this opportunity to 

invite state and local officials to offer concurrent training 

sessions. At this conference the formation of an Interagency 

Economic Crime Group was announced in a press conference 

involving the Attorney General, four County Attorneys, and a 

representative of the D.S. Attorney's Office. 

The group has since met informally once a month. It has no 

chairman and participating agencies rotate in hosting the 

meetings. Participating federal-level agencies inc], ode the 

D.S. Attorney's Office, the FBI, the IRS (which hosted a 

meeting last spring and gave a presentation)~ the Inspector 

General's Office of the Department of Agriculture, the Postal 
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Inspection Services, and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 

Firearms. State agencies include the state police, Attorney 

General's office, state securities agency, state tax 

department, and state welfare department. 

The Group seeks to meet informally to establish personal 

contact 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

among the agencies, with the specific objectives of: 

Sharing intelligence information on current 
investigations; 

Coordinating multi-jurisdictional aspects of complex 
investigations and prosecutions; 

Providing a forum to promote decisions concerning what 
agency is in the best position to go forward; 

Sharing knowledge and expertise; 

Reviewing legislation needs; and 

Supporting training efforts. 

F. ~he·PhiladelphiaUnit 

The Philadelphia unit, as has been described earlier, was 
instrumental in developing the Pennsylvania Economic Crime 

Council. At the time of the first Battelle site visit to this 
jurisdiction, it was rePortad to be rare for the unit to work 

investigations with federal agencies and .. only occasional 

interaction was reported. By the time o'f the sif.:;cond site 

visitJ relations with federal agencies were reported to be 

extre~ely good and the unit had entered into written agreements 

with the IRS and te Secret Service. 
, 

This unit pioneered the s~rategy of referring cases to the 
.: 

IRS aft:er a conviction had been obta,ined. The unit also 

obtains information and technical assistance (e.g .• , handwriting 
analyses) from the Secret Service. The Service handles the 

matter t:o the point of arrest, and the uni t supervises the 

subseque:nt development of the case and prosecutes it. The 
I 

advanta~es are that the cases require only a minimal 
" 

expendi tt'lre of1,lni t resources and they are cases which would 

not otheiwise be prosecuted since theY fall outside federal 
declinat:i;on guidelines. 

\) 
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Per sonal con tact is seen by the uni t as the key to 

interagency cooperation. Thus, the unit has gone out of its 

way to contact federal agencies, and once contact is 

established, a unit staff attorney is designated as liaison 

that agency. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

UNIT INTERACTIONS WITH OTHER AGENCIES; 

THE NATIONAL STRATEGY SURVEYS 

I. LEAD UNIT INTERACTIONS WITH OTHER AGENCIES 

A. National Strateqv Questionnaire Results: Data on Lead Unit 

Interactions with Other Agencies 

One of the original goals of the National Strate~y 

in i tia ti ve ~vas to increase ECP unit il1 teractions wi th 0 ther 

agencies. The implementation of agreements with federal and 

state agencies were expected to result in a 25% increase in 

interaction with these agencies by the end of 12 months, and a 

50% increase by the end of the 18th month. Lead units were 

expected to develop their own ongoing liaison mechanisms with 

federal and state agencies with the guidance and support of the 

project's National Strategy staff, which was anticipated to 

result in a 40% increase in Lead Unit interaction with these 
agencies after one year, and a 200% increase after 18 months. 

In order to assess increases in unit interactions with 

federpl and state agencies and national organizations such as 

the Insuran~e Crime Prevention Institute, questionnaires were 

sent to the units in the spring of 1979 and again in the spring 

of 1980. (Copies of the two instruments are presented in 

Appendix D of this report.) The results of the first National 

Strategy survey are presented in a report, "Economic ,Crime 

Project Unit Interaction at the Federal and State Levels: An 

Analysis of the Results of the National Strategy 

Questionnaire," previously submitted to NDA1\ and LEAA.20 

These results will be compared to the results of the second 

survey, of the units in the next section of this Chapter. The 

purpose of this section is to compare the results of the Lead 

Units' responses for the two periods. 

Unit chiefs were asked to recall from memorYj poll their 

staff, and review project records in order to estimate the 
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number of cases referred to the unit from other agencies; the 
number of cases in which such referral was accompanied by an 
investigative "package" before referral or by post-referral 

assistance; the number of cases the units referred to other 

agencies and whether the unit continued to be involved in these 
cases after such referral; the number of times the unit had 

requested other investigative assistance; the number of times a 
unit either supplied an expert to another agency or used an 

expert provided by another agency; the number of ins~ances 

where units coordinated prosecution with another prosecutorial 
or investigative agency; whether unit staff had attended joint 

training with staf~ of other agencies; and whether the unit had 

written agreements in force with other agencies. 

Several caveats should be borne in mind in reviewing the 
data presented in this section. First, the comparison of Lead .' Unit interactions with other agencies in the two periods is 
done "in abstract"; no com~arison is made between Lead Units 

and other economic crime units for either period, nor is any 
analysis conducted with respect to changes in Lead Unit 
interactions in the two periods, on the one hand, and changes 
in the other economic crime units in these periods, on the 
other hand. 

Second, the responses to these instruments were estimates 
by unit chiefs. While information reported in the Economic 
Crime Project Reporting System is the type of information that 
many units routinely keep for management, budget, and public 

relations purposes, the data requested in the questionnaire 

were less likely to be kept by the units as a matter of 
routine. Many respondents indicated that ,the figures presented 

in the questionnaire were minimum figures ; that there may well 

have been more interactions which staff members could not 
quickly recall. (Because the number of investigations and 
cases in which int'eragency interaction occurs is such a small 

percentage of the units' caseload volume, it was deemed 

impractical to have unit staff review all investigation and 
case files for the. six-month periods under examina tion.) 

','-\ . ,I 
, I 
: I " 

! 
,j 

I 
.1 
.j 

1, 

~ 
1 
j 

245 

The six Lead Units differ in their mandates. The 

Metropolitan Denver District Attorneys Office of Consumer Fraud 

and Economic Crime, for example, has a heavy focus on consumer 

complaint mediation, investigation of consumer matter.s, and 

operation of the business opportunities clearinghouse, but 

refers many cases to the member district attorneys' general 

trial staff if prosecution is warranted. The head of the 

Minneapolis unit characterized her unit as being civil, 

primarily consumer, in nature in a recent presentatibn to 

officials of the u.S. Postal Inspection Service in Washington, 

D.C. Other units may devote their resources mainly to 

investigation and prosecution matters that are clearly 

criminal. Caseloads may vary in size or composition. It was 

learned during Battelle site visits that the "climate" and 

interactions between'criminal justice agency officials varies 

dramatically between the units. Because of these factors, it 

is inapposite to "compare the performance" of identified Lead 

Units. Thus, in the data presented in this section the Lead 

Units are designated by letter ("Unit A," "Unit B") rather than 
by name.* 

The Lead Units reported having received more referrals from 

other agencies in the second survey period than in the first, 

as is indicated in Table 5.1 on the next page. The total 

n umber of matters referred to the six uni ts rose from 61 to 

192, or 314.8'. Referrals from fecleral agencies rose from 5 to 

28, state agency referrals rose from 55 to 150, and matters 

received from national-level organizations rose from 1 to 14. 

A note of caution should be interjected in interpreting the 

perbkntage increase in unit interactions between the two survey 

periods. The project began the National Strategy initiative 
because there was so 11'ttle 't t' , 1n erac 10n among un1ts and other 

*Each unit was assigned a random number, then data were 
arranged to list units in rank order (lowest first) based on 
the random numbe.rs thus assigned. 
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TABLE 5.1 

MATTERS REFERRED TO SIX LEAD UNITS BY OTHER AGENCIES 
IN THE LAST HALF OF 1978 AND 1979, BY 

JURISDICTIONAL LEVEL OF AGENCY 

Federal Sta'te National 
Lead Unit Total Agencies Agencies Organizations 

1978* 1979* 1978 1979 1978 1979 1.978 1979 

Unit A** 3 6 0 1 2 5 
"-' 

Unit B 7 23 0 2 7 19 
./ 

Unit C 10 68 0 6 10 60 

Unit D 6 10 2 1 4 9 

Unit E 26 44 3 16 23 23 

Unit F 9 41 0 2 9 34 

* July 1, 1978, to December 31, 1978~ July 1, 1979, to 
DeCember 31, 1979. 

** Note: units randomly assigned letter identifiers to 
problems of inappropriate comparison of units with different 
mandates and priorities, operating in different "political" 
environments. 
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agencies; thus, the percentage of matters or cases which 

involved interactions with other agencies was but a small 

percentage of the units' workload. Thus a 300% increase in the 

number of cases referred to units by other agencies could mean 

that matters from other agencies could rise from five percent 

of the unit's investigations and prosecutions to 15%. This 

issue was considered in establishing, Project goals of 

increasing unit interaction 200%. 

As indicated in our report on the first survey, more 

referrals were received from state agencies than from federal 

agencies. This pattern continued among the Lead Units in the 

second survey period, with 150 matters corning from state 

agencies and 28 matters corning from federal agencies. But the 

percentage of referrals which carne from federal agencies rose 

from 8.2% in the first period~to 14.6% in the second. In the 

first period, only two of the six units had received any 

referrals from federal ,agencies, whereas in the second period 

each of the six Lead Units received at least one federal 

referral. 

The agencies and organizations making these referrals are 

indicated in Table 5.2, which follows. ~ecause the number of 

matters is so small, it is difficult to determine whether it 

reflects random caseload fluctuations or is indicative of 

trends. 

Table 5.3, following Table 5.2 below, provides an 

indication of the degree of agency-unit interaction which 

occurs in connection with case referrals. The first column of 

figures represents the number of matters referred to the uni ts 

~etween July and December, 1979, as reflected in the first 

column on Table 5.2. The second column represents the number 

of instances where referral was accompanied by a fairly 

complete invesi:~gative "package" describing a statement of 

facts, a listing of witnesses and the nature of their testimony 

and descriptions or copies of necessary documentary evid,encB. 

Units receivi.ng such "packages" are spared the time and expense 

of extensive basic investigation, and are thus in a better 

position to evalua~e the case and to prosecute 
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TABLE 5.2 

AGENCIES REFERRING MATTERS TO SIX LEAD UNITS 
IN LAST HALF OF 1978 AND 1979, BY AGENCY 

(Rank Order, by 1979 Frequency) 

Agency 

Federal Agency 
Secret Service 
U.S. Postal Inspection Service 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
U.S. Attorney 
Housing and Urban Development 
Interstate Commerce Commission 
u.S. Department of Transportation 
U.S. Department of Health, Education; 

and Welfare 
Social Security 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
Federal Trade Commission 
Federal Aviation Administration 

State Agency (generic title) 
Welfare, Medicare/Medicaid, Human Services 
Attorney General, same state as unit 

(including consumer units) 
Securities, Banking and Securities 
State Police, Bureau of Criminal Appre

hension, statewide organized crime or 
corruption unit 

Secretary of State 
Insurance 
Revenue, Taxation 
Motor Vehicles (including dealer 

licensing, auto repair bureau) 
Labori Employment Services, Industrial 

Safety 
~~al Bstate Commission 
A~riculture (including measurement 

standard) 
Probation Department 
Lawyers' Responsibility BO.;3,rd, State Bar 

Grievance Committee '. 
State Medical Association 
Attorney General, state other than one 

in which unit is located 
Contractor Licensing Board 
Legislative Auditor 
Health 
Public' Utility Commission 
Board of Optome'cry 
Transportation 
Housing 

Nat~onal Organizations 
Insurance Crime Prevention Institute 
Better Business BurecUl 

1979 

10 
6 
6 
2 
1 
1 
1 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

77 

13 
11 

11 

8 
7 
4 

4 

3 
2 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 

14 
0 

1978 

0 
1 
0 
0 , 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
1 
1 
1 

22 

7 
2 

1 

0 
1 
2 

0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
4 
1 
1 
1 
1 

0 
- 1 
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TABLE 5.3 

PRE-REFERRAL INVESTIGATIONS AND POST-REFERRAL ASSISTANCE 
BY REFERRING AGENCIES IN MATTERS REFERRED TO SIX 

LEAD UNITS IN LAST HALF OF 1979, BY AGENCY 

i (Rank Order, by 1979 Frequency) 
11~ _______________________________ -.~~~-. __ ~~~~ __ ~ __ =-~-, 

Agency 

Federal Agency ~ 
Secret Service 
U.S. Postal Inspection Service 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
U.S. Attorney 
Housing and Urban Development 
Interstate Cornme~ce Commission 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
U.S. Department of Health, ~ 

Education, and We1fa~e 

State Agency (generic title) 
Welfare, Medicare/Medicaid, 

Human Services 
Attorney General, same state as 

unit (including consumer units) 
Securities, Banking and Securities 
State Police, Bureau of Criminal 

Apprehension, statewide organized 
crime or corruption unit 

Secretary of state 
Insuran'ce 
Revenue, Taxation 
Motor Vehicles (including dealer 

licensing, auto repair bureau) 
Labor, Employment Services, 

Industrial Safety 
Real Estate Commission 
Agriculture (including measurement 

standard) 
Probation Department 
Lawyers' Responsibility Board, 

State Bar Grievance Committee 
State Medical Association 
Attorney General', state other than 

one in which unit is located 
Contractor Licensing Board 
Legislative Auditor 
Health 
Public Utility Commission 

~ationa1 Organizations 
Insurance Cr~me Prevention Institute 

77 

13 
11 

11 

8 
7 
4 

4 

3 
2 

2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

14 

77 69 

5 10 
8 10 

11 11 

0 8 
4 6 
1 4 

1 1 

0 0 
1 1 

2 2 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

1 0 
0 0 
1 0 
1 1 
0 1 

8 13 
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But even where the unit receives a "package," further 

investigation or other assistance (e.g., handwriting analysis, 

investigative accounting assistance) may be required. The 

right-hand column on Table 5.2 indicates the number of times 

the unit went back to the referring agency and obtained such 

assistance. 
Another goal of the National Strategy initiative was to 

broaden the range of remedies available when a unit could not 
itself prosecute a defendant as effectively or as e~ficiently 

as another agency. Th us, we asked uni ts to indicate the number 

of matters referred to state or federal agencies in the two 

survey periods. The Lead Units' responses are shown in Table 
5.4, which follows. 

Because two of the units did not have this information (one 

for 1979 and the other for 1978), comparison can be made only 

with respect to four of the units. In each case, the number of 

referrals to federal agencies increased. Referrals to state 

agencies rose in two of the units, and remained constant in the 
other two. 

The agencies to which these referrals were made are listed 
in Table 5.5. As in the case of Table 5.2, there is no basis 

for indicating whether changes between 1978 and 1979 reflect 

random caseload fluctuations or significant trends. 

Table 5.6 indicates the number of matters in which the 

units continued to be involved following referral to another 
agency. 

The units may also request assistance from state or federal 
agencies in matters other than those r~ferred to the unit or 

referred to another agency by a unit. The number of times this 

occurred in the two survey periods is shown in Table 5.7. 

There has been an overall increase in such cooperation with 

respect to federal and state agencies alike, although the 

numbers are too small to indicate any significant trends with 

respect to any of the agencies listed. 

Units may also seek to coordinate pro$ecution or other 
enforcement efforis with other agencies, to avoid duplication 
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TABLE 5.4 

MATTERS REFERRED TO OTHER AGENCIES BY SIX LEAD UNITS 
IN THE LAST HALF OF 1978 AND 1979, BY 

JURISDICTIONAL LEVEL OF AGENCY 

Federal sta.te 
Lead Unit Total Agencies Agencies 

1978* 1979* 1978 1979 1978 1979 

Unit A** 2 6 1 5 1 1 

Unit B 4 16 0 6 4 10 

Unit C 7 153 4 6 3 147 

Unit D N/A 175 N/A 50 N/A 125 

Unit E 10 N/A 8 N/A 2 N/A 

Unit F 2 5 2 5 0 0 

* July 1, 1978, to December 31, 1978; July 1, 1979, to 
December 31, 1979. 

** 
Note: Units randomly assigned letter identifiers to 

avoid problems of inappropriate comparison of units with 
different mandates and priorities, op~rating in different 
"political" environments. . 
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TABLE 5.-? 

NUMBER OF MATTERS REFERRED FROM SIX LEAD UNITS TO OTHER 
AGENCIES, LAST HALF OF 1978, 1979, BY AGENCY 

(Rank Order, by 1979 Frequency) 

Agency 

Federal Agency 

U.S. Postal Inspection Service 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Internal Revenue Service 

U.S. Attorney's Office 

Federal Trade Commission 

Department of Transportation, 
National Highway Traffic 
Safety Commission 

State Agency (generic title) 

Attorney General 

Motor Vehicles (including dealer 
licensing, auto repair bureau) 

Welfare, Medicare/Medicaid, 
Human Services 

Revenue 

Securities 

Insurance 

Labor, Employment Services, 
Industrial Safety 

Weights and Measures 

Banking 

Lawyers' Responsibility Board, 
State Bar Grievance Committee 

Auditor General 

Professional and Occupational Affairs 

National Organizations 

Better Business Bureau 

1979 

54 

11 

4 

1 

1 

1 

235 

25 

8 

6 

3 

2 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1978 

6 

o 
3 

4 

o 

o 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 
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TABLE 5.6 

POST-REFERRAL ASSISTANCE BY SIX LEAD UNITS IN MATTERS 
REFERRED TO OTHER AGENCIES, LAST HALF 

OF 1978, 1979, BY AGENCY 

(Rank Ordered, by 1979 Frequency) 

J-------------------------------~----------___________________ ~ 
Agency 

No. Matters 
Referred 
by unit 

No. Matters with 
Unit Post-Referral 

Assistance --. -------------------+--------------~~-----------------~ 
Federal Agency 

U.S. Postal Inspection Service 

Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion 

Internal Revenue Service 

U.S. Attorn~y's Office 

Federal Trade Commission 

Department of Transportation, 
National Highway Traffic 
Safety Commission 

State l\gency (generic title) 

Attorney General 

Motor Vehicles (including 
. dealer licensing, auto 

repair bureau) 

Welf~re, Medicare/Medicaid, 
Human Se:t'vices 

Revenue 

Securities 

Insurance 

Labor, Employment Services, 
Industrial Safety 

Weights and Measures 

54 

11 

4 

1 

1 

1 

23-5 

25 

8 

6 

3 

2 

2 

1 

o 

7 

o 
1 

1 

o 

7 
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8 

o 
3 
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of effort and gain the maximum impact. A number of practicI"ill 

considerations may enter into this. Federal laws may provide 

for more stringent penalties or for civil remedies not 
available under state law. Evidence admissible in one court 

may not be admissible in another. One of the coordinating 

agencies may have more expertise on this particular subject, or 

more resources to devote to the case. 
The number of times Lead Units coordinated prosecution Qr 

other enforcement efforts with another agency are indicated in 
Table 5.8. Such coordination increased in 1979, but, again, -, 

the numbers are too small to indicate a significant trend. 

The number of times the units used experts from other 

agencies in the two periods is reflected in Table 5.9. This 

table also indicates the areas of expertise involved. 
SimilarlYi Table 5.10 shows the number of times units provided 

expertise to other agencies, and the types of expertise 

involved. The tables show increases in the 1979 period, but 

the nw~bers are too small to reflect significant trends. 

In the period encompassed by the second survey, staff of 
all six Lead Units had attended joint training sessions with 

staffs of other agencies. Indeed, several of th.ese units had 

hosted joint training sessions provided by the project's 

investigative accountant, the Internal R~venue Service, or the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation. In the first survey, by 

contrast, fiVE} of the six units reported that their staffs had 

participated in joint training sessions. 
At the time of the first National Strategy questionnaire, 

the only written agreement in force between a Lead Unit and 
another agency was a pledge of cooperation between the Hennepin 

County Ovlinneapolis) unit and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation~ Lead Units reported in the second survey that 

three additional agreements had been signed. One was between 

the Louisville tlOit and the Kentucky Department of Revenue. 

