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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

This document is a supplement to the national evaluation of the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's Criminal Conspiracies

Major White Collar Crime Program Final Report. The national evalua-

tion was supported by a graht from the National Institute of Justice.

The primary goal of the evaluation was to identify and describe the
significant factors affgcting the operation and success of white
collar crime projects in agencies having a major white collar crime
focus.

The Evaluation Design Support Document includes details of the
research design and evaluation methodology and various data collection
instruments and procedures, This document was developed for the use
of the criminal justice research community and criminal justice prac-
titioners. IIR has endeavored to develop data collection instruments
and technidues amenable to incorporation and institutionalization as
agency reporting processes. The instruments are, therefore, not
designed for single purpose or one time evaluation operatioms, but
rather as more permanent feedback and management information devices.

In May, 1979, the National Institute for Law Enforcement and

Criminal Justice (NILECJ) announced a Solicitation for preliminary

proposals for an evaluation of the LEAA Criminal Conspiracies Major
White Collar Crime Program. The stated purpose of the evaluation was
to determine the operational impact of the program and the causes for

variation in that dimpact. In September, 1979, NILECJ awarded the

major white collar crime program evaluation to the Institute for
Intergovernmental Research (IIR). (The NILECJ subsequently was reor-
ganized as the National Institute of Justice.)

One of the first tasks undertaken by IIR upon receipt of the

evaluation award was the preparation of a detailed outline of the

Solicitation and IIR's proposal to better ensure "that the entire
evaluation effort would be responsive to stated requirements. In
addition, the major white collar crime program itself was thoroughly
examined as a part of the program documentation reviews, including the
historical development and evolution of the program. The indepth
examination of the progfam substantially aided IIR's understanding of
the individual projects and the "state of the art" at the time of the
respective program interventions., An analysis of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration's Major White Collar Crime Program is con-
tained in Chapter I of the Final Report.

The ten projects funded by LEAA under the major white collar
crime program which were considered as candidates for intensive evalu-

ation are listed in Exhibit 1 in the order in which the projects were

funded.
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EXHIBIT 1
LEAA CRIMINAL CONSPIRACIES MAJOR WHITE COLLAR CRIME PROJECTS

FLORIDA SECURITIES FRAUD IDENTIFICATION AND ENFORCEMENT PROJECT

Securities Fraud Section
Office of the Comptroller
Tallahassee, Florida

Grant #75-DF-04~-0007 $ 99,000 Period 09/01/74 to 01/31/76
76-DF-04-0016 600,797 02/01/76 to 07/04/78
78-DF-AX-0110 271,086 07/05/78 to 07/04/79

PHOENIX WHITE COLLAR CRIME INTELLIGENCE PROJECT

Phoenix Organized Crime~Intelligence Unit
Phoenix Police Department
Phoenix, Arizona

76~DF-09-0026 $277,706 Period 07/01/76 to 08/03/77
crant #77—DF-O9—0028 198,200 08/04/77 to 03/03/79

MASSACHUSETTS ORGANIZED CRIME PROJECT

Office of the Attorney General
Boston, Massachusetts

Period 07/15/76 to 06/30/78
07/01/78 to 12/31/79

Grant #76-DF-01-0019 © $394,795
78-DF-AX-0104 213,900

NEW JERSEY WHITE COLLAR CRIME/TOXIC WASTE PROJECT

Economic Crime Unit

Division of Criminal Justice
Department of Law and Public Safety
Princeton, New Jersey

t #76-DF-02-0022 $375,000 Period 10/01/76 to 06/30/78
cran 78-DF-AX-0097 449,970 07/01/78 to 06/30/79
+9-DF-AX-0078 199,995 07/01/79 to 11/18/80
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TEXAS WHITE COLLAR CRIME PROJECT

Office of the Attorney General
Austin, Texas

Grant #77-DF-06-0002 $211,275

Period 11/01/76 to 04/30/78
78-DF-AX~-0075 155,000

05/01/78 to 08/31/79

SAN FRANCISCO CORRUPTION CONTROL/SPECIAL PROSECUTIONS PROJECT

Office of the District Attorney
San Francisco, California

Grant #77-DF-09-0018 $325,032

Period 04/15/77 to 08/14/79
79-DF-AX~-0090 293,608

07/09/79 to 01/08/81

AﬁABAMA SECURITIES FRAUD DETECTION, IDENTIFICATION, & ENFORCEMENT PROJECT

Alabama Securities Commission
Montgomery, Alabama

Grant #77-DF-04-0011 $200,000

Period 07/01/77 to 03/31/79
77-DF-04-0011 (S-1) 80,593

04/01/79 to 12/31/79

DELAWARE WHITE COLLAR CRIME PROJECT

Office of the Attorney General
Wilmington, Delaware

Grant #78-HC~AX-0011 $350, 496

Period 08/01/77 to 04/30/80
80-CJ-AX-0044 200,000

05/01/80 to 10/31/81

MASSACHUSETTS PROCUREMENT ANTI-FRAUD PROJECT

Special Commission Concerning State and County Buildings
Boston, Massachusetts

Grant #79-DF-AX-0039 $209, 507 Period 03/01/79 to 06/30/80

MARION COUNTY, INDIANA, WHITE COLLAR CRIME/ORGANIZED CRIME PROJECT

Office of the Prosecutor
Indianapolis, Indiana

Grant #79-DF-AX-0111 $ 66,344 Period 08/01/79 to 04/30/80
#80~CJ-AX~0041 $100,000 05/01/80 to 04/30/81
-




CHAPTER II. EVALUATION GOAL, OBJECTIVES, AND RESEARCH DESIGN1

The stated goal of the national evaluation of the major white

collar crime program, as set forth in the Solicitation for preliminary

evaluation proposals, was to identify and describe those significant
factors affecting the operation and success of agencies having a major
white collar crime focus.

The purpose of the IIR evaluation was to conduct both a process
and impact evaluation of the five major white collar crime projects
which were selected for intensive evaluation by the National Institute
of Justice after consultation with the LEAA program managers., In

keeping with the requirements of the Solicitation, this national eval-

uation was focused more upon the process éspects of the projects.

IIR's evaluation philosophy is that evaluation research can be a
valuable source of information for federal program managers seeking to
introduce innovation into operational envi:onments, and for state and
local criminal justice professionals seeking to improve the way their
agencies operate,

Two underlying purposes of the evaluation were envisioned by IIR:
to evaluate the technical aspects of a program, and to provide poten-
tial criminal justice users with information to support the adoption
of similar programs in their jurisdictions and/or to enhance program

effectiveness once the programs were adopted.

lMucﬁ' of the material in this chapter is contained in Chapter II
of the Final Report.
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Methodologically, six activities were planned and carried out in

the IIR evaluation effort, as follows:

o Conduct a process evaluation of each project that
focuses upon the issues of priority setting and
strategy development, )

o Conduct a process evaluation of the collection,
analysis, and use of intelligence information and
analyze the impact of intelligence information on
the investigative and prosecutive processes of each
project.

o Describe the strengths and limitations of the legal
authorities of the participating agencies and ana-
lyze their respective impacts upon each project's
investigative and prosecutorial processes.

o Describe the relationship between the participating
criminal justice agencies and regulatory agencies
and analyze the impact of these relationships upon
the ability of the project to carry out its mis-
sion.

o Identify other factors which have a significant im-
pact upon the operations of each project.

o Review the cost effectiveness of the projects in
terms of the arrest and conviction of white collar
crime offenders.,

The program suggested in the Solicitation was fundamentally de-

signed to support the creaticn of major white collar crime enforcement
capabilities, ' This program'focus is significant in terms of estab-
lishing the '"starting points" of projects funded under the program.

While the LEAA Major White Collar Crime Program represemnted an
important criminal justice initiative and a pioneer federal level ef-
fort, a number of state and local agencies were already in the process
of responding to major white collar crimes at the time federal funding
efforts commenced. Further, a significant number of other state and
local agencies had already established impressive records of perform-
ance in organized crime enforcement, including the penetration of
equally complex conspiracies, and the prosecution and conviction of

—-6-




important organized crime figures. Many, if not most, of these other

efforts had aiso been supported by LEAA discretionary funds and/or
state block grants.

