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Crime Project.
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This project was supported by Grant vaber 74 DF-99 0014
awarded by the Law Enforcoment Assistance \dmlnlstratlon,
United States Depaxtiment of Justice. Points of view or
opinions stated in this publication are those of the
National District Attomeys Association Economic Crime
Project and do not necassarily represent the official
position of the United States Dcpartment of Justice.



- IN MEMORIAM

JOSEPH P. BUSCH, JR.

This report is dedicated by his
colleagues, friends and.professional
associates to the memory of Joseph P.
Busch, Jr;, who served with distinc-
tion as the District Attorney of
Los Angeles County, California, from
January 4, 1971, to June 27, 1975.
Mr. Busch served as a Vice President
of this Association and'as a member
of the Association's Economic Crime
Committee and operated one of the
nation's most vigorous economic crime
prosecution units until his untimely

and tragic death in June 1975.




FOREHORD

Economic Crime remains a debilitating force in the American
economy. Economic criminals, preying upon an economy already weakened
by inflation, continue to fleece individual citizens, businesses,
investors, financial institutions and govermment itself of some $40
billion amually.

To combat economic crime this federally funded National District
Attorneys Association criminal justice improvement program amassed

- some formidable rasources during its second vear of operations. As

of June 30, 1975, the Project's 41 participating and associated offices
were employing the combined talents and efforts of 536 attorneys, in-
vestigators, paralegals and administrative support personnel. Project
offices were contacted by over 157,000 citizens who were seeking infor-
mation or who wished to present complaints. In over 43,000 cases, com-
plaints were made to the Project's participating offices and almost
4,000 special investigations were conducted.

Victims of economic crime received $8,623,884 in restitution
obtained throwgsh the efforts of Project participants -—- another
$1,452,475 was paid to local governmental authorities in court ordered
fines and penalties.

During its' second year, the Economic Crime Project's combined par-
ticipating and associated offices served over 45 million citizens in
the Project's 41 jurisdictions.

The Project's offices filed almost 1,500 criminal cases and in 950
cases defendants pleadcd or were found guilty. Project offices also
obtained judgment for the government in another 116 civil cases.

The Project has come a long way: it now regularly distributes the
Economic Crime Digest to some 1,500 federal, state and local criminal
jusLic; and law enforcement agencies; it coordinates the efforts of a
growing and unified national force of economic crime prosecutlon experts;
and, it begins its third year resolved to produce for the nation's dis-
trict attorneys a definitive practical mamwal for the 1nvest¢gablon and
prosecution of economic crime.

Washington, D. C.
Januvary 13, 1976

-ii -



v

TABLE OF CONTENTS

DEDICATION —--- In Memoriam -- Joseph P. Busch, Jr. .......
FOREWORD .veeveccovas C et et ereresteateenrtssasass et sen s
INTRODUCTTION « v e e vneentoneeneensansneueonssnesnsncneanns
I. PROJECT ORGANIZATION t.icveeeeianoaonee e eeeeaeseenas
A. ECONCMIC CRIME COYMITTEE @i veeeeresscncannnnnas
B. ECOROMIC CRIVE PIOJICT CENTER tveceecsccnacaanae
C. FIEID O ICES teeiteeneecessnoeasnessancncsonsns
(1) TEYOTUCEION + e v e ee e eeeenene e eeesansnneens
(2) Project-wide Statistics for Field Offices .
(3) Individual Field OFfiCeS .vivieenesnnennenn
II. PROJECT ACTTVITIES vt eetineesnseceasesaconossensenas
A. ASSOCIATED OFFICE PROGRAM v i.veeeeneecnensasnonss
B. PROJECT CORF I REN eSS i it v ittt vrvonansnsenesnance
C. COMMUNICATICONS AND CONTACTS ANONG
PROJECT OLFFICES h it teeeceecasassoensssasansanans
D. COORDINATED INVESTIGATIONS tiiieceesecassoscnsns
(1) Gas Saving DevViCeS cvveercerncncosconnsnens
(2) " Charity Solicitation Frauds ...c.vseeecreens
(3) Gold and SilveT v veeereoveveecosnonaoannnns
(4) Rentall IoCAltOrS veeieeeeessecacnsansoanennen
(5) AULO REbALEF «.iviitiiinirinennraacnsnnsenns
(6) Business Corortunities vvveeeeiieneensenns.
(7) NUCSING HOUES tvveeersasnnecnntascsosnsnnns
E. PROJECT MATERTALS «uvuvrnnnnreeeeeeeeennnnnnenns
(1) Economic Crime Project Newsletter .........
(2) Confidential Bulletins, Memnoranda,
and ArEIClES vttt iieereeererooanananeanns
(3} NDAA Citizens Harxlbook on Economic Crime ..
(4) Prosecuteors Hornbook on Fconomic Crims ....
(5) NDAA Manual on Econcnic Crife ..eeesescsses
F. ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT OF AN
ECONQMIC CRIME UNIT +vvvevveeeeseeennanseeannnes
G. LIAISON WITH FFDERAL, STATE, PRIVATE
AND OTHER IOCAL AGENCIES v iviereesosseascscccanes
e B s BUBLIC AWARENESS Lo d el sfe de ot R SO A AL SN S S "
CONCIUSION tieertneosoesoasaasavssenaansaansnsas cehecsaeces
APPENDICES v.vaee. ceeaveeen cesoan ceseciacesvsesassssscasona R

- iii -

il

NI LUtk B

50
52

52
53
53
54
54
54
55

55
55
56
57

57
57

58



N . O R S T TS, sty il o B AR R b Oy e
S s i i o B L B D LN e W A Lormsi Lo o Sl A A 't % & 2 e e

PR Wt
Thotupette

[

P IPPORTS R T

INTRODUCTION

For two years the National District Attorneys Association's
Economic Crime Project, with the support of funds from the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration, has conducted a major, national program
to reduce, prevent and control economic crime offenses.

The Econcmic Crime Project can report that after only two years of
existence, economic crime units now being operated by the local district
attorneys in the Project have attainad high levels of investigative
affectiveness, have charted unexplored areas of criminal law and have
demonstrated an ability to effectively prosecute economic crime. The
impact of the Project has been significant.

Prosecutors daring to prosecute econcmic crime face investigative
and legal challenges foreign to traditional prosecutions. While these
challenges are novel, the 41 district attorneys participating in the
Economic Crime Project have provided innovative solutions in these four
areas.

(1) Obtaining Expertise. Successful investigation and prosecu-
tion of economic crime schames require more than a passing familiarity
with numerous fraudulent schemes and with applicable criminal statutes.
Perpetrators usually hide the criminal nature of their schemes in elab-
orate fact patterns, glossy literature, and irrelevant simoke screens.
On the other hand, as in consumer "bait-and-switch" schemes, the prac-
tice is so simple that its criminality may go undetected.

While experienced trial attorneys skilled in accounting, economics,
statistics and marketing represent desirable professional assets in any
econcmic crime prosecution unit, some of the Project's participating
district attorneys have successfully used police investigators and para-
legals as their economic crime specialists. Our experience to date
indicated that the single most important step to be taken by the prose-
cutor interested in a planned and continuing assault on economic crime
offenses in his community is the designation of a special, qualified
unit for the investigation and prosecution of all economic crime offen-—
ses. Economic crime specialists in our Project offices, whether they
be attornays, investigators, or paralegals, have becane "experts" in
relatively short periods of time as a result of their own efforts, the
education efforts emanating from the Project Center staff and from
their active associations with prosccutors,.investigators and staffs in-

owFhe Project's other, participating. and.associated field offices.: s« i ¥

(2) Committing Man-Power and Rosources. A prosecutor who under-
takes economic crime progecutions without advance planning will find
that such prosecutions might result in a large drain on manpower with-
out immwediate results.




Prosecutors participating in the Project have demonstrated that
potential manpower resowrce problems can be eliminated by thoughtful
planning and implementation. The prosecutor should set priorities
for impact cases, cooperate with other law enforcement agencies at
the federal, state, and local levels, and most importantly, use inno-
vative managemant tcchnlqucs Such techniques include an increased
reliance on abilities of investigators, paralegals, and students, as
well as the use of computer technology and modern office management
techniques.

{3) Aftackjnq Nulti—jurisdictional Frauds. A substantial number
of economic crimes, particularly major frauds, have multi-jurisdic-

" tional impact. Such frauds are either packaged in an itinerant road
show that moves from city to city or are promoted by a naticnally
operated business. Whatever the case, district attorneys often find
efforts to prosecute frustrated by llmlted investigative raesources
and by limited geographical jurisdiction. The local prosecutor is not
alone in lacking sufficient resources to combat the itinerant fraud

‘merchant or the national corporation. State law enforcement agencies
have faced an identical problem, and, at times the federal govermment's
efforts have also been frustrated, particularly when the schemes became
international.

The Project has used close cooperation and liaison among local
prosecutors as well as with state and federal agencies to overccmz such
limitations. The Project has been extremely successful in developing
this type of cooperation anong all 41 participating jurisdictions. As
a matter of course, the Project participants telephone each other to
exchange information and techniques. Project offices affected by multi-
jurisdictional frauds call other offices for assistance in obtaining
records, locating witnesses, and ccordinating investigative and prose-
cutive efforts. 2As an effective preventive measure, the offices pro-
vide warnings to other jurisdictions about schemes which have appeared
in their communities. This type of cooparation also exists between the
Project and state and federal agencies. To develop this coordinztion
and cooperation the Project Center has held quarterly conferences at
which unit chiefs of the participating Project field offices meet on a
face-to-face basis. Attendees not only exchange intelligence and tech-
nical information at these three-day conferences, but unit chiefs from
all over the country also becomz personally acquainted with each other.
The lesson of the Project's first two years must certainly be that the
local prosecutors' offices can work together closely and harnoniously,
provided Lbey are given an opportunity to forge personal contacts. As

+, & -result -of -the-conferences,..unit chiefs: from-around :the. country ‘have™ - -

felt free to call upon their counterparts in other cities without
hesitation. .
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The Project has also experimented with a second innovation, the
"ooordinated investigation." There have been seven separate such
invostigations in which various Project jurisdictions have coordinated
their efforts with a goal of simultancous prosecutions on a multi-
jurisdictional basis. These investigations have ranged from gas-saving
devices (nationally operated businesses) to business opportunities
schemzs (the classic example of the traveling road show).

(4) Achieving Public Awareness. Public education is essential
to an effective economic crime proaccutlon program. Unless and until
the citizenry learns to rccognize econcmic crima schemes, as those
schemes tnfold, it will be difficult to cut financial losses attribut-
able to fraud. The prosecutor cannot develop a case unless people
recognize when they have been bilked and unless those people report the
facts to law enforcement agencies.

We learned early in the Project that public education is an attain-
able goal for the local prosecutor. Although state and federal agencies
tend to bz geographically removed from the public, one does not normally
have to write a letter or make a long distance call to contact the lecal
prosecutor's office. Since the prosecutor is an elected local official,
he tends to be extremely close to his commnity. To effect public con-
tact and awareness, our Project jurisdictions have used pamphlets, tele-
vision shows, qchool programs, and even mobile units.

In the area of economic crimes there is now great potential for
federal, state, and local ccoperation. Each agency has its own strengths
and wealnesses. Federal authorities have vast technical and personnel re-
sources to prosecute multi-jurisdictional crimes. Lecal prosecutors, on
the other hand, possess the capability to stop losses before thay cccur.
The local prosecutor not only has criminal remedies at his dLSFOSJl but
can also act with great spead and flexibility. The first two years of
the Project have sean a gradual but steady development of effective
teamwork among federal, state, and local agencies in enforcing the laws
against cconomic crimes.

Nathaniel E. Kossack
.~ Principal Consultant

[TRE}
Y

Mr..KosuacP sarves]l as the Director of the Association's Econcmic Crine
Project during its first two years.
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I. PROJECT ORGANIZATION

A. EQCONOMIC CRIME COMITTEE

The Economic Crime Project is guided by the Economic Crime
Comuittee of tha National District Attorneys Asscciation. The membors
of this Conmittee are the elected distrvict attorneys from the original
fifteen offices that received Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (LEAR) funds for ccmmitmont of full-time professionals in the
economic crime area. During the second year of the Project the Chair-
man of the Comnittee was Prosecuting Attorney Robert F. Iconard of
Flint, Michigan. Prosecuting Attorney George C. Smith of Colunbus,
Ohio, served as Co-Chairmun. The full Committee during the second year
of operation was as follows:

Christopher Bayley, Prosecuting Attorney, Seattle, Washington;
Edward C. Cosgrove, District Attorney, Buffalo, New York;
Denis Dillon, District Attorney, Mincola, New York;

Richard E. Gerstein, State's Attorney, Miami, Florida;

Eugene Gold, District Attornay, Brooklyn, New York;

Donald L. Knowlaes, County Attorney, Cmaha, Nebraska;

Robert F. Leonard, Prosecuting Attorney, Flint, Michigan;
Edwin L. Miller, District Attorney, San Diego, California;
Francis ¥. Murray, State's Attorney, Burlington, Vermont;
John M. Price, District Attorney, Sacramento, Califormnia;
Keith Sanborn, District Attorney, Wichita, Kansas;

George C. Smith, Prosecuting Attorney, Columbus, Ohio;
William A. Swisher, State's Attorney, Baltimore, Maryland;
Carol S. Vance, District Attorney, Houston, Toxas; and

John K. Van de Kamp, District Attorney, Los Angeles, California.¥*

During the second year, the Conmittee met twice. On February 11,
1975, it convened its first meeting at the National District Attorneys
Association's mid-winter convention. The Committee held its second
meeting at the Offices of the Economic Crime Project Center in Washing-
ton, D. C., on May 13, 1975. At these two sessions, tha Committcee
reviewed the programs of the Project in their entirety and formulated
recommendations for a projected budget, for priorities, and far goals
during the third year.

These individual prosecutors have played crucial roles in imple-.
menting the program of the Project. Their own personal comaltments
to, the Pxojoﬁt: havp been instrwnmtal in brinq;iﬁg other offices int:o

v tagsistant dlqtrlct Het omeys, apd crovcrnmom_ul c.r;cnc 'I‘h:z:n. lmrler '

ship by example has not only enhanced the cffect.m.ncss of the Project

* Mr. Van de Kanp replaced the late Joseph P. Busch as a manber of the
Economic Crime Committee.



but also has encouraged the comuitments of the other local district
attormeys to enter into the prosecution of economic crime.

B. ECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT CENTER

The Economic Crime Project Center is located in Washington, D. C.
It acts as the national coordinator for +the Economic Crime Project.
During the second year, the staff of the Project was expanded to meet
the needs of the field offices. The legal staff was enlarged from two
to four, and a full-time writer-researcher was employed.

The Project Center administered Project-wide activities, provided
technizal assistance to the field offices, resolved procedural  prob-
lems for individual offices, arranged quarterly conferences for field
unit chiefs, coordinated investigations, published written materials,
arranged liaison with federal, state and private agencies, wrote press
releases, assisted in designing public awareness programs, represented
the Project at meetings of interested organizations, and assisted
local and state prosecutorial agencies to establish and maintain
economic crime units. (See Appendix B for a listing of the staff of
the Project Center dwring the second year of operation.)

C. FIELD OFFICES

INTRODUCTION |

During the second year, the Economic Crime Project grew from
fifteen to 41 participating field offices. (See Appendix A for a list-
ing of affiliated offices.)

To prepare this final report, the Project Center gathered from
each field office statistics concerning their activities and contacts
with other Project offices. l/ Subsection (2), infra, contains a

compilation and explanation of these statistics on a Project-wide basis.

Subsaction (3), infra, contains for each unit a description of organi-
zation and activities as well as a sumary of statistics compiled by
that unit.

PROJECT-WIDE STATISTICS FOR FIELD OFFICES

Project-wide statistics Wlth the number of reportlng'offlces 2/
are as follows:

.
AT B N
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1/ The Project evaluatom has filed ltS flnal report w1th LEAA
setting forth statistics it gathered from the original fifteen offices
under its economic crime reporting system.

2/ Not all offices kept statistics, and not all statistical cate-
gories were applicable to all offices. Sawe offices only had statis-
tics for six months or less, which were included in the totals. See
footnote 1, infra.