The Philadelphia unit reported new agreements with two federal 

agencies, the Internal Security Division of the Internal 
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TABLE 5.7 

INSTANCES OF INVESTIGATIVE ASSISTANCE TO SIX 
LEAD UNITS FROM OTHER AGENCIES, LAST HALF 

OF 1978 AND 1979, BY ASSISTING AGENCY 

(Rank ordered, by 1979 Frequency) 

r---------------------.~~--------_r--------~------~ 

I
, 

Agency 1979 1978 

Federal Agency 

Internal Revenue Service 

Secret Service, U.S. Treasury 

U.S. Postal Inspection Service 

U.S. Attorney 

Social Security Administration 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

State Agency (generic title) 

Attorney General 

Secretary of State 

Revenue 

Welfare, Medicare/Medicaid, 
Human services 

Insurance 

State Police, Bureau of Criminal 
Ap1?rehension, st';ttewide organized 
cr~me or corrupt~on unit 

Weights and Measures 

Securities 

National Organizations 

American Medical Association 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

8 

6 

5 

2 

2 

o 

o 
o 

1 

. Note: (Jnits :andomly assigned letter identifiers to 
a~o~d problems of ~~appropriate comparisQn of units with 
~~ff7r7nt manda~es and priorities, operating in different 
pol~~~caln env~ronments. ' 
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TABLE 5.8 

INSTANCES OF COORDINATION OF PROSECUTION BY SIX 
LEAD UNITS WITH OTHER PROSECUTIVE OR REGULATORY 

AGENCIES, BY AGENCY, LAST HALF OF 1978, 1979 

(Rank Ordered, by 1979 Frequency) 

~------------,~----------------------------------.-------------------------~ 

Agency 

I, Federal Agency 

I 
U. S. Attorney 

I 
I 
I 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

U.S. Postal Inspection Service 

Internal Revenue Service 

U.S. Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

State Agency (generic title) 

Attorney General (including consumer) 

Real Estate Commission 

Hotor Vehicles 

Welfare 

Securities 

No. of Instances of 
Coordinated Prosecution 

1979 

6 

6 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1978 

1 

o 
2 

o 

o 
o 

2 

0 

0 

1 

2 

~ , 

\ 
I 

,I 

I 
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TABLE 5.9 

SIX LEAD UNITS' USE OF EXPERTS FROM OTHER AGENCIES, LAST 
HALF OF 1978 AND 19'79, BY AGENCY AND SUBJECT AREA 

(Rank Ordered, by 1979 Frequency) 

Agency/Area of Expertise 

Federal Agency 

Internal Revenue Service 
(investigative accounting) 

Secret Service, U.S. Treasury 
(handwriting) 

U.S. Postal Inspection Service 
(handwriting) 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(RICO statute) 

Securities and Exchange Commission 
(accounting) 

State Age~cy (generic title) 

Revenue (sales tax, state tax fraud) 

Securities (securities, registration, 
fraud) 

Welfare (fraud prosecution~ exchange 
information; handwriting) 

~ 

State Crime Lab (handwZ'i.ting) 

Agriculture/Weights and Measures 
(fuel analysis) 

Commission on Travel Agencies 

Attorney General (auto repair) 

No. of Instances of 
Use of Experts 

1979 1978 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

o 

1 

o 
2 

o 
1 

1 
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TABLE 5.10 

PROVISION OF EXPERTS FROM SIX UNITS TO OTHER AGENCIES LAS.T 
HALF OF 1978 AND 1979, BY AGENCY AND SUBJECT MATTER 

Agency/Subject Matter 

Federal Agency' 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
(legal training) 

State Agency (generic title) 

/1 
/( 

Welfare, Medicare/Medicaid, 
Human Services 

Health (sanitation) 

No. of Instances Unit 
Provides Expe~t 

1979 1978 

1 a 

2 a 

1 a 
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Revenue Service and the Secret Service. The Philadelphia 

agreements were the result of a formal declination policy of 

the U.S. Attorney's Office, that cases involving less than 

$5,000 will not be prosecuted in the absence of other factors 

that make the case one of major significance. Under the Secret 

Service agreements the federal agency conducts an investigation 

and prepares a detailed report or "package." The Philadelphia 

economic cr ime un it prepares an affidavi t of probable ca use, 

and this is forwarded to the U.S. Attorney's Office for a 

formal declination. Following this, the Philadelphia Police 

Department becomes the affiant and makes the arrests. The 

Secret Service continues to be involved in the case, gathering 

evidence, ensuring that witnesses appear, and taking 

depositions. 

B. National Strategy Qu~stionnaire: In~ices of Lead Unit 

Interactions with Other Agencies 

In developing a strategy to expand cooperation and contact 

at the state and federaL-levels, it is useful to consider how 

the ECP Units differ in terms of the range of coope;ative 

.activities engaged in and the volume of such activities. For 

this purpose, in our report on last year's survey we developed 

indices of uni t interactions wi th other agencies. Each Unit 

was given scores on each of three interaction indices. This 

section of this report compares LaadUnit scores on these 

indices in the two survey periods. 

The indices measure different types of cooperative 

interaction and are composite measures of different variables. 

Index A focuses on case-specific cooperation (e.g., referrals 

in and out); Index B assesses the extent of the Unit's 

personnel exchange and training activities (e.g., experts 

provided to and from the Unit)) and Index C refers to the 

Unit's general cooperative arrangements (e.g., written 

agreements) • 

Each score on these indices is determined by the Unit's 

responses to specific questionnaire items, each of which 
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provide an indication of the nature and volume of the Unit's 

cooperative interaction. Each score reflects a weighted 

combination of these items. The weighting reflects tentative 

Battelle staff judgments as to the relative importance of the 

several types of cooperative activity reported by the Units. 

The decisions as to the appropriate weight of each of these 

\1 

i terns are arbi tr ary and, therefore, subject to rev is ion on the 

pasis of later examinations. Further, this weighting reflects 

only one aspect of a Unit's activities, interagency' 

cooperation, and should not be taken as a value judgment with 

respect to other (and often more important) aspects~of 

prosecutorial activity. 

Once each Unit was assigned a score on the "interaction" 

index, the range in scores for each of the three indices was 

computed. Those Units with scores falling into the lowest 

. d I of scores were classified as "low third of each 1n ex s range 

interaction" Units~ those Units with scores that fell into the 

middle third of the range of scores were classified as "medium 

interaction" Units; and those Units with scores that ranked in 

of scores we're classified as "high the top third of the range 

interaction" Units. 

Note that our approach was, first, to calculate a range of 

scores and, second, to arbitrarily divide this range of scores 

in to thirds, using for this specific purpose the logr i thms of 

the scores obtained in order to highlight subtle differences in 

the lower end of the indices, where most of the data clusters, 

and minimize the differences between these ratings and the few 

"extreme" cases at the higher end of the scale. Another 

approach would have been to divide the units into categories, 

placing one-third (or as approximately as the data would 

permit) of the units in each of the categories. While the 

latter alternative was temptingj it presented a methodological 

problem in comparing the results of future surveys with the 

data in this report; that is, from year to year our definition 

of "high," "medium," and "low" would change. 
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Classifying the Units by "interaction" scores and as 

"high," "medium," or "low" interaction Units is useful for 

analytical purposes. Each score indicates a Unit's relative 

involvement in cooperative activities vis-a-vis other Units as 

the s'cores divide the Uni ts into those that are engaged in ~ 

interagency cooperation or ~ such cooperation. In addition, 

each score is useful as a data reduction device. A Unit's 

responses to several questions about cooperative interactions 

can be summarized in a single score, while maintaining much of 

the detail of those responses. In terms of future analyses, 

these classifications can provide baseline data to assess 

future changes in general cooperative interaction patterns 

between the ECP Units and federal, state, and non-governmental 

agencies and specific changes in each Unit's interaction 

patterns. 

1. Index A (Case-Specific Cooperation). The interaction 

score of each Unit for Index A was calculated as follows: 

INDEX A SCORE = (NO. OF '?'.EFERRALS-IN X 3) + (NO. OF 

REFERRALS OUT) + (NO. OF POST-REFERRAL ASSISTS TO THE 

UNIT X 5) + (NO. OF POST-REFERRAL ASSISTS BY THE UNIT 

X 5) + (NO. OF INVESTIGATIVE ASSISTS TO THE UNIT X 5). 

In Index A, participation in three cooperative activities 

(post-referral assists to the Unit, post-referral assists by 

the Unit, and investigative assists to the Unit) are weighted 

much more heavily than are the Unit's referral of matters to 

other agencies. This activity may be engaged in by the Units 

for other than cooperative purposes (e.g., the Unit may refer 

matters out in order to "dump" these cases on another agency). 

As the Unit is more passive in receiving referrals from other 

agencies than it is in engaging in the last three items listed 

in Index A, this first element of the index is not weighted as 

heavily as the last three (but is seen as more important than 

referrals-out and postreferral assists). The weigh:in;~ ~f the 

elemen ts in the fOrmula for Index A reflects these \"~lsJ.ons. 
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2. Index B (Personnel Exchange and Joint Traininq). The 

interaction scores for Index B were derived by utilizing the 

following formula: 

INDEX B SCORE = (NO. OF EXPERTS PROVIDED BY THE UNIT X 2) 

+ (NO. OF EXPERTS SUPPLIED TO THE UNIT) + (ENGAGING IN 

TRAINING COOPERATION X 2). 

On Index B, the number of experts provided by the Unit to 

other agencies is seen as more important than the number of 

experts the Unit receives from other agencies. Whether or not 

the Unit engages in cooperative training experiences with other 

agencies is seen as equally important as providing experts to 

other agencies and more important than receiving experts from 

,other agencies. 

3. Index'C (General'Cooperative Arrangements). 

and weights composing Index Care: 

. ' 

The items 

INDEX C SCORE = (NO. OF INSTANCES OF .PROSECUTIVE 

COORDINATION X 2.5) + (NO. OF WRITTEN AGREEMENTS 

X 3.5). 

Engaging in prosecutive coordination is not seen as 

significant a cooperative activity as establishing written 

A wrl"tten agreement .is a symbolic, visible, and agreements. . 

"public" commitment toward interagency cooperation. 

Consequently, the activities involving prosecutive coordination 

are given less weight than that of establishing written 

agreemen ts. (Again, this weighting reflects judgments as to 

levels of interagency interaction, and should not be taken as a 

value jud~~ent with respect to other [and often more importantl 

aspects of prosecu~tve activity.) 

4. Discussion. Lead Units' scores on Index A, 

case-specific cooperation, in the bolO survey periods are shown 

in Table 5 .• 11. All units' scores in~reased dramatically 
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between the two surveys, even discounting a jump from 83 to 

1,017 in Unit C's state-agency score which reflects a shift in 

responsibility in handling routine welfare recipient fraud 

cases. But there was no dramatic shift in the jurisdictional 

levels of the agencies with whom'the units interacted. The 

major contribution to Index A SCores was from interaction with 

state-level agencies which constituted 77.7% of the total score 

in 1978 and 80.8% in 1979. The portion of the Score 

attributable to cooperation with federal agencies dropped from 
17.0% in 1978 to 13.9% in 1979. 

Each of the Lead Units except Unit C showed an increase in 

Index B (personnel exchange and joint training) scores as well, 

although the increases were not as dramatic as Index A 
(case-specific cooperation) 

Table 5.12, which follows. 
score increases. This is shown in 

On the federal level, scores 
increased for two of the six units, decreased for one unit, and 

remained constant for the remaining three. The largest 

increases were on the state level, where two units reflected 

large increases, two had small increases, and two remained the 
same. 

Index C reflects more general cooperative arrangements, 

coordination of prosecutions, and entering into written 

agreements with other agencies. Lead Units' scores on this 

index in the two survey periods are reflected in Table 5.13, 

which fOllows. Three of the units' scores showed more than a 

two-fold increase, one reflected a minor increase, and two 

showed no change. In contrast to Indices A and B, here the 

increases were due largely to cooperative arrangements with 

federal rather than state agencies. This may reflect the 

project's focus on establishing stable and durable relations 

with federal agencies; i.e., increases in federal cooperative 

arrangements in this period may lead to increases in the 

federal components of Indices A and B scores in future years. 

, 

~. i' 

f I 
1,1 
Ii 
! t 
/1 

N 
I I 
i ~ 
1 i I, 
11 
i { 
: .1 
! j 
t.,' 
,r 1 
, 

J 

i 

: I 
11 
'J 
Ii 
! I 
ii 
'I 

i! 
it 
Ii ;r 

Ii 
/i 
I! 

ri 

II 
~ 
~ 
~ 

> \' 
G 

, 



\ : 
i 
\1 264 

I 
TABLE 5.11 I 

I 
-I INDEX A (CASE-SPECIFIC COOPERATION) SCORES: LEAD 'I UNIT INTERACTIONS WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND 

NONGOVERNl4ENTAL AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS , 
IN THE LAST HALF OF 1978 AND 1979 

Index A Score I 
I 

unit 1979 1978 j 

Total Federal State Total Federal State J 
r--:'~~\ .- i 

54 20 I 
! Unit A 13 1 I 
I 

41 '- 16 1 

I 
I 225 45 I I 1 I Unit B 32 0 j I 
I I 

! 177 45 
! 
I 

1,077 I 112 ! 
Unit C 44 29 1 

1,017 83 \ 

\. 225 43 , 

Unit D 53 11 
172 32 

:.; I 

367 220 
-, 

l 
Unit E 143 32 

184 IG,3 

358 89 t 
Unit F 46 

" 17 I 272 72 

,'{ 

iT 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
f 
I 

I 

.:; 
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TABLE 5.12 

INDEX B (PERSONNEL EXCHANGE AND JOINT TRAINING) SCORES: 
LEAD UNIT INTERACTIONS WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND 

NONGOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
IN THE LAST HALF OF 1978 AND 1979 

Index B Score 

Unit 1979 1978 
Total Federal State Total Federal 

3 2 
Unit A 0 0 

1 

9_ 
3 

Unit B 3 1 
4 . 

6 7 I Unit C 0 1 
4 

5 0 
Unit D 0 0 

3 

9 3 
Unit E 2 1 

5 
, 

2 3 

Unit F 0 0 
0 

:" 

State 

0 

0 
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I 
4 I 
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TABLE 5.13 

INDEX C (GENERAL COOPERA.TIVE ARRANGE~illNTS) SCORES: 
LEAD UNIT -:[,NTERACTIONS WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND 

NONGOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
IN THE LAST HALF OF 1978 AND 1979 

-
Index C Score 

unit 1979 1978 

Total Federal State Total Federal 

7.5 7.5 
unit A 2.5 2.5 

5.0 

13-: 5 6.0 

Unit B 11.0 3.5 

2.5 

8.5 7.5 

Unit C 5.0 5.0 .. 
3.5 

0 0 

Unit D 0 0 

0 

12.0 5.0 

Unit-E 12.0 2.5 

0 

20.0 2.5 

Unit F 20.0 2.5 

0 l i 

" 

-, 

. " 

',I 

'I 

.J 
State 'j 

1 , 
,! 
~ 

5.0 II 
.1 

1 

2.5 

, 

I 
2.5 I 

0 

2.5 

0 " 

, I 

~ 
~ 

I 

267 

5. Discussion: Lead Unit Index Ratinqs. As men~joned, in 

our 1978 survey report units were ranked "high-mediom-low" on 

each of the indices. The logr i thrns of the uni ts' scores were 

used to highlight subtle differences in the low end of the 

range of scores, where most of the unit scores were clustered, 

and the range of the logrithms of these scores was divided into 

thirds to create the categories. 

Lead Units' ratings by this method are shown in Table 

5.14. The number of units in each category on Indices A, B, 

and C are also shown on Figures 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3, 

respectively. These figures show the total number of units in 

each category on the total index, federal sub-index and state 

sub-index in the survey of the 1978 period, and the number of 

Lead Units in each category in the 1978 and 1979 periods . 

(Note that two scales are shown on the left side of the figure, 

one for all units and another for Lead Units. The scales are 

roughly comparable, to permit quick visual comparison.) 

On Index A (case-specific cooperation), three units' 

ratings each increased from "medium" to "high .. " This was due 
mor~ to federal than to state interactions: four units' 
ratings on the federal sub-index rose one category (low to 

medium 0r medium to high), while only three units' ratings rose 

on~ category on the state sub-index. 

On Index B (personn~l exchange and joint training), the 

shifts were more dramatic. Three uni ts rose from "low" to 

"high" and one from "low" to "medium." (The only lowered 

rating occurred on the Index B fUll index.) Here, the 

difference would seem to be more a matter of state agency 

interactions. Four units' ratings rose on the state sub-index, 

two rising from "low" to "high." Three units rose on the 

federal sub-index, but each by only one category. 

Three of the six units' ratings increased on Index C 
(gener,al cooperation), one unit shifting from "low" to "high." 

This difference heflects federal-level activity. Three units' 
1\ 

ratings rose (one cat~~gory each) on the federal sub-scale, 

while this was ture of only one unit on the state .sub-scale. 
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Tn13LE 5.14 

LEAD UNITS' RATINGS (HIGH-HEDTUN-LOW) ON INDEX SCORES, 
LAST HALF OF 1978 AND 1979 

A INDEX D INDEX C 

(Case-Spec if ic Cooperat:l,on) (Personnel, 'fraining) (General Cooperation) 

Total Federal State Total Federal State Total Federal State 

197& 1979 l!l78 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 
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FIGURE 5.1 
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CI.ASSIFIC~TION OF ALL ECP UNITS AND ECP LEAD UNITS 
INuEX A (CASE-SPECIFIC COOPERATION) 
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II. PROJECT UNIT INTERACTION WITH FEDERAL AND STATE 

AGENCIES: ANALYSlS OF THE RESULTS OF THE 2ND 

NATIONAL STRATEGY QUESTIONNAIRE 

The last section of this chapter described Lead Unit 

responses to National Strategy questionnaires for 1978 and 

1979, on interactions with federal and state agencies. This 

section describes the responses received from all the reporting 

units for the two periods. 
The analyses contained in Battelle's first-year report on 

this survey were intended to serve three purposes: (1) 

identification of areas of enforcement where cooper~tion and 

coordination among and between agencies were lacking, (2) 

surfacing bf options which would contribute to the level and 

quantity of cooperative interactions, and (3) to provide useful 

"basel ine II information for follow- u.p surveys. This repor t, on 

the 2nd National Strategy Questionnaire, will add a fourth 

purpose, i.e., (4) to serve as a preliminary assessment of the 

results of emphasizing inter-governmental investigative ~nd 

prosecutive cooperation and coordination. 
In this section, we examine such interactions from two 

perspectives. First, the data from the 2nd National Strategy 

Questionnaire is analyzed separately in order to assess the 

type and quanti tyof interactions between units and agencies of 

state and ,federal government) and national organizations. 

These analyses provide information on patterns of interactions 

between different elements of the law enforcement com~unity. , " 

Second, the data from the 1st and 2nd National Strategy 

Questionnaires are compared linearly. These analyses provide 

the first opportunity to gain a preliminary view of changes in 

the pattern and quantity of cooperative interactions acrosS two 

years of the National Strategy effort. More generally, the 

analyses from the Questionnaires serve as an informative 

supplement to data coming {rom analysis of the Economic Crime 

Project Reporting System. 
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A. 1he 2nd National StrateQv Ques~ionnai~e 

1. The Sample. Of the 71 questionnaires mailed to ECP units, 

52 were returned--a response rate of 73%. Comparing the 

characteristics of the responding units with those of all ECP 

uni ts, the 52 uni ts were similar to that of the ECP un i t 

population in many respects: assistant prosecutors in the unit, 

scope of jurisdiction (whether civil or criminal), and geographic 

location of the responaing units. On the basis of these 

similarities, the results reported here are likely to hold true, 

at least in more general terms, for all ECP units. 

2. General Description. In the first survey in the previous 

year, the ECP units were asked a series of questions about their 

enforcement activities in general, and their interactions with 

fedel~l and state agencies, in particular. We assumed no 

significant changes in the office size or scope of activities of 

the units and thus did not ask for this information on the 2nd 

National Strategy Questionnaire. The analysis of the responses to 

the questionnaire are presented below. 

a. Matters referred to units bv federal and state 

agencies. Several questions on the 2nd National Strategy 

Ques tionnaireexplored the pattern of referrals into the ECP uni t 

from federal and state agencies. As was the case in the previous 

year, no inquiry was made concerning referrals to or from local 

agencies such as police or consumer protection agencies because 

this was not deemed relevant to National Strategy concerns at this 

stage of data gathering. 

Each unit was asked to indicate the total number of matters 

that were received by referral from federal and state agencies. 

The number of such referrals-in ranges from zero to 500. Fifteen 

percent of the reporting units received one or fewer total 

referrals, while 50% received 15 or fewer.* 

* On several occasions a unit would indicate that it had engaged 
in a cooperative interaction with another agency, but it would fail 
to record the nllfQ:ber of such instances~ For coding purposes, such 
cases were recorded as ~ instance of interaction. As a 
conseguence; of thi~ conservative coding procedure, estimates of the 
extent oflnteractlonbetween ECP units and other governmental 
agencies will tend to be lower than might actually be the case. 
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J Referrals from federal agencies range from zero to 16, with ~ 

over half the units (57.7%) receiving no such referrals. Of 

those units receiving referrals from federal agencies, 9.6% 

received only one, while approximately 25% received five or 

fewer. Referrals from state agencies ranged from zero to 145. 

Only 10% of the units reported that they received no referrals 

from state agencies; however 50% reported receiving nine or 

fewer. The number of referrals from non-governmental 

organizations ranged from zero to 10, but 71.2% of the units 

reported that they received no such referrals. 

Of the 119 matters referred to the units from federal 
-, 

agencies, 30% came from the FBI or Postal Inspectors. The 

remainder were from a variety of federal offices including HEW, 

HUD, the Department of Transportation, and the Treasury 

Department. Referrals from state agencies came most frequently 

from state attorneys general, departments of welfare, and state 

corporation divisions. 

b. Investigations by referring agencies prior to 
referral to ECP units. The units were asked to indicate the 

number of matters referred to them in which the referring 
agenc~ had conducted a prior detailed inves~igation. Overall, 

the units reported 1,746 referrals from federal, state, and 
• J 

~on-governmental agencies, and th~t the referring agency had 

conducted a detailed prior investigation in 1,020 (58.4%) of 
the cases. 28.8% of the uni ts repor ted that the referring· 

agency conducted nQ prior investigations, but 50% reported such 

an investigation in at least two such referrals. 

Of the 53 referrals from federal agencies, the units 
reported that a full 80% (N=43) were received with no detailed 

prior investigation. By comparison, only 30% of the referrals 

from state agencies were not accompanied by a report or 

description of a prior investigation. 

c. Post-referral assistance to units by referring 

agencies. The 2nd National Strategy Questionnaire asked the 

units to indicate the number of matters referred' to them in 

which the referring agency assisted them after the referral. 
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The analysis of the questionnaire shows that 71% of the 

reponding units did receive some form of post-referral 

assistance in at least one of the matters referred to them. 