The IIR evaluation research design incorporated Loth the organi-

zational and programmatic diversities existing at the project level,

as well as the diversities in project environments within which the

program's intervention occurred.

The six evaluation activities mentioned above were designed to

answer the following research questions. These research questions

were developed following extensive interviews with project personnel

during initial site visits, interviews with LEAA program monitors,

examination of program documentation, and examination of documents at

all ten white collar crime projects:

How did pre-existing environmental conditions in-

o . :
fluence project implementation and effectiveness?

o How do the identified types of white collar crime
influence project implementation and effectiveness?

o How does legal authority influence project imple-
mentation and effectiveness?

o How does resource availability influence project
implementation and effectiveness?

o How does an overall enforcement strategy influence
project implementation and effectiveness?

o How do prioritizations of enforcement effort influ-
ence project implementation and effectiveness?

o] How does planning for specifie investigations and

prosecutions influence project implementation and
effectiveness?

multijurisdictional working
inal justice and regula-
t implementation and

o How do cooperative,
arrangements between crim
tory agencies influence projec
effectiveness?
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o How does the application of intelligence techniques
and intelligence/offense information influence pro-
ject implementation and effectiveness?

o Cost effectiveness: What dollar costs can be asso-
ciated with project impacts in terms of the arrest
and conviction of offenders?

These ten research questions were specifically designed to incor-
porate the objec;ives of the evaluation. In addition, they also
provided a framework for the evaluation effort which would recognize
the program's operational characteristics as well as the problems
common to implementation in each project., Sufficient flexibility was
incorporated in the research questions to accommodate the diversities
of the individual projects without adversely affecting either the
conduct of the national evaluation, or the gquality of research find-
ings. IIR attempted to collect the most productive and relevant
information possible given the inherent constraints of a summative
evaluation; it is felt that the information collected meets the credi-
bility requirements of the evaluation audience,

The research questions, as related to the findings of the evalua-
tion, are addressed in two chapters of the Final Report. Those re-
search questions that lent themselves to narrative descriptions éf the

various project activities. are set out in Chapter III, entitled:

Reports on the Projects Selected for Intensive Evaluation., Those re-~

search questions which could be addressed in terms of statistical data
manipulations are also found in Chapter III and in Chapter IV, enti-

tled:.. Interjurisdictional Comparisons. The evaluation experience

2
Fitz-Gibbon, Carol Taylor and Lynn Lyons Morris. How to Design

a Program Evaluation. Sage Publications, Beverly Hills, California,
1978, pp. 13-14.




indicated that a further refinement of some of the ten research ques-

tions should be recommended; these are discussed below.

IIR found that the specificity of the Solicitation and the evalu-

ator's response were somewhat restrictive when applied to the individ-

ual ﬁrojects. For example, the evaluation clearly evidenced that the

application of intelligence techniques did not exist as a separately
identifiable activity at project sites as had been presupposed;

rather, the intelligence capabilities were integrated into the project

investigative and prosecutive processes,

Further, the Solicitation's statgd emphasis on intelligence

processes was determined to be more applicable to organized crime
enforcement projects, particularly those having a decade or more of

operational experience. The intelligence information utilized by -the

major white collar crime projects was of a tactical nature and the
processes used were quite rudimentary in comparison to those common to
organized crime intelligence activities. For the most part, and
reflecting the state of the art,‘existing law enforcement intelligence
data bases were found to be of minimal value in white collar crime
enforcement; therefore, projects were required to develop new and
distinct intelligence data bases which addressed frauds and other
illegal schemes, and which identified the perpetrators of those
schemes. Compounding the problem was the lack of criminal justice
experience with ‘the kinds of illegal activities involved, the sophis-
tication of the activities (in that most were specifically constructed
to avoid ‘detection), the need fot'documentary evidence, the use of

criminal and civil statutes and regulations seldom involved in tradi-

tional enforcement, and the lack of prior criminal records of the vast

majority of perpetrators.,

s s AT 1 A 10

e R P B A
-

© R
-

T ks

e

o e e

e
s,

B s

There were identified uses of more sophisticated intelligence
data bases, including organized crime data, in specific cases or
activities (e.g., arson, toxic waste, extortion). Generally, however,
projects developed their own intelligence information from the compar-
ative wealth of complaints and files possessed by regulatory agencies
and, to a lesser extent, existing complaints and files of criminal
justice agencies., Much of the. intelligence data possessed by the
projects were directly attributable to the investigative efforts of
the projects themselves and to the expertise and knowledge of project
staffs.

In addition, initial conceptions of the distinctiveness of en-
forcement strategies, priorities, and planning should be refined based
upor examination of site processes. Due to the relatively small size
of project staffs (generally less than 10), strategies, plans, and
priorities were not necessarily evidenced in a formal way. Overall

strategies were to a considerable degree determined by the enforcement

.thrust of the sponsoring agency and enhanced by the sponsor's assign-

ment of authority and responsibility to the project.

Priorities were found to be important considerations in each of
the projects. Priorities were also found to be affected, over time,
by the project's internal development of expertise and information.
This resulted in a continuous upgrading of project enforcement thrusts
to address more complex illegal activities and activities which met
constantly rising standards of importance and appropriateness,

Planning also was evidenced, although project staffs gained
sufficient experience over time to relax the need for formal planning

to guide the investigative efforts in every casa., Even in the most

-10-
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closely knit and experienced staffs, however, some degree of planning

was found to be integral to case activities. For instance, investi-

gative requirements were set out by supervisory personnel on an “ex-

‘
ception" basis with the more routine investigative avenues being
presumed. However,. in the more complex cases and particularly cases
of first impression, detailed formal‘planning did occur in all of the
proﬁects. Further, in all of the projects, prosecutive or legal staff
involvement with investigative staffs was evidenced to a high degree
throughout case development. Once investigations reached the stage in
which prosecution was determined to be appropriate, formal planning
did occur, including the transmittal of specific investigative and
evidence requirements to investigative staffs. The degree of prosecu-

tive (or legal) directed planning was .found to be a fairly uniform

practice in both the regulatory and criminal justice projects.

~11-
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CHAPTER III. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY3

Because of the mégnitude and complexity of major white collar
crime cases, only a comparatively small number can be handled effec-
tively by a single agency, particularly if compared to normal inves-
tigative workloads. This is also true of the number of case disposi-
tions in that a relatively small number of major white collar crime
cases culminated in adjudication during the evaluation period of

fifteen to eighteen months, due primarily to the length of time typi-

‘cally required for the investigation and prosecution of these cases.

In addition, there has been an historical lack of acceptable data
upon which project performance can be measured., In commenting upon
this problem at the federal .level, a Congressional subcommittee
observed:

There is no single, centralized compilation of
white collar crime statistics similar to the sta-
tistics on street crime compiled by the FBI in its
annual Uniform Crime Reports. Such statistics as
are available are generally located in relatively
inaccessible reports of the various regulatory
agencies (e.g., the annual reports of the Internal
Revenue Service or Securities and Exchange Commis-~
sion). The report of the American Bar Associa-
tion's Committee on Economic Offenses concludes
that the federal government lacks both the neces-
sary mechanisms to measure accurately its own ef-
forts against white collar crime and to assess the
impact of such offenses on the country as a whole.
This report further concludes that the federal
government has collected little data in this crime
area, and the data which have been gathered are of
"questionable validity" because there are '"no uni-
form standards for collecting economic crime data
as among the relevant agencies."

3SOme of the materiai din this chapter is contained in Chapter II
of the Final Report.
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In a footnote to their observation, the subcommittee commented as

follows:

The Uniform Crime Reports do include arrest data
on forgery, embezzlement, and fraud but the most
accurate data reported, in terms of reflecting the
true incidences of crime, are "crimes known to the
police" which only include the seven '"indexed
crimes" of murder, rape, assault, robbery4
larceny-theft, burglary, and motor vehicle theft.