¢ toe S . . p . v . .
. . . e . IR L ', s wo . N oer
B N Y B P e A A R S P I R G e



™ S bt Lt S0 L S By 4 o]

o 0260

Project i -

(Full vear)

Number of offices reporting 3/
(1/2 vear or less)

months;

-.Category B Total '

1. Inquiries 157,246 18
2. Complaints 43,610 23
3. Special Investigations 3,929 24
4. Restitution $8,623,881 24
5. Fines and Civil $1,452,475 24

Penalties

FELONIES
6. Filed 925 26
7. Guilty hy Trial 226 26
8. Guilty by Plea 385 25
9. Acquittals 29 26

10. Dismissed 2 26

11. Pending 596 25

12. Other 3 26
MISDEMEANORS

13. Filed 565 23

14. Guilty by Trial 71 23

15. Guilty by Plea 268 23

156. Acquittals 22 23

17. Dismissed .2 23

18. Pending 259 | 23

19. Other 1 23
CIVIL, ACTIONS

20. Filed 201 18

21. Judgment for Government 116 18

22. Judgment for Defendant 0 18

23. Settled 16 18

"24. Pending 91 18
TOTAL STAFF FOR 4] PROJECT OFFICLES
As of As of
6/30/73 6/30/74
. 25. Attorney e T1/2 :;;»-‘=?-,?107 TV ST
26, Investigators., .. 56 i e e d 00 LAZ . e
" 27. Paralcgals 18 1/2 36

28. Clericals 43 - 63 1/2 -

29, Volunteers 11 1/2 19

30. Other 3 4

[ea W e)Wer e o) o) We)l NN NN (236, o) Ro  JEN

G SN S S

As of

6/30/75

89 1/2
78
69
3

3/ As indicated in subsection (3), the statistics for
Jacksonville, Wheaton, St. Loutis, and Las' ¥:gas cover only siz

and Mnreapolis, three months.

-6 ~

Connecticut covers five monthss rnmhactan, four months;
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3. Special Investigations - 3,929 24

1. Inquiries 157,246 18 7

"Inquiries" represents the numzer of citizens who contacted an
office by telephone, mail, or in person with a request for information
or with a complaint about potential or alleged fraud. Those "inguir-
ies" were either referred to non-criminal agencies and to othexr law
enforcement agencies or were pLOCCSSCd by the unit as a complaint for
further action. Project participants use this term on a uniform basis.
Eighteen field units accumulated statistics for the entire year and
seven provided figures for six months or less.

2. Complaints ~ 43,610 23

[=) W)}

The terms "complaints" and "special investigations" were employed
by the evaluator to differentiate between mediwtion of citizen com-
plaints and initiation of criminal investigations. As defined by the
evaluation, "complaints" are:

specific allegations or reports that an economic
crime has occurred or is ‘suspacted. Usually re-
quire investigation, either individually or col-
lectively. May include referrals from other
governmantal agencies or business groups.

"Special investigations“ are:

characterized as the gathering of facts with the
intent to prosecute, or "proactive" investiga-
tions designed to uncover violations or patterns
of violations.

Unfortunately, a precise and uniform application of these two
terms on a Plojoct—wide basis proved to be impracticablc. Some offices
did not handle citizen grievances or were structured in such a manner
that there was little distinction bomween a cqnolalnt" and a "Sp;Clil
1nveotlgaLlon " With this.caveat .the totals 1lsted above. are those -
provmdcd by, th» 1ndlv1dual unlts.' Twcnty threu umlts reported full~

-.\ a\b‘.._' L

year QLaLLQtucs ‘For "comol aints" and two nty—four for "special inves-'
ngdLlan.' wo offices supplied statistics for only one of their

several crin e—related units. Six units reported for periods covering
six months or less.



4. Restitution

$8, 81 24 5
5. Fines and Civil Penalties $1,

8
475 24 5

"Restitution" reprosents amownts retwned to defrauded
citizens as a wesult of complaint mediation without foummal legal
action and anownts ordered by courts pursuant to judgrents.
Included in the figure of $8,623,88Ll is $3,500,000 recovered by
Los Angeles' wit in a single case. "Fines and civil penalties" .
‘represents anownts of money paid to local govermment authorities
by defendants pursuant to criminal sentences or under civil
penalty statutes. .

Felonies

6. Filed : " 925 26 7
7. Guilty by Trial 226 26 7
8. Guilty by Plea 385 25 7
9. Acguittals 29 26 7
10. Dismissals 2 26 7
11. Pending 596 25 7
12. Other 3 26 7

The figures above represent felonies handled by eccnomic crime
units in Project offices. In most offices many kinds of routine
economic crires (sudh as bad checks, forgeries, simple auterzzle-
ments) were handled by the general trial divisions, rather than the
econami.c crine units, and were not included. Since nost offices
kept statistics on dispositions of cases filled, these statistics
are reliezble. These statistics are consistent with the Project
goal of exphasizing the development and prosecution of economic
crime cases as felonies. The fact that felony prosecuticns far
exceederd misdorgenors for the Project units was particularly
significant. [For all criminal cases, including "street crimos',
virtually every jurisdicticn in the countiy processes a larger
niscemeanor caseload than the felony caseload.

Miscdemeanors ‘
.‘4‘13' Filed S ::‘)“.-. . ' ‘ W i........':, 565 ;.' oS thavy :~.23‘. LR '.‘6.‘.,n 3 A b

oty L4 QUL LY B T e e e e 23 6
15. Guilty by Plea 268 . 23 6
16. Acguittals 22 23 6
17. Dismissals 2 23 6
18. Pending 259 23 6
6

19. Other 1 23
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In the statistics above fewer units reported misdemeanor
prosecutions than felony cases since two offices have no jurisdiction
to prosecute misdemeanors.

Civil Actions

20. Filed 201 . 18 -4
21. Judgment for Government 116 18 4
22. Judgmant for Defendant 0 18 4
23. Settled 16 18 4
24. Pending 91 - 18 4

A substantial number of district attorneys' offices in the
Project do not have a statutory authority to proceed civilly,
which explains why only 22 offices supplied statistics. According
to the Project's figures, defendants never won a civil case.
However, unlike criminal cases where a "not guilty" means a clear
loss for the prosecution, civil judgments are often compromising
in their final determination of facts and law, making wins and
losses more difficult to clearly assess.

June 30 1073 (aftur thL second year of thf2 Pleuct)

Staffing for 41 Project offices

as of as of as of
6/30/73 6/30/74 6/30/75
25. Attorneys 77 1/2 107 149
26. Investigators 56 100 1/2 147 1/2
27. Paralegals . 18 1/2 36 ‘ -, 89 1/2
28. Clericals 43 63 1/2 78
29. Volunteers 11 1/2 19 69
.30. Other 3 4 3

The above figqures represent the total number of staff
personnel for offices participating in the second year of ‘the
Project as of June 30, 1973 (before the Project began), as of
June’ 30, 1974 (after the first year of the Project), and as of -

8 t., . . . .-, ERTIN Cae ey
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The figures are significent in that they show cuantitative
measurements of qualitative dianges produced by the Project. The
Project emphasized the availability of investigators, paralegals,
and volunteers as valuable rcsources in the prosecution of
economic crine. These figures demonstrate tnat the Project's
message was received and acted upon by the field offices. While
the number of attorneys in cities in the Project grew from 77 1/2
on June 30, 1973, before the Project began, to 149 after two years
of the Project, that increese in attorneys pales besice the dramatic
increases in investigators, paralegal, and volunteer personncl.’
The figures indicating such staff increases are as follcows:

Pre-Project " After 2 years
Staff (6-30-73) (6-30~75) % increase
Attormeys 77 1/2 149 ' 92.3%
Investigators 56 © 147 1/2 163.4%
Paralegals 18 1/2 89 1/2 383.8%
Clericals 43 78 81.1%
Volunteers 11 1/2 69 500.0%
Other 3 3 -+ 0.0%

Inter-Office Contacts

Since there had been no records of the extent to which Project

field offices had ccoperated among themselves in joint investiga-

tions, exchange of techniques, and other joint endeavors, the
Project Center asked each field office to Cescrike all contacts
it had with other Project offices outside of conferences. This
information appears in the description of the individual offices
and is sumarized in the chart on the next page. The contacts
listed do not include contacts with the Project Centex or

_contacts at quarterly conferences. Multiple contacts between

two offices which nommally occur are not reflected. The chart
follows:

- 10 -
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(3) Indivicdual Field Offices

The categories of statistics used in the following narratives
are explained in subsection (2).

AKRON, OHIO (SUriIT COUNTY)
(Population 533,371)

Prosecutor

Stephen M. Gabalac, Prosecuting Attorney, City-County Safety Building,
dkron, Chio 44308 .

\

‘Project Liaiscn

Anthony Cardarelli, Office of the Prosecuting Attomey,
City-County Safety Building, Akron, Chio 44308

The Fraud Division of the Sumnit County Prosecuting Attorney's
Office was fomwd before the beginning of the Project. Akron
has been a leader in assisting other offices to establish
econonic crime units. Akren associated with the Project in
Septerber, 1974. The office received no Project funds, but did
receive LEAA funds from its state planning agency. The office
has no civil jurisdictien.

The Fraud Divisicn concentrated on major economic crime
offenders with particular erxphasis on consumer frauds. Cases
during the second year of the Project inwvolved corruptiocn, hcwe
improvenents, and franchised merdha nc_smg schemzs. The Division
was staffed by one attormey, six investigators, one paralegal,
and one secretary, an increase of two persons sincz joining the
Project.

The office provided no statistics on its activity to the
Project Center.

Akron pearticipated in five coordinated investigations., [t
ccoperated jointly with its sister Project office, Colurbus, Ohio,
and with three other Project offices. 2s a result of Project
participation it developed new priorities and specializaticn awong

staff p\_rsom\el

EAL’VIIQPJ" ' L}\R).’] AD (B:\T’PII ORE CI'—’Y)
: (Populamon 05 ‘x.,u)‘ S PE T et e

Prosecutor

William A. Swisher, State's Attorney, 204 Court liouse, Baltimore,
Maryland 21202.

Project Liaiscn

Bernard Kole, Assistant State's Attormey, 316 Equltable Building,
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

- 12 -
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The Major Fraud Unit for the Baltimore City State's Attorney
was crecated in Novenber, 1973, with Project funds. During the
second grant year, the unit received $40,000 from the Project.

Baltimore al%o recelved stote IEAA funds. The unit grew to three
attorneys, six investigators, two lav clerks, and two secretaries.
Paltinore has no civil jurisdiction. .

The Major Fraud Unit was particularly active in prosecuting
multi-jurisdicted busiress cpportunities and franchise schenes.
The office created and cperated an extensive public &vareness
progreamn.

Statistics accumulated for the second year are as follows:
inquiries, 248l; conplaints, 336; special investigations, 156;
and cases filed in court, 94. Court actions included 21

- felonies {two convictions by trial, eleven by plea, no acguittals,

and eight ponding) and 73 misdemzanors (eight convictions by
trial, 40 by plea, no acquittals, and 23 pending). Restitution
recovered by the wnit anounted to $151,014, and fines totaled
$4,550.

The wit participated in four coordinated investigations,
made or received contact with seventeen othar offices in joint
endeavors and on several occasions sent Project-wids bulletins
on pending investigations.

Baltinore served as the "adopting" office for the Philadelphia
fraud unit. The Project Center initiated the adopticon program
to indoctrinate newly associated offices of the Economic Crime
Project. Several other examples follow.

Project funds enabled the formation of the Baltimore unit.

BATON ROUGE, LOULSIANA (EAST EATON ROUGE PARISH)
(Population 285,167)

Prosecutoer

' Ossie Brown, District Attorney, 233 St. Ferdinand Street,

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70801

Project Liaison

Buddy Bonbet, Office of the District Attorney, 233 St. Ferdlnand )

Street, DBaton Rouge, Louisiana 70801

Baton Ilouge a;,socleted wn.th the I‘ro;]ect in. July, 1975, and,.,..‘._.
‘therefo:o bogan oryanizaticn of 'it5 cconomic crire wnit late in

the secnnd fiscal year of the Project. The unit-operated in the

-13 -
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Lugene Cold, District Attorney, 400 Municipal

office's Special Investigation Division.

; The Project office in Wichita, Kansas, was assigned to
work with the Baton Rouge office. Baton Rouge received no
Project funds. It has both criminal and civil enforcement
powers.

BOSTON, MASSACIHUSETTS (SUFFOLK CCUNTY)
(Population 735,190)

Prosecutor

Garrett H. Byrne, District Attorney, Suffolk County Courthouse,
" Boston, Massachusetts 02108

Project Liaison

Thomas E. Dwyer, Jr., Assistant District Attorney, Suffolk County
Courthouse, Roston, Massachusetts 02108

Suffolk County is one of the three counties within the city
of Boston. In 1974 the Suffolk County District Attorney received
an LEAA grant to create a special crimas unit to prosecute
organized crime and corruption cases. In 1975 the unit's
jurisdiction expanded to include prosecution of economic crime. As
a result one attorney and one investigator were assigned to
prosecute fraud cases. The office associated with the Project
in August, 1975. It received no Project funds. Buffalo, New York
was assigned to work with Suffolk County as an asscciated office.

The Special Crimess Unit's economic crime prosecutions
focused on major frauds. The District Attorney's jurisdiction is
limited to felony cases. One major prosecution during the year
involved a veteran's disability fraud.

Since its association with the Project occurred only two
months before the end of the second fiscal year, Suffolk County
provided no statistics on economic crims prosecutions. The office
did not participate in coordinated investigations of the Project
and made contacts with two other Project offices.

BROOKLYN, NEW YORK (KINGS COUNTY)
(Population 2,602,012)

Prosecutor, . .. .« . . &

S | b

Building, Erooklyn,

4

New York 11201
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Project Liaison

Stephen R. Taub, Chief, Consumer Frauds & Economic Crime Bureau,
210 Joralemon Street, Brcoklyn, New York 11201

The Consumer Frauds and Economic Crime Bureau was established
in Septembar, 1973, as a result of Project funding. During the
second grant year, the Bureau received $50,000 in Project funds.
The Bureau enploved nine attomeys, four investigators, three
paralegals, three secretaries, and four law students. Brooklyn
has no civil enforcement powers.

During the second year of the Project, the Bureau concentrated
on consuner fraud cases of high impact on the public. Citizen
inquiries and complaints were received in another branch of the
office. Citizen complaints possibly involving economic crimes
were referred to the Bureau. The Bureau undertook prosecutions
of food adulteration, home improvements, travel frauds, rental
locators, and medicaid frauds. The Bureau also devoted substantial
time to senior citizens projects and to its public awareness
programs.

Statistics for Breooklyn's second gqrant year are as follows:
complaints, 251; spacial investigations, 169; felony cases
filed, 25 (threza convictions by plea or trial, one case consolidation
and fifteen pending); misdemzanor cases flled, 22 (twelve
convictions by plea and four acquittals); restitution,
$34,010; and fines collected, $1,575.

The Bureau led the rental locators coordinated investigations
and participated in one other. It was extremely active in
working jointly with other Project offices, having cooperated
with 18 other Project offices. The Bureau chief was a spzaker
at national economic crime conferences and training seminars.
Project participation provided funds to start the Bureau and
gave it a proactive approach to prosecuting economic crimes.
Brooklyn was co-host for the summer quarterly conference during
the first year.

BUEFALO, NEW YORK (ERIE CCUNTY)
(Population 1,113,491)

.Prosecutor

Edmurd C Coagrovc, Dlstrlct Attomey, 25 Delaware Avenue,
Buffalo, New York 14202

Project Liaison

Richard Mancuso, Chief Consumer Frauds Bureau, 25 Delaware Avenue,
Buffalo, New York 14202

- 15 -
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The Consumer Frauds Bureau of the Erie County, New York,
District Attorney's Office was established in April, 1973.
It was one of the original fifteen offices and received $18,000
in Project funds during the second grant year. The Burecau
staffed two lawyers, two investigators and one secretary. The
Bureau's enforcement powers are solely criminal.

The Bureau established its main priority as the prosecution

- of major frauds, particularly those with high impact on the

3 et
LPE ] I

public. Prosecutions involved real estate frauds, home improve-
ments, insurance frauds, and busirness opportunities. The unit
actively litigated cases. The Bureau Chief was transferred to

‘the section from the post of Chief of the Trial Bureau. It

also developed a large public awareness program and devoted
substantial time to legislation.

Buffalo's statistics for the second year are as follows:
camplaints, 566; special investigations, 44; felony cases filed,
31 (eight convictions by trial, 22 by plea, and 30 pending); and
restitution, $147,504.

The Bureau participated in the adopted program and agreed
to work with Boston during the third year. The unit also joined
in three coordinated investigations and worked jointly with six
Project offices.

BURLINGION, VERMONT (CHITTENDEN COUNTY)
(Population 99,131)

Prosecutor

Francis X. Murray, State's Attorney, 39 Pearl Street, Burlington,
Vermont 05401

Project Liaison

Philip Linton, Deputy State's Attorney, 39 Pearl Street,
Burlington, Vermont 05401

The Economic Crime Division of the Chittenden County
(Burlington) State's Attomey's Office was created in September,
1973, as a result of Project funding. Burlington was cne of the

- 15 original Project offices. 'Last year the office received - S
w $307000in-Project ~funds. Fhe- office has -both criminak-and: . w4 F

civil jurisdiction.

- 16 -

F o,



In the beginning the Economic Crime Division emphasized
consumer complaint handling. Involvement in several major
economic crime prosecutions caused a shifting of priorities
toward cases with impact on the greatest number of consumers.
Priorities were directed toward heme inprovenent frauds,
nursing homas, business opportunities, charity frauds, and
false advertising. The Division cpesrated a large public
awareness program. The staff consisted of two attorneys and
two investigators during the sccond year of the Project.