Federal agencies were less likely than state agencies to supply 

such assistance, as only 23% of the units received 

post-referral assistance from federal agencies, as opposed to 

65% from state agencies. Non-governmental organizations 

provided post-referral assistance in 23 out of the 47 matters 

(49%) referred to the urlits. 

d. Unit refeFrals to federal and state agencies. The 

2nd National Strategy Questionnaire also asked the units to 

state the number of matters they had referred J:Q f(;l'a.et:al and 

state agencies. The analysis showed that units had referred 

out a total of 1,628 matters to federal and state agencies, 

with average per/unit referrals ranging from zero to 200. Only 

14% of the units failed to make any referrals. 42% of the 

units referred between one and four matters to federal or state 

agen·cies. One fourth of th~ units did not refer any matters to . 
federal agencies, while 39% failed to refer to state agencies. 
The range of referrals out was vastly different for the two 
levels of government. For referrals to federal agencies, the 

range was zero to 88; for state agencies, zero to 356. 
Of the 387 matters referred to federal" agencies, the 

largest percentage were to the Postal Inspectprs. On the state 
level, matters were most frequently referrid to the offices of 

the state attorney general. 

e. Post-referral assistance by units to referral 

aqencies. 'Those uni ts which responded that they had refer red 

matters to federal or state agencies were asked to indicate the 

names of those agencies and to state whether or not the unit 

had provided post-referral investigative assistance to the 

agencies. Ahalysi~ of the responses showed that 46% of the 

unl..ts 'did not supply any assistance to the agencies . 33% of 

the units supplied such assistance, however, in a range of one 

to four cases which wero:r referred out to federal or state 

agencies. The range in the number of matters for which such 

post-referral assistance was provided is from zero to 147. 

. 

t 
1\ 

f\ 
1\ 
d 1\ 

\ , , 
; I 
! l 
i I 

\ 

I 
. " i 

: I 
,( , 

, I 
i 

I I 

:/ 
" : t 

" 

\ 

., "'--



" 

1 

" If 

7S 
Li 
(', 

Ii 
\1 
11 
:! 
;: 

~ f! 
Ii 
\;\ 
il 

ti 
I! 

/ -~ 

I 
~ 

·1 
1 
I 
! 

.1 
i 
i 
I 

.i 
! 

J 
)1 
I' ;-1 
P ;l 
L I 
f 1 
f: 
1 \ 
'" i 

1 

276 

When units referred matters to federal agencies, 35% ot 
matters involved some form of post~referral assistance from 

units. 39% of the referrals to state agencies involved such 

assistance. 

f. Unit requests to federal and state agencies for 

investigative assi§.~~. The W1its were asked if they had 

approached federa1t state, or national non-governmental 

organizations for assistance in the course of an 

inves tigation. 42% of the uni ts reported that they had not 

made such requests. Of the 58% which had, 23% had made only 

one or two requests. 

the 
the 

In total, there were 582 such requests made of federal and 

state agencies. 206 (35%) were made to federal agencies, and 

376 (65%) to state agencies. Only four instances were reported 

in which units had approached a non~governmental organization 

for investigative assistance. 

g. Staff participation in ioint training. The units 

were asked if, during the specified time period, any 

investigators or prosecutors from the unit participated in 
formal or informal training programs which also involved 

personnel from federal or state agencies. 54% of the units 

responded that they had been involved in at least one such 

joint training program. 

h • Unit shar ing ,of expertise wi,th federal and, still 

agencies. The 2nd National Strategy Questionnaire asked the 

ECP units to provide information on the number of times experts 
were provided to individual units by federal or state agencies, 

or by national non-governmental organizations. Expert 

assistance may have involved specialized technical expertise in 

an investigation" or the provision of an expert w;j.tness as a 

trial. The particular types of expertise involved in these 

exchanges may include investigative accounting, computer 

programming, hand writing analysis, or any~of a number of 

highly specialized skills. 37% of the units responded that 

they had used experts provided from outside their bffice. Of 

those, 19% had used experts provided by a federal agency, 27% 
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had received expert assistance from a state agency, while only 
6% reported any such interactions with a national 
non-governmental organization. 

With respect to the use of outside experts by the units, no 

clear patterns eme~ged. Preliminarily, however, it appears 

that the largest number of experts supplied to the unit could 

be categorized as "technical assistance specialists" in a wide 
variety of different specialties: 

In addi tion to the use of outside experts, the uni ts were 

asked if they had provided any experts to other agencies. Only 

10% of the units reported having provided expert assistance to 

federal or state agencies, or to a national non-governmental 

organization. More specifically, no experts were provided to 
federal agencies, and only three units reported such 

interactions with a state agency (N=2) or a national 
organization (N=l). .' 

i. Prosecutive coordination. The units were asked to 
indicate the number of cases they had which had involved some 
degree of coordination with either a federal or state agency. 

Such coordination might occur, for instance, where both federal 

and state charges could be brought against a defendant. By 

coordinating prosecutions, the defendant could be tried on the 

charges and in the jurisdiction best able to successfully 

conclude the prosecution. 65% of the units reported some 

degree of prosecutive coordination during the time covered by 

the 2nd National Strategy Questionnaire. Of these, however, 

33% reported such coordination in only one or two cases. The 

range of coordinated prosections was from one to 27. 

Of the 136 instances of prosecutive coordination, 49 (36%) 

involved federal agencies, and 87 (64%) involved state agencies. 

j. Written agreemen~~. Each unit was asked to 
indicafe whether any written agreements had been entered into 

by the unit or the unit's office to formalize cooperative 
agreements with federal, state, or local agencies. In total, 

the uni ts reported 19 such agreemen ts, fi v.e \tlith feder al " 
1', 

agencies, 19 with state agencies, and four with local 
agencies. 
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3. Analysis'of the Responpes. An analysis of the responses 

to the 2nd National Strategy Questionnaire shows that there are 

several clear patterns of unit interaction with federal and 

state agencies, and national non-governmental organizations. 

Several of these general patterns will be described and 

discussed in the materials which follow. Where necessary, 

eXPlanatory charts and tables are referred to in the text. 

The first clear trend is a lack of uniformity in the rate at 

which units engage in cooperative efforts. An analysis of the 

data clearly show that the units did not engage in all types of 

cooperative activity to the same extent. Table 5.15 shows the 

extent to which the unit, as a group, engaged in each of a 

series of cOoperative and interactive activities with federal 

agencies. The table shows that while a~~few as ~% of the units 

have written agreements with feder~l agenci~s, a~ many as 75% of 

the units have referred matters to~ fed~ral a~~ncy. These data 

help to identify areas of federal-unit involvement where added 
cooperative effort is needed. 

TABLE 5.15 

Cooperative/Interactive Activities with Federal Agencies 

Activi ty Engaged' in .. Wi th Federal' Agency' -.== "'"",~ 

Unit referred matters to an agency 

Agency prov'ided investigative assistance 
to the uni t 

Agency referred matters to a unit 

Unit and agency engaged in prosecutive 
coordination 

Unit provided post'-referr aI" assist2lnce " 
to the agency 

Agency provided post-referr.al assistance 
to the uni t 

Agency conducted detailed inve~tigation 
prior to referring case to the unit 

Agency supplied expert to the uni t. 

Unit and agency have written agreement 

Unit supplied expert to the agency 

. 

% of'Units k 

75% 

44% 

42% 

42% 

35% 

23% 

19% 

19% 

6% 

0% 

J 
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Table 5.16 shows the percentage of units that have engaged 

in each of a series of cooperative activities with state 

agencies. As with federal interactions, Table 5.16 shows that 

the units do not engage in all cOoperative activities to the 

same extent.· In only 10% of the reported cases did the unit 

SUPply an expert to a state agency. On the other hand, in 90% 

of the cases units report having received referrals from state 
agencies. 

TABLE 5.16 

Cooperative/Intera~tive Activities with State AgenCIes 

Activitv. Engaqed in with State Agency 

Agency referred matters to the unit 

Agency provided post-referral assistance 
to the uni t 

Agency conducted detailed investigation 
prior to referring case to the unit 

Unit referred matters to the agenby 

Unit and agency engaged in prosecutive 
coordination 

Unit provided post-referral assistance 
to the agency 

Agency provided investigative assistance 
to the uni t 

Agency supplied expert to the unit 

Unit and agenby have written agreement 

Unit supplied expert to the agency 

,. 

% of Units 

90% 

69% 

65% 

62% 

44% 

39% 

35% 

27% 

14% 

10% 

The patterns of the levels of activity within each table 

are more important than the magnitude of the percentages. The 

meaning and significance of these patterns will be discussed at 
length in a later section. I 
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Generally, a comparison between levels of activity with 

~ederal and state agencies shows that the majority of such 

inte~actions remain with state agencies. Given the local 

orientation of the large majority of units, such a finding 

should corne as no surprise. The important point is the level 

of increase in the amount of cooperative and interactive 

activity with both federal and state agencies. Table 5.17 

shows a comparison of the proportion of activities engaged in 

with federal and state agencies. 

,.. 

TABLE 5.17 

Proportion of Activities with Federal and State Agencies 

Activity 

Agency referred matter to the unit 

Agency provide~post-referral 
ass is tance to,',: 'I:he uhi t 

".I' 
"1 

Unit referred m~tter to the agency 
'II 

'.1 

Agency conduct~§ detailed investi
gation prior 'to referring matter 
to the uni t 

I 

Unit provided post-referral assist
ance to the agency 

Agency provided investigative 
assistance to the unit 

Unit and agency engaged in pro
secutive coordination 

t 

Agency supplied expert to the unit 

Unit supplied expert to the agency 

Unif and agency have written 
agreement 

Federal 

42 

23 

75 

19 

3S 

44 

42 

19 

o 

6 

This side-by-side comparison shows clear patterns. 

State 

90 

69 

62 

65 

39 

35 

44 

27 

10 

14 

Fo~ 

instance, twice as many un! ts r'eported receiving referrals f~om 
'.. 

state as from federal agencies." When such referrals were 

t 
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received by the unit, state agencies appear to be more 

cooperative in providing detailed prior investigations and 

post-referral assistance. On the other hand, the units 

reported that they receive more investigative assistance in 

matters not referred from the assisting agency from federal 

agencies than from those of the state. 

The type of agencies with which the units most frequently 

interacted also differs considerably on the federal and state 

levels. For each of the types of cooperative activities (i.e., 

referrals in, referrals out, investigative assistance, 

prosecutive coordination, and sharing of expertise) the 

agencies involved with the units were categorized into one of 

seven types: (1) consumer protection, (2) regulatory, (3) 

attorney/prosecutor, (4) social services, 

(6) non-governmental, and (7) other. 

(5) law enforcement, 

The data show that units received most of their federal 

referrals from law enforcement agencies (48%), while referrals 

from state agencies carne more generally from regulatory (21%), 

attorney/prosecutor (33%), and social services agencies (24%). 

Only 11% of the referrals from the state level carne from law 

enforcement agencies. It is notewor thy that the uni ts reported 

so little interaction with consumer protection agencies. Only 

one referral was reported from a federal consumer protection 

agency, and such cons umer protection agency refer rals acco un ted 

for only 10% of the total referrals from state agencies. 

At the federal level, the units again reported the greatest 

percentage of their own referral activity to federal law 

enforcement agencies (52%). For both referrals into and out of 

the unit, those federal law,en.forcement a.gencies incl'uded the 

FB I, United States Pos tal Service, Secret Sendce, the 

Depar tmen t of Jus tice, and the Dr ug Enfo.rcement Agency. Of 

these agencies, the un its most frequen tly interacted with the 
If '. 

FBI and the Postal Service. 

At ,the sta.te level, the units again refered matters to a 

range of different types of agencies~ with the largest 
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propor tions going to at torney/prosecutor (33%) and law 'I 

~ 

enforcement agencies (31%), and the remainder equally divided 1 
bebleen cons urner protection (18%) and state reg ulatory agencies 1 
(17%). The amount of interaction with consumer protection 

agencies at both the federal and state level appears to be 

proportionately small. This is surprising in light of the 

fact that approximately 85% of the ECP units deal with consumer 

complaints. The results suggest that the great majority of 

this type of activity occurs at the local level. 

At the federal level, nearly three-quarters (72%) of the 

investigative assistance activity occurred with the FBI, the 

Postal Inspectors, and other law enforcement agencies. This 

trend is completely ,reversed at the state level wi th only 14% 

of such activity reported for state law enforcement agencies. 

Investigative assistance at the state level occurred primarily 

between the units and attorney/prosecutor (34%) and regulatory 

agencies (26%). 

Federal law enforcement agencies (53%) also predominate in 

prosecutive coordi.nation wi th the uni ts. However, federal 

attorney/prosecutor offices also accounted for a large 

percentage ("35%) of this type of activity. Coordination with 

federal prosecutors, it should be pointed out,occurs directly 

or indirectly through coordination efforts of investigative 

activities. At the state level, prosecutive coordination 

occurred primarily between the units and attorney/prosecutor 

(35%) and regulatory agencies (38%). State law enforcement 

agencies accounted for only 9% of the reported instances of 

prosecutive coordination. 

Law enforcement (56%) and non-governmental agencies (22%) 

account for the largest proportion of instances in which units 

share experts with fedeval agencies or national 

non-governmental organizations. At the state level, this 

cooperative activity occurred mainly between the units and 

regulatory (35%), law enforcement (29%), and social service 

agencies (19%). 
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In general, there are two patterns that deserve special 

mention. The first is the low level of activity across all 

categories between units and state law enforcement agencies. 

There are three explanations that immediately suggests 

themselves as reasonably accounting for this pattern. The 

most probable explanation is one of tradition. At the 

non-federal level, crime investigation is most frequently a 

county- or municipal-level function. Statewide organized 

crime units, for example, are a recent phenomenon. A second 

possibility is that state law enforcement agencies simply do 

not have investigative capabiiities in the area of economic 

crime. This latter explanation would account for the lack of 

cooperative interaction across all the various activities 

involving state law enforcement. It may also be the case 

that existing state law enforcement agencies are not aware of 

the scope of activities engaged in by the ECP units and thus 

do not actively attempt to seek or give assistance in 

appropriate cases. 

It is also apparent from the analysis of the 2nd National 

Strategy Questionnaire that the units have relatively little 

interaction with national non~gover~mental organizations. 

Table 5.18 shows the degree of in~eractions with such 

organizations for a variety of cooperative activities. Most 

of the interaction occurred from referrals by non-government 

agencies to the uni ts. When such referrals did occ ur, 17% 

were accompanied by a detailed investigation, and in nearly 

25 % of the cases, the non-governmental organi~ation provided 

some form of post-referral assistance to the unit. 
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TABLE 5.18 

Interactions with Non-governmental Organizations 

Activity 

Organization referred case to unit 

Organization provided post-referral 
assistance to the unit 

Organization conducted detailed 'investigation 
prior to referring case to the unit 

Organization provided experts to the unit 

Organization provided investigative 
assistance to the unit 

Unit provided experts to the organization 

Unit referred matter to the organization 

Unit and organization engaged in pro
secutive coordination 

Unit provided post-referral assistance 
to the organization 

Unit and organization have written agreement 

B. Classification of-the Units 

23% 

17% 

6% 

4% 

4% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

In the effort to implement the principles of a national 

strategy, it is important to know how well ECP units are 

responding to the mandate to expand cooperative interactions 

with federal and state agencies. For comparative purposes, it 

is important to find out how these patterns of interaction have 

changed in the time between the administration of the First and 

Second National Strategy Questionnaires. In order to analyze 

the units r performance on this basis, three interaction indices 

were computed and units were assigned a score computed on each 

index. (A detailed description of the construction of the 

indices is contained in the first section of this chapter.) As 
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explained earlier, each index measures a different type of 

cooperativ~ interaction and is composed of different variables 

taken from responses to the 2nd National Strategy Questionnaire. 

It should be reiterated that the item weighting reflects a 

tentative judgment of the relative importance of the several 

types of cooperative activity reported by the units. The 

decision as to the appropriate weight of each item was 

arbitrary and, therefore, subject to debate and revision. It 

should also be cautioned that the weighting reflects only one 

aspect of a unit's activities--interagency cooperation--and 

should not be taken as a value judgement with respect to other 

(often more important) aspects of investigative and prosecutive 

activity. 

As an additional level of analysis, units were classified 

as "high," "medium," or "low" on each of the three indices. 

Such a classification is a very useful analytical tool. Each 

score represents the relative involvement of the unit in 

cooperative activities in relation to units which are engaged 

in more or less cooperative interactions. Similarly, the index 
scores and classifications are useful as data reduction 

devices. A unitis response to several questions about 

cooperative activities can be collapsed into a single score, at 

the same time maintaining much of the Hflavor" of the 

individual items. It was originally intended that the 

classifications would provide baseline data against which to 

asSess changes in the patterns of cooperative interactions 

between the units and other governmental agencies and 

non-governmental organizations. This intention will be 

discussed and addressed in the second half of the present 

section. 

Briefly, Index A focuses on case-specific interaction and 

cooperation (i.e., referrals into and out of the unit, and pre

and post-referral assistance). Index B assesses the extent of 

personnel exchange and training activity between the units and 

federal and state agencies. Finally, Index C refers to the 

extent of the general cooperative arrangements in which the 

unit is involved. 
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1. General. Across all three indices there was a very 

wide range of index scores. Index A scores ranged from zero to 

319 (mean = 203.4, standard deviation = 76.4); Index B ranged 

from zero to 78 (mean = 22.5, standard deviation = 22.2); and 

Index C ranged from zero to 185 (mean = 60.5, standard 

deviation = 52.1). Standing alone, without a common point of 

reference, these index scores do not have great comparative 

value. Greater discriptive value comes from the classification 

of units into "low," "medium," ana "high" categories' in each 

index. Table 5.19 shows the percentage of units in each 

interaction category for each Index. 

TABLE 5.19 

Percentage of Units in Each Interaction Category 

Interaction Category 

High Medium ~ 

Index A 51.9 34.6 13.5 

Index B 3.8· 15.4 80.8 
f_! 

Index C 26.9 23.1 50.0 

On Index A, case-specific interaction and cooperation, over 

half the uni ts fell into the "high" interaction category, and 

one-quar t.F.~ were in the "medi um" in teraction category. On 

Index B, personnel exchange a,nd joint training, however, fully 

80% of the units fell into the "low" interaction category. On 

Index C, written or verbal cooperative arrangements, half the 

units were in the "low" interaction category with the remainder 

relatively equally divided between the "high" and "medium" 

categories. 

The analysis suggests the case-specific interact~on and 

cooperation occurs frequently between units and federal and 

state agencies, taking the form of reciprocal refeirals and 

investigative assistance. On the other hand, the majority of 

·1 
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the un its rarely share .exper ts wi th other governmental agencies 

(Index B), and almost never engage in pro~ecutive coordination 

or establish written or verbal agreements with federal or state 

agencies (Index C). 

The index scores and classifications shown in Table 5:19 

are based upon the cooperative interaction of the units with 

both federal and state agencies. In order to more carefully 

assess the pattern of unit interaction, each index was broken 

down to produce an index score for federal and state· agencies 

separately, and units were classified into interaction 

categories on the basis of these separate scores. The 

percentage of units at each level for each category and index 

are shown in Table 5.20. For case-specific cooperative 

activities, state agencies account for nearly twice those of 

fede ral agencies fo r ~lJi ts in the "high" interaction category. 

Conversely, in the "low" interaction category more Index A 

activities occur with federal than with state agencies. 

Generally, this suggests that units ~re far more active in 

interacting with state agencies, a fact that has not gone 

without notice in a variety of sources and is the focus of the 

national strategy effort. This ~inding is consistent with 

It findings with regard to the Lead Units, presented earlier. 

should be noted, however, that for both federal and state 

agencies, a rather large percentage (51% and 38.8%, 

respectively) of the units fall into the "medium" interaction 

category . 

For personnel exchange and joint training activities (Index 

B), the results show that more interaction oecurs between units 

and federal agencies. For federal agencies 44% of the units 

are in the "medium" interaction category. For state agencies, 

on the other hand, 89% of the uni ts fall into the "low" 

interaction category. The Lead Units, as earlier discussed, 

showed a higher level of state-level involvement. 

For general cooperative agreements (Index C), the results 

show a uniformly low level of interaction. For both federal 
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TABLE 5.20 

Percentage of Units Falling into Interaction 
Categories by Level of Government Agency 

Index A 
(Case-Specific Copperation) 

Medium 

Federal 

High 

23.1 32.7 

State 42.3 38.5 

Index'B 

44.2 

19.2 

(Personnel Exchange and Training Activities) 

High Medium k2!! 

Federal 11.5 44.2 44.2 

State 1.9 9.6 88.5 

Index'C 
(General Cooperative Agreements) 

High Medium Low -
Federal 25.0 19.2 55.8 

State 21.2 15.4 63.5 
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and stage agencies, the majority of the units (55.8% and 63.5%, 

respectively) fall into the "low" interaction category, with 

the remainder relatively equally spread out over the "high" and 

"medium" categories. The Lead Units reported a higher level of 

federal interaction. 

The material above has described the analyses of unit 

responses to the Second National Strategy Questionnaire. The 

material in the following sections will cover a general 

comparison of results from the first two administrations of the 

questionnaire spaced one year apart. 