The relatively small number of cases (only sixty at one site)
which had been handled by the five projects (in comparison to other
caseload activities of the sponsoring agencies), the extraordinary
length of time between detection and adjudication (again, when com-
pared with other typical case activities of the sponsoring agencies),
the aforementioned lack of acceptable historical data, and the unique-
ness and consequent lack of representativeness of the individual
sites, all tended to preclude sophisticated statistical analyses of
data for the purposes of assessing either cross-sectional or longitu-
dinal impacts. - Consequently, the evaluation research questions con-
cerning both process and impact were  assessed primarily through
reviews of program related documents and interviews with key person-
nel. Certain interjurisdictional comparisons were made, however,
Each of these

using simple but appropriate statistical techniques.

techniques is discussed in the ensuing sections.

4 ) « Subcommittee on Crime of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, House of Representatives. White Collar Crime: The Problem and

the Federal Response., 95th Congress, 2nd Session, June 1978, pp. 12-
13.

sThis type of research design may be characterized as an ex-post-
facto study or analysis. See Harris K. Goldstein. Research Standards

and Methods For Social Workers., Whitehale Company, Wheeling, Illinois,
1969 Revised Edition, pp. 76-77. Or see John Van Maanen., The Process

of Program Evaluation: A Guide For Managers. National Training & De-
velopment Service Press, Washington, D.C., 1973, p. 58.
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The projects in the ten sites initially reviewed for purposes of
site selection were influenced by at least seven important factors:

o Economic crime enforcement, particularly major
white collar crime enforcement, was in a fairly
early stage of development, with public and private
recognition of the seriousness of these crimes hav-
ing only emerged during the last decade. Thus,
numerous voids existed (and still exist) in terms
of a well defined body of literature, relevant ex-
perimentation and research, enforcement experience,
and data upon which performance and success could
be fairly assessed.

o Project enforcement capabilities and focus were in
a continuous, evolutionary state during the evalu-
ation, and inextricably tied to the project's own
experiences and the general state-of-the-art of
white collar crime and criminal conspiracies en=-
forcement.

o While the program identified a broad enforcement
" purpose and major operational characteristics, spe-
cificity in their implementation was relegated to
the individual projects.

o The program accommodated variations in project en- '
vironments which influenced project creation and
development; .e.g., the lack of uniform organiza-
tional and authority settings, and the potential
existence of important, diversified socio-political
influences in project settings.

o The timing of the program's initial intervention
and duration and, to a lesser extent, the amount of
program financial support varied considerably among
the individual projects.

o The development of an investigation and prosecution
focus on major white collar crimes presented new
and unique challenges to state and local enforce-
ment agencies requiring, inter alia, strategies and

. planning; cooperative multiagency considerations;
and policies, operations, and resources not re-
quired in traditional 1law enforcement efforts.

o Program. implementation varied considerably among
the sites due to the divergent organizational set-
tings, structures, and. authorities existing at the
state and local levels of government.,
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Four specific, interrelated inhibitors to major white collar crime

enforcement were cited in the Solicitation. These inhibitors involved

a lack of the following:

o Specialized skills, knowledge, and resources

o Specific investigative focus: priorities, strate-
gies, and plans

o Appropriate legal authorities possessed by a single
agency

o Cooperation between regulatory, investigative, and
prosecutive agencies and jurisdictions

In response to these interrelated inhibitors, four anticipated
operational characteristics were ascribed to the capabilities re-
sulting from program implementation and were generally found to exist

at program locatioms. These operational characteristics are as fol-

lows:
o The expansion of single agency authority and coor-
dination of effort through cooperative multijuris-

dictional relationships with other criminal jus-
tice, civil, or regulatory authorities

o The development of appropriate enforcement strate-
gies, with established priorities and plans for
particular investigative and prosecutive efforts

o The development of necessary skills and other re-
sources for utilization in particular investigative
and prosecutive efforts

o The conduct of specific enforcement activities re-
sulting in the arrest and conviction of major white
collar crime offenders

A, SOURCES OF DATA
The general categories of information listed in Exhibit 2 (page
30) were collected from various sources at each site. The first six

categories were used as independent variables, while the others were
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the dependent variables shown iﬁ the research questions discussed in
the previous chapter. The case files were the primary source of data
for the dependent variables. 'Most of the sources listed produced data
for the independent variables, although there was some overlap.

Exhibit 3 (page 31) lists the influences on project implementa-
tion and effectiveness by stage of occurrence, pre-award of federal

grant funds, post-award, or both. The Solicitation requested a deter-

mination pf cost effectiveness in terms of arrests and convictions;
each of the influgnces listed in Exhibit ‘3, of course, played a role
in estab;ishihg a project's overall effectiveness and efficiency.
However, the measurement of cost effectiveness was found amenable to
expansioﬁ by the inclusion of civil penalties to the criminal penal-

ties, resulting in the following listing:

COST EFFECTIVENESS

o Number of arrests
o  Number of criminal convictions
- Length of sentences
~ Amount of fines
0- Number of civil actions
o Number of civil penalties
Number of administrative sanctions
Revocations/suspensions of licenses and permits
Amount of fines/restitutions
Amount of voluntary restitution

The evaluation team conducted reviews and examined documents and
reports pertaining to project development and operational activities,
Thesg methods of data collection are explored further in the remainder
of this chapter. In addition to project documentation and reports
specifically relating to LEAA funding, other availablé written infor-
mation was also reviewed. Included within the scope of these other

reviews were project investigation and prosecution logs, case files,

~16-
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intelligence information files (as appropriate), special repo;ts,
assesgments, and administrative documentation.

Investigative case files consisted usually of a case jacket, a
case opening memorandum, and other case memoranda. - Among the other

contents of case files were arrest reports, surveillance reports, re—

sults of inquiries on subject individuals, organizations, vehicles and

locations, arrest and search warrants, and case disposition infor-
mation.

In addition, examination of correspondence relevant to project
development was conducted, including multijurisdictional relation-
ships/ working arrangements, staff acquisition and training programs,
annual reports, legal opinions, and such other documentation which
directly related to project implementation and effectiveness.

The evaluation team conducted on-site interviews with key project
personnel and representatives from extermal agencies participating in
project activities. By reason of the legal, organizatidnal, and oper-
ational diversities of the individual projects, interviews were appro-
priately tailored to each project.

Interviews were conducted with project managers, supervisors, in-
vestigative and prosecuti&e/legal staff members, and administrative
personnel as deemed appropriate. In addition, participating agency

personnel were also interviewed where applicable. These interviews

primarily focused upon representative personnel of agencies with whom

the projects had a formal and continuous working relationship; for
instance, prosecutive personnel who worked regularly with a project
sponsored by a regulatory agency or personnel assigned to the project

on a permanent basis.

-17-
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To a lesser extent, representative personnel of other agencies
with whom the project may have had less formal relationships were also
interviewed. Some of these interviews included representatives of
agencies who provided criminal offense information to a project, or
who provided resources upon request, or agencies involved in project
operational strategies to better ensure coordination of overall en-
forcement efforts. Included in this latter category of interviews
were personnel of investigative or law enforcement agencies providing
information or investigative resources, regulatory and licensing
authorities, and other agencies possessing civil or criminal jurisdic-
tion which overlapped or ﬁhichvéoﬁld oveflép into project enforcement
areas, ‘thus -requiring mutually acceptabie coordination mechanisms
and/cr agreements.

It was not found to be necessary to interview as many non-project
respondents as originally planned. For example, there was a general
misconception that one or more of the projects operated under joint
management. This was not found to be the case in any project. Thus,
interviews within the sole sponsoring agency were often found to be
acééptable where the single agency was fully responsible for manage-
ment of all project cases and no external agency personnel were regu-
larly involved. Interviews with exter;al agencies’were conducted if
issues surfaced regar@ing the effectiveness of interagency working
relationships.

Exhibits 4 (page 32), 5 (page 33), and 6 (page 34) list informa-
tion tc be collected prior to site visits, on site tasks of evaluation
team personnel, and documentary information to be obtained at each

site.
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B. SITE SELECTION

The-data collection process took place over a thirteen month per-
jod and involved two rounds of site visits. The first round, in late
1979 and early 1980, involved‘vi$its to all ten white collar crime

projects which were the candidates for intensive evaluation. Based

upon these initial site visits, an IIR report entitled Site Assess-

ment Summaries6 was prepared and submitted to the National Institute

of Justice and LEAA. Exhibit 7 (page 35) is an outline of the con-

tents of the Site Assessment Summaries report.