Burlington's statistics durihg the second year are as
follows: inquiries, 810; complaints, 555; investigations,

'25; restitution, $22,725; fines, $15,650; felony cases

filed, six (four pending, one conviction by trial, one nolle),
fourteen misdeme=anors (four pending and ten guilty pleas); and
civil, ten (six pending and four settlemonts).

Burlington hosted the fall quarterly conference, partici-
pated in three coordinated investigations, and worked cooperately
with twelve other Project offices. The Economic Crime Division
was organized with Project funds.

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS (CCOK COUNTY)
(Population 5,488,328)

Prosecutor

Bernard Carey, State's Attorney, 500 Chicago Civic Center,
Chicago, Illinois 60602

Project Liaison

George Monaco, Chief, Financial Crimes Division, 2600 S. California
Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60608

The Cook County States Attorney's Office (Chicago), the
second largest district attorney's office in the country, has
within its Special Prosecutions Bureau four divisions that
prosecute econcmic crimes: (1) Financial Crimes, specializing
in felony cases involving major frauds; (2) Consumer Protection,
for citizen complaints, misdemeanors-and bad check cases; (3)

. Craminal Housing; and (4) Official COlerLlOn The office's
- Civil Bureau has lzeen inn\ ative in the use of civil remedies

-----

-dgainst economic ¢rifes::The office, which agsociateéd with the

Pr03ect in Septenber, 1974, received no LEAA funds for economic
crime prosecution.

- 17 -
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Financial Crimes, which has been in existence for many
years, has proseccuted many large financial crimes and frauds.
During the Project's second year, it was staffed by six attomeys,
nine investigators, one paralegal, one secretary, and six
accountants. The wit conducted 258 investigaticns and filed
57 felony cases (nineteen convictions by plea, three by trial,
one acquittal, and 34 pending). Statistics for the other units
are not available at this time.

Chicago participated in three cocordinated investigations
and adopted Wheoaton, Illinois. It also undertock joint
prosecutions with Wheaton. With the headquarters of many
multi-state operations engagad in econcnic crime offenses
located in Ccok County, the Financial Crimes Division actively
assisted other offices in joint investigations. It worked with
thirteen other Project offices during the second year. Chicago
hosted the 1975 f£all confercence and prov1ded speakers at
economic crime conferences and training seminars. Project
participation resulted in an awareness of the need to take a more
proactive stance in initiating investigations, particularly
concerning schemess victimizing consumers.

CLAYTON, MISSOURI (ST. LOUIS COUNTY)
(Population 622,236)

Prosecutor

Courtney Goodman, Prosecuting Attorney, St. Louis County
Government Center, Clayton, Missouri 63105

Project Liaison

Barbara Kurtz, Consumer Protection Division, St. Louis County
Govermment Center, Clayton, Missouri 63105

The Consumcr Protection Divisicn of the St. Louls County,
Missouri, Prosecuting Attormey's office was created on March 3, 1975,
as a result of contacts with the Project. The office associated
with the Project in April, 1975. It received no Project funds.

The office has no civil jurisdiction. .

. During the second year of the Progect, the Division .

" consisted of one attomney, a part-time investigator, a part-time
. secretary and eight volunteers. The Division-handled consumer
.. Carplaints, . prosecuredHCOnsun or.-frauds,: and, operated .a .public, ;

awareness proegram. Priority areas ware landlord-tenant
security deposit practices, insurance, homne repairs, and auto

- 18 -
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repair frauds. As a result of joining the Project, the Division
moved into nore complex cases, such as securities frauds.,

Statistics for the Division for the six-nonth period of
March 3 through Septevbaer 1, 1975, are as follows: inquiries,
618; complaints, 368; special investigations, three; restitution,
$120,000; fines, nine; felony cases filed, two (two pending);
and misdemeanors filed, five (three pending and two guilty pleas).

St. Louis County has worked with Olathe, Kansas. The
office also worked with four Project offices in joint endeavors.

COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO ‘ (EL. PASO COUNTY)
(Population 235,972)

Prosecutor

Robert L. Russel, District Attorney, El Paso County Judicial Bldg.,
Colorado Springs, Colorado 80902

Project Liaison

Bernard R. Baker, Chief, Consumsr Protection Division,
303 S. Cascade, Suite B, Colorado Springs, Colorado 80903

The Consumer Protection Division of the Colorado Springs
Office was an experienced and effective economic crime unit when
that office joined that Project in November, 1974. Since
associating with the Project, the staff of the Division increased
by one investigator and one paralegal to its present ccmplemant
of two attorneys, three investigators, two paralegals, one and
one-half secretaries, and three volunteers. The Division
received no funds from the Project. The unit has both criminal
and civil jurisdictions.

Since during 1975 it was the only consumear agency within the
county, the Division handled a large volume of consumer complaints.
Nevertheless, it also was a vigorous litigator, both criminally
and civilly. During the past year, the unit successfully
prosecuted several large multi-state fraud schames. The Division
also was active in public awareness and legislative reform.

. Second year statistics are as follows: inquiriés, 17,748;
written ccuplaints, 1508; restitution, $172,037; fines, $3600;
felony cases filed; eight (six ponding and two guilty-pleas);
misdemzancrs,..six . (two pending; three convictions at trial ®
and one nolle); and civil actions, two (two judgments for county).

- 19 -~
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Colorado Springs participated in the Project's coordinated
investigations and worked ccoperatively with nine Project
offices, espacially with the Denver, Houston, Los Angeles, and
San Diego fraud units. On several occasions the office drafted
menoranda on fraud schemes for Project-wide circulaticn.
Association with the Project enabled the office to receive
national intelligence and to undertake prosecutions of multi-
jurisdictional schemes.

COLUMRUS, OHIO (FRANKLIN COUNTY)
(Population 833,249)

Prosecutor

George C. Smith, Prosecuting Attormey, Franklin County Hall of
Justice, Colunbus, Chio 43210

Project Liaison

- Judi S. Solon,Director, Economic Fraud Division, Franklin County

Hall of Justice, Columbus, Ohio 43210

The Economic Fraud Division of the Cclumbus offics was
created in December, 1973, as a result of Project funding. It was
one of the original fifteen Project offices and received $40,000
in Project funds during the second year. The unit also received
a state block LFAA grant. The Economic Fraud Division has no
civil jurisdiction. '

The Division concentrated on major fraud cases. The
Columbus unit developed ewpertise in the securities field, as
evidenced by the prosccution of several major securities frauds.
The Proseccuting Attorney worked closely with the section to build
a reputation for tough public corruption prosecution. The
Division developed and maintained an extensive public awareness
program. In 1975 the office employed a staff of two lawyers,
three investigators, one secretary, and two law student interns.

Statistics for the second Project year are as follows:
inquiries, 1906; complaints, 568; special investigations, 116;
fines, $28,000; restitution, $76,936; felony cascs filed, 46

+ (22 pending, two convictiens by trial, 21 by plea, and.one -

acquittal); and misdenvanors filed, six (all pleas of guilty) .

‘Columbus worked closely with its sister office, Akron.

U Diiring the second véar of ‘the "Project, the unit worked with

eleven other Projoct offices and participated in two coordinated
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investigations. The office also developed close liaison contacts
with federal and state law enforcement agencies, which was a
source of major cases.

STATE OF CONNECTICUT
(Population 3,031,709)

Prosecutor

Joseph T. Gommnley, Jr., Chief State's Attormey, 8 Lunar Drive,
Woodbridge, Cennecticut 06525

Project Liaison

Warren A. Gower, Chief, Economic Crime Unit, 20 Scott Street,
Hamden, Connccticut 06514

The Chief State's Attorney for the State of Connecticut,
with statewide jurisdiction, decided in autum, 1974, to create
an econcmic crima unit. In Novembar, 1974, his office associated
with the Project and obtainod quidance from the Project,
particularly from its "parent" office, Nassau County, in planning
their unit and in drvafting an application for state LEAA funds.
In May, 1975, the office received its grant and bagan implement-~
ing its plan. In 1975 the staff consisted of two attormeys
and three investigators. The office has no civil jurisdiction.

The office accumulated statistics for the five months
between May 1 and October 1, 1975, showing inquiries, 204;
complaints, 21; investigations, three; restitution, $41,000;
fines, $350; felonies, ncna; and misdemeanors filed, three
(three guilty pleas). During most of that pericd, the
office worked with a skeleton staff. The Economic Crime Unit
prosecuted a major home improvements fraud and obtained
reformation of the state's false pretenses statute. Prosecutive
prioritiecs crphasized major impact cases with emphasis on securities
and home improvements.

Connecticut worked cooperatively within the Project with
Nassau County, Westchester County, Brooklyn, and Philadelphia.

- 2] -
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DALLAS, TEXAS (DALIAS COULFLY)
(Population 1,327,321)

Prosecutor

Henry Wade, District Attorney, Dallas County Governmment Center,
Dallas, Texas 75202

Project Iiailson

Jon Sparling, Special Crimes Division, 500 Stamons Tower East,
Dallas, Texas 75202

Dallas, Texas, associated with the Project in June, 1975.
Dallas received no Project Funds. The office has both criminal
and civil enforcenent powers.

Economic crime cases have been handled by the office's
Special Crimes Division; however, no attorney had worked full-
time on such cases and no idontifiable econcmic crimez wnit had existed.
Dallas created such a unit in late 1975.
Since joining the Project, Dallas worked with its "sister"
city, Houston, in setting up and funding an economic crime unit.
The office also worked jolxtly with seven other Project cities
on investigations.

DENVER, COLORADO (METROPOLITAN DENVER CONSUMER OFFICE)
(Population 1,227,531)

Coordinator

Felicia Muftic, Executive Director, Metropolitan Denver District
Attorney's Consumar Office, 655 South Broadway, Denver,

Colorado 80209

Project Liaison

Raymond Jones, Metropolitan Denver District Attormey's Consumer
Office, 655 South Broadway, Danver, Colorado 80209 :

The Metropolitan Denver District Attorney's Consumer Office
was establishad in January, 1973, by the five district attorneys

4 comprising tha-greater metropotitan. avea. of ‘Benver,$ Coloradam et

The office ascocictad with tho P”o;;ct ln August, 1974 It,

-received-no Project funds. - e

Denver District Attomey Dale Tooley provided representation
to NDPA for the area's cocperating district attomeys.
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During 1975 the Metropolitan Denver Office maintained an
office largely staffed with paralegals and students, who
worked under the supervisicn of attorneys and who received
citizens' oral consumer complaints. The goal was to provide
one-day service on mediation of non-criminal matters. The
office also maintained an investigative and legal .staff
that prosecuted consumer frauds either by criminal or civil
action. However, the unit emphasized felony prosecutions of
major offenders. The office also devoted a large amount of
time to public awarencess and to legislative reforms. The staff
consisted of two lawyers, four investigators, five and one-
half paralegals, four secretaries, and fifteen student interns --
an increase of fifteen and one-half since joining the Project.

Denver's statistics for the second year are as follows:
inquiries, 9805; complaints, 7405; investigations, 505;
restitution, $333,546; felonies filed, 72 (35 pending, two
convictions by trial, 24 pleas of guilty, and eleven acquittals);
misdermeanors, 29 (fourteen pending, eleven pleas of guilty and
four acquittals); and civil actions, three (three judgments for
the counties).

Denver hosted the winter conference and participated in
five coordinated investigations. The office actively shared
intelligence and techniques with other Project offices. The
office cooperated jointly with nineteen other Project offices.

FLINT, MICHIGAN (GENESEE CCUNTY)
(Population 444,341)

Prosecutor

Robert F. Leonard, Prosecuting Attormey, Genesee County Courthouse,
Flint, Michigan 48502

Project Liaison

George Steeh, Assistant Prosecuting Attorney, Genesee County
Courthouse, Flint, Michigan 48502

Organized in 1971, the Consumer Protection Division and
Envirommant Control Division of the Genesee County (Flint),
Michigan, Prosecuting Attornsyv's OZfice was one of the earliest

'”ﬁlocal consuner-oriented economic.crime  units in- the: country Rt A
CURlint parficipated as one of tha Pro; ct's fifteen original
' offices. The.unit received.$40,000. in Project funds during -

the second year. Flint has no statutory civil enforcement power.
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In 1975 the Division ran a large consuner corplaint mediation
service staffed by six attommcys, eleven investicgators,
47 paralegals, and three secretaries. In its consumer protection
program, the Division has been extremzly innovative in the use
of paralegals and volunteers. In additicn, Division attorneys
undertook lengthy and corplex proactive mvesu,g >ticns into
oil and enerqy schenes, price-fixing, and nursing heome frawds.
Flint also made public ewareness a top priority and ¢feveloped
an extensive program in this erea that included radio programs ;
puwblic appearances, and written nmeterials.

Statistics for the second year are: inquiries, 7218;
complaints, 4627; speciel investigations, 63; felony cases
filed, 24 (four convicted by trial; 34 l:cnulnq)' restitution,
$1,010,207; and fines, $200. The office also filed six
civil injuwnctive actions.

Flint was the "parent" office for Waukegan, Illinois, and
worked jointly with eighteen other Project offices. The office
was the teen leader for charity solicitation frauds and actively
participated in fcur other coordinated investigaticns. Since
joining the Project, Flint increased its staff and increased proactive
investigation of impact cases.

HOUSTON, TLYAS (HARRIS COUNTY)
(Population 1,741,912)

Prosecuter

Carol S. Vance, District Attomey, ’iarrjs County Courthouse,
Houston, Texas 77002

Project Liaiscn

Robert C. Bennett, Chief, Special Crimes Bureau, Harris County
Courthouse, Houston, Texas 77002

Economic crimz prosecutions in the Houston office have heen.
handled by the Special Crimss Bureau. Within the Burcau the
Consuner Frawds Division was created in Septenber, 1973, with
Project funds. Houston was cne of the filteen originzl Project
offices and dur-lng the second.year received $45,000 in Project
fun&. Houstcn has both CLLLL&.}.ul end civ 11_ enforoemoent p\:-'.-:\:rs.

-

oW o o oy

. In 1975 -the- Ccnsuuﬁr Frauds: }2)1\71 Slon h ndled a- laICL nun*ber

" of ‘citizan complaints, prosccuted irpact consuber fravd cesés,

and cenducted an e::tc.nsure pwhlic avareness progrem, which in—
cluded penphlets, speecies, and a weekly radic program. The
Division actively prosecuted false advertising, hare inprovements,
and business opportunities schiermes. Division staff consisted of
two attormeys, three investigators, three paralegals, and two
secretarics. Major fraud cases were tried in the court roam by
attormeys in the Special Crines Bureau.
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- hone, and civil actions .filed, . seventeen. (flve pendlng and
twelve judgnxnts for the county)

o

Second year statistics for the Consumer Fraud Division are
as fallows: iInquiries, 7434; complaints, 4079; special investigations,
113; restituktion, $401,108; fines, $18,701; felonies filed, 93
(76 pending, five convictions by trial, 12 guilty pleas);
misdemcanors, €9 (53 panding, ten convictions by trial, 26 pleas):
and civil actions, one (one judgment for the county).

Houston "adopted" the San Antonio and Dallas offices and
was the team leader and clearinghouse for the business oppor-
tunities ccordinated investigation. The office participated in
three other coordinated investigations and worked with twenty
Project offices on joint endeavors. Houston hosted a Progect
conference and provided speakers for national economic crime

‘seminars.

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA (DUVAL COUNTY)
(Population 528,856)

Prosecutor

Ed Austin, State's Attorney, Duval County Courthouse, Jacksonville,
Florida 32202

Project Liaison

Robert B. Persons, Jx., Assistant State Attornmey, Duval County
Courthouse, Jacksonville, Florida 32202

The Jacksonville office's Consumer Fraud Division associated
with the Project in March, 1975, and received no Project funds.
The office has both criminal and civil enforcement powers.

In the second year of the Project, the Consumer Fraud Division
prosecuted cases referred to it by the Jacksonville City Consumer
Affairs Office. The Division concentrated on consumer fraud
cases with rccaent prosecutions involving deceptive advertising

‘and auto repairs. The staff consisted of one attorney, six

investigators, one paralegal, and three secrctaries.

Statistics for the unit between March 1 and 2ugust 31, 1975,
are as follows: inquiries, 26,035; complaints, 1,587; special
1nvc5t1gatlons, eleven; restitution, $86,501; other recoveries,
$9,271; feleonics filed, one (one fujitive):; misdemeanors,

P Y
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Jacksonville worked with its "parent" office, Miami,
and with one other Project city in a joint investigation.
It did not participate in any coordinated investigations.
Project participation resulted in increased awareness of
multi-jurisdictional schares.

HELENA AND MISSCULA, MONTANA
(CLARK, LEWIS AND MISSCULA COUNTILES) '
(Population 91,544) .

Prosecutors

" Thomas Dowling, County Attorney, 519 North Rodney, Helena,
Montana 59601

Robert Deschamps ITI, County Attorney, Missoula County
Courthouse, Missoula, Montana 58901

Two prosecutors in adjacent counties in Montana, Missoula
‘County and Lewis and Clark Counties (Helena), decided in the
fall of 1974 to combine their efforts in the economic crime
field in orxder to develop a capability for undertaking
prosecutions of consurer and major frauds. They associated with
the Project in October, 1974, and received no Project funds.
They have criminal and civil Jjurisdiction.