B. Comparative Analvsis'of the First and Second 
National Strategy Questionnaires 

1. General. The material presented below provides the 

first opportunity to look at changes in the pattern and 

quantity of cooperative interactions across two years of the 

National Strategy effort. It should be remembered, however, 

that such comparisons should be considered as preliminary and 

any conclusions should be tempered with the realization that 

the analyses do not provide factual evidence of significant 
changes in the data. Interpretations of year-to-year 
comparisons should be, at best, tentative. 

There are at least two very important reasons for urging 

such caution in examining the results discussed here. In the 

first place, the data here can be considered as representing 

only two points in an ongoing time process that is subject to 

unpredictable fluctuation. Yearly changes in numbers, either 

up or down, maY.reflect more or less random changes in the data 

that are not causally related to any externally imposed 

intervention. Second, and possibly more important, is the lack 

of adequate controJ,. over the numbers that are actually entered 

in raw form on the questionnaire. This problem is not unique 

to the National Strategy Questionnaire but i$, rather, inherent 

in s~rvey research of any kind. The g~st of the problem is 

that the researcher has no means of determining or insuring the 

acctiracy of the data received on the $urvey or questionnaire 
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form. In most cases, this objection to survey data is overCQme 

in one or both of two ways: (1) by surveying very large 

numbers of respondents so that the effects of reporting errors 

can be assumed to be diluted by random distribution, or (2) by 

surveying the same small number of resp-ondents at many points 

in time so that errors again can be assumed to be randomly 

distributed (or can be statistically accounted for and 

con trolled) . In the presen t sit ua tion there are a small number 

of respondents (units) being sampled at only two points in 

time. As a result, caution is required in any interpretations 
arising from the analyses. 

In spite of these rather formidable roadblocks, such 

comparisons can provide useful and interesting information, 

especially when comparing unit changes from year to year. 

These changes will be discussed in a later section below. It 

is also important to examine the data for the possible 

emergence of trends or patterns in cooperative interactions, 

remembering that time and circumstances may drastically change 

the form and structure of the data. Keeping these 

considerations in mind, the following sections examine changes 

in cooperative interactions between the units and federal, 

state, and non-governmental agencies and organizations as 

reflected on the 1st and 2nd National Strategy Questionnaires. 

a. Mattersrefe&red to units bV'federal"and ~tate 
agencies. The units were asked to indicate the total number of 

cases which had been referred to them from federal or state 

agencies and from national non-governmental organizations. 

purposes of data analysis categories of total referrals to 

units were formed and units were placed in a category based on 

total number of referrals. Table 5.21 shows a comparison of 

these categories for the number of units, and Table 5.22 shows 

the same comparison for percentages of units. 

(\ 
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TABLE 5.21 

Number of Units in Each Referral-in Category 
in Year 1 and Year 2 

Number'of Units 
Total # of Referrals-in Year" 1 Year 2 Change 

0 6 2 1-2 -4 
3-4 9 8 -1 6 4 5-10 -2 

11-25 14 8 -6 5 11 26-50 +6 5 10 51+ +5 3 7 +4 

TABLE 5.22 

Percentage of Units in Each Referral-in Category 
in Year 1 and Year 2 

Total # of Referrals-in 

0 
1-2 
3-4 
5-10 

11-25 
26-50 

51+ 

Percentage of Units 

Year 1 Year 

12.2 3.8 
18.4 15.4 
12.2 7.7 
28.6 15.4 
10.2 21.2 
10.2 19.2 

6.1 13.5 

2 Change 

- 8.4 
- 3.0 
- 4.5 
-13.2 
+11.0 
+ 9.0 
+ 7.4 

An inspection of both tables shows a movement in the 

proportion of units from the lower categories to the higher 

categories. In other words, more units reported receiving more 

numbers of referrals from other agencies. and organizations. In 
year 1 the average number 

equalled lO.45~ in year 2 

statistically significant 
.030) • 

of referrals received by the units 
this number had i c d t 33 n rease 0 .58, a 
change (:!:. = 2.20, £.f = 99, alpha = 

Units were also asked to l'nql'cate h tl w e ler these referrals 
were from federal agencies, state agencies, or national 
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non-governmental organizations. Table 5.23 shows the 

proportion of units receiving referrals from federal agencies. 

# 

TABLE 5.23 

Percent~ge of Units in Each Referral-in Category 
from Federal Agencies in Year 1 and Year 2 

Percentage of Units 

'of'Referrals Year 1 Year'2 

0 51.0 57.7 
1-2 22.4 15.4 
3-4 14.3 5.7 
5-10 8.0 17.3 

11-25 2.0 9.6 
26-50 2.0 0 0 

50+ 0.0 0.0 

£b..~.ng.~ 

+ 6.7 
- 7.0 
- 8.6 
+ 9.3 
+ 7.6 
- 2.0 

0.0 

The results illustrate two important points in reference to 

referrals from federal agencies. On the one hand, a larger 

percentage of units reported no referrals from federal agencies 

in year 2 than in year 1. Ti{~ units reported an average of 

2.63 referrals-in for year I, dropping t~ an average of 2.29 in 

year 2. On the other hand~ in year 2, more individual units 
v 

were reporting receiving greater numbers of such referrals than 

in year 1. Especially noteworthy is the nearly 10% increase in 

units in the 5-10 and 11-25 referral categories. The ovep}ll 
\ I 

number of referrals from federal agencies dropped from 12~ in 

year 1 to 119 in year 2. 

Table 5.24 show~ a comparison of the proportion of units 

rece~)l~:tpg reJerra"ls from state agencies. Table 5.24 shows a 

largJ~ de'c'i'rffe (12.8%) 1n the·. n umber of uni ts in year" 2 who 

repd::f'ted receiv:ing no refel",)ls from state agencies. " In 

addition, there appea~s to be a shift in thg proportion of 

units from lower categories (i.e., 3-4 and 5-10) to higher 

categories (i.e., 11-25 and 26-50). In terms of the gross 

.,::nuftJber of referrals, in year, 1 units reported an average of 

7.31 referralg froIT) state agencies ,\olhile in year 2 the average 

number had risen to 18.92, a statis-tically significant increase 

#'of 
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TABLE 5.24 

Percentage of Units in Each Referral-in Category 
from State Agencies in Year 1 and Year 2 

Percentage of UnitE 

Referrals Year'l Year 2 

0 22.4 9.6 
1-2 20.4 19.2 
3-4 14.2 9.6 
5-10 25.6 12.3 

11-25 6.0 19.8 
26-50 4.0 13.3 

50+ 2.0 1.9 

Change 

-12.8 
- 1.2 
- 4.6 
-13.3 
+13.8 
+ 9.0 
- 0.1 

U:. = 2.80, df = 99, alpha ,': .006). In addition, the total 

number of referrals from state agencies increased three-fold, 

from 358 in year 1 to 984 in year 2. 

Cooperative interacticns with national non-governmental 

organizations did not m~k~ up a significant percentage of the 

acti vi ty of any unit for any year. In year 1 the uni ts 

reported receiving 23 such matters, while in year 2 the number 

had doubled to 47. Table 5.25 shows the percentage of units 

receiving referrals from these organizations. In year 2, 15% 

more units reported receiving at least one referral from a 

na tional non -gove,rnmental organ ization, and there appearpd to 

be approximately 10% more units in each of the top three 
ca tegor ies. 

#'of 

TABLE 5.25 

Percentage of U'nit~::c in Each Referral-in Category from 
Non-governmental Organizations in Year 1 and Year 2 

Percentage'of Units 

Referrals Year I. Year'2 Chan~F? ... - , ,J~ , 

\' f 

0 
<J' I 

85:,·7 71. 2 -14.5 
1-2 6.1 lS.4 + 9.3 
3-4 4.0 5.7 + 9.7 
5-10 '" 4.0 7.7 + 3.7 
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b. Investiqationsbv"referringagenciepprior'to 

referral to' ECf' unit~. The data and responses to these 

questions go to the issue of pre-referral activity on the part 

of the referring agencies. On the basis of the budget 

pressures and resource constraints faced by all public 

agencies, it might be hypothesized that governmental agencies 

would restrict the amount of resources committed to a matter, 

preferr ing to refer a "bare,·bones II case to the unit. The data, 

however, show that this has not been the case. Units received 

more referrals in year 2 than year 1 in which the referring 

agency had conducted a detailed prior investigation. This 

might well indicate a higher level of cooperation in the 

referral of matters to units. Table 5.26 shows the percentage 

of units receiving matters for which prior investigations had 

been conducted. 

The data show that between year 1 and year 2 there was an 

overall 21% increase in the number of units falling into the 

top three referral categories. In year 1 the ~\~ts reported an 

average of 4.88 referrals for which the r,eferrihg agency had 

conducted a detailed prior investigation. In year 2 this 

number had increased to 19.62, resulting in a statistically 

significant change from year 1 to year 2 (! = 1.97, df = 99, 

alpha = .047). In addition, the total number of prior detailed 

investigations reported by the units increased from 239 in year 

1 to 1020 in year 2. 

TABLE 5.26 

Percentage of Referrals for Which Detailed Prior 
Investigations Had Been Conducted 

Percentage"of'Units 

#'of"~eferrals Year-l Year'2 

0 22.4 28.8 
1-2 26.6 21.2 
3-4 4.1 9.6 
5-10 22.3 7.6 

11-25 12.1 15.2 
26-50. 2.0 13.3 

50+ 0.0 7.6 

Change 

+ 6.4 
5.4 

+ 5.5 
-14.7 
+ 3.1 
+11~3 

7.6 

I 
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Table 5.27 shows the comparison for prior investigations 

from federal agencies. 

#'of 

TABLE 5.27 

Percentage of Prior Detailed Investigations 
from Federal Agencies 

Percentage of'Units 

Prior" Investiqations Year 1 Year"2 

0 42.9 80.8 
1-2 12.3 7.7 
3-4 4.1 1.9 
5-10 2.0 7.6 

11-25 0.0 1.9 

.Chan~ 

+37.9 
- 4.6 
- 2.2 
+ 5.6 
+ 1.9 

The data for referrals from federal agencies show a 38% 

decline in the number of units reporting matters for ~hich the 

federal agency had conducted a detailed prior investigation. 

There was only an 8% decline in the total number of matters 

referred to the units from federal agencies, so the 38% decline 

in the number of referred matters accompanied by a prior 

investigation represents a sizeable real decline. Some of the 

concern over changes in percentages may be alleviated by the 

fact that there was an increase in the total number of cases 

referred from federal agencies for which the referring agency 

had conducted a prior investigation. Such cases numbered 15 in 

year 1 and 53 in year 2. In addition the average number of 

prior investigations rose from .49 in year 1 to 1.02 in year 2. 

Table 5.28 shows the comparable statistics regarding prior 

investigations from state agencies. As can be seen, there were 

large increases in the percentage of units in the highest three 

categories. In overall terms, the units reported 77 matters in 

which the referring $tate agencies had conducted detailed prior 

investigations in year 1, and that number rose to 605 in year 

2" a statistically significant increase (t = 3.75, df = 99, - '-alpha = .000). 
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TABLE 5.28 

Percentage of Prior Detailed Investigations 
from State Agencies 

*of Prior'Investigations 

o 
1-2 
3-4 
5-10 

11-25 
26;;;'50 
. 50+ 

~pentage'of Units 
t 

Year-l 

28.6 
12.3 
10.2 

8.1 
4.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Year-2 

30.8 
25.0 
5.7 
7.6 

15.2 
11.4 

3.8 

As with other variables, detailed prior investigations from 

non-governmental organizations accounted for only a fraction of 

the units' activity. Table 5.29 shows a comparison for year 1 

and year 2. The results show an overall decline in the number 

of detailed prior investigations from non-governmental 

organizations. The total number of such investigations only 

increased from 12 in year 1 to 19 in year 2. The table also 

shows that nearly 30% more of the units received no detailed 

prior investigations in year 2. 

TABLE 5.29 

Percentage of Detailed Investigations 
from Non-governmental Organizations 

Percentage -qf· Units 

#'of'Prior'Investigati9ns Year' 1 Year 2 

0 55.1 82.7 
1-2 2.0 13.5 
3-4 2.0 1.9 
5-10 2.0 1.9 

c. 

Chan9:~ 

+27.6 
+11.4 
- 0.1 
- 0.1 

Inspection of the table shows that more units reported 

increasing numbers of instances in ~'lhich a referring agency 

provides_some form of post-referral assistance. In year 1 the 

average n umber of s l:lch instances was 6.51 per uni t, in year 2 

the average number rose to 10.85. This increase was not, 

however, statistically significant. 

Instances of post-referral assistance from referring 

federal agencies to the uni ts declined from 99 in year 1 to 65 

in year 2. Table 5.31 shows the percentage of units receiving 

such assistance for years 1 and 2. The data show a large (but 

not statistically significant) decline in the number and 

percentage of units reporting any post-referral assistance from 

a tef~rring federal agency. In year 2, 22% more units reported 

having received no post-referral assistance from federal 
agencies. 
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TABLE 5.31 

Percentage of Instances of Post-referral Assistance 
-. from Referring Federal Agencies 

# of Instances of 
Post-referral Assistance 

o 
1-2 
3-4 
5-10 

11-25 
26-50 

50+ 

Percentaqe'of'Units 

Year-I 

55.1 
30.6 

8.1 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
0.0 

Year'2 

76.9 
9.6 
5.7 
5.7 
5.7 
0.0 
0.0 

Chan~ 

+21.8 
-21. 0 
- 2.4 
+ 3.7 
+ 3.7 
- 2.0 

0.0 

On the other, the number of instances of post-referral 

assistance from state agencies increased from 207 in year 1 to 

450 in year 2. Table 5.32 shows the comparison of percent~ges 

for state agencies. The data show a consistent trend toward 

increasing numbers of instances of post-referral assistance 

from state agencies. The average number of such instances 

increased significantly from 4.23 in year 1 to 8.65 in year 2 

U:. = 1.84, df = 99, alpha = .066). 

TABLE 5.32 

Percentage of Instances of Post-referral Assistance 
from Referring State Agencies 

# of Instances of 
Post·referral Assistance 

o 
1-2 
3-4 
5-10 

11-25 
26-50 

50+ 

Percentage of-Units 

Year 1 

36.7 
28.5 
12.2 
12.2 

4.0 
2.0 
0.0 

Year'2 

34.6 
21.1 
9.6 
9.6 

15.2 
5<-7 
1.9 

Change 

- 2.1 
- 7.4 

2.6 
2.6 

+11.2 
+ 3.7 
+ 1.9 
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Unit interactions with non-governmental organizations CHi 

the variable of post-referral assistance was a relatively minor 

part of the uni ts' activi ty. In year 1 the unfts reported only 

13 instances of post-referral assistance from national 

non-governmental organizations. In year 2 this number had 

nearly doubled to a total of 23. Proportionately, however, 

even the latter number is an insignificant portion of all the 

units' work. Table 5.33 shows a comparison of post-referral 

assistance from non-governmental organizations. There is some 

indication that more units have such experience, but the 

numbers are certainly too small to support any conclusion at 

this time. 

TABLE 5.33 

Percentage of Instances of Post-referral Assistance 
from Non-governmental Organizations 

# of Instances of 
Post-referral As~istance 

o 
1-2 
3-4 
5-10 

Percentage'of-enits 

")lear-I Year·2 

87.8 76.9 
6.1 19.2 
2.0 1.9 
2.0 1.9 

Change 

-10.9 
+13.1 - 0.1 
- 0.1 

d. Unit'referrals,to·feder?l·and>state'ag~r9i~2. The 

total number of matters which a unit refers out to federal and 

state agencies is an important indicator of the extent of 

cooperative interaction. To be considered valuable, however, 

referrals out of the unit must. occur for the appropriate 

reason. The cause of cooperative interactions is not enhanced 

if a unit is simply "dumping" unattractive or unproductive 

cases. The items from the First and Second National Strategy 

Questionnaires were not designed, and cannot be analyze-d, for 

the underlying motive in a referral out of the unit" It is 

ass urned here, for the purpose of this analys is; that all such 
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actions are for the best reasons and that more "referrals out" 

of the unit are "better" for a cooperative National Strategy. 

In year 1 the units reported 726 matters which had been 

referred out to other federal or state agencies. In year 2 

that number had risen to 1,628. In those same two years the 

average number of referrals out of the units rose from 17.27 to 

34.65. Although the average number of referrals from the units 

doubled, because of an increase in variability among the units, 

the increase from year 1 to year 2 was not statistically 

significant. Table 5.34 shows the comparison of percentages of 

units. The data show a decline in the number of units that had 

no referrals to other agencies and an increase in those 

reporting larger total numbers of referrals out (i.e., an 

increase of 14.8% in the 3-4 category, and nearly a 10% 

increase in the 50+ category) . 

TABLE 5.34 

Percentage of Total Referral from the;pnits 
to Federal and State Agencies 

# of'Referrals 

o 
1-2 
3-4 
5-10 

11-25 
26-50 

50+ 

Percentage'of'Units 

Year'l 

20.4 
22.4 
10.2 
14.2 
14.2 

8.0 
6.0 

Year· :;2 

13.5 
15.4 
25.0 
11.4 
13.3 

5.7 
15.2 

- 6.9 
- 7.0 
+14.8 

2.8 
- 0.9 

2.3 
+ 9.2 

Table 5.35 shows the percentage of referrals from the units 

to federal agencies. In year 1 there were 212 reported 

instartces of matters referred out of the units to federal 
.\\ 

agencies, in year 2 this number rose to 387. The average 

number of such referrals from units was 4.33 in year 1 and 7.44 

in year 2. The data in Table 5.35 ~eflect this increase in 

referral~ to federal agencies. In year 2 there was a drop of 
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nearly 8% in the number of units who ~ 

maue no such referrals, 
and an increase of nearly 8% in th 

e number of units falling 
into the higher "# of referral" categories. 

TABLE 5.35 

Percentage of Referrals from Units 
to Federal Agencies 

Percentage of Units 

. #'of Referrals Year'l Year'2 
0 32.7 

1-2 25.0 
3-4 30.6 30.8 
5-10 

12.3 11.5 
11-25 10.0 23.0 
26-50 8.0 1.9 

50+ 0.0 3.8 
2.0 5.7 

.' 

.Change 

- 7.7 
+ 0.2 
- 0.8 
+ 1.3 
- 6.1 
+ 3.8 
+ 3.7 

Table 5.36 shows comparable figures 
uni ts to state . 

on referrals from the 
agencles. The data show that in year 2 larger 

# 

TABLE 5.36 

Percentage of Referrals from Units 
to State Agencies 

Percentage of-Units 

of Referrals Ye,:3.r ' 1 Year'2 
0 

1-2 
36.7 38.5 

3-4 
14.3 21. 2 

5-10 
12.3 3.8 

11-25 
12.4 11.5 

26-50 
6.0 5.7 

50+ 6.1 7.6 
4.0 11.4 

numbers of units fell into both the 1 d 

Change 

+ 1.8 
+ 6.9 
- 8.5 
- 0.9 
- 0.3 
+ 1.5 
+ 7.4 

ower an the upper 
~ategOries of number of referrals to state agencies. The two 

ower an~ Upper' categor ies both increased by approximgtely 9%, 

and the eotal number of referrals to state agencies increased 

from 510 in year 1 to 1,241 in year 2. The average number of 
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referrals from each unit to state agencies increased from 12.86 

in the first year to 23.87 in the second year. This twofold 

increase was not, however, statistically significant. 

There was little involvement pf the units with national 

non-government organizations in the areas of referrals from the 

units. In year 1 there were only 14 instances of matters 

referred to non-governmental organizations. In year 2 this 

number fell to zero. 

e. Pos t-refe rr al ~ assistance' by' uni ts' to,- refer r al 

agencies. Post-referra aSS1S ance 1 . t by units to other agencies 

to whichmatt~:-<:s have been referred is to somel degree an 

indicator of the units' willingness to go beyond normal 

operational proce ures lnci11 e d . .... ffor t to engage in cooper a ti ve 

i~teractions. Table 5.37 shows the comparisons of years 1 and 
. b th . ts As reflected 2 on total post-referral asslstance y e unl • 

j of 

TABLE 5.37 

Percentage of Total Instances of Post-referral 
Assistance by Units to Referral Agencies 

Percentage of Units 

Instances Year'l Year-2 

0 40.8 46.2 
1-2 14.3 19.2 
3-4 10.2 13.5 
5-10 10.1 1.9 

11-25 6.0 7.6 
26-50 4.0 3.8 

50+ 6.0 7.6 

Change 

+ 5.4 
+ 4.9 
+ 3.3 
- 8.2 
+ 1.6 
- 0.2 
+ 1.6 

in Table 5.37, there was little change in the total magnitude 

of post-referral assistance provided by the units. The total 

number of instances of post-referral assistance increased from 

439 in year 1 to 517 in year 2. The average number of such 

instances increased from 8.96 to 9.94 over the same time period . 

The units provided no post-referral assista,71ce to 
non-g'overnmental organizations in ei ther year 1 or year 2. 
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Table 5.38 shows the comparison of instances of assistance to 
federal agencies. A notable feature the data is the 10% 

increase in the number of units that did not report any 

instances of post-referral assistance to federal agencies. 

This decrease in activity was offset very slightly by increases 
in other categories, as the number of instances of 

post-referral assistance increased from 113 in year 1 to 121 in 
year 2. 