Five of the initial ten sites were selected for intensive evalua-

tion based on the results contained in the Site Assessment Summaries

report. The background and implementation information contained in
the report resuited in preliminary findings whigh provided the neces-
sary framework for the Institute's selection of the five sites. The
second round of site visits took place during the second half of 1980.

A total of eighteen visits were.made to the ten sites, with 143
staff days being spent on site trips. IIR staff spent an average of
three times as ﬁany days at the five intensive study sites than at the
other five sites.

The report was prepared in draft form for the purposes of site
selection and was subsequently furnished to each of the sites for

review and comment. All ten of the sites responded either orally or

in writing. These responses were reviewed and the draft report was

6Réed, William L., Emory B, Williams, E. Bruce Buckley, Robert G.
Bowers, and Andrea G. Lange. Preliminary Major White Collar Crime

Program Site Assessment Summaries. Institute for Intergovernmental
Research, lallahassee, Florida, 1980.
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revised as appropriate with revisions incorporated ultimately into the
final evaluation report. The reviews by individual sites were proven
to be extremely valuable in ensuring the accuracy of reported se-
quences of events, influences in project development, and discrete
processes utilized in the initiation, investigation, and prosecution

of project cases.

The Site Assessmept Summaries report was intended to be a compre-
hensive, descriptive assessment designed to maximize the information
available for site selection decision making. Certain selection
factors were not utilized; e.g., because of the small numher of sites,
geographic balance and governmental levels could not be determining

factors. Also, data availability proved to be a uniform problem area

at most sites and could not be used as a major determinant in select-

ing the final sites. Some of the sites were eliminated because of

-their uniqueness. For example, the Massachusetts Special Commission

Concerning State and County Buildings, which did not significantly
refer cases for prosecution until the close of the project, and the
Texas Attorney General's White Collar Crime Unit, which dealt primari-
1y with civil violations, were eliminated.

The five sites that were selected represented both regulatory and
criminal justice sponsoring agencies, New Jersey's project was
located in an agency with a strong record of achievement and perform-
ance with regard to other programs. Delaware's project experienced
serious initial difficulties but was successfully reorganized under a
newly elected official., The Massachusetts project was located in a
criminal justice agency with authority typical of similar agendies in

many other states. Alabama's project was located in a regulatory




agency which handled a broad white collar fraud caseload, while the
Florida project addressed a comparatively narrow white collar fraud

problem of considerable local importance.

C. METHOD OF DATA COLLECTION

A set of data collection instruments was developed to guide eval-
uation team interviews of key project per§onnel to elicit responses to
the ten research questions posed in the Design.

In preparing these instruments, the evaluation team first pre-
pared a lengthy list of over 100 questions pertaining to the ten re-
search questions. Next, the team listed likely key staff positions in
each of the projects to develop an array of potential interviewees.,
This 1list was then refined to ensure uniformity of interviewees among
all sites selected for intensive evaluation. The initial set of in=-
terview questions was then refined and further consolidated for sim~-
plicity and clarity. Following this process, the team reviewed each
of the dquestions and noted the logical interviewees for each. At
least two interviewees were deemed necessary for a response to each
question in order to improve reliability of the information gathered.

Following this listing, the potential interviewee list was re-
viewed to ensure that appropriate project personnel (in tefms of
authority, duties, etc.) were being selected and that both policy and
line levels of personnel would be interviewed.

Finally, the team tested the approach by selecting certain sites,
identifying key staff members, and selecting the appropriate questions
for each individual in terms of project positioﬁ, authority, and

duties. In addition, the numbers of questions per individual were
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reviewed to ensure that no single position or staff member would be
overburdened unnecessarily in the course of the site interviews,

On site, appropriate questions were assembled and packaged for
interviews of key personnel. This flexibility allowed for the tailor-
ing of the inteéview format to the particular organization and staff-
ing which existed at each site. The interviews of key personnel to-
gether with the other data collection instruments also allowed for the
maximum collection of cross-site data and information e;en though the
projects were very diverse., This interview guide, based on the ten
research queétions, is shown in Exhibit 8 (page 36). Exhibit 9 (page
43) displays the categories of respondents appropriate for each of the
interview guide questions.

Three other data collection instruments were designed to capture
variables such as funding information, organizational information,
administrative data, and case activities for each grant period of the

individual projects. The three separate instruments are as follows:

WCC Project Grant Summary, which focused upon the project's

staffing and funding sources (Exhibit 10, page 47).

WCC Project Overview, which ~collected important  information

relating to the project's legal authority, jurisdiction (geographic),
organizational structure, screening processes, and c¢riminal prose-

cution of cases (Exhibit 11, page 50).

WCC Project Case Activity Counts, which collected case activity

information. This instrument specifically addressed data collection
needs relating to sources of project investigations, case openings and
closures, and case disposition and adjudicative data (Exhibit 12, page

53).
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The broad diversity among the sites identified in the descrip-

tions of project operational characteristics, jurisdiction, and au-

thority contained in the Site Assessment Summaries was also found to

exist in the reporting practices of the individual projects, and to
some extent variances were found to exist in case documentation prac-
tices and content within the sites.

A case information worksheet (Exhibit 13, page 57) was developed
to capture individual case data at each of the sites. To ensure the
reliability and validity of the case information collection device and
the other collection instruments, emphasis was given in the construc-
tion of the instruments to field tests, analysis, revisions, and
training of evaluation staff in their use. One evaluation team member
supervised all data collection activities on and off site,

The case information worksheet was designed to collect quantita-
tive data at several points in the white collar crime case processing.
Exhibit 14 (page 61) indicates the data collection points and the
related case processing stages.:

When more than one member of the evaluation data collection team
were filling out the case worksheets, the data collectors were physi-
cally located together. Thus, any interpretation decisions were
immediately rendered and communicated. The IIR data collection super-
visor reviewed each of the completed instruments on site for uniform-
ity and clarity.

After the review of data sources the required information was
entered on the instrument., Usually, one data source.was exhausted and
then another data source was used to complete information require-

ments. Site agency identification numbers were marked on data sheets
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to assure conéistency between data sources. Any discrepancies between
and among déta sources were brought to the attention of site agency
personnel and rectified.

Limited interpretation of source data was sometimes necessary.
In each instance, a bolicy decision was made and data collectors were

informed (for example, that suspended sentences were to be categorized

as probation). Where data interpretation was consistently necessary,

the data collection instrument was generally revised to aid the inter-
pretation decision.

,Aithough some of the. sites were in various stages of developing
automated management information systems, none of the sites had an
automated case information system which could be used in the collec—
tion of case data, Thus, all collections of case data were conducted
manually.

As available, project technical case data were supplemented by
other sources such as complaint logs, arrest logs, court disposition
and sentencing records, agency management records, grént management
documentation, and by descriptive data such as interviews with key
investigative, prosecutive, and management personnel. Exhibit 15
(page 62) displays the primary interview groups and the number of
interviewees. Although most of the data utilized were self-reported
by project agencies, these existing aggregated data bases were main-
tained for internal management purposes, and not developed for pur-
poses of this evaluatipq.

Agency staff at each site were extremely cooperative and helpful
in directing data collectors to data, but were not involved in com-

pleting the primary data collection instruments. Each of the data
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gatherers had relevant background and experience in the subject area
of the project. The data gatherers were also experienced and educated
in the fields of law enforcement and/or prosecution. Thus, their
interpretations were made on an informed and uniform basis.

Some of the data at one site were not used for purposes of the
computer analysis. In Delaware, two separate blocks of '"backlogged
cases" were not included in the processed data. These "cases," deal-
ing with unemployment fraud and welfare fraud, were considered to
involve insufficient work volume per case when compared to the cases
of other pfojects and to other Delaware project cases to warrant full
"case" status. They were treated, therefore,‘in summary fashion as a
group.