In Missoula during 1975, there was one investigator who
worked exclusively on eccnomic crimgs involving major frauds
and consumer schemes. The two prosecutors and other attorneys
on their staffs assisted the investigator in developing cases
for prosecution. In addition, there was a Consuner Protection
Department staffed by an, attorney, a secretary and a law
student, all of whom woried in the Department half-tiwe. The
priorities were major frauds, consumer protecticn and consuwer
frauds, particularly autcmobile warranties, home repairs and
appliance repairs. Public awareness also received high
priority.

Statistics for the two offices for the second year are as
follows: inguiries, 520; complaints, 160; special investigations,
sixteen; felonies files, four (two convictions by plea and two
pending) , misdemeanors,_fourteen (eleven convictions by plea,
three pending), civil actions, two (one judﬁmént for the ccunty and
one pending) ;. leSEltuthD, $9 341 ~and Llnes, $5OO R :

. RERIRRIEI ot et . W
e e e .
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Missoula and Helena worked closely with their "parent”
office Seattle, Washington, in organization of the unit and
in developing priorities and techniques. The two offices
combined with six Project offices in investigations and
participated in one ccordinated investigation. Without the
Project the state would not have had viable fraud prosecution.

I0S ANGELES, CALIFORNIA (LOS ANGELES COUNTY)
(Population 7,046,363)

Prosecutor

John K. Van de Kamp, District Attommey, 210 W. Temple,
Ios Angeles, Callfornla 90012

Project Liaison

Gilbert Garcetti, Consumer and Environment Protection Division,
320 West Temple, Los Angeles, Califormia 90012

During the second year of the Project, the office of the
District Attorney of lLos Angeles County, the nation's largest
district attomey's office, had two economic crime units.

The Major Frauds Division, created twenty years ago, prosecuted
conplex criminal frauds; and the Consumer and Environment
Protection Division, created in Noverwber, 1971, enforced
California's civil penalty statutes applicable to economic
crimes and environmental matters. Other divisions within the
office handled routine economic crime cases. ILos Angeles was
one of the original fifteen Project offices and received
$50,000 in Project funds during the second year.

The two divisions operated a combined staff of 21 attorneys,

24 investigators, one paralegal, twelve secretaries, and two
volunteers - an increase of seven persons since joining the
Project. Its personnel were highly emperiencgd In addition to
prosecuting major frauds and operating an innovative consumer
protection program, the office placed great emphasis on public
awareness and consumer education.

Statistics for the two divisions for the second year are as
follows: incuiries, 4579; complaints, 2006; investigations,
123; restituticn, $3,500,000 (from & single court-ordzred

- orestitution judmont against 'a debt collection Ll_ud;-rlnes dnd”
. Civil penalties;:-$550;741;felony cases; 188 (86 ‘pending; - ~s.

94 convictions at trial, 8 guilty plemu); misdemeanors, three
(one conviction by trial and two guilty pleas); and civil
actions, sixteen (fifteen pending and sixteen judgments for the
county) .
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Within the Project, Los Angeles "adopted" two offices,
Las Vegas and Ventura. It was the team leader in one
coordinated investigation and participated in four others.
In addition, a large nurber of multi-jurisdictional frauds
originated in the Los Angeles area; and the office
invaluably assisted other Project offices in joint
investigations. Its personnel spoke at national conferences
and made site visits to other Project offices to assist
in organization and prosecutive techniques. Project
participation increased its staff and expanded the scope of
prosecutions.

1AS VEGAS, NEVADA (CIARK COUNTY)
(Population 273,288)

Prosecutor

George Holt, District Attorney, Clark County Courthouse,
. Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

Project Liaison

Elliott A. Sattler, District Attorney's Office, Clark County
Courthouse, Las Vegas, Nevada 82101

The District Attorney for Clark County (ILas Vegas),
Nevada, asscciated with the Project and detailed personnel to
work full-time on economic crime in January, 1975. This
office received no Project funds.

The Office had one attorney, one investigator, and a part-
time secretary assigned-to economic crime cases. The office
has both criminal and civil enforcement powars. Resources were
concentrated in major fraud cases. Recent prosecutions
involved gas-savings devices, condominium sales, auto repair
fraud, and medical insurance fraud.

Statistics for Las Vegas for February 1 to August 1, 1975,
are as follows: inquiries, 518; complaints, 190; special
investidations, not available; felonies filed, six (all
pending) ; misdemeanors, four (1 conviction, 3 pending),
01v11 actions, four (four judgments for the county); restitution,

900] L—nd tmbs, $lo OOO _':.: ' Pt W TR o .'o‘ e "‘A,, R N R

Lés VEgas ‘worked' closely with its "parent"'offlye,‘
Los Angeles, and worked jointly with nine PrOJecc offices in
cooperative efforts. The office participated in four Project-
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coordinated investigations. Participation in the Project
resulted in creation of the wnit and assisted Las Vegas in

enhancing the cuantity and cquality of its economic crime
prosecutions.

MANHATTAN, NEW YORK (NEW YORK COUNTY)
(Population 1,539,233)

Prosecutor

Robert M. Morgenthau, District Attorney, County of New York,
155 Igonard Street, New York, Neaw York 10013

Project Liaison

Peter Andreoli, Chief, Frauds Bureau, Office of the District
Attorney, 155 Leonard Street, New York, New York 10013

The Frauds Bureau of the Manhattan District Attorney's
Office has a long and honored history as one of the oldest
economic crimz units in the country. In Septerber, 1974,
the office created a Consumar Frauds Unit within its Complaint
Bureau. The office associated with the Project in April, 1975.
It received no Project funds. The Bureau has no civil
jurisdiction.

During 1975 all cases bzgan in the Complaints Bureau which
was located in a central office and in two neighborhood branches.
Consuner complaints were referred to services. Major frauds
were referred to the Frauds Bureau, which concentrated on
sophisticated econcmic crimes. Ordinary economic crime cases
were handled by the general trial divisions. Many major
fraud complaints were received directly by the Frauds Bureau.
Total personnel assigﬁed to the Frauds Bureau and Consuner
Frauds included fifteen lawyers, two paralegals, three
secretaries and four volunteers. Investigators and accountants
were obtained as needed from an office-wide staff.

Statistics for the month of September, 1975, for the
Consumer Fraud Unit showed: inquiries, 209; complaints
madiated, 83; and possible criminal investigaticns, 35. For
the pericd May 1 to August 31, 1975, the Frauds Bureau received
150 complaints, conducted 119 spocial irvostiOCtiOﬁs, £ilcd

coo. 2 175 felony cases- (five felony convietions kv trial,. 91 by -
... Pplea, one, acqulttal ‘and 78 pend;ng), filed 29 mlsdeﬁeanor-‘

cases (2 convicticns by trial, 26 pless, one acqu*ttal, 30
pending) , obtained $93,738 in restitution and $26,500 in fines.
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Manhattan participated in two coordinated investigations
and worked jointly with seven other Project offices. Project
participation resulted in the Fraud Bureau's exchanging intelli-~
gence and techniques with other offices and expanding its
interest into consumer-related fraud areas.

MIAMI, FLORIDA (DADE CCUNTY)
(Population 1,267,792)

Prosecutor

Richard E. Gerstein, State's Attorney, 1351 N.W. 12th Street,
Miami, Florida 33125

Project Liaison

ILeonard lLewis, Assistant State's Attorney, 1351 N.W. 12th Stlect,
Miami, Florida 33125

The Miami State's Attorney's Office has three sections
involved in prosecuting economic crimes: Major Frauds, Consumer
Frauds, and Complaint Intake. The office was one of the
original 15 Project offices and its Consumer Fraud Unit was
established with Project funds. This year Miami received
$40,000 from the Project. During the second year of the Project,
the total staff of the three sections included six attorneys,
two investigators, five paralegals and three secretaries.

Statistics for the second year are available only for the
Consumer Frauds Section, which handled 4069 complaints. The
section filed twenty felconies (ten pending, ten guilty pleas),
46 misdemeanors (eighteen pending, four convictions by trial,
sixteen convictions by plea, and eight acquittals), fifteen
civil actions {(nine pending and six judgments for the county),
and obtained restitution of $155,799 and fines of $23,911.

The office participated in three coordinated investigations
and had contact with thirteen other offices. The office was
of invaluable assistance in prosecuticn of multi-jurisdictional
fraud schemes that originated in Florida or that were directed
at Florida victims. Miami served as the "parent" office for
Jacksonville, Florida, and assisted other state's attorneys'

‘offices in Florida that did not participate in the Project.
Apoart fxonm prcvlclng the nizans to-form: the Consumer Fravd

DlVlSle, the Progect was of a551stance in reevaluatlon of-
managemvnt and lccord—keeplng ploccdurps :
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MINEOLA;; NEW YORK (NASSNJ COUNTY)
(Population 1,428,075)

Prosecutor

Denis Dillon, [istrict Attorney, Nassau County Courthouse,
Mineola, New York 11501

Project Liaison

Robert Clarey, Chief, Comnercial Frauds Bufeau, Nassau County
Courthouse, Mineola, New York 11501

Nassau County is a suburban area located in Long Island,
New York. Its Commercial Frauds Bureau was created in
January, 1969. The office was one of the original fifteen
Project participants and received $45,000 in LEAA Prodject funds
during the second grant year. The office has no civil
enforcement powers.

Originally, the purpose of the Commercial Frauds Bureau
was to investigate and prosecute business oriented frauds,
but under the direction of its new Bureau Chief and through
interaction with the Project, the emphasis shifted to major
frauds having impact on the consumcr. The Bureau investigated
and prosecuted sophisticated merchandising fraud schames, a
multi-jurisdictional warranty fraud scheme, a multi-jurisdictional
hove improvement fraud scheme, a real estate investment swindle,
medical frauds, and business frauds. Public awareness and
legislative reforms becawe priority areas. The staff of the
Commercial Frauds Bureauw consisted of five attorncys, eight
investigators, three secrctaries, one paralegal, an increase
of thirteen persons over the four-person staff employed when
the Project started.

Statistics for the second year of the Nassau County office
‘are as follows: special investigations, 219; felony cases
filed, 38 (six convictions by trial, thirteen by plea, four
acquittals, 41 pending); misdermeanors, nine (six pleas of guilty
and six pending); restitution, $152,000; and fines, $4,500.

Nassau County was the "parent" office for Comnecticut. It
_ ‘worked cooperatively with twelve other offices in joint
investigations or in exchanging teghnigues. It participated in |«

throe.coordlnatcd lnyestlgatlons.u The,off;cePCOehostaduthggsummerm3ﬁ»f¢gg¢7{'

" conference’ durlnq the first year. In addition, at the recquest of
the Project Conter, the Burecau assisted a State Attormey General

in a conplex firaud and also worked closely with adjacent
neighboring Suffolk County. Project participation brought about an
increase in parsonnel and a reorientation of the unit's priorities
and goals. .
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MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA (HENNEPIN COUNTY)
(Population 960,080)

Prosecutor

Gary Flakne, County Attorney, Hennepin County Courthouse,

Minneapolis, Mimnesota 55437

Project Liaison .

Ann L. Alton, Citizen's Protection Division, Hennepin County
Courthouse, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55437

During the second year of the Project, the office of the -
County Attorney for Hennepin County (Minneapolis), Minnesota,
ran two econonic crimez units, a Citizen's Protection Division
created in Decenbrer, 1973, and a Business Fraud Division that
became an effective economic crime unit in 1974. The office
associated with the Project in November, 1974, and received no
Project funds. Minneapolis has both criminal and civil
enforcemant powers.

The Citizen's Protection Division handled consumer complaints
and deceptive advertising, while the Business Fraud Divisior
prosecuted major frauds and welfare violations. he two
divisionsg shared investigators and acted jointly in many matters.
Sanmple cases included corporate frauwds, a charity fraud,
insurance frauvds, and false advertising. The ccmbined staff
of the two divisicns was six attorneys, three investigators, two
secretaries and 21 volunteer interns.

Statistics for the second year for June 1 to August 31, 1975,
are as follows: incuiries, approximately 800; complaints, 69;
special investigations, six; felony cases filed, eleven (all
pending); and civil actions, five (one judgment for the county
and four pending). The office has no misdemeanor jurisdiction.

Minneapolis came into the Project as an "adopted" office of
Omaha, Nebraska. The office worked jointly with ten other Project
offices and participated in one ccordinated investigation.
Participation in the Project assisted the office to implement its
policies and goals. '
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NEW ORLFANS, LOUISIANA (ORLEANS PARISH)
(Population 593,471)

Prosecutor

Harry Connick, District Attorney, 2700 Tulane Avenue, New Orleans,
Iouisiana 70119

Project Liaison

William Gurvich, Chief, Fraud Bureau, 2700 Tulane Avenue,
New Orleans, Loulsiana 70119

The Fraud Bureau-.of the New Orleans Parish District Attorney's
Office was created in April, 1974, and became associated with
the Project in June, 1975. The Bureau received no Project funds.

Although the Bureau has both criminal and civil enforcement
powers, it emphasized criminal sanctions during the Project's
year. It handled a large volun= of citizen complaints, but
emphasized prosecution of criminal. violations over mediation of
the grievances. Prosecution priorities were home improvemznt and
auto title frauds. The Bureau was staffed by its chief, one
attorney, and one paralegal.

During the second year of the Project, the Bureau received
4,100 written corplaints, conducted 480 investigations, filed
40 felony cases (fifteen convictions by trial, fifteen by plea,
one acquittal, and nine pending), and 30 mlcjﬂTaanors (five
convictions by trial, 20 by plea, and five pending), and
recovered $205,000 in restitution.

Ag an office whose association with the Project was late in
the Project's fiscal year, New Orleans' principal contacts
within the Project were with its "parent" office, Westchester
Founty, New York. It also worked with the Denver office. Since
joining the Project, the Bureau developsd prlorltles, expanded .
new areas of prosecution, and planned changes in its oxganlzatlonal '
structure and techniques.

OLATHE, KANSAS (JOHNSON. COUNTY)
(Population 217,622)

. . . . . PR . & . . .
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Margaret Joxdan, District Attorney, Johnson County Courthouse,
Olathe, Kansas 66061 :

Project Iiaison

William B. Coates, Jr., Assistant District Attorney, Consumer
Protection Division, Johnson County Courthouse, Olathe, Kansas 66061
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Johnson County is a subwban area adjacent to Kansas City.
The Consumer Protection Divisicn was created several years ago
to enforce the Ransas Consumer Protection statute. The Division
associated with the Project in November, 1974. It received no
Project funds.

The Division has both criminal and civil enforcement powors.

It focused on handllng consumer conplaints and enforcing the
civil penalty provisions of the Kansas Consumer Protection Act.
The Division also stressed public awareness. The Division
placed higher priority on prosecuting criminal frauvds since
joining the Project, as evidenced by prosecution of a complex
nursing home fraud. The Division staff consisted of one
attorney, two paralegals, and one secretary in 1975.
Investigators were drawn from the dlstrlct attorneys' office
investigative staff as needed.

Statistics for the second year are as follows: inquiries,
5274; conplaints, 372; special investigations, 72; felonies
filed, two pending; misdemeanors, one pending; civil actions,
two (tvio judgments for the county); restitution $22,719, and
civil penalties $4,500.

Within the Project Olathe was originally "adopted" by
nelghborlug Wichita; howaver, the office's econcmic crime
experienca was equal to that of Wichita, and the two offices
had viorked closely for several years. Olathe was appointed
"parent" office for St. Lowls County, Missouri. In addition,
Olathe worked with three other Project offices and participated
in three coordinated investigations. Since joining the Project,
Olathe became more oriented to crindnal prosecution and placed
higher priority on proactive investigations and prosecution of
"inpact" cases.

OMAHA, NERRASKA (DOUGLAS COUNTY)
(Population 389,455)

Prosecutor

Donald L. Knowles, County Attormey, 406 Courthouse, Cmaha,
Nebraska 68102

‘PIOjQ”L L~a1%on

4 . ' N v T A vl o ) . v DL R

Building, Omaha, Nabraska 68102

The Consumer Fraud Division of the Douglas County (Omaha) ,
Nebraska, County Attorney's Office was created in March, 1273,
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\At that ting it had a, consumar, Fraud unit, Fhat, ‘had processui
i Elzen cr\“*”lﬂnt sinco 1973, "hewd VC}., ‘two monkhs Tater, in
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and a fow months later became one of the original fifteen Project
ofifices. In the sccond year of the Project, the Division
received $40,000 in Projoct funds. The County Attorney has

both criminal and civil anforcement jurisdiction.