TABLE 5.38 

Percentage of Instances of Post-referral 
Assistance to Federal Agencies 

Percentage-oJ'Units 

#' of' Ins~tances Year'l Year-2 
'1", 

0 55.1 65.4 1-2 14.3 15.4 3-4 12.3 9.6 5-10 4.0 5.7 11-25 2.0 O. 0 26-50 2.0 3.8 50+ 0.0 0.0 

Changft 

+10.3 
+ 1.1 
- 2.7 
+ 1.7 
- 2.0 
+ 1.8 

0.0 

A similar lack of overall change is seen in post-referral 
assistance by the units to state agencies. The number of such 

instances increased from 326 in year 1 to 393 in year 2, and 

the average number of instances per unit increased from 6.65 to 

7.56. Table 5.39 shows a comparison of the data for the two 

years. The data also show a large increase (13%) in the Aumber 

of units ,who did not report any instances of post-referral 
assistance t6 state agencies. 
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TABLE 5.39 

Percentage of Instances of Post-referral 
Assistance to State Agencies 

P~rcentageof Units 

of'Instances Year 1 Year 2 

0 51.0 61. 5 
1-2 14.3 15.4 
3-4 6.1 3.8 
5-10 6.1 3.8 

11-25 6.0 7.6 
26-50 4.0 5.7 

50+ 4.0 3.8 

ehange 

+13.1 
+ 1.1 
- 2.3 
- 2.3 
+ 1.6 
+ 1.7 

0.2 

f. Unit' requests to federal and state aqencies for 

investigative assistance. The units were asked to indicate the 

number of times they had approached federal or state agencies 

or non-governmental organizations for assistance in the course 

of an investigation. In the majority of cases (97%) when such 

requests were made the assistance was provided. This variable 

provides some measure of the degree to which units avail 

themselves of cooperative opportunities, and the frequency with 
which the opportunities result in productive interactions. 

The total number of requests by units for investigative 

assistance increased from 300 in year 1 to 620 in year. 2, and 

the average number of requests from each unit increased from 

6.12 to 11.92, although the increases were not statisticaly 

significant. Table 5.40 ~hows the comparisons for the total 

n umber of raques ts for \J.~;"es tiga tive assistance. The table 

shows a small (3.5%) inc~:ce'ase in the n umber of un! ts who did 

not request or receive investigative assistance, and a larger 

increase (11%) in the number of units that made one or more 

such req ues ts. 
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TABLE 5.40 

Percentage of Requests for Investigative Assistance 
from Units to Other Agencies and Organizations 

Percen tage,' of' Units 
• ',:0 

- Reoq,ests Year-I Year'2 Change 
0 38.8 42.3 + 3.5 1-2 18.4 23.1 + 4.7 3-4 10.2 3.8 - 6.4 5-10 14.2 5.7 - 8.5 11-25 10.1 15.3 + 5.2 26-50 ,.. 6.0 5.7 - O. 3 50+ 2.0 3.8 + 1.8 

Table 5.41 shows a comparison of requests from the units to 

federal agencies. In year 2 there was a decrease in the number 

of uni ts who did not request any investigative assistance from 

federal agencies.. The total number of such requests rose from 

146 in year 1 to 206 in year 2. Each unit averaged 2.98 
requests in the first year and 3.96 in the second. 

# 

TABLE 5.41 

Percentage of Requests for Investigative Assistance 
from Units to Federal Agencies 

?ercentage'q~lLnits 

of'Reguests Year '.1. Year' 2 !~h ange 
0 57.1 55.8 .- 1.3 

1-2 12.2 17.3 + 5.1 3-4 12.3 5.8 .'" 6.5-5-10 _ 10.2 9.5 .- 0.7 11-25 4.0 7.6 + 3.6 26-50 4.0 3.8 0.2 50+ 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Table 5.42 shows a similar comparison for requests from 

units to state agencies. The data show an 8% increase in the 

number of units which did not request investigative assistance 
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number of units making one to four requests. In total, the 

number of requests from the units to staue agencies increased 

from 250 in year 1 to 376 in year 2. For the same period the 

average number of such requests per unit increased from 2.92 to 

7.23. 

TABLE 5.42 

Percentage of Requests for Investigative Assistance 
from Units to State Agencies 

Percentag~-of-Units 

# of -Req ues ts Year'l Year'2 Chanqe 

0 57.1 65.4 + 8.3 
1-2 ~ 18.3 11 ~6 - 6.7 
3-4 6.1 0.0 - 6.1 
5-10 10.1 9.5 - 0.6 

11-25 4.0 9.5 + 5.5 
26-50 2.0 0.0 - 2.0 

50+ 0.0 3.8 + 3.8 

As was the case with previous variables, the units made few 

contacts with non-governmental or~Qhizations. The number of 
, ' 

requests for investigative assistance from"units to 

non~governmental organizations declined sharply from 211 in 

year 1 to just 4 in year 2. Ir;;,i year 1, 1,5 different units each 
I; !I 

reported mak,ing one or )rn~,~e.,such requests. In year 2, however, 
all four requests were act:ounted for by just two units. 

g. Staff··pattici'pation·in'joint J: .. raining. The units 

were asked to report whether personnel had been' involved in 
), 

joint training wlth 

In year 1, 31 units 

personnel from federal or state agencies. 

r:-r 
"(630'3) 'h'ad r:participated in some f,9rm of 

joint trainin·g. In year 2 this n umber had decl iried by a full 

,10'%1 with only-;-:28 llI}.Lts (53.8) reporting~uch interaction. 

h. YgiJ:-sl1ar ing· ·of· expertise' wi tho fed,e.rpl' and state 

agencies .--.:cSh"ar in% of expert aesis tance is 

responsibility between the units and other 

analys is sMyws, howev€!'r, that the level o-f 

a ,reciprocal 

agencies. The 
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low, and that this expertise is more frequently provided by 

other agencies to the units. Table 5.43 shows a comparison of 

the total n umber of ins tances of shared expertise .!:£ the un! ts. 

TABLE 5.43 

Percentage of Total Shared Expertise to the Units 
from Federal and State Agencies 

Percentage of Units 

# of' Ins tance.§j Year'l Year' 2, ~~Ige 

0 63.~ 63.5 + 0.2 
.,j'# 

1 18.4 17.3 1.1 
2 14-.3 9.6 - 4.7 
3 0.0 5.8 + 5.8 
4 4.1 0.0 - 4.1 
5 0.0 3.8 + 3.8 

Because of the small number of instances ot shared 

expertise, changes in percentage are not meaningful because 

they may reflect the change in only one or two units. In raw 

numbers, there was an increase in instances of experts provided 
to the units from 31 in year 1 to 38 in year 2. Table 5.44 

shows a comparison of experts provided the units from federal, 

state, and non-governmental ag~ncies or organizations. 

TABLE 5.44 

Number of Experts Provided to the Unit from Federal, 
State, and Non~governmental (NG) Sources 

Year'l 

Fe,¢leral State 

9 21 

l;!.§ 

1 

Federa.l 

12 

Year'2 

State NG -
23 3 

There was a comparably small number of experts provided 'by 

the uni ts to federal, state, or non-governmental agencies or 

organizations. T.able 5.45 shows the number 01: experts provided 

by the units to agencies and organizations. 
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TABLE 5.45 

Number of Experts Provided by the Unit to Federal, 
State, and M'r.)n-governmental (NG) Sources 

Year' 1 Year·2 

Federal State NG Federal State NG 

a 9 1 a 7 3 

i. Prosecutive coordination. The number of cases of 

prosecutive coordination increased ftom 33 in year 1 to 136 in 

year 2. The average number of instances of coordination per 

unit increased from 1.39 in year 1 to 2.62 in year 2. This 

increase approached, but did not attain, statistical 

significance (t = 1.82, df = 99, alpha = .073). - -
Table 5.46 shows the percentage of coordinated prosecutions 

which involved federal agencies. There was a small increase in 

instances of coordination from 34 in year 1 to 49 in year 2. 
:::-::: 

TABLE 5.46 

Percentage of Coordinated Prosecutions 
with Federal Agencies. 

Percentage'of'Units 

#'of'Ca,?es Year'l Year'2 

"0 
1-2 
3-4 
5-10 0\ 

11-25,1:/ 
26-50 

53.1 
36.8 
8.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

57.7 
~0.8 
7.6 
3.8 
0.0 
0.0 

Chan.s~ 

+ 4.6 
6.0 
0.6 

+ 3.8 ;;) 
0.0 
0.0 

In year 2 there was, a 5% increase in the n umber of uni ts which 

reported no instances of prosecutive c~ordination with a 

federal agency. J3ecause of the p,~a11 grp~s nqmbers involved, 

however, perc~ntage changes are n'otreliabl'e." 

In spite, of rel,atively small numbers of total cases, the 

Dchange in the number of ,instances of prosecutive coordination 

~I 
! 
~ 
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with state agenci~s approached statistical significance 

(:!::. = 1.69, £!. = 99, alpha = 0.96). The nLITnber of such cases 

increased from 33 in year 1 to 87 in year 2, ~ith averages of 

.67 andcc:~,;}67, respectively. Table 5.47 shows the percentage of 
coordiriated prosecutions with state agencies. The data show a 

15% decline in the number of units reporting two or fewer 

instances of coordinated prosecutions with state agencies, and 

a 17% increase in those reporting three or more instances. 

# 

TABLE 5.47 

Percentage of Coordinated Prosecutions 
with State Agencies 

Percentage of' Units 

of' Cases Year'l Year'2 

0 61.2 55.8 
1-2 32.6 23.'1 
3-4 2.0 13.4 
5-10 2.0 5.7 

11-25 0.0 0.0 
26-50 0.0 1.9 

Chans.~ 

- 5.4 
- 9.5 
+11.4 
+ 3.7 

0.0 
+ 1.9 

j . Written-agreements. For the purpose of our 
analyses it 
cooperative 
agencies is 

eormalizing 

analysis of 

is a.ssUI'l)ed that a most important indicator 
in~eraqtions between units and. federal and 

of 

state 
the existence of a written agreement defining and 

nature and extent of their relationships. An the 

the 1st and 2nd National Strategy Questionnaires 
shows, however, that a verY small num~er of units have entered 

into writfen agre~ments. In year 1 nine units reported having 

~uch agreements. In year 2 this number had risen to 19. Table 

5.48 shows a compar ison of t"hp n umber and distr ib ution of 
written agr~ernents. 
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TABLE 5.48 

Number and Distribution of Written Agreements Betweerl 
Units and Federal, State, and Local Agencies 

Year'l 
Federal State 

2 3 

Local 

4 

Year'z 
Federal State 

5 10 

2. ~nalysis'and ComEarison of,theResults. 

Local --

a. Total_' interactions. The analysis and compar ison 

of the results of the 1st and 2nd National Strategy 

Questionnaires reveal several trends that, if continued, could 

have significant implications for the National Stratregy 

effort. These trends (and other patterns) in the comparisons 

pf years 1 and 2 will be discussed below and, where necessary, 

illuminated with explan.atory or comparative tables. 

The first trend that is apparent in the data from the two 

years is a tendency for increasing numbers of cooperative 

interactions, and increasing numbers of units involved in these 

activities. At the same time it is apparent that this level of 
effort is A~~ consistent across the variety of tasks, 

interactions, and activities tapped by the National Strategy 

Ques,tionnaire. Table 5.49 shows a compar i'son of the exten't to 

which units engaged in each of a se~ies of cooperative and 

interactive activities with federal, state, and 

non-governmental agencies and diganizations. The data in the 

table show a mix of increases and decreases in the perc~ntage 
of units engaging in cooper,ative and interactive activitie,s. 

It is most interesting, however, to note those activities in 

which the' chari"ge fr,om year 1 to year 2 'was a negative number. 

',1- ' 

Percentage of Units Engaging in Cooperative 
Interactions--Total 

Activity 

Unit referred matters to an agency 
Agency referred matter to a unit 
Unit and agency engaged in 

prosecutive coordination 
Agency provided investigative 

assistance to the unit 
Agency provided post-referral 

assistance to the unit 
Unit provided post-referral assistance 

to the agency 
Agency conducted detailed investigation 

prior to referring matter to the unit 
Agency supplied expert to the unit 
Un~t supplied expert to the agency 
Unlt and agency have written agreement 

E.,ercentage:of-Units 

Year 1 

79.6 
87.8 

57.1 

61. 2 

77.6 

44.9 

77.6 
36.7 
10.2 
16.3 

Year'2 

86.5 
92.3 

65.4 

57.7 

71.2 

53.8 

71.2 
36.5 

9.6 
21.2 

Change 

+ 6.9 
+ 4.5 

+ 8.3 

- 3.5 

- 6.4 

+ 8.9 

- 6.4 
- 0.2 
- 0.6 
+ 4.9 

There aEe five such activities and all but one of them deal 

with situations in which federal or state agencies are 
described as "providing" something to the units. The exception 

to this is the activity of "unit supplied expert to agency" of 

which there were exceedingly few examples in ~ither year 1 or 

year 2 (and the same could be said for the activity "agency 

s uppliedexper t t9 the unit" wh ich also declined from year 1 to 

year 2). In 9PY event, there were at least three major 

,cOoperative activities, in which fe,deral or state agencies 

would be expected to ,take the initiative, where the percentage 

of unit involvement declined from year 1 to year 2. There are 

two possii?"le explanations for this res ul t. First, iI) reporting 

their level of cooperative activities, the units may have 

'consistently understated the degree to which federal and state 

agencies "carried their own weight" in these areas of 

interaction. Second, federal q,nd state agency activity in 

these areas may indeed have"declined, and they simply are not 

giving the degree of assistance apparen.t in~year 1. The 
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bearing on an explanation of these declines, but do suggest 

that this may be an area of concern for the success of the 

National Strategy effort. 

The data on the other cooperative activities indicate a 

relatively strong positive trend toward increasing interaction 

between the units and federal, state, ahd non-governmental 

agencies and organizations. A very rough measure of the 

overall change in the level of cooperative interaction can be 
obtained by summing across the percentage changes for each 

activity in Table 5.49. When this compulation is performed it 

indicates a net 16.4% increase in the level of cooperative 

interactions between years 1 and 2. A serious drawback in the 

use of this statistic is that it gives equal weight to all of 

the elements entering into its computation. Thus less 

important factors have an equal impact on the total number 

comparable to more important factors. This drawback was the 

moving element in the construction of the scales which are 
described earlier and are compared in greater detail below. 

The comparisoni on the weighted scales may provide a more 

accurate representation of overall changes in the degree of 

cooperative and interactive activi ties,of the units. 

a- •.. Un it· in te r ac):: i0ns' wi,th.:..f~de r aI' ag,enci~,~. For 

comparative purposes it is also important to examine the total 

interaction activity to see what proportion is accounted for by 

federal, state, and non-governmental sources, and to find out 

how the interactions with each have changed from year 1 to 

year 2. Table 5.50 shows a comparison of the extent to which 

unfts engaged in cooper ati ve acti vi ties with fede ral agencies 

between year 1 and year 2. 
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TABLE 5.50 

Percentage of Units Engaging in Cooperative 
Interactions--Federal Agencies 

~ctivity 

Unit referred matters to an agency 
Agency referred matter to a unit 
Unit and agency engaged in 

prosecutive coordination 
Agency provided investigative 

assistance to the unit 
Agency provided post-referral 

assistance to the unit 
Unit provided post-referral assistance 

to the agency 
Agency conducted detailed investigation 

prior to referring matter to the unit 
Agency supplied expert to the unit 
Unit supplied expert. to the agency 
Unit and agency have written agreement 

Percentage of Units 

Year'l 

67.3 
49.0 

46.9 

42.9 

44.9 

44.9 

57.1 
16.3 

0.0 
6.1 

X'ear'2 

75.0 
42.3 

42.3 

44.2 

23.1 

34.6 

19.2 
19.2 

0.0 
5.8 

Change 

+ 7.7 
- 6.7 

4.6 

+ 1.3 

-21.8 

-37.9 
+ 2.9 

0.0 
- 0.3 

The data in Table 5.50 suggest that the level of unit 

interaction with federal agencies has gone down between year 1 
and year 2. Summing across the percentage change in activities 

results in a net percentage change of -69.7, i.e., a ~9.7% 

decline in the level of cooperative activity between the units 

and federal agencies. However, because of the presence of two 

disproportionately large percentage decreases (-21 .. 8 for agency 

post-referral assistance, and -37.9 for agency conducted prior 

investigations) the net change does not accurately reflect the 

actual change in the level of interaction~ At best it does 

indicate the direction of change • Because of the cautions 

outlined at the beginning of this section any interpretation of 

Table 5.50 must be tentative. It does suggest, howe~er, that 

unit-federal agency interactions may need to be the focal point 

of additional effort especiall~ if it appears, across a longer 

period of time, that the apparent trend is a continuing one. 

c. Unit· inte.Faq .. t,i9..!l~ . wi th,' s ta be'" ag$=ncies. On the 

basis of the analyses presented earlier, it would be expected 
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that the level of interaction b!~~een the uni ts and state \ l 
Table l! agencies would have increased between year land year 2~ 

5.51 shows the comparison of activity for the two years. ~ 

TABLE 5.51 

Percentage of Units Engaging in Cooperative 
Interactions--State Agencies 

Percentage"of Units 

'\ i 
1 
I 

) 

Activity 
I 

Year.2 Change 'J Year-I 

Unit referred matters to an agency 
Agency referred matter to a unit 
Unit and agency engaged in 

63.3 61. 5 
90.4 

i.t 

- 1.8 1 
+12.8" 77.6 

'1 
prosecutive coordination 

Agency provided investigative 
assistance to the unit 

Agency provided post-referral 
assistance to the unit 

38.8 44.2 + 5.4 J 
63.3 65.4 

1 
+ 2.1 J 

.' :i 

49.0 38.5 -10.5 ~ 

Unit provided post-referral assistance 
to the agency 

Agency conducted detailed investigation 
prior to referring matter to the unit 

Agency supplied expert to the unit 
Unit supplied expert to the agency 
Unit and agency have written agreement 

42.9 

71. 4 
26.5 

8.2 
6.1 

34.6 8.3 

69.2 - 2.2 
26.9 + 0.4 

9.6 + 1.1 
13.5 + 7.4 

The data· in Table 5.51 provide a more balanced' pict ure of 

unit-state agency interaction. There were positive percentage 

changes in six of the ten cooperative activities assessed by 

the National Strategy 'Questionnaire. Summing across the 

percentage changes yields a net change of +6.4% in cooperative 

in teractions between the uni ts and state agencies. 
d. Unit'interactions~with'non-gov~rnmental 

organization~. The data from both the 1st and 2nd National 

Strategy Questionnaires show that the level of interactio~ 
between units and non-governmental organizations is relatively 

low. Table 5.52 shows a comparison of this interaction for 
year 1 and year 2. The data show a net decline (-11.1%) in 

unit interaction with npn-governmental organizations. The 

largest declines ar~ seen in those areas which require a 

f 
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commitment of resources, i.e., unit post-referral assistance 

and organization pre-referral investigations. Although 

interactions with non-governmental organizations are uniformly 

low, they should not be ignored as a potentially rich source of 

manpower and resources. 

TABLE 5.52 

Percentage of Units Engaging in Cooperative Interactions--
Non-governmental Organizations ' 

P' 

Activity 

Unit referred matters to an 
organization 

Organization referred matter 
to a uni t 

Unit and organization engaged in 
prosecutive coordination 

Organization provided investigative 
assistance to the unit 

Organization provided post-referral 
assistance to the Q~it 

Unit. provided post-referral assi.stance 
to the organization 

Organization conducted detailed 
investigation prior to referring 
matter to the uni t 

Organization supplied expert to 
the unit 

Unit supplied expert to the organization 
Unit and organization have 

written agreement 

3. elassi~fic-atj,bn' of' Uni ts. 
""'"'-. 

Percent,?ige'of Units 

Year"l 'Jear'2 Change 

8.2 0.0 8.2 

14.3 28.8 +14.5 

2.0 0.0 - 2.0 

6.1 3.8 - 2.3 

12.2 23.1 +10.9 

10.1 0.0 -10.1 

44.9 17.3 -27.6 

2.0 5.8 + 3.8 
2.0 1.9 _. 0.1 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

a. Genera!. As mentioned earlier the index scales 

were constructed irt an attempt to provide a more realistic 

measure of the wei9ht to be accorded to the individual 

interaction activiit:ies, to provide a more consol ida ted pict ure 

of ~hree different: categories of cooperative activity, and t.O 

cl'~~~\:ffy the unitl3 in termSoI their level of activity on each 

G~~tt;;rgo.ry ~ Table 5.53 shows a compar ison of the percentage of , 
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units at each level of the three indices for year 1 and 

year 2. The data show some noteworthy trends in the movement 

of units from "low" categories to "high" categories across all 

three indices. For Index A, case-specific cooperation, there 
was a decline of 15.2% units in the low and medium categories 

and an increase of 17.2% units in the high category. This 
change on Index A from year 1 to year 2 was statistically 

significant (l = 2.19, £f = 99, alpha = .029). 