.The technical case data collection device was a check-list type
instrument that charted the legal and judicial steps through which
each case proceeded. The technical data obtained covered the follow-
ing eight variables, four of which have been further broken down into
two categories for each case: '"individuals" and "organizations,"

For each case:

o method by which complaints were received

o source of referral

o time elapsed between the case opening and disposal

o method of closure |

For individuals and organizations:

o charging action taken

o charges filed

o dispositions

o penalties

=25

If a particular case involved more than one individual or organ-
ization, or multiple disposition actions, each was noted. Thus, the
total number of individuals and organizations involved exceeds the to-
tal number of cases, and the total number of disposition actiomns (such
as éonvictions) exceeds the number of cases in which théy occurred.

One aspect of the technical case data collection procedure was
not found to exist as presupposed., The data regarding time between
case opening and case disposal was not uniformly available at each
site. IIR would recommend ' that subsequent evaluation efforts and
interna% management information systems be revised to specify that
dates be recorded when project cases are formally opened, completed,
submitted for = prosecutive review, submitted for prosecution, and
closed. In addition, IIR recommends that probation and suspended
sentence data be collected as separate categories. Exhibit 13 (page
57), the Project Caseload Data Collection Form, has been revised to

reflect these findings.

D. METHOD OF DATA ANALYSIS

Descriptive, narrative information was analyzed to focus upon the
differences between planned and actual project operations. Where
available, base line data and pre-project measures were utilized in
this analysis. The evaluator made a conscious decision to examine
every white collar crime case file in each of the projects to maximize
the collection of a rich and potentially productive base of technical
information and quantitative data.

Data provided by the technical data collection instrument de-

scribed above were tabulated into categories for each variable and
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cross tabulated for each variable by each site., Frequency counts and

percentages of cases (and where appropriate of individuals and organ-

jzations) were computed. Using these statistics, three kinds of

analyses were made:

o Comparisons among categories of each variable within
a site

o Comparisons among categories of each variable across
sites (site by site comparison)

o Comparisons of the frequency and proportion of total
cases studied that were dealt with at various stages
in the legal and judicial process across sites (in-
terjurisdictional comparisons)

These ~analyses show the relationships among project inputs,
activities, and results, and between project descriptive data and

technical data. Where necessary, alternative explanations of results

were considered, along with rival causes and possible external influ-

ences,
What occurred at each site was considered unique and unlikely to

be repeated at another place or another time. This led to the deci-
sion that the various sites could not be considered samples from a
particular populafion or universe. Thus, no tests of statistical sig-
nificance have been made of differences found., Instead, in the in-
terests of conservatism, only major differences were reported and com-
mented on. In addition, the collection of data in all 1,068 project
cases is also considered to add to the reliability and validity of
conclusions,

The information obtained by the agove methods provided a basis
for determining the relative effect of activities at each site on
This in turn led to judgments

cases, individuals, and organizations.

of relative effectiveness determined by relating the effects found by
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which data was available,

the foregoing methods to the data obtained by case studies of each

site on the following independent variables:

o pre-—existing environmental conditions
o types of white collar crime

o legal authority

o resources available

o overall enforcement strategy

o priorities of the enforcement agency .

o] planning and carrying out investigations and prosecutions

o] cooperation with other c¢riminal Jjustice and regulatory
agencies

o] appl?cation of intelligence techniques

o costs in terms of arrests and convictions

The data on these latter variables are primarily qualitative
rather than quantitative.,  Study of effectiveness is, therefore, based
on a content analysis rather than statistical analysis of these
topics. In carrying out this content analysis, operationally defined
terms and the careful training of data interpreters is considered to
increase the reliability and wvalidity of conclusions. Exhibit 16
(page 63) displays the Final Report Outline and locates where each of
the research questions is add-essed.

In all tables contained in the Final Report, data in some of the
cases were of unknown origin or derived from "other" sources, or
source information was missing., Percentages shown are of cases for

On some of the wvariables, unknown or

"other" ranged from five per cent to twenty-two per cent of the total
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data., In addition, table totals sometimes add to less or more than
100 per cent due to the rounding off of percentages to whole numbers.
~29-
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EXHIBIT 2

TYPES OF INFORMATION COLLECTED

Qualitative Quantitative

Project host agency jurisdiction |
and authority . X
Project structure X
Project case screening procedﬁres X
Prosecutiqn>procedures X
Grant and budget data X
Personnel information X
Case referrals X
Case activity, including closings X
Case status information X
Case.dispositions X
Criminal and civil penalties
or sanctions X
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EXHIBIT 3

INFLUENCES ON PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

AND EFFECTIVENESS

Pre-grant Post-grant
Influences award award
1. Pre-existing environmental conditions
a. Initial assessment of white collar
crime problem X
b. Sponsoring agency strengths &
limitations X
c. Public/private support X
d. Organizational & administrative
preparation & planning X X
2, Targeted crimes areas X X
3. Legal authority
a. Sponsoring agency X
b. Project's delegated authority X
c. Extensions of authority X
4, - Availability of resources
a., Sponsoring agency X
b. Project X
5., Overall enforcement strategy
goals/objectives/missions X X
6. Prioritizations of effort
a. Case selection X
b. Resource allocations X
7. Investigative/prosecutive/planning X
8. Multijurisdictional arrangements -
interdisciplinary/intergovernmental X
9. Utilization of intelligence processes
& products X
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EXHIBIT 4
INFORMATION TO BE COLLECTED PRIOR TO SITE VISIT

Available project grant information and other documentation
Introductory letters as appropriate

List of persons to interview

Addresses/directions/maps

Identification or clearance established

Necessary copies of interview data collection instruments

Demographics of project coverage area

S

-
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EXHIBIT 5
ON SITE TASKS

Conduct interviews with command personnel, project direc-

tor, chief investigator, chief prosecutor, other opera--

tional personnel, administrative personnel.

Interview relevant personnel from participating, non-
sponsor agencies,

Utilize appropriate interview format guidelines.

Gather data utilizing project grant summary data collec-
tion instrument, project overview instrument, and project
case activity count instrument.

Meet at least daily to assess interview and data collec-
tion status.

Re-interview or conduct additional interviews as neces-
sary.

Check data collection instruments for completeness and
accuracy.

Arrange to copy desired on-site material for off-site
review,

Meet with project representatives to handle follow~up
matters and subsequent activities,

Prepare site visit documentation.
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EXHIBIT 6
DOCUMENTARY INFORMATION TO OBTAIN AT SITE (AS NECESSARY AND RELEVANT)

o Contact persons' names, titles, addresses, and telephone numbers
o Agency annual reports and other publications
0 Organizational charts

o Grant applications\

o Grant progress reports and final reports

0 Agency budget documents

o Case processiag charts

o Interagency agreements

o Case reporting instructions/guidelines

o Legislation

o Relevant memos and other documentation

o0 lLocal evaluations of project

o Legislative reports or studies

o Project manuals and reports

0 Relevant press releases and newspaper reports
o Grant correspondence

o Training program/seminar attendee lists

o Minutes of board/other meetings
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EXHIBIT 7
SITE ASSESSMENT SUMMARIES REPORT OUTLINE

. 1.
T
|
a
! 2.
1
3
3.
1
1
4.
5.
- 6.

Grant Overview

0 00O

Dollar amounts, dates
Agencies i1nvolved
Project titles
Awards, continuations

Project Initiation and Background

o O 0 O

(e o]

Area demography

Events/issues influencing initiation

Assessment of need

Sponsoring agency authority, focus, organization,
resources :
Existing levels. of cooperation

Planned extensions of cooperative efforts

Project impediments/resolutions to impediments

Project Objectives and Implementation

O 00 0O O

Goals and objectives

Placement within sponsor's organization
Organization of the project

Staff selection and training

Investigative policies and procedures
Prosecutive/litigative policies and procedures

Project Case Management

o 00O

Origin of cases

Screening, selection, and assignment
Case strategy development

Case referrals

Project Outcomes

o

o
o

Criminal actions
Civil/administrative actions
Other accomplishments

Institutionalization
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EXHIBIT 8
INTERVIEW GUIDE -
AREAS OF INQUIRY BASED ON RESEARCH QUESTIONS

I. HOW DID PRE-EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS INFLUENCE PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS?

1.

When did agency first recognize the existence of a signifi-
cant white collar crime problem(s) within its jurisdiction?

~ What were these white collar crime problem(s)?
~ How were they identified?

At the time of the initial didentification of the white

collar crime problem(s), what was the size of the agency's
budget and the source of funding?