In 1975 the Consumsr Fraud Division handled a large
volunz of consumar complaints. The Division's criminal plosccutlon
prioritics focusad on fraud schemres that inpacted on consuners.
The Division had a conprehonsive enforcement policy against
auto repajr frauds and actively prosecuted other consurer frauds.
The Division bLagan with one attommey, but now, after joining the
Projact, employed a staff of three attormeys, five investigators,
two paral. egals and two soecretaries. The Division also had an
extensive public awareness program and recently published a
citizen's handbook that received national attention.

Statistics for the second Project year for Cmaha are as
follows: inguiries, 1915; complaints, 1527; special investiga-
tions, 399; felonies filed, 22 (ten convictions by trial,
five by plea, onz acquittal, and six pending); misdemeanors,

22 (nine convicticons by trial, four pleas, two acquittals and
seven pending); restitution, $98,094; and fines, $2,600.

Omaha was the "parent" office for Minneapolis. It
participated in three ccoxdinated :irmstigations and worked
jointly with cighteen TFroject officas. Project participation
enabled Cmaha to enlarge its staff and_ to sharpen its priorities
and techniques.

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA (CITY OF PHILADELPHIA)
(Population 1,948,609)

Prosccutor

Bmatt Fitzpatrick, District Attorney, 666 City lall, Philadelphia,
Pa. 19107

Proiject Lialson

Michael M. dMustokoff, Assistant DZLStrlCt Attorney 666 City' Hall,

g Phllachphla, Pa. 19107

Philadelphia associated with the Project in September, 1974.

Novaibar, l9/i as part of an office reorganizaticn, the old
unit was disb:mdad and a new Econcmic Crime Unit was created.
Philadelphia received no Project funds. The office has no civil
enforcamont jurisdiction.

wen N



During the second year of the Project in Philadelphia,
all citizen complaints were directed to the office's complaint
intake unit. A certain amount of congumer protoction and
mediation work was done within that unit. Fraud cases with
significant numbers of victims or anmounts of money, requiring
further investigation or involving factual or legal complexities,
were referred by the intake unit to the Econgmic Crima Unit for
investigation and prosecution. Those cases wore usually either
major frauds or frauds involving large numbers of complainants,
such as hcme improvement schemas. During 1975 the Economdc Crims:
Unit had a staff of threa attornecys, seven investigators, two
secretaries, and one legal intein.

' Statistics maintaincd from Wovember 1, 1974, through
August 31, 1975, for the Economic Crim2 Unit include 101 investi-
gations and 39 criminal cases filed.

Philadelphia worked with its adopting office, Baltinore,
Maryland, and exchanged contact with seven other Project offices.
The office participated in two of the Project's ccordinated
investigations and in several other multi-jurisdictional
investigations involving other offices. Association with the
Project made the office aware of how administrative and legal
problems similar to these exparienced in Philadelphia were
handled in other jurisdictions.

RENO, NEVADA (WASHOE COUNTY)
(Population 121,112)

Prosecutor

Larry R. llicks, District Attorney, P.O. Box 11130, Reno, Nevada 89510

+

Project Liaiscn

Shirley Katt, Consumer Protection Division, P.O. Box 11130, Reno,
Nevada 89510

The Consumer Protection Division of the Washoe County (Reno),
Nevada, District Attomay's Office associated with the Project in

. November, 1974. The Division received no Project funds.

The Consimanr Drotocticn Divisicon has both crimdnal and civil

~jurdsdiction. It focuscd- its efforts-on resolving citizens' ' -
v -consumer problems, public awarcness; and’ lé&gislative reform.’ The

Division was particularly active in consumar cdueation and
legislative drafting. When it joined the Project, the Division
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was staffed with onéiinvestigator, one péralegal, and one secretary.
In 1975 it added a lawyer and a second paralegal.

Second year statistics for the unit show 596 incuiries, 932
complaints, 37 special investigations, no felonies filed, six
misdemeanors (three convictions and three pending), two
civil actions (one judgment for the county and one pending),
restitution of $30,201, and fines of $11,735.

Reno worked with its parent" Project office, Sacramento,
California, in both substantive and procedural matters.. The
two offices co-hosted the third quarterly conference. Reno also
worked jointly with seven other offices and participated in one
coordinated investigation. As a direct result of joining the.
Project, Reno hired a second paralegal to undertake proactive
investigations.

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA (SACRAMENTO CQOUNTY)
(Population 931,498)

Prosecutor

John M. Price, District Attorney, Court House, Sacramento,
California 95814

Project Liaison

Gordon F. Bowley, Supervising District Attorney, Fraud Division,
816 H Street, Suite 202, Sacramento, California 95814

Sacramento County is one of the original fifteen Project
offices and received $40,000 in LEAA funds during the second grant
year. The Fraud Division was established in May, 1969. During
the second grant period, the Division was staffed by three
attorneys, four investigators, two paralegals, and four
secretaries, an increase of four persons since joining the
Project. The Division has both criminal and civil enforcement
powers.

The paralegals ran a consumer complaint operation under the
suparvision of the.Division's Chief 1nvest1gator.» The remaining.
personnel developed compléx economic crime cases for prosecution
or civil action. DlVlSlon prlOLTtlyS included 1nvestm;nc frauds, .. -

. false adver tlslng, merchandising frauds, auto’ repairs and sales,iwff'””‘°:;”
v oshort welghts, “public edicdtion, and légisiation. ™ ™ R

Sacramento's statistics for the fiscal year July 1, 1974, to
June 30, 1975, arc as follows: inquiries, 4064; written complaints,
828; investigations, 69; restitution, $395,093; fines and civil
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penaltles, $170,727; fclony cases flled 13 (seven pending and
'€§B six guilty pleas); misdemmanors, five (four pending and one
' quilty plea); and civil actions, 31 (thirteen pending and
eighteen judgments for the county).

Sacramento's Fraud Division "adopted" the Reno office and
worked cooperatively with eighteen Project offices. The Division.
led the successful gas—-saving devices coordinated investigation
and participated in four others. It provided speakers at .
seminars and training sessions, both inside -and outside the
Project, on prosecutive techniques as well as on organization
and management of a fraud unit. Sacramento co-hosted the spring
quarterly conference. Project participation enabled the Division

to hire sufficient pex ‘sonnel to investigate econcmic crimes
proactively.

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS (BEXAR ‘COUNTY )
(Population 830,460)

© Prosecutor

Ted Butler, Criminal District Attorney, Bexar County Courthouse,
San Antonio, Texas 78204

Project Liaison

John L. Quinlan, Assistant District Attorney, Bexar County
Courthouse, San Antonio, Texas 78204

During the Project's second year the Bexar County (San
Antonio), Texas Criminal District Attorney prosecuted economic
crine cases through the Special Crime's Division. The office
associated with the Project in Decewber, 1974. It received no
Project funds. The Criminal District Attorney has civil as well
as criminal jurisdiction.

. In 1975 the Special Crimes Division prosecuted economic crime,
organized crime, and other special matters. No member of the
Division worked full-time on economic crime.

No statistics from San Antonio were available on economic
crime cases. . , o L

San Antonio worked with its "parent" office Houston, Texas,
as well as .four other PleeCt.OfflCCS The office participated ...
in three coordinated investigations. Association with the Project
led to cualitative and guantitative improvenpnt in the economic
crime cases as well as development of a proactive apploach to these
prosecutions.
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SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA (SAN DIEGO COUNTY)
(Population 1,357,782)

Prosecutor

Edwin L. Miller, District Attorney, 220 West Broadway, San Diego, °
California 92101

Project ILiaison

M. James Lorenz, Chief, Fraud Division, 220 West Broadway,
San Diego, California 92101

The Fraud Division of the San Diego District Attorney's
Office hegan in 1969 with one attormey and one investigator.
In 1975 the Division had seven attormeys, thirteen investigators,
four paralegals, six sacretaries, and three others prosecuting
major criminal frauds and handling citizens' complaints with a
computerized £iling and record-keeping system. During the year
misdemcanors were tried by the City Attormey and civil actions
by the gencral trial section.

San Diego was one of the original fifteen Project participants
and received $45,000 in Project funds during the second year.
The office has both criminal and civil enforcement powers.

The paralegals screened and investigated consumer complaints.
The attorneys and investigators prosscuted complex frauds with
impact on the public, such as land frauds, price-fixing,
internaticnal swindles, and frauds involving organized crime.
The Division conducted a large publi awareness program presented
in two languages.

Second year statistics accumulated by the office are as
follows: inquiries, 17,577; complaints, 1525; major investigations,
144; restitution, $208,489; fines and civil penalties, $128,150;
felonies filed, 58 (thirteen panding, eleven convictions at
trial, 36 guilty pleas, and two acquittals); and civil actions,
twelve (seven pending and four judgments for county) . :

* “San Diego hosﬁed‘a Project~cénferenco'durihg~thé first year,'

”mcqo;dinated_inye ngations., Tne olece worked jOlntly w1th 20 other

Project. oifices. Division pul"OﬁnOl lectured at naticnal =~ - .-
conferontes on both the ecast and west coasts as well as at federal
and state law enforcoent training sessions. Project participation
increased the staff and expanded the scope and depth of prosecutions.

LEAA designated the San Diego Fraud Division, along with the
Seattle Division, as an Exenplary Project during 1975.
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SEATTLE, WASHINGTON (KING COUNTY)
(Population 1,156,633)

Prosecutor

Christopher T. BRayley, Prosecuting Attorney, King County Courthouse,
Seattle, Washington 98104

Project Liaison .

Gene S. Anderson, Chief Deputy, Fraud Division, W554 King County
Courthouse, Seattle, Washington 98104

The Seattle office's Fraud Division, was created in July,
1972, and was an on-going and experienced economic crime unit
when the Project began. Seattle was one of the fifteen original
Project offices and received $42,500 last year in Project funds.
The Fraud Division has both criminal and civil enforcement powers.

In 1975 Seattle's Fraud Division focused its resources on
major frauds that have impact on the community. The Division did
not mediate consuner complaints or provide consurner protection services
except through the impact of criminal prosecutions. The Division
prosecuted several major frauds involving securities, real
estate, ocdometer rollbacks, and gas-saving devices. The unit
maintained a large public awareness program and devoted considerable
resources toward training programs for state agency investigators.
The staff consisted of five lawyers, two investigators, one
paralegal, one secretary, and four interns, an increase of
three persons since joining the Project.

Second year statistics maintained by the unit are as follows:
inquiries, 740; complaints, 401; special investigations, 104;
restitution, $604,552; fines, $23,100; felony cases filed,

54 (pending, thirteen; convictions by trial, seven; guilty

pleas, 32; acquittals, two); misdemesanors, 26 (pending, three;
tonvictions by trial, five; guilty pleas, sixteen; acquittal, one;
and transferred, one); and civil actions, two (two judgments

for the county).

Seattle was the host for a eponomlc crine conference in

. .1973. It sexved-as the “parent" office for Mlssoula and Helena,

-wh_frauds, .and it.participated in three othex coordinated
,‘anL%tlgaiJOnS The office worked with 21 other Project

Montana. Its unit chief was the team leader for nursing hcue

“-o ot

offices in exchanging information and in joint investigations.
The office had cultivated cloge liaison with other local, state,
and federal law enforcament agencies, sponsored statewide
economic crime training conferences, and provided speakers at
national seminars and conferences.
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The Seattle Fraud Division, along with the San Diego Division,
was deésignated by LEAA as an Exemplary Project for 1975.

TUCSON, ARIZONA (PIMA COUNTY)
(Population 351,667)

Prosecutor

Dennis DeConcini, Pima County Attorney, 600 Admlnlstratlon
Building, Tucson, Arizona 85701

Project Liaison

Michael Callahan, Chief, Major Frauds Units, 600 Administration
Building, Tucson, Arizona 85701

During the second year of the Project, the Pima County
{Tucson), Arizona, Attornazy's Office had two economic crime-
oriented units: (1) the Major Frauds Unit, which prosecuted
complex frauds, particularly those involving land frauds and
organized criminality; and (2) the Consumzr Protection Division,
which handled citizen complaints, initiated consumer fraud
investigations, and undertcok a large public awareness program.
The office associated with the Project in November, 1975. It
received no Project funds. It has both criminal and civil
jurisdiction.

In 1975 the two units had a combined staff of four attorneys,
four investigators, three clericals, and one volunteer.

Both units logged the follOW1ng combined statistics for
the second year of the Project: incuiries, 2670; complaints,
1815; special investigations, 1394; restitution, $l42,450;
fines, $15,695; felony cases filed, three (two guilty pleas
and one acgquittal); misdemeanors, none; and civil actions, 46
(eighteen pending, seventeen judgments for county and eleven
settled).

Tucson worked with its "parent" office, San Diego,
cooperated with nine other Project offices in joint endeavors,
and partlclhatuu in one ccordinated investigation. All of the
unit's economic Crime ac_1v1tlos were enhanced by Progect '
palt101patlon
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VENTURA, CALIFORNTA (VENIURA COUNTY)
(Population 376,430)

Prosecutor

C. Stanley Trom, District Attorney, Ventura County Courthouse,
Ventura, California 93001

Project Liaison

Sandra L. Rogers, Deputy District Attormey, Fraud Division,
Ventura County Courthouse, Ventura, California 93001

The Fraud Division of the Ventura County District Attormey's
Office associated with the Project in December, 1974. It received
no Project funds.

The Division has both criminal and civil enforcement powers.
It handled consumer complaints and acted as the main consumer
protection agency in the county. Accordingly, the unit's
priorities were consumer protection, enforcemant of California's
civil penalty statutes against econcmic crimes, and public
awareness. Since joining the Project, Ventura County's fraud
section reoriented its efforts to emphasize criminal
prosecution and filed a nuaker of major criminal cases, as well as
camplex civil penalty cases. TIwo attorneys, one investigator, and
one sccretary staffed the Division.

During the second year of the Project, the Division received

753 incquiries, handled 625 complaints, conducted 80 special
investigations, filed seven felony cases (four convicticns by
plea and three pending), filed sixteen misdemzanocrs (fourteen
convictions by plea, one acquittal, and one pbnding) 25 civil
actions (seventeen judgments for the county and eight pcndlng)
recovered $33,031 in restitution, and obtained $402Z,760 in fines
and civil penalties.

The Division worked with its "parent" office, Los Angeles,
and ccoperated in investigations with seven Project offices. It
participated in four Project-coordinated investigations. A major

.crlnundl prosecution involvaed a complex oil investnent schems.
The Division also maintained ¢lose liaison with ‘other state and
local agencies.

. LR . e . P .
P w vl . . . i -
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WASHINGTON; D.C. (DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA)
(Population 756,510)

Prosecutor

Earl J. Silbert, U.S. Attomey, U.S. Courthouse, Wa‘hlngtOn, D.C.
20001 ,

Project Liaison -

Robert Ogren, Chief, Fraud Division, U.S. Courthouse, Washington, D.C.
20001

The U.S. Attorney of the District of Columbia unicuely
enforces both federal criminal statutes and local District of
Colurbia criminal statutes. His civil enforccment powers are
limited to federal actions. The office's Fraud Division was created
in 1968. The unit associated with the Project in November, 1974.
The office received no Project funds. In 1975 nine attommeys
‘and three sceretaries staffed the Division. The office has no
investigative staff and relies on federal and local law enforcemant
agencies to provide necessary intelligence.

During the Project year, camplaints were received in a
different branch of the office and referred to the Fraud Division
for special investigation and prosecution only in cases involving
complex fact patterns, substantial suns of money, or targeted
prosecutive areas. Other econcmic crimez.cases ware prosecuted
through the ganeral trial sections of the office. Using federal
or local statutes, the unit prosacuted major cases during the
second year involving governmesntal corruption, multi-jurisdictional
home lmplovcmsnt frauds, and international swindles by professional
fraud offender

The Divisicn did not keep records of inquiries, camplaints,
investigations, restitution, or fines. As to criminal cases £iled
irf the second grant year, the Fraud Division terminated 41 felonies
(36 pleas of guilty, three convictions at trial, one acqguittal,
and on¢ hung jury) and nineteen misdemsanors (eighteen pleas of
guilty and one conviction by trial).

. The Division part1c1kated in.two coordinated investigations. -
and lnforvzllv cssisted soveral offices in prosccuting a multi-
. .state home improvenent fraud.. The Divisicn cooperated with: nine

othiey Project offices in 1nvest1qatlons during the year and.
mada its oxporicnced porconnel available to speak at economic
crime conferences and federal training aca damies and to prepare
technical materials for Project manuals.
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WAUKEGAN, IILINOLS (LAKE COUNTY)
(PoPulatlon 382,638) -

Prosecutor

Jack Hoogasian, State's Attormey, Lake County Courthouse,
Waukegan, Illinois 60085

Project Liaison .

William Marlett, Assistant State's Attorney, Lake County
Courthouse, Waukegan, Illinois 60085

The Lake County State's Attorney's Office (Waukegan,
Illinois), developed a prosecutive capacity in economic crime
cases after joining the Project in November, 1974. The office
received no funds from the Project.