Scale 

A 

B 

C 

~ 

TABLE 5.53 

Comparison of the Percentage of Units 
at Each Level of Three Indices 

MEDIUM HIGH 

.:..' Year' . , . , , Year' . , 'Ytiar'\ . . 
17 ~ 1 2 Change 1. 2 Change _ .. 

it.!. !:.\\ 
\\ 

)' 

'14.3 13.5 .8 49.0 34.6 -14.4 34.7 51.9' 

83.7 80.8 - 2.9 8.2 15.4 + 7.4 8.2 3.8 

61.2 50.0 -11.2 32.7 23.1 - 9.6 6.1 26.9 

£han~ 

+17.2 

- 4.4 

+20.8 

Index B, personnel exchange and training activities, showel
(! 

ffiore mixed changes across the three levels of activity. There 
>wer~ declines in the percentage of units in the low (-2.9%) and 

high (-4.4%) categories, but an increase t+7.4%) in the medium 
c~tegory. Index C, general cooperative agreements, also ~howed 

a trend toward higher levels of interaction. There wer~ 

declines of 11.2% and 9.6% in the low and medium categories, 
. \~ '\ 

respectively, and an InCrease 'of 20.8% in the high interaction 

category. The change on Index C w~s also statistically 

significant U:, = 1.98, £f= 99, alpha = .047). 

\~\ b. Index ciassif,ication'by·level·of·government. U'nit 

interactions and index score were also broken down by level of 
gov'ernment.~ This. analysis .. allows an investigation of the 

relative changes ih the percentages of units in each cat'egory 

~eparately for interactions with federal and state agencies. 
,~' '-.e, /, 

Table 5.54 shows this comparison for Index A, case-specific 

cooperation. 

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

317 

TABLE 5.54 

Percentage of Units Falling into Interaction 
Categories by Level of Government--Index A, 

Case-specific Co-operation 

LOW MEDIUt! HIGH 

Year' , , Year .:. Year' . 
1 2 Change 1:. 2 Change 1. 2 ~hang§! 

Federal 30.6 44.2 +13.6 51. 0 32.7 -18.3 18.4 23.1 + 4.7 

State 32.7 19.2 -13.5 38.8 38.5 - 0.3 28.6 42.3 +13.7 

Case-specific cooperation (Index A) between the units and 

federal agencies appears to have declined from year 1 to year 

2. There was a 13.6% increase in the number of units falling 

into the low interaction category, an 18.3% decrease in the 

number of units in the medium categ.ory, and onl~'" a 4.7% 

increase in units in the high interaction category. On the 
other hand, case-specific cooperation with state agencies 
showed an increase. There was a 13.5% decrease in units in the 

low category and a 13.7% increase in the high interaction 
category .. (There was essentially no change 1,n the number of 
units in the medium interaction category.) 

Table 5.55 shows a similar comparison for Index B, 

personnel exchange and training activities. The change in 

TABLE 5.55 

Percentage of Units Falling into Interaction Categories 
by Level of Government--Index B, 'Personnel 

Exchange and Training Activities 

,MEDIUM 

'Year'" .:..;. Year" , 
-r 2 ,£hange 1. 2 

HIGH --
, . Year' . 

ehan9.§t -1-' 2 

Federal 34.) 44'.2 

88.5 

+ 9.5 57.1 

2.0 

44.2 "'12.9 8.2 11.5 

6.1 1'.9 

fhange 

+ 3.3 

State ·Bl.8 3.3 9.6 + 7.6 !. 4.2 
(J 

'" 
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h and training activities between the level of personnel exc ange 
units and federal and state agencies is mixed. For federal 

agencies there was a 12.9% decrease in units in 

interaction category. There was also, however, 

the medium 

a 9.5% increase 

in the number of units in the low category. There was a 

similar mixed pattern of change for interaction with state 

agencies. There were 3-4% decreases in both the low and high 

categories, and a 7.6% increase in the medium interaction 

category. 
.; 

Table 5.56 shows the comparisons for Index C, general 

cooperative agreements. Table 5.56 shows two interesting 

patterns. For federal agency interactions, the units appear to 

haTJe move d to a polarized position. There was a large decrease 

(37.9%) in the number of units in the medium interaction 

category, with the decrease being divided between low 

interaction (+21.7%) and high interaction (+16.8%). For state 

agencies, there was a substantial decline (-28.3%) in the 

number of units in the low category and relatively equal 

h d ' (+13.4%) and high (+15.1%) categories. :increases in t e me lUID 

TABLE 5.56 
\. 

Percentage of Uni ts F?::lling into Interaction 
Categories by Level of Government--Index C, 

General Cooperative Agreements 

LOW MEDIUM HIGH --
. . Year .. .. Year' - . 

1'''.''- """."'~ ..... ~.: .... : ... ~"!\.-,,. .. -,~""',""'-~-;:;<"',..~~""\>":tt'Cri'===m= .. ""' ... "" ....... """'"' _________________ -==-==,==""'===::0===. =' ""'''''''''''. =:-=~~ tl·"l.l 
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~t.···. CHAPTER SIX fj-I 
". 1, , 

~1":.·.' CONCLUS IONS \ \ . 
! 1 
! 1 
I! r The Economic Cr ime Proj ect has con tin ued to be a vi tal l 

t force in encouraging and assisting local prosecutors in the i! 
1 i 

vigorous contaXnment of white-collar crime. In 10 months :1 
~. 

alone, 45 of the 68 units were able to recover over $13 million 

in restitutions, fines, and penalties--this for a two-year LEAA 

investment of under $2 million. Extensive prior Project 

efforts were continued under the Program Component in the 

present gra~t period. The Project has been able to find ways 

to increase local units' involvement in the national-level 

effort through associate membership in the Project's 1ask 

Forces, more frequent articles and book reviews by Unit Chiefs 

in the Project's Economic'Crime Digest, an expanded unit role 

in the authorship of Task ForcE'Manua1s, and inc.reased unit 

staff p~rticipation as lecturers and workshop leaders at Unit 

Chiefs' Conferences. 

The significant mark of the Project's impact in the present 

grant period, however, is in the National Strategy initiative. 

Only an idea in the minds of criminal justice officials and 

experts at the time of the first National Strategy Conference 

on the Battelle campus in July, 1978, the concept has been 

translated into a number of specific interagency initiatives to 

I ! 
i 

; "f 

i1 
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Ii 
:1' 
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11 
!j 
f. 
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\ .. .\ 

. Year" . 
1 2 Change 1. 2 . Change 1. 2 Change 

foster federal, state, and local cooperation in the battle 

against white-collar crime. Many difficult problems in 

fo~tering interagency cooperation remain, but a significant 

beginning has been made. I 
~ 

,... 

Federal 34.7 55.8 +21.1 57.1 19.2 -37.9 8.2 

State 91.8 63.5 -28.3 2.0 15.4 +13.4 6.1 

.~--~-......... '''''-----:-----

25.0 +16.8 

21.2 +15.1 
:- 1 

'·'d 

Perhaps one of the most dramatic and significant results of 

this initiative is the Execut:ive Working Group on Federal-State

Local Prosecutorial Relations. At the time the National 

Strategy init:;iative was launched, such a Working Group would 

have been difficult to visualize as even a middle-range 

objective. Through the National Strategy initiatives of the 
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Project's Antitrust Task Force, NDAA began working closely with obtain a resolution of support from the National Organization 

its counterpart association for state prosecutors, the National I of Bar Counsel for cooperation in lawyer discipline, and 
'j Association of Attorneys General. By the time of the Second i promote expansion of the Auto-Cap Program. None of these 

National Strategy Conference, in July, 1979, this had expanded,~ initiatives was initially anticipated. 

into unprecedented cooperation bet~"een the two organizations. '! Third, as in any research and development effort in pr ivate 

LEAA and the Criminal Division of the U.S. Department of] industry, or any innovative and exploratory venture, not every 

Justice were then about to announce the signing of a Memorandum effort paid off. The goal here was not to make every effort 

of Understanding for cooperation in enforcement against succeed, but to extract the appropriate lessons from those that 

white-collar crime, organized crime, and arson. At this second W,I failed as well as from those that succeeded. 

confBrence the idea of expanding this cooperatioQ to include M Fourth, the key to agency interaction proved to be in 
~ " 

NOAA, NAAG, and othe\ organizations was discussed a\t length and j establishing credibility through person-to-person interaction 

strongly urged. Six months later an agreement between Justice '1 leading to demonstrated results. Just as Unit Chiefs' 

and these two organi0~tions was signed in a formal ceremony in Conferences had been invaluable in getting ~it chiefs together 

Washington, establish~ng the Executive,!orking Group. While to exchange ideas and discuss problems (thus encouraging them 

this group expanded the focus of its efiorts beyond to contact each other to solve mutual problems and to forge the 

white-collar crime, organized crime, and arson, these areas Project into a truly national effort), the involvement of 

remained top priorities on the Group's agenda. ! federal agency officials in Unit Chiefs' Conferences and Task 

~,e,veral significant lessons have been learned, ,from this 1 Force effortsprovedtq!=>e an important part of fostering 

exp~tience. First, the process has been a slow one--even • interagency cooperation. The visit of Lead Unit Chiefs to 

slower than anticipated in the original grant application in 1 Washington, D. C. to meet with officials of the Criminal 
1 

August, 1978. Second, the results of this effort were not--and I Division of the U~S. Department of Justice, Inspectors General, 

could not be--the results originally anticipated. Independent and representatives of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and 

actions of federal and state agencies served to encourage, the Postal Inspection Service was important in translating 

hinder, or shape the direction of National Strategy National Strategy initiatives iiltO local-level efforts. 

initiatives. Thus, Project staff put equal amounts of time and In this vein, Memoranda of Understanding prov~d to be less 

energy into efforts with the Inspectors General of the U.S. essential to the National Strategy effort than o~iginally 

Department of Agriculture, Housing and Urban Development, II envisioned. They were originally conceived as "treaties" 

Health and Human Services, and Energy at the outset, but I between the respective agencies, resolving "turf" problems by 

obtained quite different results I?lith r,espect to ~:ach. 1 clearly delineating the cases which each agency could or would 

In this context, the Project took the wise ~ourse of handle and es£ablishing criteria for rendering mutual 

maintaining a posture of flexibility in being able to reapond assistance. It was discovered early in the process, however, 

. to "targets of opportunity" as they arose. Thus, the Project 'j that agencies were frequently less willing to be candid in 

was able to respond to the needs of the Executi~e Working i resolving disagreement and exploring areas of mutual interest 

Group, enco urage the development of statewide economic:9F ime I if the details .and res ul tswere to be ir.z;;evocably committed to 

co~cils, foster a much closer working relationship wi~1:.J NAAG, I writing. It is significant in this regard that the by-laws of 
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the Executive Working Group specifically prohibit it from 

giving specific advice or recommendations to the member 

organizations. 

Earlier it was stated that personal contact and pe"rsonal 

relationships were the key to interagency cooperation. The 

written agreements which emerged from National Strategy efforts 

sought to designate liaison, list areas of mutual interest and 

encourage local or regional representatives to meet with each 

other and work in these areas. They did not attempt- to 

delineate "turf." Unit chiefs and agency officials alike 

agreed that if there was no interpersonal interaction, 

Memoranda of Und~rstanding by themselves would, in the words of 

one Unit Chief, "not be worth the paper they're written on." 

The role of written agreements was seen as encouraging 

cooperation in areas of mutual benefit and establishing the 

mechanisms which might effectuate such cooperation. For 

example, they might ease transition problems when there is 

,~/ 

turnover within one of the agencies. The written understanding 

might provide the opportunity for representatives of the other 

agency to meet with the replacement in the first agency, 

assistance and oegin to establish a working relationship. 

This view of the role of written understandings was 
i.I . 

offer 

confirmed in a Project review and analysis of Memoranda of 

Understanding on the federal level. This study concluded: 

These examples point to the concl usjon that in ter-agency 
cooperation is most likely to occur and be effective when 
each agency perceives that the other is willing and able to 
help resolve a common problem. In my discussion with Lloyd 
A. Bastian, Director of the Law Enforcement Study, he 
expressed his belief that the role for written agreements 
between the heads of federal, state and local prosecutorial 
and investigative agencies should be to provide the mandate 
and the mechanisms for such interaction to occur. Then, 
local pro~ecutors and r~gional offices of federal agencies 
might be prompted more frequently to resort to specific 
agreements to resolve specific conflicts or problems. On 
the basis of my examination of the surveys at the 
Reorganization Projeot and my c.ontact with ECP members, I 
concur in this belief. 21 
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Although significant progress has been made in promoting 

National Strategy initiatives, it is no more than a good 

start. The Executive Working Group holds much promise because 

it provides a needed forum for national-level discussions, 

which will be of cruc.ial importance in view of the threatened 

curtailment of funding support for this NDAA effort. But the 

true impact of the National Strategy effort is to be felt at 

the local level, in communities throughout the nation. It 

remains to be seen if local prosecutors can continue to expand 

their efforts, described in this report, into a significant and 

coordinated national effort to protect the public, protect the 

integrity of governmental programs and safeguard increasingly 

restricted public monies. Nothing in this area will happen or 

continue to happen by itself; there is a clear need to maintain 

the momentum of current Project efforts and to "shepherd" on 

the national level the continuation of National Strategy 

efforts. 
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APPENDIX A 

ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM: 

DESCRIPTION 

Arthur Del Negro, Jr., Director 
Nicholas A. Gerren, Jr., Senior Staff Attorney 
Economic Crime Project 
National District Attorneys Association 
666 Lake Shore Drive, Suite 1432 
Chicago, Illinois 60611 
(312) 944-4610 

Herbert Edelhertz, Project Director 
Mary McGuire, Research Scientist 
Battelle Law and Justice Study Center 
4000 N.E. 41st Street 
P.O., Box C-5395 
Seattl,e, Washington 98105 
(206) 525-3130 

January 29, 1979 
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ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM: 

DESCRIPTION 

The purpose of the Economic Crime Project Reporting 

System (ECPRS) is to document the significant nati.onal 

effort to combat economic crime being undertaken by the 

units of the National District Attorneys Association 

Economic Crime Project. It is anticipated that collect

ing this information will also have operational utility 

for the units. Specifically, the information gathered 

through the ECPRS will: 

• document the magnitude and nature of these 

efforts to combat economic crime and, by infer

ence, provide increased understanding of the 

nature, scope, and impact of economic crime; 

• identify national trends in prosecutorial activity 

in this area, for example, in order to pinpoint 

future needs and plan future initiatives; and 

• justify the substantial commitment of resources 

of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 

through the Economic Crime Project, other branches 

of the Department of Justice, and other. federal 

and state agencies as this Project launches its 

National Strategy to increase federal, state, and 

local interjurisdictional cooperation and to pro

vide other resources for this effort. 

The approach taken to the design of these forms is 

to gather the minimum amount of information which can be 

analyzed to produce the maximum amount of understanding 

of economic crime as reflected by the units' activities. 

Wherever possible, we have tried to substitute analytic 

labor for unit reporting labor by, for example, using a 

computer to track, total, and organize the information 
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which is supplied by the units. Thus, the reporting 

efforts required of each unit will be minimized. The 

system is not designed to be comprehensive at all 

levels, but to obtain selected, nationally significant 

measures of project activities. This has involved a 

substantial joint planning effort by NOAA's Economic 

Crime Project staff and the Battelle Law and Justice 

Study Center staff. 

The ECPRS therefore requires more information on 

cases and investigations than on complaints, inquiries, 

and in-office resolution procedures because each indi

vidual case in the former category generally requires 

a more substantial commitment of office resources; 

furthermore, gathering detailed information on the 

source of referral and nature of all the inquiries made 

to an office would constitute a substantial reporting 

burden on unit staff. This is not to imply that either 

the (1) ombudsman or complaint-resolution function, or 

(2) investigation leading to criminal prosecution is 

more important than the other. Rather, the relative 

importance of these functions is an issue of local 

policy, needs, and priorities beyond the ambit of this 

proj ect'. 

Very simply, we will be asking you for a few basic 

details about your investigations and about your criminal 

and civil litigation--and for some more general infor

mation about your ,handling of complaints and referrals. 

The ECPRS should be compatible with, but less detailed 

than, individual unit data systems designed to meet 

units' management, case-tracking, and budget-justifica

tion needs. Information will be reported monthly by the 

un£ts on either two or three forms; the number of forms 

used will be determined by unit preference. 
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The reporting system is based on a relatively I:limple 

view of Economic Crime Project unit activities, whilch 

does not describe anyone office in detail, but which is 

broad enough to encompass the activities of all units. 

This view of unit activities is reflected in the flow 

chart below: 

FLOW CHART OE' UNIT ACTIVITIES 

Inquiries and Complaints 
(walk-ins, phone calls, 
letters, and initial 
contacts) 

Referrals 

-- - - - - - l 
Cases from other 

agencies j- - -
- - - -1 

- -

Referrals 

Complaint Resolution 
Procedures (Office 
attempts at resolu
tions) 

~ 

I 
I 
I 

~ 

Investi
gations 

1 
Referrals 

Cases 
filed 

Dispositions, courses of action, other details on what 

occurs within each stage of unit activities, and transfers 

of matters between stages are included in the discussion 

of each stage, below. 

The first stage of processing economic crime matters 

(except where another agency submits an investigative 

report or transfers a matter to the unit) is Inquiries 
-:--'~" 

and Complaints. We recognize that these may ~e turned 
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down by a unit as totally inappropriate or requiring 

no further action,- referred to another agency, retained 

for attempted resolution, or investigated with an eye 

toward further prosecution. One second stage alternative 

shown in this chart is In-office Complaint Resolution 

Procedures, for example, through formal or info~mal media

tion or arbitration. While this f.requently involves some 

investigative type activities as well, it can be differ

entiated from Investigations, as the term is used here, 

by the fact that criminal or civil litigatiqnis'not 
, 

seriously contemplated. Another second sta-J2; ,3.1ternative 

is Investigations, a term limited here to investigations 

intended to determine whether to file a criminal or civil 

action and to prepare a case for such action, regardless 

of the final outcome of the matter. Note that, for pur

poses of this system, it is immaterial whether the investi

gation was referred directly from Inquiries and Complaints, 

or whether it involved Complaint Resolution Procedures as 

well. The final stage is Cases Filed, both criminal and 

civil. The information requested in each category is des

cribed below. 

I. INQUIRIES AND COMPLAINTS 

This activity involves all "walk-ins," mail and phone 

contacts with the office to seek information or to report 

an activity, whether £E not the report alleges a white

collar crime or consumer cgmplaint. These are most often 

first encountered by t!1eunit receptionist, an investigator, 

a volunteer or a paralegal. Because of the relatively 
,', 

large volume of inquiries and complaints encountered, and 

beca,j'se a significant portion of these are frequently inap

prop.ti,ate for office action, no information is requested 
~ 

• iii • • "'-....1 " 

on the subJect matter of these ~n~t~aJ. contacts. Nor-is 

infbrmationrequested to differentiate inquirie~ from com

plaints. This is a frequently vague distinction, and some 

333 

units defer making this distinction until after contact 

with the party complained of or other further inquiry. 

Only one item of information is requested here: 

the total number of complaints and inquiries, or initial 

contacts received by the unit. We are not asking for 

information on individual complaints or inquiries, only 

total numbers. Information gathered here is intenaed 

to measure the amount of unit-public contact on incoming 

matters. 

II. COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 

Here the ECPRS deals, with all in-office efforts to 
-

resolve complaints or secure satisfaction for the complain-

ant, short of filing a criminal or civil case. Som.e investi

gative activity may be involved. In most cases, contact is 

made with the subject of the complaint. (Some units might 

regard this las an investigation, but such contact is not to 

be reported in the investigation category.because it 

is-intended only.to help achieve the main purpose 

of seeking resolution without litigation.) On occasion, 

following an unsuccessful attempt at resolution, a matter 

will~e referred to investigators or attorneys for further 
"'_': 

investigation, case preparation, and possible litigation. 

These matters will be reflected in both Complaint Resolution 

Procedures ~_':ld Investigations. 

The, information requested under this category includes 

the total number of m~tters where res,olution procedures (as 

descrioed in more' det~il above) are, initiated, the number 

of matters in which restitutiQn is obtained, the amount of 
( \1 

restitu:t.ion, and the number of matters referred to other 

agenC'ies. 

Note that restitution is only <:me possible successful 

outcome of a matter. No mare detailed information, on out

comes is requested, for two reasons. First, the determination 
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of what is a "successful" or "partially successful" 

outcome is a subjective judgment, and given the diverse 

environments within which the units operate, the differ

ent priorities and goals of units, and the diverse 

nature of the caseload, unit outcomes cannot easily be 

compared. Second, the gathering of such subjective infor

mation might tempt one to make relatively meaningless 

tallies and comparisons of "batting averages." 

III. INVESTIGATIONS 

For the purposes of this reporting system, the term 

"investigations" is limited to "investigations in con

templation of possible criminal or civil litigation." 

This does not mean that investigations ending with the 

decision not to file a criminal or civil'case should be 

excluded. But work undertaken in order to gather further 

information to aid in the in-office resolution of the 

matter which is not aimed at criminal or civil litigation 

are to be exclud~d here. 

On occasion, a unit will receive a'l "package" from 
'\ 

another agency, containing a file, notes of investigation, 

_evidence and the like with a request for prosecution. 

Almost invariably, the unit will review the matter closely 

before deciding whether to act1lally file, even if only to 

frame an appropriate response to the referring agency. 

This process not infrequently involves further investiga

tion or field work. This review pro~ess should be counted 

as an investigation, whether or not field work is involved. 

Thus, while not all investigations will result in cases, 

all cases will have been preceded by an investigation. 

Note that the length or complexity of the investigation 

is ±umaterial for the purpos'es of this reporting system. 

The important point is whether the investigation is anti

cipated to aid in consideration of litigation. 

t, 
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The information to be gathered on Investigations 

includes the identifying number, subject matter, number 

of persons under investigation, number of victims, source 

of referral, and outcomes. 