- How many prosecutors (attorneys)?

~ How many investigators?
- How many investigative accountants?

What is the current agency budget, sources of funds, and
staffing in the following areas?

~ Prosecutors (attorneys)?
- Investigators?
- Accountants?

Did the agency establish and fund an enforcement effort
prior to the receipt of grant funds?

- Was an existing or a new organizational unit estab-
lished?

~ Where was unit located or placed?

- What was staffing level?

~ What kinds of staff assigned?

- Any new staff hired?

- What was the stated mission of the prior unit?

- Were specific goals or objectives formulated?

- What activities were assigned to the prior unit?

-~ Were both criminal and c¢ivil remedies pursued by the
prior unit?

~ What were the predominant charging actions and/or sanc-
tions used by the prior unit?

-~ Were any other organizational, staffing, or resource
needs identified after the prior unit became opera-
tional?

- Were these needs met by the prior unit and who deter-
mined this?

- Were new training needs identified and met by the prior
unit?

- Who provided training?

36—
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EXHIBIT 8 - Continued

5. Did the new effort have an effeect or change égency working
relationships with other agencies? :

- Had the agency been involved in the development or

creation of other multi-agency efforts or programs?
- Had the agency been involved as a participant in other
multi-agency efforts?
- Did your agency perceive any significant benefits from
these prior multi-agency efforts?

6. Were there any important influences' on unit development
which originated outside the agency?

7. Were there any particular individuals within the agency who
influenced the establishment of the initial effort?

8. Was the legal authority and jurisdiction of the unit deemed
sufficient?

9. When was the decision to seek federal funding for WCC
effort made?

~ Who was involved in this decision?
- Were resource needs the only basis for the decision?

10. Were other agencies involved in the planning for the pro-
posed project?

- Was it anticipated at the time the project was planned
«that other agencies would assign prosecutive or inves—
tigative personnel to the project (identify)?

- Were other agencies expected to provide resources, other
than permanent personnel, to the project (didentify)?

HOW DO THE IDENTIFIED TYPES OF WHITE COLLAR CRIME INFLUENCE
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS?

1. Had the agency's assessment of WCC problems changed from
any initial assessments? If so, how?

2. Did the project's stated goals and/or objectives reflect a
revised assessment from the original white collar crime
assessments of the agency?

- Were any differences a result of emphasis?

- Were any differences the result of workloads?

— Did these objectives address any new areas of enforce-
ment interest?

- What effect, if any, did the identified WCC criminals or
criminal ‘activities have on project operational and
organizational development?
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. EXHIBIT 8 - Continued

3. Did the initial enforcement focus inhibit or enhance pro-
ject development? '

4. What effect did initial enforcement successes or failures
have on subsequent project development?

5. What new funding or staffing requirements were identified
in the project?

6. Did the project address new or additional needs in terms
of:

- policies and procedures?
- training?

- authority and jurisdiction?

7. Did the project involve changes in agency management and
supervision of the project?

8. Did the organizational status or placement of the project
differ from prior unit or effort?

- Did the physical location differ from that of the parent
agency?
HOW DOES LEGAL AUTHORITY INFLUENCE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND

EFFECTIVENESS?

1. What legal authority was delegated to the project (civil/
criminal/regulatory)?

2. What enforcement functions were assigned to the project
(detection/investigative/prosecutive)?

3. What additional authorities were identified as necessary to
accomplish assigned missions?

4., Were there any limits placed on the delegation of authority
to the project?

5. Were complementary authorities obtained from outside the
project?

— From the sponsoring agency?
- From external agencies?

6. Were any identified authority needs not met but subse-
quently obtained?

7. Did any authority needs remain unsatisfied?
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EXHIBIT 8 ~ Continued
8. What was the geographic jurisdiction of the . project?

- Was the geographic jurisdiction extended through cooper-
ative extensions?

~ Were geographical extensions through other agencies a
routine occurrence in the project case activities?

- Were any geographic constraints not overcome?

’

HOW DOES RESOURCE AVAILABILITY INFLUENCE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION
AND EFFECTIVENESS?

1. What characteristics of WCC case activities affect project
staffing requirements (complexity, length, documentary,
evidence, financial knowledge)?

2. Did the project identify technical skills and other exper-
tise deemed requisite to WCC enforcement capabilities?

- Did existing agency staff possess necessary skills and
expertise required? .

- Were agency staff members possessing such skills as-
signed to the project? ’

~ Were grant funds used to acquire additional staff skills
and expertise?

- Were (non-grant) agency funds used to acquire additional
staff skills and expertise?

- Did any staffing needs remain unsatisfied based upon
original assessments?

3. Did staffing needs change over time?

-~ Were subsequently identified staffing needs addressed?
If so, how? '

- Were other than full~time personnel utilized to address
staffing needs?

- What other resource needs were identified as requisite
to effective WCC enforcement?

4, Were project needs different from those addressed in other
areas of agency enforcement efforts?

5. How were the additional needs of the project wet?

- Grant?
- Agency?
- External agencies/cooperation?

HOW DOES AN OVERALL ENFORCEMENT STRATEGY INFLUENCE - PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS?

1. Does the overall enforcement strategy of the project empha-
size major white collar crimes?
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EXHIBIT 8 -~ Continued

2. What criteria were used to define major white collar
crimes?

- Have these changed over time?

- Did the project emphasis on major white collar crimes
differ from agency's emphasis in other enforcement
areas? If so, how?

~ Did the agency continue any other white collar crime
efforts other than those of the project?

3. Did the establishment of a major white collar crime focus

result in a change in the kinds of agencies with whom a
working relationship was maintained?

HOW DO PRIORITIZATIONS OF ENFORCEMENT EFFORT INFLUENCE PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS?

1. Who initially decides whether an investigative matter will
be assigned for project review?

- Who determines the initial level of effort to be ex-
pended?
- Who 1initially reviews the results of this effort?

2. Who decides whether to proceed with a full investigation or
to terminate?

~ What are the criteria for this decision?
~ Are these written criteria?

3. Who monitors and determines whether an investigation con~
tinues?

- What 1is the frequency of investigative monitoring?
4. Who has the authority to adjust caseloads and assignments?

5. Who has the authority to adjust priorities among assigned
cases?

- What criteria are used in making such adjustments?
6. Who has the authority to reassign project cases:

- for continuation by units other than the project?

- for continuation by other agencies?
HOW DOES PLANNING FOR SPECIFIC INVESTIGATIONS AND PROSECUTIONS
INFLUENCE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS?

1. Who participates in the investigative planning process?

— Who participates in the prosecutive planning process?
~40-
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EXHIBIT 8 - Continued

Are there general guides governing investigative and/or
prosecutive plans?

- If so, are they in writing?

Are investigative and/or prosecutive plans prepared for
each case?

~ If so, are they in writing?

Who monitors project activities in accordance with formu-
lated plans?

What requirements or needs are addressed in investigative
and/or prosecutive plans?

- staff assignment?

- task scheduling and assignment?
- resource allocations?

- additional internal supports?

- external agency supports?

- decision points?

VIII. HOW DO COOPERATIVE, MULTIJURISDICTIONAL WORKING ARRANGEMENTS
BETWEEN CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND REGULATORY AGENCIES INFLUENCE
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS?

What primary project enforcement needs are met through
multi-agency working agreements?

- What criminal justice agencies are used to address these
needs?

- - Frequency?

What regulatory agencies are used to address these needs?

~ Frequency?

What other public or private agencies or organizations are
used to address these needs?

What  formal mechanisms exist to facilitate multi-agency
working arrangements (advisory or policy boards, task
forces, written agreements)? ‘

- Which type of mechanism has proven most beneficial?

Which external agencies have been the most helpful?

- Were these agencies involved on a regular basis?

41~
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EXHIBIT 8 - Continued

HOW DOES THE APPLICATION OF INTELLIGENCE TECHNIQUES AND
INTELLIGENCE/OFFENSE INFORMATION INFLUENCE PROJECT IMPLEMENTA~
TION AND EFFECTIVENESS?

1.

Does the project maintain a base of WCC intelligence infor-
mation physically separate from project or agency case
files?