Upon joining the Project, the office assigned one
investigator to work full-time and one attorney to work half-
time on econcmic crime cases. The investigator and attorney
receive all fraud cases requiring investigation as referrals
from the criminal division. In addition, they initiated
investigations on their own in accordance with office and Project
priorities. Although the office has both criminal and civil
jurisdiction, the unit oriented efforts to criminal prosecution
of major fraud and corruption cases. Recent cases involved nursing
homes, a bank trust department, official corruption, meat freezer
schemes, and home improvements.

No statistics were available for activities during the
second year of the Project.

The office worked closely in the Project with its "parent"
office, Flint, Michigan, as well as with its neighbor, Chicago,
Illinois. It also had contact with the Wheaton, Omaha, and
Seattle offices. Waukegan participated in four Project coordinated
investigations. Association with the Project gave the office a
capability to prosecute economic crine.

WHEATON, ILLINOIS (DUPAGE COUNTY)
~(PopglatiQn 491,822)

et

’’’’’ PR o LR LR

John J. Bowman, State's Attorney, 207 S. Reber Street, Wheaton,
Illinois 60187 . .

Project Liaison

Thomas L. Johnson, Assistant State's Attorney, 207 S. Reber Street,
Wheaton, Illinols 60187
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The Office of the State's Attomey for DuPage County
(Wheaton) , Illinois, is located in a guburban area near Chicago.
In April, 1975, the State's Attorncy designated one assistant
to work full-time on economic crimez cases. In May, 1975, the
office asscciated with the Project. It received no funds for
the Project.

During 1975, the economic crime wnit consisted of one
attorney and one secrcetary. The unit drew investigative support
from an office-wide staff of investigators. DuPage County's
fraud section concentrated on major consumer frauds, official
corruption, and business-related abuses. Public awareness
‘also ranked as a prJorxtj The office has civil enforcemant
powers.

Between April and August 31, 1975, the office conducted
25 special investigations and filed six criminal cases (five
felonies and one misdemeanor), all of which are still pending.

Wheaton worked closely with its "parent'" office, Chicago,
in organizaticnal techniques and in prosecuting schemes crossing
county boundaries. The office also worked with five other
Project cities and participated in two coordinated investigations.
The Project was instrumental in helping Wheaton at an early stage
in formulating prosecutive priorities and in developing investi-
gative techniques.

WHITE PLAINS, NFW YORK (WESTCHESTER COUNTY)
(Population 894,104)

Prosecutor '

Carl A. Vergari, District Attorney, Westchester County Courthouse,
White Plains, New York 10601

Project Tdaison

Arthur Del Negro, Chief, Frauds Bureau, Westchester County Courthouse,
White Plains, New York 10601

Westchester County is a suburban area adjucent to New York
City. Established in i968 the Frauds Bureau of the District |
‘Attornfy s 'Office was one oE the cobntry's earliest economic crime
wnits. The Lureau uuouyLthd Wan the Pleﬂct in August, 1974.
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During 1975, the Frauds Bureau cmphasized the prosecution
of swindles that impact the consumer. Though the Bureau has no
civil enforcemont powers, it oparated a large conswwer complaint
service. The unit also stressed its extensive public awarencss
and legislativae programs. The staff consisted of ten attormeys,
threc secretaries, and one volunteer. Investigative personnel
were drawn as necded from the office-wide staff of 25 investigators.

Westchester County's statistics for the second year were
as follows: inquiries, 2049; complaints, 1456; special investi-
gations, 232; restitution, $158,587; felonies Filed, 86
(52 pending, 34 convictions); and misdawcanors filed, elghteen
(eleven pending, five convictions, one acquittal, and one nolle).

Westchester served as the "parent" office for New Orleans
and participated in four ccordinated investigations. The office
was extremaly active in multi-jurisdiction investigations, having
worked with 21 other offices during the second year. Assoclation
with the Project permitted the office to engage in multi-jurisdictional
prosecution and in refinement of priorities. The Bureau developed
close contacts with state and federal law enforcement agencies.

WICHITA, KANSAS (SEDGWICK COUNTY)
(Population 350,694)

Prosccutor

Keith Sanborn, District Attorney, Sedgwick County Courthouse,
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Project Liaison

Jack N. Williams, Dircétor, Consumar Protection Division, Sedgwick
County Courthouse, Wichita, Kansas 67203

Sedgwick County (Wichita), Kansas, established its Consumer
Protection Division in 1970 and was one of the early economic crime
units. It was one of the original fifteen Project offices.

During the second year, the unit received $40,000 in Project funds.
The Division has criminal enforcement power as well as civil
power under the Kansas Consuer Protection Act. ‘
N During the Project yezr the Diviscicn handled a large nuaber of

~consuzrér cémplaints which it coupled with & vigoious' criminal e
prosccution’ program and with a model public awarencss operation
that includes panphlets, nowsletters, a regularly scheduled
television show, neighborhced offices, and public appearances.
Wichita worked actively with other Project offices to bring
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criminal and civil actions against multi-state fraud schemes,
including a large silver fraud, oil investment frauds, and
several business opportunities frauds. The Division's sta€f
included three attorneys, four investigators, twelve paralegals,
and two secretaries - an increase in personnel from four to
eleven since Jjoining the Project.

Second year statistics totaled as follows: inquiries,
40,000; complaints, 1414; specilal investigations, 43; felonies -
filed, nine (two convictions by trial, four by plea, two
acquittals, and one dismissal); misdemeanors, two (both guilty
by plea), civil actions filed, ten (seven judgments for the
county, one scttlement, and two pending); restitution, $210,500;
and civil penalties and fines, $2,625.

Wichita worked closely with Olathe, Kansas, for several
years, bringing that office into the Project. Wichita was
assigned as the "parent" office for Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

The office hosted the sccond year sumer conference and worked
with 22 other Project offices last year. Wichita led the
successful gold and silver coordinated investigation and partici-
pated in four others. Participation in the Project not only
resulted in an increased staff, but also a capability to

carbat multi-jurisdicted fraud schemes.
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5’ PROJECT ACTIVITHES :

A. ASSOCIATID OFFICE PROGRMM

During its first year, the Project operated with fifteen
field wnits in local prosecutors’ offices. During this initial
year, tha Projoct Center became awarce that several local
prosecutors' offices not affiliated with the Project operated
expericenced and sophisticated economic crinme units. In addition,
some prosccutors had formed new fraud units. TFurther, large
nunber of prosccutors' interest in economic crime had leen
kindled by the Project, and they wished to start economic crime
units of their own. These offices outside the Project wanted to
attend conferences, exchange intelligence, receive technical
assistance, and to participate generally in the benefits of
association with the Project cities.

Since the original fifteen offices agresably believed

that they would benefit greoatly by adding new offices, the Project
devisced the "associated office" concapt. There were two levels
of indoctrination for associated offices. First, selected
experienced econcmic crime units were included inmodiately as
associated offices with all the duties and benefits of the original
fifteen offices with one major exception. Associated offices
did not receive LEAR funding for hiring personnel. Second,
less experienced economic crimz units were "adopted" by one of

QED the original f£iftecen officas. Each "adopted" office was given
technical assistance by its "parent" office in establishing and
operating its unit.

The program to include associated offices officlally began
in October, 1974, at the first quarterly conference of the
second vear. Assignmonts to work with other officaes were made
largely on the basis of geography. Offices selected for
association were those that had communicated koth real interest
in the Project and a comitmant to prosecute cconcmic crima.
Site visits were scheduled by each original Project city to
each adopted office. The ultimate goal was to bring a "sistexr"
jurisdiction up to a proficient level of performance. Highly
exparicncad economic crime units bacamz associzated with the

g . Project: under. the direction of the Prodject Center. =~~~ .. - -+ o

The associcted office program proved to be an overwhelming
success. A fow offices joined the Project early in the year
but never fulfilled their commitmants to create cconcmic crine
units. These offices withdrew carly and suitable replaccomonts
were found swiftly. Within nine nonths of initiating the
program, the Project had added 26 asscciated offices, each
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of which had a functioning economic crime unit by the end of the
Project's second year.

with the acddition of 26 associated offices, the Project
consisted of 41 jurisdictions represonting slightly more than 25
percent of the population of the United States. As a natural
result thore was expansicon of the network for exchange of
intelligence and techniques. The Project's capability for
multi~jurisdictional prosecution of economic crime was greatly
enhanced. In addition, the 26 new offices expanded the horizons
of the Project by intrcducing innovative techniques that proved
beneficial to all participants of the Project.

Before the end of the second year, newly associated offices
reached such degrees of sophistication and familiarity with
Project goals that thev also "adopted" new offices. For example,
Chicago adepted its largest suburb, Wheaton, Illinois; Westchester
County, New York, adopted New Orleans, Louisiana; and Olathe,
Kansas, adopted St. Louis County, Missouri. Orilginally, the
primary considoration for pairing offices was geography. Though
this was still an important consideration, as the associated office
program grew, it proved more beneficial to pair offices on the
basis of their policy approaches to economic crime, demographic
background of their populations, and similarity in the sizes of
their economic crime units.

To stabilize the associated office program, standards were
formulated in April, 1975, that defined the regquiremants for
assoclation. These standards appear as Appendix C of this report.

The associated office program was so successful that it
created practical problems. More offices than the Center could
administratively include sought to join the Project. By the end
of the second year, the Project Center determined that it could
not manage a denonstration program on a meaningful basis with
more than 45 or 50 offices.

B. PROJECT CONFERENCES

During the first two years of the Project, the Economic Crime
Project Quarterly Conferences were the major forum for unit
chiefs to mect on & face~to-face basis and to 'share information:
and knowledse. The Project Center shaff, wnit chiefs, and the
evaluater agree that the quarterly corferences acted as the
singiec Most important impetus for developing cocperation and
liaison among Project cities. (See Appendix D for the agenda
of the Project's quarterly conferences held during fiscal
1974-1975.)
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The conferences continued as the vehicle which created bonds
among the field officés. The Project experience showed that
cooperation anong local prosecutors' offices could not be fostered
solely by letter, by memoranda, or by telephone calls. Effective
intra-office ccnounications and coordination was built on
confidence established by in-person contacts made at quarterly
conferences. As evidence of the effect of conference attendance, .
when new offices joined the Project, they seldom made personal
contacts with other offices or used Project facilities until
after attending their first conference. After getting to know the
faces behind the namas and voices on the other ends of the telephone,
the new unit chiefs began to feel comfortable in using the telephone
to reguest cooperation and advice.

The quarterly conferences held during the sccond year were as
follows: Octobexr 1-3, 1974, hosted by the Burlington office at
Warren, Vermont; Jzuary 21-23, 1975, hosted by the Metropolitan
Consumer Protection offices, Denver, Colorado; April 28-30, 1975,
co-hosted by the Sacramonto and Reno offices at Stateline,

Nevada; and June 24-26, 1975, co-hosted by the Wichita and Olathe
offices at Wichita, Kansas.

During the second year, the conferances began and ended with
half-day “"round tahle discussions." Prior to each conference,
all offices submitted information to the Project Center about
schemes on which they were working or on technicues that theoy were
using. This information was then made available in written form
to all in attendance. A nunber of these subjects were selected
for presentation at the round table discussions. During these
presentations, the various unit chiefs asked questions and made
obsarvations. During those sessions of the conference, short
"how to do it" presentations were also made on such topics as false
advertising, odameter roll backs and the use of blitz subpoenas.

The remaining sessions during thase three-day conferences
were devoted to specific topics selected by an agenda committee
conposed of unit chiefs. These sessions usually involved lectures,
seminars, or workshops on topics of interest to economic crime
prosecutors. Workpapers relating to the topics were prepared in
advance and distributed to the conference participants.

C. COMMUNICATIONS AND CONTACTS AMONG PROJECT OFFICES

During the first two years of operation, a primary goal of
the Project was to develop lines of comunication among the
participating offices. Through holding conferences, encouraging
use of the telephone, using telecopiers, and urging individual
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offices to look to éé&h other for tecﬁﬁical assistance, the
Project Center soucht to accomplish this goal.

‘The telephone provided the lifeblcod of the Project. The
Project Center used the telephone to give assistance in
substantive and administrative matters and to act as a clearing-
house to place individual offices in contact with other offices
that had needed expertise.

Iogs maintained by the Center showed that the four lawyers
at the Project Center averaged a total of 50 telephone calls
per day. Logs further indicated that most of these telephone
calls dealt with providing information, giving ad hoc advice
on substantive and procedural problems, and arranging liaison
with federal, state, and local agencies. Frequently, when
an office regquested assistance on substantive or procedural
matters, the Project personnel have referred that office to
another office within the Project that had develored the
appropriate expertise.

After two years' experience, most of the Project offices
began to call their "sister" offices directly without the
Project Center as an intermediary. No formal records
were kept of these contacts. Though accurate statistical data
was unavailable as to inter-office contacts by field units,
the chart appearing supra on page 11 provides evidence that the
<§> frequency of such contacts was great.

During the second year, the Project installed telecopiers
in the original fifteen offices. The telecopier network gave
each offica and the Project Center the capability of quick
transmission of documents back and forth by telephonic
network. In many instances the telecopier rendered valuable
assistance. DNevertheless, the device was not used as frequently
as had been anticipated. The exchange of written materials
taking place among the offices usually did not reguire such urgency
as to make the telecopier so superior over mail to justify the
cost. The telecopier system was discontinued.

As indicated in the introduction, telephonic communications
between offices are a critical means of combatting multi-
- jurisdictional econqmic ¢rime.. Moreover, these telephonic
contacts were not created in a vacwam. The communications
resulted from personal contacts developed among the unit chiefs.

. . . ., . . . Tt et bWt . Foagre 6 e
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D. COORDINATED INVESTIGATIONS

In addition to using informal telephonic contacts as a
method for combatting multi-jurisdicticnal ecconomic crimes, the
Project also formz2lized certain investigations into Project-wide
"coordinated investigations." The concept of the coordinated
investigation originated during the first year of the Project.
Under this concept one of the unit chiefs was designated a team
leader and coordinated the efforts of all unit chiefs into an
integrated, multi-jurisdictional investigation. The unit chief
was designated on the basis of having a special interest in
the particular area of the investigation. At a quarterly
conferencs, the team leader conducted a workshop on the investigation
" to familiarize all unit chiefs of the problems and techniques
that were to be used in the coordinated effort. As information
and reports were gathered, they were forwarded to the team
leader.

_ The Project Center learmed that coordinated investigations

had to bz selected carefully and that it was unrealistic to think
that every office would join every investigation. 2 busy
prosecutor's office will find it difficult to justify releasing
manpovier and resources to work on any investigation that does
not have some impact on its local community.

As a result the Project's field offices enthusiastically
participated only in those investigations which reachzd
into schemes that could be found in their own jurisdictions.
Despite less than full participation in every cocrdinated investigation,
the concept was well received by all units.

The Project ran seven coordinated investigations during its
second year:

(1) Gas Saving Devices

Marketing of phony devices and gadgets by national corporations
to improve gasoline mileage hit the market like a blizzard in the
winter of 1973 and 1974. Proving illegality in the advertising

of these gas-saving devices was made difficult by the national

nature of the marketing schemes as well as by the problems of

- testing the deviees ‘and proving falsity in the' advertised .claims.. .
Prior to organizing the coordinated investigation, the Sacramoento
...field office hud tosted several devices and was preparing to .
- proceed against: companies marketing them.: Similar devices were fourd.
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in Seattle, Denver, and Burlington, Verﬁbnt. These four units formed
the coordinated investigation team. They shared information, results
of testing, and experts. They planned joint strategies to be

used in their respective jurisdictions. Their techniques were also
used in other jurisdictions of the Project to plpvent distributors
from starting new sales programs.

(2) Charity Solicitation Frauds

Charity solicitation frauds have plagued local jurisdictions
for years. The parpetrators of the frauds are often itinerants
who travel from state to state using locally situated charitable
and public organizations as devices for bilking the public. The
Project plamned to conduct investigations into the prevalence of
charity solicitation frauds in all participating jurisdictions.
The team leader compiled a 400 page inventory of ordinances,
statutes, and cases from all of the Project participants'
jurisdictions. Though the investigation did not reach a simul-
taneous culmination of a nationally coordinated prosecution, the
coordinated efforts caused substantial impact on a case by case
basis.

(3) Gold and Silver

During the first year of operation, the field offices discovered
silver-related frauds which had an $18 million impact on the people.
With gold about to be available for purchase by the general public
on Januavy 1, 1975, the Project anticipated that perpetrators
of the silver frauds would move into the gold market. Since gold
purchases were unregulated by state or federal agencies, the
market was filled with swindlers. The té¢am leader acted as a
clearinghouse for intelligence and information on companies selling
gold or silver. He came to Washington and met officials in the
Department of Justice in order to set up liaison with federal
agencies. He collected information on companies in the field and
on pending fcderal prosscutions. This information was made
available to all law enforcement agencies. Finally, shortly before
the purchase of gold by the public was legalized, the Project
Center drafted a model press release that was issued within each
participating ci ty to thelr local newspapers and other media.

This release was incorporated in CBS television's national news

. program-and ‘UPI and AP wire services. The public was warned of

the pozsibility of frawds in this arca. Tha Project Conter rated
the gold and silver. investigation as completely successful.
Whatever might have been the effect of Project activities,
nuerous newspapar and mgazine articles aypearud warning of such
frauds after the Project's press relcases.