Offices may choose whether it is more convenient to 

report information on investigations on the same form as 

information on cases filed (expedient where the same 

person will tally information on investigations and cases) 

or to use separate forms for investigations and cases 

(which may be less confusing if different people supply 

information on investigations and cases). The same 

information would be supplied either way. 

IV. CASES 

This category is the easiest to define. It includes 

all cases actually filed with a court, either criminal 

(felony or misdemeanor) or civil. 

Information to be supplied with respect to Cases 

includes the identifying number (the same number used 

when reporting the investigation which led to the case), 

subject matter, number of defendants, number of victims, 

nature of fi,ling (civil, misdemeanor, or felony), type 

of proceeding (for example, negotiation, trial), result 

of proceeding (for example, conviction, acquittal), and 

penalty imposed. 
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ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM: 

INSTRUCTIONS 
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ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM: 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Introduction 

The Economic Crime Project Reporting System (ECPRS), 

described in a companion memo, seeks to gather national-level 

information about unit ~fforts and activities directed toward 

controlling economic crime. Specifically, the ECPRS will 

collect information in four areas: (1) inquiries and complaints 

received by units, (2) in-office matters involving unit com

plaint resolution procedures, (3) unit investigations carried 

ou~ in contemplation of litigation, and (4) criminal and civil 

cases filed with a court. 

Two or three forms will be used by each unit to report 

this information to the Economic Crime Project in Chicago. 

! Information on (l) inquiries and complaints and (2) in-office 

complaint resolutions will be reported on Form S-l. Information 

on (3) investigations and (4) cases filed will be reported 

either on one form (Form S-2) or on two forms (Form S-3 for 

inves,tigations and Form S-4 for cases filed), as the unit 

prefers. Instructions for completing the forms and the nature 

of the information to be reported are described below. Sample 

copies of the forms are found at the end of this memo. Column 

numbers shown on sample forms S-2, S-3, and S-4 are keyed to 

numbered headings of sections in the instructions which, follow. 

,-

The forms will be completed monthly by each unit and 

mailed to Nicholas Gerren, Jr., Senior Staff Attorney, Economic 

Crime Project, National District Attorneys Association; 666 Lake 

Shore'Drive, Suite 1432, Chicago, Illinois 60611 • 

I. INQUIRIES AND COMPLAINTS 

This activity involves all "walk-ins," mail, and phone, 

contacts with the office to seek information or to report an 

activity, whether or not the report alleges a white-collar 

crime or isa consumer complaint. 
341 
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Only one item of information is requested here: the 

total number of complaints and inquiries, or initial inquiries 

received by the unit. 

Reporting Complaints and Inquiries. The same form, S-l, 

will be used to report complaints, inquiries, and in-office 

complaint resolution procedures (discussed in the following 

section.) In order to report the complaints and inquiries 

received by your office, simply report the total nl~ber of 

all such initial contacts for the time period covered on Form 

S-l. 

II. COMPLAINT RESOLUTION PROCEDURES 

Here the ECPRS deals with all in-office efforts to resolve 

complaints or secure satisfaction for the complainant, short 

of the filing of a criminal or civil case against the potential 

defendant. Some investigative type activity may be involved. 

In most cases, contact is made with the other party. But 

this investigative activity is intended only to help achieve 

the main purpose, seeking resolution short of litigation. 

The information requested under-this category includes 

the total number of matters where resolution is attempted, the 

number of matters in which l:esti tution is obtained, the amount 

of restitution, and the number of matters,·referred to other 

age~bies. (Note that restitution is only one possible success

ful outcome of a matter; more detailed information on outcomes 

ris not requested.) 

A. REPORTING ATTEMPTED RESOLUTIONS. Using the Complaints, 

Inquiries, and Complaint Resolution Procedures Form (Form S-l) , 

record the number of instances during the time period covered 

in which your office attempted to resolve complaints or secure 

satisfaction for the_ complainant, short of filing a criminal 

or civil case. 

f J .. ==--'~~ '~,-,,:::~ ====-O'===~="''''4-=3''''''"'''"''''"'=====''''' ="'==~==~~- ====!=""""""-,=---- II 

! I il 
'1,' ! Ii \ n 

1\ ! H 
I 1,11( ~. lB. OUTCOME OF ATTEMPTED RESOLUTION. Ii 

,I 1\ I 1. Enter the number of voluntary-, non-court ordered or ! I 

I ::g:t~:::~ t r:;t~:~:~~::e o:o::~:~::e~:: o~:::~e:r:~e~:~:s ~ffice ! I 
ill Record only those instances in which the party has (1) agreed !1 

: i ~ to pay money to the victim(s), (2) agreed to replace something of Ij 
1 ' 'I 
','1 value, or (3) agreed to perform a service for which the victim (s) : I 
' I' J has already paid (e.g.~ satisfactory car or appliance repair.) ~ 

2. 

following 

amount of 

Enter the total amount recovered in restitution, 

the guidelines outlined above. That is, record 

money the party has agreed to pay the victim(s) ; 
the 

the price or fair market value of the item(s) the party has 

agreed to replace; or the price or fair market value of services 
performed. 

3. Record the number of referrals made to other agencies 

following an in-office attempt at resolution. 

III. INVESTIGATIONS 

For the purposes of this reporting system, the term 

"investigations".is limited to "investigations in contemplation 

of possible criminal or civil litigation." This does not 

mean that investigations ending with the decision not to file 

a criminal or civil case should. be excluded. But work under

taken in order to gather further information to aid in the 

in-office resolution of the matter which is not aimed at 

criminal or civil l~tigation is not to be counted here. 

On occasion, a. unit will receive a "package" from another 

agency, containing a file, notes of investigation, evidence 

and the like with a request for prosecution. Where the unit 

reviews the matter before deciding whether to file a criminal 

or civil complaint, this review process should be counted 

as an investigation whether or not field work is involved. 
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The information to be gathered on Investigations includes 

th~ identifying number, subject matter, number of persons or 

organizations under investigation, number of victims, source 

of investigation, and result of the investigation. Form S-2 

or S-3 is to be used to report information about investigations. 

The names of investigative targets should not be reported under 

any circumstances. 

Offices may choose whether it is more convenient to report 

information on investigations using the same form (Form S-2) 

that is used to r~port information on cases filed (expedient 

where the same person will tally information on investigations 

and cases); or to use separate forms for investigations (Form 

S-3) and cases (Form S-4),' which may be less confusing if 

different people supply information on lnvestigations and cases. 

The same information would be supplied either way. 

Frequently investigations are opened during one calendar 

month, and closed at a later time. Since the ECPRS calls for 

monthly reporting, the system has been designed to accommodate 

such time lapses: simply report a.11 investigations opened and 

all investigations closed each month, followimg the inst~uctions 

detailed below. This will typically involve making two separate' 

entries (at a,ifferent times) in the reporting forms--one 

entry when an investigation is opened and one entry when the 

investigatio~l is closed. Occasionally an' investigation will 

be opened anlJ. closed during the same month; when this occurs, 

only one ent:ry may be needed (in Form S-2 or Form S-4) to 

describe the investigation in full.' 

A. INVESTIGATIONS: OPENING (NUlllerical categories 

below are kE?yed to numbers shown on attached sample forms 

S-2 and S-3.,) 

HOW MAj,Q'Y LINES TO USE PER INVESTIGATION? 

For investigations being opened, use Qne line on the form 

for each investigation. Use your office procedures and policies 
_,,,,:-c.,, _______ '-___ _ 

*See, ,'. however, the discussion of number of lines to use 
when closi~lg an investigation, page 7, below. 

for determining whether to count these as one or several 
investigations. In cases of doubt, consider each related 
series of transactions as ~ investigation, even where each 

transaction involves different individuals or organizations 
being investigated and/or different victims. (The number 
being investigated, persons, organizations, or both, will be 

indicated in the appropriate column.) In one "advance fee" 

case, for example, the investigation would be shown on one 

line regardless of the number of complainants or the number 

under investigation. Or, for example, where the matter in

volves defrauding two banks, and it appears that the same 

people are involved in similar frauds against several insti

tutions, the investigation would also be reported on one line. 

1. TYPE OF ENTRY. Check the appropriate column to 

indicate the nature of the information being reported, that is, 

the type of entry in the form (Investigation Opening.) 

2. IDENTIFYING NUMBER. IndiCate in the Identifying 

Number column the number that your office assigns to t4e 

investigation, so that investigation openings can be linked 

to closings within your office, and so that the investigation 

can be linked to any subsequent case filed in court. The 

names of those under investigation are not to be used as 
identifiers. 

3. SOBJECT MATTER. Enter t):le appropriate numerical code 

from the attached list of economic crimes. For each investi

gation, when multiple allegations are being investigated, 
record only the most serious matter. 

4. NUMBER UNDER INVESTIGATION. First, determine whether 

the investigation involves individuals; businesses, institutions, 

or organizations (including partnerships, corporations, founda

tions and the like); or both~ Then enter the number(s) in the 

appropriate column(s). If it is impo~sible to determine the 
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number. under investigation, simply check the appropriate 

colunm to indicate whether individuals, businesses/ 
institutions, or both are involved. 

5. NU~1BER OF VICTIMS. First, determine whether the 

victim(s) of the alleged crime(s) were individuals; businesses, 
institutions, or other non-governmental organizations; federal, 
state, county, or municipal governmental entities, or some 

combination of these. Enter the number(s) in the app+opriate 

column(s). For all proactive investigations (see below for 
definition of "proactive") and other investigations where the 
number Clf victims cannot be estimated, simply put a check in the 
appropriate column to indicate whether the victims are indivi

duals, businesses/institutions, or governmental entities. 

6. SOURCE OF INVESTIGATION. 

6.1. Inquiries/Complaints. When (1) the investigation 
begins as a result of a complaint or inquiry brought by an 

individual; (2) the case is being considered for criminal or 
civil prosecution rather than in-office resolution such as 
mediation; and (3) no decision has been made to expand the 

investigation beyond the individual complaint to actively seek 
similar complaints against the same individual or business, 

check this column. If the last condition (expanded i.nvesti
gation) is met, check the Pro-Active column rather than the 
Inquiry/Complaint column. 

6.2. Proactive. If the investigation was begun by 

the office (for example by sampling meat content in ground 
beef or setting up a "dummy" car or appliance to be repaired) 

before an individual has complained; 2£ if the matter came to 
office attention through an individual complaint but the 
decision has been made to actively seek similar complaints 

against the same individual or business, check this column. 
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6.3. Agency Referral and Agency Type. Use these columns 
to indicate whether or not the investigation resulted from a 

referral from another agency. If the matter carne to office 

attention by being referred from another agency, whether or not 

prosecution has been specifically req1.1ested a,nd whether or not 

the agency has supplied investigative reports or evidence, check 

the column and write in the code indicating the type of referring 

agency, as indicated on the attached list of agency codes. 

7. CLOSING/DISPOSITION OF INVESTIGATION. LEAVE TRESE 

COLUMNS BLANK lV'HEN REPORTING ONLY THE OPENING OF l\N INVESTI
GATION. 

B. INVESTIGATIONS: CLOSING 

HOW MANY LINES TO USE PER INVESTIGATION? 

When an investigation involves more than one individual 

or organization, or involves both individuals and organizations, 

first determine ,the number of different closings which occurred. 

Use one line for each form of closing, and indicate the number 

of subjects (persons or organizations) included in this form 

of closing. For example, if all those being investigated 

agr~~d, to restitution, or no action was taken against any, or 

criminal felony charges were filed against all, U$e one line. 

Taking another example, whe:r;e one investigation ag'ainst ten 

defendants resulted in "no action" for six, felony charges 

against three, and remedial action short of restitution for one 

(whether or not ~his one agreed to restitution or was charged 

wi th a felony,) there are three forms of closings. Three, 

lines would be used: one line for all defendants involv'ed 
in each of these three forms of closing. 

1. TYPE OF ENTRY. Check the column "Investigation 
Clos~ng" to ~ d' t th ... ...:.n ~ca e e nature of information being reported. 

2. IDENTIFYING NUMBER. Enter your office identifying 
number in this column. (See page 5, above.) 
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3. SUBJECT MATTER. LEAVE THIS COLUMN .BLANK WHEN 

REPORTING ONLY THE CLOSING OF AN INVESTIGATION. 

4. dnd 5. NUMBER UNDER INVESTIGATION, NUMBER OF' VI,CTIMS. 

Comple~e,:~t.hese columns as instructed for INVESTIGATIONS: 

OPENING (pages 5, 6, above), keeping in mind the appropriate 
\' 

number of lines to use when closing an investigation (see page 7, 

above) . 

6. SOURCE OF INVESTIGATION. LEAVE THESE COLUMNS BLANK 

WHEN REPORTING ONLY THE CLOSING OF AN INVESTIGATION. 

7. CLOSING/DISPOSITION OF INVESTIGATION. 

7.1. Closed Administra~ively. Check this column if no other 

col urnn under 7. CLOSING/DISPOS'ITION applies. For example, if the 

decision is made to take no further action on the inves,tigat'ion, 

check this column. 

7.2. Remedial Action. Check if the investigati,oh 

resulted in remedial or corrective action by the individual or 

organizatiorl under l investigation, unless: (1) the individual 

or organization has agreed to make restitution, or (2) the 

matter is referred to another agency for action. 

7.3. "'Restitution. Check this box and incUcate the 

amount only where the person or 0:rganization being invest.i

gated has agreed to (1) pay money to victims~ (2) replace 

something of value, ££ (3) agrees to per£orm a service for 

which the victim(s) has (have) already paid (e.g., a satis

factory car or appliance'repair.) In the latter two instances, 

the price or present fair market value of the item replaced 
',') 

or service performed is entered under "Amount." Restitution 

here aoes not include ei ther "sYmbolic restitution" thi.~ou'gh 
community service or situitions in which the per's~:m ordrgani

zation has. agFeed to cancel a future' obligation (e.g."payments 
, ,. 

on a lifetim~;_;,dahce studio contract); in either of these 

instances, check column 7.2. Remedial Action. 

7.4. Referred. Use these c~lurnns to indicate whether 9r 

not the investigatiop resulted in a referral to another agency. 
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Check the column and write in the code indicating the type 

of agency to which the referral was mad~, using the attached. 

list of agency codes. Otherwise, leave these columns blank. 

7.5. Case Filed. On Form S-2, these columns are used 

for reporting both investigation closings and case openings. 

Check the appropriate column for civil filings (including 

filings for administrat,;i.',e hearings if your office has juris

diction to begin administrative hearings), felony charges, 

or misdemeanor charges. A "felony" is defined here as any 

crime punishable by a sentence of one year or more; "misde

meanor" refers here to any crime punishable by a sentence of 

one year or less. In most states, misdemeanors are punish~ 

able by a sentence of no more than one year. In a few sta.tes, some 

misdemeanors are punishable by more than one year (e.g., "high 

misdemeanors" in New Jersey.) Here, felonies and misdemeanors 

are to be distingui.shed on the basis of maximum statutory 

sentence, rather than sentence requested by your office. 

8 through 13. CASE INFORMATION. LEAVE THESE COLUMNS 

BLANK ~mEN REPORTING INVESTIGATIONS. 

Information is requested here on all cases actually filed 

with a court, either criminal or civil. Where the case began 

on referral from another agency which has provided a "package" 

of file, investigative, reports, evidence and the like, the 

process of reviewing this material,'deciding whether to file 

a case with the court, and framing appropriate charges Should 

be c?unted "as an Investigation, rather than a Case, whether 

9r not fieldwork or an extensive investigation is involved. It 

is not "reported here'\f as a Case, until a complaint is filed in 

co'ilrt. 
-

~~ Information to be supplied with respect to Cases includes 

the unit's identifying number (the same number used when the 

investigation leading to this case was reported), the type 
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of case filed (felony, misdemeanor, or civil), subje9t matter, 

number of defendants, number of victims, type of proceeding, 

result of proceeding (e.g., conviction, aquittal), and penalty 

or remedy imposed. 

Units may report their civil and criminal litigation 

(Cases) 9n either Form S-2 or Form S-4. (See discussion 

of use of forms for reporting investigations on page 4, 

above.) Since it is highly unlikely that a case would be 

filed and disposed of during one calendar month, unit~ will 

ordinarily report on each case twice: the first time when 

the case is filed, and the second time when the case is ~l()sed. 

A. CASES: FILING (Numerical categories below are 

keyed to numbers shown on attached sample form.) 

HOW MANY LINES TO USE PER CASE? 

For cases being opened, the primary rule is to use one 

line for each case number. Exception: for multiple charges 

or multiple defendants w'ith one case number, use (:me line on 

the form for each rela.ted series of transactions involved in 

the case being filed. In an "advance fee" case, for example, 

the case would be shown on one line regardless of the number 

of victims or defendants. (Bu'/: the number of victims and 

defendants would be indicated in the appropriate column.) 

When one or more persons are involved in the • .same or similc;1.r 

crime scpeme, then the case would be reported on one line. 

How~ver, when one or more persons are involved in different, 

unrelated crime schemes, then one line would be used for 

each crime scheme. 

L TYPE OF ENTRY. Cpeck tfle. "Case Filing" coluInn to 

indicate the nature of information being reporteq. 

. 2. IDENTIFYING NUMBER. Indicate iIi the "Identifyin~J 

Number" column the number that your office initially assigned 

to the case. This is the same number. that was used whe1r 
[, C::' 
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reporting the investigation which led to this case. Defen

dants' names are not to be used as identifiers. 

3. through 7.4. (Form S-2). LEAVE THESE COLUMNS BLANK 

WHEN REPORTING CASES. 

7.5. Cas~ Filed. Note that on the cow~ined Form S-2, 

these columnsai'~ used for both Investigations: Closing a.nd 

for Cases: Filing. Check appropriate box for felony charges, 

misdemeanor charges, or civil filings (including filings for 

administrative hearings if your office has jurisqiction to 

begin administrative hearings.) 

A "felony" is defined for ECPRS purposes as any crime 

punishable by a sentence of one year or more; "misdemeanor" 

refers here to a crime punishable by a. sentence of one year 

or less. Here felonies and misdemeanors are to be distinguished 

on the basis of maximum statutory sentence, rather than sentence 

requested by your office. 

8. SUBJECT MATTER. Enter the appropriate numerical code 

from the attached list of economic crimes. 

when either multiple charges or counts are 

record the most serious charge or count. 

For each case, 

being charged, only 

9. NUMBER OF DEFENDANTS. First, det.ermine whether 

defendants are individuals; bU$inesses, institutioris or 

organizations (incluo.ing partnerships, corporations, founda

tions and the like) i or both. Then enter the number(s) in 

the appropriate column($). 

10. NUMBER OF VICTIMS. First, determine whether the 

victims of the alleged crime(s) were individuals; businesses, 

institutions, o,r other non-governmental organizations; Federal, 

state, county, or municipal governmental entities; or some 

combination of these. Enter the number(s)in the appropriate 

column(s). 

"". 

,. I 
0-



" , 

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

11. through 13. LEAVE THESE COLUMNS BLANK WHEN RE

PORTING ONLY THE FILING OF A CASE. 

B. CASES: CLOSING 

HOW MANY LINES PER CASE? 

When a case with one number involves more than one 

individual or one organization, or involves individuals and 

organizations, first determine the number of different dispo

sitions which occurred. Use one line for each form o~ dispo

sition. For example, if all those charged agreed to restitution, 

or if all charges were dropped, or criminal felony charges 

resulted in prison terms for all, use one line. Taking another 

example, where one case against ten defendants resulted in 

acquittals for six, felony conviction with prison for three, 

and a felony conviction with probation for one, there are 

three forms of dispostion. Three lines would be used: one 

line for all defendants involved in each of these three forms 

of disposi-tion. 

1. TYPE OF ENTRY. Check the "Case Closing l
' column to 

indicate the nature of the information being reported. 

2. IDENTIFYING NUMBER. Enter the identifying number 

initially assigned to this case by your office. (See discus

sion of Identifying Number on page 5 above.) 

3. through 7.4 (Form S-2). LEAVE THESE COLUMNS BLANK 

WHEN REPORTING CASES. 

7.5, 8. CASE FILED, SUBJECT MATTER. LEAVE THESE COLUMNS 

BLANK WHEN REPORTING ONLY A CASE CLOSING. 

9., 10. NUMBER OF DEFENDANTS, NUMBER OF VICTIMS. Complete 

these columns as instructed for Cases: Filing (page 11 above), 

keeping in mind the appropriate number 0:1; lines to use when re

porting a case closing. 

11. TYPE OF PROCEEDING. 

the nature of the proceeding. 

Use these columns to indicate 

.If there were no proceedings 
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at all (for example, if the case were dropped without a.ny 

negotiation or trial proceedings), check the "No Proceedings" 

column. If there was no trial, but negotiation or plea bar

gaining occurred, check the "Negotiation" column. 

If there was a trial, check the appropriate column to indi

cate whether it was a jury or non-jury trial. 

12. RESULT OF PROCEEDING. Check the appropriate 

column(s) to report the result of the proceedings: negoti

ated plea, negotiated settlement/stipulated judgment, felony 

conviction, misdemeanor conviction,* acquittal, dismissed/ 

dropped, deferred judgment. 
, 

13. PENALTY/REMEDY. 

13.1. Prison/Jail. Check if a prison or jail term 

has been i.rnposed, unless the sentence was suspended, condi

tionally or unconditionally. 