- What major categories (or indices) of information are

contained in this base?
- How is the intelligence base utilized and by whom?

What are the major sources of intelligence information used
by the project other than its own files:

- intermal/agency?
- external?

Is another unit or authority of the agency other than the
project responsible for maintaining intelligence files?

What are the primary uses of intelligence information by
the project?

COST EFFECTIVENESS: WHAT DOLLAR COSTS CAN BE ASSOCIATED WITH
PROJECT IMPACTS IN TERMS OF THE ARREST AND CONVICTION OF OF-
FENDERS?

1.

Do you consider the WCC project to have been (or to be) an
effective use of resources?

- Do you believe that the project has been a more effec-
tive use of resources than prior WCC enforcement efforts
of the agency?

- Dollar for dollar, how would you compare the project's
effectiveness to that of other enforcement activities of
the agency?

Have the costs of operating the project, or any portion of
the project been assumed by the agency?

~ Was the agency's assumption of project costs authorized
by a specific legislative act?

- Were additional funds obtained as a result of a direct
appropriation?

— As a result of existing funds?
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EXHIBIT 9
POTENTIAL KEY STAFF INTERVIEWEES
SITE:
[ RESPONDENT
RESEARCH AGENCY AGENCY  OTHER ADMIN. PROJECT CHIEF CHIEF OTHER OTHER
QUESTION ITEM DIRECTOR SUPERVISOR  OFFICER DIRECTOR INVESTIGATOR PROSECUTOR INVESTIGATOR PROSECUTOR

I 1 X X X X

I 2 X X X

I 3 X X X

I 4 X X X

i 5 X X X X X

I 6 X X X X X

I 7 X X X X X

I 8 X X X X X

I 9 X X X X

I 10 X X X X ‘
II 1 X X X X X

I 2 X X X X X

II 3 X X X X X

II 4 X X X X X

11 5 X X X X
II 6 X X X X X X
11 7 X X X i X X X

b A DY
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"EXHIBIT 9 ~ Continued
POTENTIAL KEY STAFF INTERVIEWEES

SITE:
RESPONDENT -
RESEARCH AGENCY AGENCY OTHER ADMIN. PROJECT CHIEF CHIEF OTHER OTHER
QUESTION ITEM DIRECTOR SUPERVISOR OFFICER DIRECTOR INVESTIGATOR PROSECUTOR INVESTIGATOR PROSECUTOR
I 8 X X X X
III 1 X X X X
11 2 X X X X X
III 3 X X X X X
III 4 X X X X X
III 5 X X X X X
113 6 X X X X X
TIL 7 X X X X X
111 8 X X X
v 1 X X X X
v 2 X X X X X X X X
IV 3 X X X X X
v 4 X X X X X X X
IV 5 X X X X X
v 1 X X X X

b R DY L

S



T R S L S

EXHIBIT 9 - Continued
POTENTIAL KEY STAFF INTERVIEWEES

SITE:
{ RESPONDENT )
RESEARCH AGENCY AGENCY OTHER ADMIN, PROJECT CHIEF CHIEF OTHER OTHER
QUESTION ITEM DIRECTOR SUPERVISOR OFFICER DIRECTOR INVESTIGATOR PROSECUTOR INVESTIGATOR PROSECUTOR
v 2 X X X “ X X
\ 3 X X X X X X X
VI 1 X X X X X
VI 2 X X X X | ox X
VI 3 X X X X X X
VI 4 X X X X X X
VI 5 X X X X X X
VI 6 X X X X X
VII 1 X X X X X X
VII 2 X X X X X X
VII 3 X X X X X X
VII 4 X X X X
VI 5 X X X X
VIII 1 X X X X X
VIII 2 X X X X X

b LY UV R
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EXHIBIT 9 - Continued
POTENTIAL KEY STAFF INTERVIEWEES
SITE:
, RESPONDENT
RESEARCH AGENCY AGENCY OTHER ADMIN. PROJECT CHIEF CHIEF OTHER OTHER
QUESTION ITEM DIRECTOR SUPERVISOR OFFICER DIRECTOR INVESTIGATOR PROSECUTOR INVESTIGATOR PROSECUTOR
VIIT 3 X X X . X X X
VIII 4 X X X X X
VIII 5 X X X X X X X
IX 1 X X X X X
| IX 2 X X X X X
Pl
c\ ]
! IX 3 X X X X X
IX 4 X X ’ X X X X
X 1 X X X X X
; X 2 X X X X X
i
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Project Designation:

I.

II.

III.

Iv,

Other funding sources

EXHIBIT 10
WCC PROJECT GRANT SUMMARY

When was unit established? /
MO/YR
Grant period being reported: / to /
MO/YR MO/YR
What grant monies were received by the unit during the reported

grant period?

A. Source: Grant #:
Amount: Duration: / to /
MO/YR MO/YR
B. Source: Grant #:
Amount: Duration: / to
MO/YR MO/YR
o Source: Grant #:
t: Duration: / to /
Ameun MO/YR MO/YR

Budget: What was the unit's operating budget for this grant period?
LEAA WCC program grants
State block grant funds

State appropriations

Total operating budget

{1
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EXHIBIT 10 - Continued

V. Personnel:

A. How many of each of the following categories of personnel were
assigned unit responsibilities as of December 31 of this year?

From within Grant On loan from Grant
parent agency funded another agency . funded
Attorneys
Investigators
Investigators-
accountants
Secretaries

Other (specify)

B. Describe the nature of any staff loan relationships:

C. How many of each of the following were available on an as
needed (but not full-time dedicated) basis, from within
the parent agency or on loan from another agency?

From within
parent agency

On loan from
another agency

Attorneys

Investigators

Investigator-
accountants

Secretaries

Other (specify)

~48~
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EXHIBIT 10 - Continued

Indicate the nature of any staff loan relationships:

Describe any significant changes in numbers of staff, not
reflected above: -

~49~
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EXHIBIT 11
WCC PROJECT OVERVIEW

Unit Designation:

I. Grartee

A. Name of grantee (parent) agency

B. Nature of grantee's authority (check one or more):
1. civil
2. regulatory
3. criminal justice
C. Grantee's geographic jurisdiction (check one):
l. statewide
2. regional (judicial
districts; multi-
county)

3. county

4, city

D. Grantee's highest ranking official:

1. Title

2. Kame

3. Elective (or) Appointive
II. Project/unit structure:

A. Title of official to whom WCC unit reports

B. Title of senior project official

1. 1Is senior project official an:
a. Attorney

b. Investigator

c. Other (specify)

~50-
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EXHIBIT 11 - Continued

III. Project/unit procedure

A.

Which employees are responsible for case screening?

1. title only

2, title only

3. title only

4, other (specify)

Is case screening a formal procedure?
No -Yes

1. If yes, what criteria are used in case
screening? (check one or more)

a. Offense category

b. Major fraud (number of victims,
monetary loss)

¢. * Conspiracy character (and organized
scheme, offenders)

d. Scope of scheme (local/multi-county/
statewide/interstate/national/inter-
national)

e. Potential victims/losses/levels

f. Existence of relevant/appropriate .
authority

g. Estimated resource requirements
h. Available resources:

- internal
- ‘external (cooperative agencies)

i. Potential for successful action
~ recovery, fines; restitution
- arrest/prosecution/conviction/

incarceration

j. Potential deterrent effect

k. Conforms to target criteria

-51-~
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EXHIBIT 11 - Continued
l. Potential for recurrence

m. Industry-wide nature/volume of
similar, related frauds

n. External directive

o. Other (specify)

p. All of the above
Who reviews case screening decisions?

Title

: IV. Prosecution

A.

On the average, what percentage of cases were prosecuted:
1. Within the unit
2. By local prosecutors

3. By others ( ‘ )

What percentage of prosecutions were handled within the
unit:

1. During the first grant period?
2. During the second grant period?

Of those cases prosecuted outside the unit, in what percent-
age does the unit assist the prosecution?

If prosecution is handled outside the unit and grantee,
identify types of prosecuting agencies.

In what percentage of the cases are the following used?
1. Grand jury
2, Information

3. Other ( )

~52-
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Unit Designation:

II

II.

ITI.

Iv.