- 83 -



As a result of the widespread publicity, the public did not
buy gold on the massive scale anticipated and, in fact,
approached the market with commendable caution.

(4) Rental Locators

During the second year of the Project, one of the Project
cities uncovered the existence of a national network of rental
locator services engaged in bilking the public. These services
took fees in advance for providing lists of howras that were to be
available for rent. It was a practice to twum over meaningless
lists and to refuse to return the fees. The Project's investiga-
tion ascertained that numerous agencies operating around the
country using different names were connected as part of a single
national scheme. The office that uncovered the schene
prosecuted its local offenders, who fled the jurisdiction and
remained fugitives until they were located in a second Project
city. Through the influence and ccordination of the Project,
this second city brought its own prosecution against the
fugitives operating within their jurisdiction. Several othex
cities found the services operating within their boundaries and
brought civil actions against these activities.

(5) Auto Rebates

One of the Project's units uncovered an alleged false advertising
scheme that was thought to be nationwide. In scme cases the particulaxr
community's auto dealers allegedly advertised rebates on cars for
which the price had been raised the same amount as the rebate.

A substantial nunber of other field units investigated the matter
within their own jurisdictions but did not find the same practices.
As a result the Project's coordinated investigation detennined
that the problem was not naticnal in scope.

(6) Business‘Opportunities

As the American public lost confidence in the stock market
and as the interest rates keing paid by savings institutions
became lower, many people have sought other investment opportunities.
Today large numbers of companies travel from locality to locality
offering opportunities to invest in businesszs and franchises
with promises of exorbitant profits. .Fraudulent business
opportunity schemes oftcn use get-tha-money-and-run tactics.
The schawes uswally provide for a delay of ninety days to deliver.

‘- the vendlng'machlne, dlsplay rack, stereo tapﬂ dupllcatlng

equipment, or slenderizing equipment after an investment of
$1,500, or whatever the traffic will bear. The buyer pays his
initial investment inmediately. Before the "mark" learns that he
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depth of the articles also expanded.

will never becore a manager with a guaranteed product in an
exclusive territory, the promoters have left town. Some of these
investment opportunities are legitimate; unfortunately, many

are not. To deal with this type of crime, a team leader was
designated for coordinating intelligence on business opportunity
schemas. He developed a package to be used by invectigators and
began to collect data on all business opportunities, companies
and individuals rcported to him by offices throughout the
country. The Projoct's team leader established liaison with .
federal agencies, which not only contributed to the intelligence
bank, but also drew information. Additionally, the Project
cooperated with the Federal Trade Comnission in a study on the
need for administrative regulation in the area. This coordinated
investigation has been continued beyond the second year of the
project.

(7) Nursing Homes

The Project focused on nursing hcme abuses as the final

‘coordinated investigation of the year. The subject was discussed

at the Project's conference in Nevada. After the conference
several field offices unwwilaLely began investigations into
nursing hones within their own jurisdictions. At the end of the
Project's second vear, the coordinated efforts were continued into
the nesxt fiscal period with investigative activity advancing in
several units.

E. PROJECT MATERIALS

The Project Center distributed a subﬁtantlal number of written
materials:

(1) Economic Crime Project Newsletter

Econamic Crimz Project Newsletter (renamed Econcmic Crime
Digest for the third year) began as a limited circulation
publication of unreported cases and economic crime activities of
general interest. During the first year, five issues were
distributed bi-monthly. Howaver, the criminal justice COﬂmunlty
expressed great interest in receiving the Newsletter. The
circulation increased rapidly, and as it increased, the scope and

.

At the end of the second year of the Project, the circulation
of the Economic Crime Project Newsletter reached slightly over 1200
to the following ¢rouds: wnidtiliated prosccutors' offices, 520;
Project unit chiefs and district attornays, 80; LEMA and state
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planning agencies, 143; law libraries and law schools, 250;
Armed IMorces, 30; State Attormeys General and staff, 66; press
contacts, 21; Federal Bureau of Investigation, 5; U.S. Attormeys,
19; U.S. Department of Justice, 6; U.S. Department of Commerce,
4; Federal Trade Comnission, 5; U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission, 5; Postal Inspecticon Service, 8; Congress, 5:
foreign law enforceme=nt liaison, 8; and related private
associations, 20.

The scope of the Newsletter changed significantly in two

. respects during tho second year. Pirst, there was a decrease in

reports from othor agencics and nawspaper items and a corresponding
increase in reports of field office experience. Second, material
was included in the Newsletter in accordance with Project
priorities and targeted abuses. Many articles dealt with
innovative prosecutorial technigues or landmark judicial

opinions; other articles described unicue or unusual economic
crime schemes or matheds of cperations. Particular attention

.was paid to legislation necdad to combat prevalent economic crime

schemas. The Newslatter also performed en important service in
keeping the general public, the press and non-participating agencies
informed of the economic crime problem in this country.

(2) Confidential Bulletins, Memoranda, and Articles

One of the 'original and basic aims in the initiation of this
Project was to develop matheds to overcomz the insular nature of
local prosecutors. A fraud scheme that surfaces in Flint, Michigan,
or Miami, Florida, often reappzars in other jurisdictions. Economic
criminals do not honor state and local political boundaries.

In order to ccmbat these multi-jurisdictional crimes, the
Project relied on its telephonic network, coordinated lnvestigations,
and a technique of cocmmunication developed during the second year —-
confidential bulletins. As the Project Center received
intelligence about ongoing schenes and investigations, it
disseminated that information in confidential bulletins to other
offices. Disclosure was limited to the Project cities' unit
chiefs and immediate staff for appeal purposes only. During the
second year, approximately 30 such bulletins were issued on
subjects ranging frem municipal bond frauds to help in locating
fugitives, - In disseminating .these bulletins, the Project was
scrupulously wware of the vnoponsibllitics inposcd by the privecy

.acts and the individual rights of persons and fimms.

As another means of maintaining a cohesive and informed Project
group, the Project Center disseminated memoranda on legal and
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factual questions which were either prepared by staff members or
by othor criminal justice agencies. The Department of Justice,
the Pogtal InspoectionrService, and the Federal Trade Comuission
were particularly helpful in providing materials to the Project
Center for distribution to Project offices. The Project Center
also distributed newspaper and magazine articles that were of
inportance to those engaged in prosecutions of economic crime.

(3) NDAA Citizens Handbook on Economic Crime

Many of the Project offices developed manuals or handbooks
for the general public on econgmic crimz. Citizen awareness,

particularly recognition of fraud schemes, is critical. The

ability to identify crime schemes at their early stages is the
surest way to prevent econamic crime offenses as they relate to

the public. Since consumar protection has always been one of its
overall goals, the Project has recognized the need for a handbook
on public awareness of economic crime schemes. To that end the
Project Center has not only assisted its field offices in preparing
citizen handbooks for their particular jurisdictions, but it also
prepared a draft of a model citizens handbook on economic crime
that can be distributed to all district attorneys offices throughout
the country. When completed, this handbock would serve as a model
that any office would adapt to its own particular statutes and
laws, remedies, and economic crime problems. A draft of the
handbook was distributed to Project members in February, 1975, for
camments. A revised second draft was distributed in June, 1975.

(4) Prosecutors Hornbook on Economic Crime

During the first yeaxr, the Project published a book entitled,
Economic Crime: A Prosecutor's Hornbook. This hormbook discusses
relevant criminal statutes and how they apply to economic crime
schemas. It was written by Charles Miller, formerly of the
Postal Inspection Service. This hornbook has been extrevely
popular. During the second year of the Project, the Project Center
ordered three additional printings and needed more. To the
knowledge of the Center, the Hormbook is the only publication of its
kind on the subject of economic crime.

(5) NDAA Manual on Economic Crime

The Prosecutor's Hoinmbook was written as the first step in the |

~direction of preparing an overall manual on econcmic crime for

prosacuters. Adliticnal material was prepared on this manual
during the second year by Project Center staff, field office unit.

‘chiefs, and consultants. The Economic Crime Conmititee decided

that completion of the economic crime manual would be a priority
during the third year of the Project.
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F. ORGANIZATION AND MA&AGEMENT O“ AN TEOWCMIC CRIME UNIT

During the second year of the Project, non-participating
district attorneys made many regquests to the Project Center for
technical assistance in setting up economic crime units within
their own offices. Accordingly, organization and manageient
of economic crime units received priority attention. One manbern
of the Project Center staff and a menber of the evaluator's staff
visited several offices, prepared written management review reports,
and distributed reports to all offices within the Project. This
information was used as a basis for transferring technolegy to
newly organized econcmic crime units.

Proper organizaticn and management is critical to the success
of an economic crime unit. The individual field offices have made
great strides in this area and have demonstrated that neither large
nunbers of persons nor highly skilled parsonnel are required for
successful economic crime investigations and prosecutions.

Although this final report does not provide adequate space for full
treatmant of the subject, a few general obscrvations on organiza-
tion of fraud units are appropriate as follows:

(1) Economic crime prosecutions cannot operate on an ad hoc
basis. The prosecutor must first assess his capabilities and adopt
an approach to economic crime that can be successful in his
particular office: He should initially prioritize the service

eg, that his office will allocate to complaining consumars and the
effort that his staff will expend on investigating major frauds.
Saome offices have concentrated on consumer conplaints; others
have emphasized investigation of major frauds; and others have
combined their emphasis in varying proportions. The prosecutor
must assess the role of his fraud unit in light of the needs of
the community and resolve to make a policy determination as to
the kind of efforts that his office will put forth.

(2) Whatever course is adopted by the office in weighing
priorities between consumer complaints or major economic frauds,
the prosecutor must have one or more economic crime specialists.
In medium size and larger prosecutor unit offices, the prosecutor
would no doubt need to establish an economic unit that devotes full--
e time to, economic cripe cases. In smaller offices (the prosecutor -
Covee e should probably de51qnate) at’ least one ‘person-to handle G
economic crime cases in adﬁlplon ‘to other duties.

(3) ‘Investigatoru and pdrulco als can be nore efficiently
used than lamyerc in poerforming many standardized jobs required
in economic crime prosecutions.

(4) Every comumunity contains a large reservoir of often

ignored resources that can be tappced in developing cconomic crine
cases. In every jurisdiction state and local regulatory agencies
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with trained investigators have the capability to investigate
areas that directly or indirectly bear’ on ecoacmic crine.
Unfortunately, many prosccutors uncomnected with the Project
have not boon greatly interested in cases developed by investi~-
gators fron those agencies. Economic crimz wnits within the
Project who have extended an open hand to these agencies and
have worked with tlem,ln‘aosembllng prosecutable cases have
found a weolth of investigative talent at their disposal. In
addition to governmental agencies, a nuwber of private :
organizations and associations are willing to assist prosecutors.
A number of offices in the Project enlisted volunteer students
and citizens to process consumer complaints.

(5) Keeping records and statistics is crucial. Basic
records of investigations essentially differentiate the careless
businessman from the criminal offender. In larger and medium
size offices, case rocords and statistics are vital to setting
prosecutor priorities. Records of results have been instrumental

in obtaining funds for cconomic crime units. Upon review of the

prosecutor's bulget, many units within the Project have been able

to demonstrate that restitution recovered for citizens and the amount
of fines recovered for the local government exceeds the total
operational budget of the fraud sechtion. Such data has besen of
unquestionable value in obtaining necessary funding.

(6) Prosecutors must establish priorities as to types of
cases upon which their unit will concentrate. Attempts to
prosecute cases without overall direction have usually resulted
in a lack of significant impact on their communities. The most
successful offices have besen those that have fixed priorities
and have concentrated their efforts in those areas.

G. LIAISON WITH FEDERAL, STATE, PRIVATE AND OTHER ILOCAL AGENCIES

The liaison cperations conducted by the Project Center as well
as by the field offices cultivated a pool of resources beyond
the imagination of most lccal prosecutors. By the end of the
Project's second year, cleose working relationships developed among
the field offices and the Center with a nurber of federal agencies,
including the Postal Inspection Service, Federal Bureau of - ,
Investigation, Fedaral Trade Cenmission, Securities and Exchange

.+ Commission, the Fraud Section of the U.S. .Department of Justice,

Federal Strike Forcas, tha Offica of Congunar Affairs of tha

- Departnent-of Health, Education and Welfare, the enforcement

sections:of the Departmants 'of Commarce, Agriculture and Housing
and Urban Develeopuent, and nany of the U.S. Attorneys avound the

country.

The Project field offices have received similar enthusiastic
cooperation freom various state and county criminal justice and
administrative agencies. Project offices short on investigative
manpower at the outsct joined with weights and measures agencies
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on acdulterated or short-weight food cases, with county enginecers
on land frauds, with auto registry agencies on odometer roll backs,
with state welfare offices on welfare vendor frauds, with attorneys
general officas on state securities and anti-trust cas 5@s, with
bank examiners on bank £raudb, and with insurance comulssioners

on withheld insurance preunium cases.

For each field office a particular story could be related. The
significant aspect of each story is not so much that a prosecutor and
an outsida agency vorked togethar, but that the prosccutor's attitude
of intercst in the problem of the agency created an ongoing
relationship that encouraged the agency investigators to return
to the prosecutor with additional aignificunt cases. The
prosecutor in turn aided the agency investigators in distinguishing
the fine line of vhat it tcok to moke a prosecutable offense.

Contacts established during the year established that there
was also great interest in the private business sector to see

~that economic crimes were vigorously prosecuted. The Charber of

Commerce has estimated that not less than $40 billion is lost
annually through white collar crime offenses in short-term and
direct dollar losses. &/ This figure has excluded price-fixing
illegalities and industrial espionage.

Though often subject to pressure, subtle and otherwise, to
recover business losses attributed to crimz2, no reasonable pro-
secutor wants to appear to be serving as a collection agent for
local merchants; however, prosecutors have played this role all
too often. As a result many prosecutors ncw refuse to deal
with many economic crimes due to this perceived stigma.

‘ To help overcome this stigma and to develop a meaningful
relationship with the private business' professional associations
on the national level, the Project Director and staff met with

a variety of groups, which included the Chawber of Coxmerce of
the United States, the Better Business Bureau Council, Asscciation
of Credit Caxrd Investigators, the Insurance Crime Prevention
Institute, and American Society for Industrial Security. The
Project Center sought to assure the private sector that Project
field offices were interested in certain traditional types of
econcmic crime offenses but could not serve as a colleogtion agency.
The associations genclally exprussed agreement. w1th that” 9051L10n,..
and aqmood o use their own investigative talent to assess

jprosccutlons by PLijcL OfllCGS.

e i . N RS
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Wlth this unuwrstandlvq p*xvate bu51nn"ses have dwvoloped
many cases and havae taken then to the field offices for discussion
of the merits of the case before filing charyes. This joining
together of previously independent talents is but one of the
positive aspects of the multi-faceted Economic Crima Project.

4/ Handbook on White Collar Crime, US. Chamber of
Commervce, 1974.
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Realizing that during the second year the Project operation
directly touched only 41 jurisdictions and about 25% of the
population of the United States, many prosecutors were still outside
the Project's established communication network. The Project
Newslottor alleviated this void to scme extent. In addition to the
Nowslottor, the PleCut anouraqod educational programs for
prosccutoru on ecocnomic crime recegnition. The Project Center
staff coordinated instiucticonal sessions at the semni-annual
National District Attornoys Association meetings. The Project
Center staff coordinated instructional sessions at the semi-annual
National District Attormeys Association mzetings. Project Center
and field office peorsonnel have also traveled to other jurisdictions
with the sam2 missionary objective. During the second year of the
Project, the Project assisted on three seminars for the National
College of District Attorneys and for state prosecutor association
meetings in Florida, Missouri, Naw Jersey, Oklahoma, West Virginia,
Mississippli, Louisiana, and Alabama. Additionally, field office
unit chiefs were requested by their own state associations to
present programs at similar meetings in Montana, CallLornla, Chio,
Texas, Vemwont, and Washington.

Project presentations werc not limited to audiences of
prosecutors. Project Center and field office personnel presented
a series of lectures on economic crims at the FBI's training
facility in Quantico, Virginia, 2/ a presentation to the Police
Legal Advicors Conferance sponsored by the Intermational Assoclation
of Chiefs cf Police, a presentation to the Virginia Office of Consumer
Affairs field anCStlgaLOlS, a presentation to the Federal Bar
Association's Conference on public official corruption, and a
presentation to the Association of Credit Card Investigators.

The main thrust of such speeches is always the same with
appropriate adjustments made to suit the audience. The message
comunicated is that offenses can be spotted and stopped early on the
local level if one knows what to look for and, in fact, actively
looks for the signals.

H. PUBLIC AWARENESS

The Project's objective in developing a mzaningful public
awarencss program was twofold. First, an infornmed public with a
higher level of awarencss of economic crime schemes should be less

likely to fall victim to those schemes as they come along. Second,

» .
. . . B & . . N . oy e RO
.