13.2.- Probation. Check if defendant has been placed 

on probation, paro.led following imposition and suspension 

of a prison sentence, Or otherw~.se released on condi tiop of 

supervision (other than payment of a fine or restitution) . 

This may include release on condition that a defendant must 

remain in a vocational education program, or under the care 

of a psychiatrist, even when the Probation Department is not 

responsible for supervising this condition, since the judge 

retains the power to send the Clefendant to prison if he or 

she violates these conditions. 

13.3. Injunction/Equitable ~emedy. Check this column 

if the court imposed an injunction or other equitable remedy. 

13.4. Financial. If any financial penalties or remedies 

were imposed on the d.efendant (s) ,check the appropriate column 

under the "Financial" heading to describe the nature of the 

*For a discussion of the felony/misdemeanor distinction 
applied here, see the discussion of 7.5 Case Filed on pagell, 
above. 
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financial penalty/remedy, and enter the amount of the 

penalty or remedy (in dollars) in the "Amount" column. 

Do not check any "Financial" column if the person or 

org'anization has agreed or been ordered to cancel a future 

obligation (for example, payments on a lifetime dance studio 

contract) • 

(a) Fine/Penalty. Check this column if the cQurt has 

ordered defendant(s) to pay any sum to the court or to 

government, except where th~ defendant is ordered to reim

burse a victimized governmental entity. This includes court 

costs which may be imposed. Then enter the total amount of 

this fine/penalty in the "Amount" column. 

(b) civil JUdgment. Check this column if civil 

damages were imposed, and enter the amount of this judgment 
in the "Amount" column. 

(c) Restitution. Unless restitution is imposed by 

court order and the court retains the power to hold a non

complying defendant in contempt of court, check "Restitution: 

Not Court Ordered" rather than "Court Ordered." Negotiated 

restitution may be a condition of a prosecutor's dropping a 

case, a gesture by the defendant prior to sentencing, or an 

agreement at sentencing where the court does not retain the 

power to hold anon-complying defendant in contempt. 

Check one box and indicate the amount only where the 

person or organization being investigated has agreed or is 

ordered (,1) to pay money to victims, (2) to replace something 

of value (in which case, the present fair market value of 

the item is entered under "Amount"), or (3) to perform a 

service for which. the victim(s) has (have) already paid (for 

example, a satisfactory car or appliance repair). 

Restitution here does not include "symbolic restitution" 

through :communi ty service. This should be considered as 

"Probation" instead .• 
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ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTETv1 

Complaints, Inquiries, and Complaint Resolution 
Procedures Reporting Form 

ECP Unit: 

Period Covered: 

Date Filled Out: 

Filled Out by: 

Complaints and Inquiries 

Number of Complaints, Inquiries, or 

Form S-l 
1/29/79 

Page 1 ot 1 

Other Initial Contacts with office ........................ Number: ________ _ 

OffIce Complaint Resolution Procedures 

Number of Matters Involving 
Complaint Resolution Procedures begun this month ....... Number: 

Number of Voluntary Restitutions ......•.................. Number: _. ____ ..,-__ _ 

Restitution Amount in Dollars .............•.. ; .•..•............• $ ______ -'--_ 

Number of Referrals to Other Agencies· ................. ',' .• Number: __ ~,---____ _ 
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ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT f~EPOlmNG SYSTEM 
ECPlJnll: _, ____ , __________ _ INVESTIGA'rION AND CASE INFOnMATION 

REPOnTiNG FORM f'llrlou COVUIOU: ___ ._. _______ _ 

Dale Fillud Oul: __ ••. _ ... _________ _ 
Filled OUI by: _____________ _ 
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ECP Unit: 

ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM 
Investigation Informa1ion ReporlingForm 

Form S-3 
1/20170 
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ECP Unit: __ _ 

Porlod Covored: 
Dala FUlCld Oul: 
filledOul By: 

.-------------------"" 

ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM 
Case InformaUon Reporting Form 

For", 6-4 
1/29/79 

, -' -'1-' I\) 0-- -- ------- ~ - -1----+-· -- - - -- -f- - - -- _. - - - ~ ~ ~ .-,- ,:L"]--
-------i-.-I·---I'--I--I- -- --f- - - ----I- - ---<'-I~~~ ------------

-1----1--1- - -!- --1- - - - - -1-1- -, - - - - - - -~. -- -------.-
'" 1---1--1------11-1-1-1----1--1- -1-1- -1-1- - -1- - - - - - - - - - - - i---

I~----- -1----1-- -- - - -- - - - - - - - --I- -.- - - - - -- - ,-- -.----.----------
-- f- '--1--1- --1------1----------,--·-- .. --------------
1_ - --2-- -7.5= -8- - -I-I.!!! = = =11:. = =1_ =!3.=- = =1=:: ='=:!~ : ,---:...-:...-:...-:11--------,--
- - _._----1·-1- -11----11--1-- - -1-"- '- - -. - - - --1- - - - -, - -

--1------11'-1- i,--II----I--I-- -- - ~--.- - ------ - - --1- -- ----

1-,--1------ ,-I-+-'I-t-'I--f-I-~ - -·1- -. -.,.. -F- -'- .. ' - -- ,-----.------

--1--1----- ... - - --- - - - - -, -1- - - - - - - - - f- ,-'- - -.- ~ .. - .-- --.-------------

-----1- -11-1----1-·1- -I-I- - - - -1- - - -.- - - - - - -' ,- - - -. -- --------------

'-I----il-- -- - - - - - .- _. - - - -1- - .•. - - - - ,- -- - --- -.-------------~ 

I~-I----- ___ ., ____ 11 __ -- s. _. - -'- - - - -- - - ~ .- - - - -. - .- - - --- -------------------
_ .. -,-- --11------------'-- -,- --'-" ----.-----------

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

/' -
\ ' 

" 

, ... 

/ 

w 
lJ1 
CO 

\ 

'Of&., 

, 
I , 
i 
I 
[ 

J 
I 
I 

, 
1 
j 
~ 
i , , 

'1 
I , 
l 
! 
! 
I. 

I 
I 
I 

, \ 
1 ! 
i 
1 

lJ ; ! 

1I 
! ( 
j I 

; 
I· I , 

I I 1, 
I 1 
1'1 ,/,1 .. 
f,' \ 
\4 
~l II 
&. 1 
rt !' p ',. 

'I 
I , '\ 
d '\\ 

~ . 
',>' ~~ , 

~ 

~ 
•• ,9 

-" 
'(:: 



' .... -~ .... , 

., 

.-
" 

.. , 

-
....- .",*, ~'" /'" -, 

o • 

o 

f/ ',,!It 

. '.) 
f 
. -

11\, J 

0 
" 

~l '. 
, 

"" . . \ 

1 I 
.... I, 

I 

1 
~ 

; 

Code 
Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

359 

ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING $YSTEM 

LIST OF AGENCY CODES 

Agency 

Consumer Protection Agencies 

State Agencies 

Local'Agencies 

Non-Government/Business/Consumer Groups 
(for example, Better Business Bureaus) 

Regulatory Agencies 

Federal Agencies 

State Agencies 

Local Agencies 

Investigative/Police/Law Enforcement Agencies 

." 
Federal Agencies 

State Agencies 

Local Agencies 

Attorneys/Prosecutors 

United States Attorneys (Federal) 

State Attorney General--Consumer Protection/ 
Fraud Division 

state Atto+,ney General (other than Consumer 
Protection/Fraud) 

Local/Municipal Government Attorneys' Office 
(for example, Corporation Counsel, New York City) 

Lega: Services or Private Attorneys 

Small Claims Court 

Trade Associations 

Other 

Other Local District Attorneys/Prosecutors r. Offices 

NDAA Economic Crime Project Center, Chicago 
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ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM 

LIST OF ECONOMIC CRI~ CODES 

Investments 

1.1. Advanced fee schemes 
1.2. Business opportunity schemes 

(including franchises, vending 
machines, chain referral, and 
pyramid schemes) 

1.3. Ponzi schemes 
1.4. Securities 
1.5. Commodities 
1.6. Precious metals, jewelry, and 

gems 
1.7. Other investment schemes-

general 

Financing, Credit, and Banking 

2.1. Bad checks, check kiting 
2.2. Bankruptcy 
2.3. Inheritance frauds 
2.4. Credit cards 
2.5. Debt collection 
2.6. Debt consolidation 
2.7. Usury 
2.8. Loans (including mortgages) 
2.9. Installment purchases 

ComDuter Related 

3.1. Electronic Funds Transfer 
System (EFTS) 

3.2. Computer abuse and fraud 

Insurance 

4.1. Arson-for-profit 
4.2. Life 
4.3. Accident/casualty 
4.4. Other insur~~ce fragd 

CorruDtion, Abuse of Trust, and 
Thert (see also 6.7.--The~t or 
ut~lity services, energy) 

5.1. Sribery of government employees 
(including kickbacks) 

5.2. Commercial bribery (including 
kickbacks) 

5.3. Conflict-of-interest 
5.4. Misuse of confidential infor

mation,'trade secret theft 
5.5. Embezzlement 
5.6. LarceIlY (including by false 

pretenses and by trick) 
5.7. ~tisappropriation of funds 
5 • 8 • Forgery 

Fraud Against Government, Public 
Agencies, utilit~es 

6.1. Licensing violations 
6.2. Regulatory violations 
6.3. Revenue violations: income tax 
6.4. Revenue violations: sales and 

use tax 
6.5. Welfare 
6. 6 . Hedicaid 
6.7. ~heft of utility services, 

energy 
6. B • Procurement fraud! 

Trade Practices (see also 2.9.--Install
me!'l"C purcnaSe'S) 

7.1. Advertising: bait-and-switch 
7.2. Advertising: general 
7.3. Weights and measures 
7.4. Antitrust and restraint of trade, 

price-fixing 
7.5. Deceptive trade practices -

general (including mi$description 
of goods/services, pricing, pack
aging, and warranty frauds) 

7.6. coupon redemption frauds 
7.7. Other trade-related frauds 

Rousing, Land, Real Estate, and Construction 

8.1. Home improvement 
8.2. Construction 
8.3. Landlord-tenant 
8.4. Mobile home 
B.S. Real estate/land 
8.6. Title law 
8.7. Rental locator 

Health and Medical Care (see a:so 6.6-
:<\edica~d) 

9.1. 

9.2. 

9.3. 
9.4. 

9.5. 

Hedical treatments ~y profeSSionals 
(serviceS--doctors, dentists, 
nurses) 

Medical supplies and devices 
(products--hearing aids, drugs 
cosmetics) 

Nursing' homes 
General health care services 

(laboratory, hospital care) 
Health and safety standards 

(including buildings, institu
tions, environment) 

Sales and Repairs (see also 7.1 and 7.2-
Advertis~ng) 

10.1. 
10.2. 

10 .3~: 
10 .• 4. 
10.5. 

Appliance repair fraud 
Automobile sales (including 

automotive parts) 
Automobile repairs 
Other products: sales 
Other prodUcts: repairs 

Personal and Professional Services (see also 
1.2--Business opportun~ty s~hemes; 9.1-
:·ledical professional s'i!rvices) 

11.1. 

11.2. 

11.3. 

11.4. 
11.5. 
11.6. 
11. 7. 

(lL8. , 

~ 

,-, 

School/training fra~({~: career! 
employment opportunity 

School/trainingfrauds~ personal 
improvement or benefit 

Personal imorovement schemes--
general (including club memberships) 

Contest frauds 
Travel and vacatio.ns 
Transportation 
Charity frauds 
Attorneys' professional services 

999 ."0ther"--use this categot"".l only if 
NO other category applies and if the 
nature of the investigation/case is 
explained under "Comments." 

APPENDIX C 

ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM: 

FORMS 

\ 

361 



._-, .... 

~,l 

'-

., 

" " 

, ., 

" 

,. 
" ' 

....:.. ....... 

.' 
0" 

.1 

363 

ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM 

Complaints, Inquiries, and Complaint Resolution 
Procedures Reporting Form 

ECP Unit: 

Period Covered: ____________ _ 

Date Filled Out: ___ ~ ______ _ 

Filled Out by: ____ """--______ _ 

Complaints and Inquiries 

Number of Complaints, Inquiries, or 

Form ~1 
1/29179 

Page 1 at 1 

.' 

Other Initial Contacts with office •.........•.•.•..•.....• Number: _______ _ 

Offlcs Complaint Resolution Procedures 

Number of ~fatters Involving 
Complaint Resolution Procedures begun this month ....... Number: _______ _ 

Number of Voluntary Restitutions .........•............... Number: _________ _ 

Restitution Amount in Dollars ............•..............•....... S _______ _ 

Number of Rsfarrals to Other Agencies ..................... Number: ______ _ 

Preceding page blank 

I ' 
! 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

'I 

;: 
f 
I 

H 
:1 
h 
r 
H 
t 
~ 
~ 
t~< 

Ii 
IJ 
Ii 
g 
I' 
V 
il 
Ii 
~ 
i 
i 
1 

I .; 

! ; 

! 
I 
I 

I 

~ 
" 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



" 1 

;' 

.. 

Ii • 
l' I .. ' 

----------------------------------------,--------------------------------------~~=~~ 

ECP Unit : 

Period Covered: 

Dale Filled Oul: 
Fillod Oul by: 
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ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT REPORTING SYSTEM 
INVESTIGATION AND CASE INFORMATION 
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APPENDIX D 

ECONOMIC CRI~ffi PROJECT 

NATIONAL STRATEGY QUESTIONNAIRE 

... 

This questionnaire requests informatiqn concerning the interactions between 
your Unit and federal and state level agencies and organizations during 
the period of July I-December 31, 121!. 

ECP Unit ---
Filled out by __ -;'_ ....... _________________ _ 

1. Please indicate the total number of inves tigations conducted ("special 
investigations" on the monthly 1978 NDAA reporting forms) 

2. 

and cases filed by your Unit between July i-December 31, 1978. 

How many matters were referred to your Unit ~national and state (but 
not local) agencies or organizations during the period July I-December 31, 
1978? 

Please list the referring agencies below. 

Number of 
Matters 

Referred 
to Your 
Unit 

Agency or Organization (e.g;, Federal Trade 
Commission, U.S. Attorneys' Office, State 
Securities and Exchange Commission, Profes
sional Associations for Industrial Security 
Officers, Arson Investigators, etc.) 

367 

Jurisdictional 
Level 

Nationall 
Federal State 

" 

, 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

368 

f h r aferred to your Unit (listed above) were In how many 0 t ese m~tters ~ 

d b th referr 4ng orga.nization prior to detailed investigations rna e Y ~ ~ 

referral to your Unit? 

In how many of these matters referred to your Unit did the referring 
organization assist your Unit's investigation following referral? ----------

Please list the ag~ncip.s and organizations which have assisted your 
Unit's investigation after referral. 

Jurisdictional 
Level 

~ency/Organization Name 

------~=---~--------------------7~~~··----~~;~ t Ji 
',\ 

~--------------------------------~\-.,----~/--
--~)' 

National/ 
Federal 

.. "~
II 
'I 
II 

·';;..i __ 

State 

Unl.· t referred to federal and state agencies How manv matters has 1y~o~u~r~~~,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.-------
during 'the period July I-December 31, 1978? 

Please list the agencies and whether or not your Unit assisted in 
:i,nvestigation following referral. 

Number 
Referred 

-' 

Agency Name 

", 

Juris.die tional 
Level 

Federal '5 tate 

--..... .' > 

Assistance 
After Referral 

Yes No 

6. 

7. 

8. 

369 

During"the period July l-December 31, 1978 did your Unit approach state 
or natibnal level agencies or org~nizations for assistance in the con
duct of investigations (excluding matters referred to your office from 
such state and national organizations)? Yes___ No 

Please lise these agencies and organizations. 

Agency/Organization Name 

Jurisdictional 
Level - .:..' --:;.~=---

'National/ 
Federal State 

Approximate 
Number of 
Reguests 

----"",,-.-

Was Any 
Assistance 

Received 

How many cases during the period July I-December 31, 1978 involved 
coordinating your Unit's prosecution with that of federal or state 
agenices? 

Please list the agencies involved. 

~ency ~ame 

" /1, 
-...-------..,.......,..,.,.--,------.,....'------..,.--------....,...--,.--:~·1~,7 

/1' 
\\ 

':-

\',_.,>. 

Jurisdic tiona]. 
Level 

Federal State 

c' \\ ' /1 i 
During this time period, did any in,.vestigators or prosecutors fr0lIl.vyour 
Unit par,~icipatein fC)l:mal or informal training programs involvit)g staff 
from s tate or federal juris,dictions? Yes No ,-
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NATIONAL STRATEGY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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9. Has your Unit used experts from national or state agencies or organiza
tions or supplied experts from thl! Unit staff to such organizations 
during this period? Yes_,_ No_ 

10. 

Please l'ist the agencies and organizations and types of expertise that 
have been involved •. 

Agency/Organization Name 

P 

Expert Provided 

TO 
Unit -

BY 
Unit -

Jurisdictional 
Level 

N.acional/ 
Federal State 

Field of 
E:<oertise 

Please indicate whether any vritten agreements have bee,n entered into by 
by your Unit and, if known, by other sections of your Prosecutor's Office 
regarding cooperation or coordination of investigative or prosecutive 
efforts with federal, state, and local agencies. 

Unit agreements 

Agreements in other 
sect;lons of office - " 

Don't Know 

If yes, please list the agencies involved and, if ayailable, attach a copy 
of each agreement. 

Jurisdictional Level 

-
comments: Ple;se use the reverse side for any additional comm:nts you may 
have regardingitnteraction with national and state level a~encl.es ~nd organi
zations. He are partiCularlyinceresced in your own exper ... ences wl.th and 
assessments of interagency relations (Eormal and informal -[ 

~~~~ qu~s~i~nna~re ~equests information concerning the interactions between your 

f J
aIn 1 De era

b 
an

3 
state ... 1eve1 agencies and organizations during the period 

o u y - ecem er 1. 1979. 

ECP Unit ----------------------------------
Filled out by ----------------------------------
1. 

2. 

How many matters were ref:rred to your Unit by national and state (but not 
local) agencies or by natl.onal-level organizations during the period of--
July I-December 31, 1979? 

Please list the referring agencies below: 

Number of 
Matters 

Referred 
to Your 
Unit 

Agency or Organization (e.g.'s, 
of national organizations: 
Professional Associations for 
Industrial Security Officers, 
Arson Investigators, etc.) 

Jurisdictional Level 

Federal State 

------

National 
Organization 

In how many <of these matters referred to your Unit (listed above) were 
detailed investigations made by the referring i' to your Unit? organ zatl.on prior to referral 

Number of Matters w'itb 
Detailed Prior Investigations Agency or Organization 

" 

, 
<~ ,.' 



1 
{ 1 

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

3. In how many of these matters referred to your Unit did the referring organi-
zation assist your Unit's investigation following referral? ______________ __ 

Please list the agencies and organizations which have assisted your Unit's 
investigation after referral. 

Number of Matters 
with Investigative 

Assistance by 
Referring 

Organization Agency/Organization Name 

,.' 

Jurisdictional Level 

National 
Federal ~ Organizadon 

4. How many matters has your Unit referred to federal and state agencies during 
the period July I-December 31, 1979? 

1,\ 

Please list the agencies and whether or not your Unit assisted in investigation 
following referral. 

Number 
Referred Agency Name 

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

Jurisdictional 
Level 

Federal ~ 

Assistance 
After Referral 

No 

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

5. 

6. 

7. 

During the period July I-December 31, 1979, did your Unit approach state 
or national-level agencies or organizations for assistance in the conduct 
of investigations (excluding matters referred to your office from such 
state and national organizations)? Yes No. 

Please list these agencies and organizations. 

Approx. No. 
of Reguests 

Agency/Organi~ation 
Name 

Jurisdictional 
Level 

Nati 
Fed. State Org. 

No. Investigations 
Where Assistance 

ACTUALLY Received 

How many cases during the period July I-December 31, 1979, involved 
coordinating your Unit's prosecution with that of federaJ, or state 
agencies? 

Please list the agencies involved. 

No. of Cases 
Coordinated 
Prosecution Agency Name 

Jurisdictional 
Level 

Federal State 

During this time period, did any investigators or prosecutors from your 
Unit participate in formal or informal training programs inVolving staff 
from state or federal jurisdictions? Yes No 

, 

'1]", $;" , 
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8. 

9. 

374 

Has your Unit used experts from national or state agencies or organiza
tions or supplied expe::::-ts from the Unit staff to such organizations 
during this period? Yes No 

Please list the agencies and organizations and types of expertise that 
have been involved. 

Agency/Organization 
Name 

Expert 
Provided 

TO BY 
Unit Unit 

Jurisdictional 
Level 

Natl 
Fed. State .Q!.a:.. Field of Expertise 

Please indicate whether any written agreements have been entered into by 
your Unit and, if known, by other sections of your Prosecutor's Office 
regarding cooperation or coordination. of investigative or prosecutive 
efforts with federal, state, and local agenc~es. ' 

Yes No Don't Know 

Unit agreements 

Agreements in other 
sections of office 

If yes, please list thE; agencies invoiveG and, if available, attach a 
copy of each agreement. 

Jurisdictional Level 
Agencv Name Unit Office Federal State Local ---

Comments: 

Please use the reverse side for any additional comments you may have regarding 
interaction with national and state-level agencies and org;mizations. We are 
particularly interestE;!d in your own experiences with and assessments of inter
agency relations (formal and informal) and your ideas concerning the developmen 
of a national strategy for interagency cooperation. 
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