5/ As a result of this series of prcsontatuons, the

FBT and US. Attorneys planned reazOfaZ training sesstons on
econoniie crime with Froject wnit chiefs puztzcapabzng as a
part of the jaculty.
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an informed public cohderning the gravity of economic crime offenses :
should assist in reshdping judicial attitudes toward sentencing
white collar criminals. .

Judicial attitudes in sentencing are molded by several factors.
One such attitude is public opinion and public pressures. When
the public is aroused about a certain issue, a synpathetic judicial
reaction naturally results. As judges in communities with a highly
developed public awarencss program begin to feel the feedback from
the public, perhaps more appropriate sentences will be levied on
econowic crima offenders., At the end of the Project's sacond
year, based only on inexact and random observations, sentences of
perpetrators of fraud do not appear to fit the impact of the crimes.
Recogniticon of the mission of the Project, recognition of
the role of the prosecutor in his community, recognition of the
importance to society of tha deterrence of economic crimz -- all
high in the goals of the Project -- are vitally assisted by the

 services of the mxdia. Once the media is convinced not only of

the news value of econcomic crime cases but also of the value
that media exposure lends to this worthwhile cause, the prosccuton's
public awareness campalign bacomzs an ecasier task.

Without artificially dividing the functions of the Project
Center and the field offices, scre examples of publicizing the
mission of the Project could ke provided. WNationally, the Project
reccived the attention of the Naw York Times, Washinzten Post,
Wall Street Jownal, Newswezak, NBC, 'CES and the Scripps-iloward
chains. 2n indication of this effort during the second year of
the Project was the Frequancy with which people in the naticnal
media came to the Center and to the field offices for information,
ideas and materials for articles and columns.

Each field office has also develcped its own meaningful
relation with the local madia. A "consumer alert" on business
opportunity frauds issued throughout the Project field offices
simultancously received front page coverage in about half of the
jurisdictions in which it was issued.

Many field offices enjoyed weekly radio spots and "call-in"
shows. Wichita had a threce-minute spot on tha local AEC affiliate :
during the Sunday night news. All of the field offices engaged * ™ ‘
in spzacimcking ob civie tnd reereationnl ovonts o part of thodr
responsibility.  While audiences had grown scmewhat weary of the
old-style crime talks, the new subject matter of cconomic crime
and tha appreach taken by the local coffices was greeted with
warmth and enthusiasm. ‘ .
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A nutber of other "‘jfmovative approaches to achieving public
awareness were attenpted by the field offices. Three offices
developed a slide show to supplement speeches; three offices adapted
a 27 minute f£ilim preduced by the Los Angeles District Attorney
for their own use; three offices established branch offices to
receive consunar complaints; several offices devaloped informational
schema recognition booklets; and the Project Center developed
posters advising the public that their local prosecutor can help
them combat consumer fraud.
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CONCLUSION

The judgment of the National District Attorneys Association is
that its Economic Crime Project is beginning to have a porceptible
impact. upon both ccoromic crime offenders and the actual incidence of
economic crimz offensas. '

Certainly the Project should be continued on a long-range basis
if our criminal justlce systems expect to have any lasting detervoent
effect upon econciic crime.

The Project's overall statistical record during its second yeaxr
has been ilmpressive:

® 310,076,356 in restitution, fines and penalties;

®* 950 criminal. convictions (of which 611 were felony convictions);
116 civil judgments for the government;

3,929 spacial investigations;

® 43,610 complaints;

® 157,246 inquiries to Project offices;

Coordination of a nationwide team of 536 attomeys, investigators,
paralegals, volunteers and administrative support statf.

During the forthcoming year, the Association's efforts to curtail
economic crime offenses .shall focus on:

®* Public cducation;

Coordinated, multi-jurisdiction investigations and prosecutions;
Collection and analysis of meaningful economic crime offense data; and,
The publication of an Economic Crime Manual for all Distxict Attornoys.
- We appreciate the support and encouragement which we.have recedved
from th=s Law Inforcexcnt Assistonte Administration of the U. S. Dopork-
ment of Justice. :

P
ALY s
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APPENDIX A
@ NATIONAL DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCTATION

Field Offices of
Economic Crimz Project

Jurisdiction District Attorney Unit Chic-;.f
Akron, Ohio Stephen M. Gabalac Anthonyb Cardarelli
Baltirore, Maryland William A. Swisher Bernard Kole
Baton Rougé, Louisiana | Ossie Brown Buddy' Bombet
Boston, Massachusetts Garrett H. Byrné Thaomas E. Dwyer, Jr.
. Brooklyn, New York Eugene Gold ‘ ‘ Stephen R. Taub
Bﬁffalo, New York ‘Edwaxrd C. Cosgrove Richard Mancuso
Burlington, Vermont Francis X. Muarray Phillip Linton
Chicago, Illinois Bernard Carey George Monaco
@ Clayton, Missouri Courtney Coodman | Barbara Kurtz
Colorado Springs, Col. Robert L. Russel ‘ Bernard R. Baker
Colurnbus, Chio George C. Smith Judi S. Solon
State of Connecticut * Joseph T. Gormley, Jr. Warrén A. Gower
Dallas, Texas Henry Wade Jon Sparling
Denver, Colorado Felicia Muftic #** ) Raymond Jones
Flint, Michigan Robert F. Leonard George Steeh
Houston, Texas Carol S. Vance | Robert C. Bennett
- . .Helena, .Montahag B S Thomaé- Dowling .. . =~ . Thcmas Dowling
Jacks_onville,‘Flprid.a}_.‘ - DdAustm e L Robert B. Persons, Jr.
Los Angelcs, .Calii;'o-rnié :Iok;n ‘K. Va'n‘ dé Kamé “ o Gllb:zrt Garcetti -
Las Vegas, Nevada George Holt Elliott A. Sattler
Manhattan, New York Robert M. Morgenthau - Peter Andreoli
@' * Chief State's Attorney

*k Exegutive Director of the Denver Metropolitan District Attorney's Consumer
Office: this office serves District Attorneys "Nolan L. Brown, Robert
Gallagher, Jr., Alex Hunter, Floyd Marks and Dale Tooley.
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Jurisdiction

Miami., Florida
Mincola, New York
Minneapolis, Minnhesota
Missoula, Montana

New Orleans, Loulsiana
Olathe, Kansas

Omaha, Nebraska
Philadelphia, Pa.
Reno, Nevada
Sécramanto, California
San Antonic, Texas

San Diego, California
Seattle, Washington
Tucson, Arizona
Ventura, California
Washington, D.C.
Waukegan, Illinois
Wheaton, Illinois
White Plains, New York

Wichita, Kansas

District ]\_'Etff;fney
T

Richard E. Ger.stein
Denis Dillon

Gary Flakne

Robert Deschamps IIT
Harry Connick
Margaret Jordon
Donald Knowles
Emmett Fitzpatrick

Larry R. Hicks

- John M. Price

Ted Butler

Edwin L. Miller
Christopher Bayley
Dennis DeConcini
C. Stanley Trom
Earl Silbert *
Jack Hoogasian
John J. Bowman
Carl A. Vergari

Keith Sanborn

Unit Chief

Leonard Iewis

Robert Clarey

Ann L. Al"ton

Robert Deschamps IIT
William Gurvich
William P. Coates, Jr.
Arthur S. Raznick
Michael M. Mustckoff
Shirley Katt

Gordon F. Bowley
John L. Quinlan III
M. James lLorenz
Gene S. Anderson
Michael Callalien
Sandra L. Rogers
Robert Ogren
William Marlett
Thomas L. Johnson
Arthur DelNagro

Jack N. Williams

* United States Attorney, Farl Silbert,” is an Associated Office. = ...
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APPENDIX B

ECONGMIC CRIME PROJECT STAFF

NATTIONAT, DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSCCIATION
WASHINGTON, D. C. OFTICES DIRECIOR

RICHARD P. LYNCH

BECONOMIC CRIME PROJECT DIRECIOR
FRANK A. RAY

Counsel --- Donald Foster Counsel --- Thomas A. Ferrigno

Iaw Clerk - Susan E. Bass Secretary - Eleanor Compton
PRINCIPAL CONSULTANT =--- NATHANIEL E. KOSSACK

During the period covered by this report, the Economic Crime
Project Staff was Directed by Nathaniel E. Kossack. Donald Foster
was Associate Director and Theodore Wieseman served as Counsel.
Thomas Ferrigno served as Assistant Counsel and other members of
the staff included Pamela M. Larratt, Snehlatha M. Bathini,

Cynthia A. Dickerson, Marsha L. Hughes, Thelma F. Williams, Susan E.
Bass, Stephen P. ILamb and Kathleen Sullivan.
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APPENDIX C

NATIONAL, DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION

@ S Standards for Assoclated Offices
: of Iconamic Crime Project

A. The District Attomney must be comnitted and willing to cammit his
office to the mission of the Project. The District Attorney must -
assert in writing such a canmitment to warrant our expending of
money and resources to give his office Project services.

B. The office must have in being, or in preparation, an organization unit
‘which can be identified with the prosecution of economic crime. One
or more personnel must be committed to the mission.

C. The office must be willing to furnish the reports necessary to the
evaluator and to the Project Center on a timely basis.

D. There must be a continuing effort to cammmicate with the Project
Center and the other offices as well as a willingness to coordinate
“investigations and exchange factual information.

E. The office must be willing to finance independentlyv the attendance of
at least one participant to one Economic Crime Project Quarterly
Conference.

F. The office must 'be willing to petition for funds from its LFAA state
plamning agency and other funding agencies to support an economic
crime program (or to get it included in their regular budget).

G. The office must continue to perform according to these standards.



APPENDIX D
Unit Chief Quarté%ly Conference aé'Warren, Vermont
October 1-3, 1974

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 30

Arrival of Conference Participants

and Guests -
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 1
8:00 - 8:30 WELCOMING REMARKS

Conference Host, Patrick J. Leahy and
Committee Chaijirman, Robert F. Ieonard.

8:30 - 9:15 REMARKS BY THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF TNVESTT-
. CATION ON FEOERAL/STATE COOPERNTION
Charles Nuzman.

9:30 -~ 12:30 TRIAL PREPARATION AND TACTICS
Gene Anderson, James Lorenz, and
Gordon Bowley, unit chiefs;
Paul Perito, Conszultant; and Ted
Wieseman, staff.

12:30 - 1:30 LUNCH
1:30 - 2:30 CURRENT FRAUD SCHEMES AND NATIONAL OVER-
VIEW
Ralph Nader
2:30 - 3:30 CHARITY SOLICITATION FFRAUDS
) COORDINATID INVESTIGNTION
Paul Miller, Team Leader.
* 3:30 - 4:00 REMARKS
Nathaniel E. Kossack and Richard P. Lynch,
staff.
7:30 DINNER AT TiE SUGARRUSH INN

- Speaker, Honorable Preston Trimble,
Presicdent, RDAX.

" WEDMESDAY, OCTOBER 2 . . e e

8:30 - 10:30 *PURLIC A".‘T!\R&‘IESS‘A ND FDUCATION
Jack Williams, Goxdon Bowley,
Gillbert Garcetti, unit chiefs;
Don Foster, staff.
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10:45 - 11:30

11:30 - 12:30

12:30 - 1:30

1:30 - 3:00

3:00 - 4:00

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 3

8:30 - 12:00-

12:00

GAS SAVING DEVICE IFRAUDS COORDINATID
INVESTICATION

Jeff Marchner, Team Leader;

Gene Anderson, Paul Miller, unit chiefs;
Nathaniel . Kossack, staff.

CONSUMER  LEGISIATION
Pat Lines, Battelle; Don Ioster, staff.

oncHd

ADOPTED CFFICE PROGRAM GUIDELINES
Don Foster,.staff.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF INDIVIDUAL
CFFICES

Nathaniel E. Kossack, Don Foster, and
Ted Wieseman, staff.

ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION

ADJOURNMENT



Unit Chief Quarterly Conference at Denver, Colorado

January 21-23, 1975

TUESDAY, JANUARY 21

8:30

12:00

12:00 - 2:00

2:00 - 4:15

4:15 - 5:00

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 22

8:30 - 11:00
11:00 - 11:30
11:30 - 12:00
12:00 - 1:30

1:30 - 3:00

1

3:15 - 4:45

C.».. . . THURSDAY, JANUARY 23 .. ..

8:30 - 12:00

12:00

ROUND TARLE DISCUSSION

WELCOMING ADDRESS AND LUNCHEON

GOLD AND SITWER FRAUDS

" Jack Williems and Sue Lynch,

unit chiefs; Mark Richards,
U.S. Degpartment of Justice.

FEDERAL - STATE CCOPERATION

Gale Gotschall, FTC; Mark Richards,
U.S. Departraent of Justice; and
Betty Bay, Office of Consumer
Affairs, H.E.W.

OFFICE MANAGEMENT AND PROCEDURES
Jim Lorenz and Gene Anderson,
unit chiefs.

EXPECTATIONS OF THE EVALUATOR FOR

SECOND YEAR OF PROJECT
Battelle personnel.

CRITIQUE OF EVALUATOR'S CONTRIBUTION
Open discussion to attendees.

LUNCH

MEDICAL INSURANCE FRAUD
Barry Sax, Assistant District Attorney,
los Angeles, Califormia.

. SMALL BUSINESS INVESTHENT IFRAUDS
.+ Dennis Green, Jeff Marschner, assistant

district attorneys; Don Foster, staff.

o 4 . * A AR PR RN Rl oy, T,
PR . PR L et * *

ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION
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Unit Chief Quarterly Conference at Stateline, Nevada

MONDAY, APRIIL, 28

8:30 - 12:00

12:00 - 2:00
2:00 - 2:30
2:30 - 5:00

TUESDAY, APRIL 29

April 28-30, 1975

9:00 - 12:00 °
and
1:30 - 4:30

ROUND TARLE DISCUSSION--CLOSED TO PUBLIC

LUNCHEON AND WELCOMING REMARKS

NURSING HOMES, A PROFOSID
COORDINATID TWVESTIGATICN
Robert F. Leonard, Chairman,
Economic Crime Committee.

CIVIL REMEDIES AS AN ALTERNATIVE
APPROACH

Gordon Bowley, Assistant District
Attorney, Sacramento, Califcornia, and
Sheldon Gardnei, Assistant District
Attorney, Chicago, Illinois.

ORGANIZED CRIME 2AND FRAUD PANEL
PRESENTATION
Moderator, Nathaniel E. Kossack, staff;

"History and Development of Organized
Crime Families", Ed Rappaport,
Assistant District Attorney,
Brooklyn;

"Organized Crime-Current Activities and .
Indicators", Stephen Taub, Unit Chief,
Brooklyn;

"Organized Crime, Corruption and
“Fraud in the Midwest", Nick Iavorone, .

.. Assistant District Attorney, .

Chicago;

"Non-Traditional Approaches to

s .OrganiZed Crime", Ted Wieseman, -staff;:

"A Subculture of Professional Criminals

and a Bank Fraud in San Diego",
Robert O'Neill, Assistant District
Attormey, San Diego; and

"The Role of Criminal Subcultures in
Fraud and Corruption", Robert Ogren,
Unit Chief, Washington, D.C.



@ WEDNESDAY, APRIL 30

8:30 - 12:00
12:00

ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION

ADJOURNMENT

Unit Chief Quarterly Conference at Wichita, Kansas

MONDAY, JUNE 23

TUESDAY, JUNE 24

8:30

12:00

12:00

2:00

2:00 - 5:00

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25

June 24-26, 1975

9:00 ~ 12:00

i 12:15 - 1:30
1:30 - 2:45

.. Nathaniel E. Kossack, staff.. -

Arrival and Registration of
Conference Participants and Guests.

ROUND TABLE DISCUSSION

DUNCHEON AND WELCCMING REMARKS

PROSECUTION UNDER STATT SECURITIES LW
Frank A. Ray, Unit Chief, and

George Ellis, Assistant Prosecuting
Attorney, Columbus; Michael Cohen,
Assistant Prosecuting Attormey,
Seattle; and Robert Ryan, S.E.C.,
Washington, D.C.

ANTI-TRUST CASE DEVELORMENL

Michael 1. Zaleski, Assigtant
Attorney General, Madison, Wisconsin;
Thomas Howard, U.S. Department

of Justice, Anti-trust Division,
Chicago, Illinois

LUNCHEON

THE COMPUTER AND THE PROSEHCUTOR
Paul Perito, kerito, Rose and Duzrl,

“Washington, D.C.; and Mahlon. -

Frankhauser, Kirkland, BEllis and
Rowe, Washingoen, D.C.; and

Vo



3:10 - 4:30 PUBLIC AVARENESS AND OUTRLMACH

@ Michael Schneider, Unit Chief,
Housten; Arthur DelMegro, Unit Chief,
Westchestear County; George Monaco,
Unit Chiefi, Chicago; Jack Williams,
Unit Chief, Wichita; William Coatas,
Unit Chief, Olathe; and Pamala”
Larratt, staff.

THURSDAY, JOIE 26
8:30 ~ 12:00 ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION
12:00 ADJCURITIENT
- xi -
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