EXHIBIT 12
WCC PROJECT CASE ACTIVITY COUNTS

Investigative matters (complaints) received/reviewed:

A,

B.

C.

D.

E.

by telephone

by letter

in person

unit initiated e

total

Source of referrals by frequency:

private individuals
private organizations
consumer agencies
regulétory agencies

criminal justice/law
enforcement agencies

other executive agencies
state legislature

other

Investigations begun for which a case file was established
during this quarter.

Active investigations

AI

As of the end of this quarter, how many investigations
were in the "active" file?

Investigations actively pursued during this quarter

(e.g., file indicates activity or other records show
number of active investigations).

~53—
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V.

VI.

VII.

EXHIBIT 12 - Continued

Cases closed during this quarter by:

A,

B.

G.

H.

referral to other agency/
office

official administrative
dismissal

indictment
formal accusation
arrest only

other administrative action/
sanction

other (

total

How many individuals and business or other organizational
entities were:

A.

B.

C.

D.

indicted?

formally accused?

otherwise arrested?

total

During this quarter, how many cases:

Organizational
Individuals entities

Organizational
Individuals entities

are currently pending
disposition?

were formally dropped
by prosecutor?

were dismissed prior
to trial?
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EXHIBIT 12 - Continued

D. resulted in guilty

EXHIBIT 12 - Continued

X. During this quarter, what was the total dollar value of:

o <
o

M e il

plea to original | : ‘ i .

: A
felony charge? A. voluntary restitution?

* . - i ion?
E. resulted in guilty . B court—-ordered restitution

plea to a lesser

i ?
felony charge? C. fines?

et s AR e
-

F. resulted in conviction - XI. During this quarter, how many cases were prosecuted:

on all counts?

A. within the unit?

G. resulted in conviction ' %

” B. by local prosecutors?
on some counts? .

H. resulted in acquittal C. by others ( )?

on all counts?

XII. oOf those cases prosecuted outside the unit, in how many cases
did the unit assist the prosecution, during this quarter?

VIII. List the number of individuals and organizational entities
that received (during this quarter):

XIII. At the time of peak assignment during this quarter, how many of

Organizational ; b of the followi . " .
Individuals entities ! ) each o .t e following categories of personnel were assigned unit
] i responsibilities?
i
A. misdemeanor charge(s : ! cts
ge(s) ; From within Grant On loan from Grant
B. felony charge(s) | parent agency funded another agency - funded
4 H .
C. injunctions Attorneys
- i
D. orders to cease - g H nvestigators
and desist Investigators—
E. 1license suspension accountants
Secretaries

F. license revocations , f

G. fines ‘Other (specify) -

H. other ( . )

IX. List the number of individuals or organizational entities that
received (during this quarter):

Organizational : !
Individuals entities

o,

A. jail sentences
B. restitution orders

C. probation

—-56-

v
TR

~55~=

t

KLY 1A




PROJECT SITE (CODE):

PROJECT CASE NAME/TITLE:

I'

II.

III.

Iv.

VI.

EXHIBIT 13
PROJECT CASELOAD DATA COLLECTION FORM

(delete after data collection)

Source of project case referral (check one source):

A. private individual
B. private organization
C. consumer agency

D. regulatory agency

¥. other executive agency
G. state legislature
H. other (list):

TH

E. criminal justice/law enforcement agency

Case/complaint receipt method (check one source):

A, telephone

B. 1letter or written form

C. 1in person

D. project initiated (space for comment):

E. other (list):

Date case opened by project:

month year

[/ __1i_ 1 71/

&

Date case completed by project:

day month year

——

[ 1/ [t/ I/

Date case submitted for prosecutive review:

day month year
VYA R T A A A Y A

Date case submitted for prosecution:

it

[ ]

day month year

-57-
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VII.

VIII.

IX.

XI.

EXHIBIT 13 - Continued

Date case closed by project:

day
/__1/

month year
A AT

Initial charging action (list numbers of individuals and organ-
izations):

il

indictment: .

A. number of individual

B. number of organizations
formal accusation or information:
C. number of individuals

D. number of organizations
otherwise arrested:

E. number of individuals

F. number of organizations

Project/sponsoring agency assistance to prosecution/civil penal-
ty or sanction (list numbers of individuals and organizations):

i

]

prosecuted within project/sponsoring agency:

A. number of individuals

B. number of organizations

civil penalty or sanction within project/sponsoring agency:
C. number of individuals

D. number of organizations

prosecuted outside spomsoring agency (list prosecutor):

E. number of individuals

F. number of organizations

did project assist outside prosecutor (check one):
yes

no

Criminal charging action (list numbers of individuals and organ-
izations):

]

charged with misdemeanors:
A. number of individuals
B. number of organizations
charged with felonies:

C.  number of individuals
D. number of organizations

Criminal disposition action (list numbers of individuals and
organizations):

I

charges dropped by prosecutor:
A, number of individuals

B. number of organizations
dismissed prior to trial:

C. number of individuals

D. number of organizations

~58—
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XII.

XIII.

XIV L ]

XV,

RN

EXHIBIT 13 - Continued

guilty plea/nolo contendere to original charge:
E. number of individuals

F. number of organizations

guilty plea/nolo contendere to lesser charge:
G. number of individuals °

H. number of organizatiomns

conviction on all counts (no plea):

I, number of individuals

J. number of organizations

conviction on some counts (no plea):

K. number of individuals

L. number of organizations

acquittal on all counts:

M. number of individuals

N. number of organizations

Criminal case sentences (list number of individuals and organi-
zations):

T

Cases

A. number of individuals sentenced to incarceration
B. total number of months sentenced

C. number of individuals sentenced to probation

D, total number of months of probation’

E. number of individuals receiving suspended sentence
F. total number of months of suspended sentence

resulting in fines (list number of individuals and organ-

izations):

]

number ordered to pay fines:

A.  number of individuals

B. number of organizations

total amount of fines:

C. total dollars for individuals
D, total dollars for organizations

Cases resulting in restitution (list number.of individuals and
organizations):

number ordered by court to pay restitution:

A. number of individuals

B. number of organizations

number making voluntary restitution:

C. number of individuals

D. number of organizations

total amount of restitution:

E. total dollars for individuals

F, total dollars for organizations
Cases resulting in civil penalties or sanctions (list number of

individuals and organizations):

injunctions:
A. number of individuals
B. number of organizations

-59~
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EXHIBIT 13 - Continued

orders to cease and desist
C. number of individuals
D. number of organizations
license suspension

E. number of individuals
F. number of organizations
license revocation

G. number of individuals
H. number of organizations
consent agreement

I. number of individuals
J. number of organizations
other (list):

K. number of individuals
L. number of organizations

Date of final disposition:

day

1/

month year
[
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EXHIBIT 14
CASE INFORMATION WORKSHEET
DATA COLLECTION POINTS
Case Screening
Case Processing: Source Intake and Selection Investigation Prosecution Penalty
Date Date
]
= Referral
|
Criminal Disposition Sentence
Charge
Data Collection: Source Case/ Civil Civil Penalty
Complaint Action or Sanction

Dismissal
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EXHIBIT 16
i FINAL REPORT OUTLINE/RESEARCH QUESTIONS
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
i
' y
g wY  n 2 7 ; ;
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Final Report Outline (Case Study) Ko 4 H L8 ~MOd O Huard KO dHrd +HUO®
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1. Project Initiation and Background
Pre-existing conditions X X
Legal authority X .
Institutionalization X
2, Grant Overview X
3. Project Goals and Objectives
Goals ) X X X X X X
) Objectives X X X X X X
% |4. Project Organization, Structure, S A
! and Staffing X X X . X X - X
5. Project Operations
Case types X
Case origins X X
Case receipt methods X X
Case screening and selection
priorities/assignment X X X X X X X
Case investigation and management X X X X X X
C€ase activity analysis X X X X X
6. Project Case Dispositions/Outcomes
Criminal charging actions X X X X
Criminal disposition actions X X X X
~Criminal case sentences X X X
Civil penalties or sanctions X
Voluntary restitution X
Other outcomes X X X X X X
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FINAL REPORT OUTLINE/RESEARCH QUESTIONS
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1. Project Initiation and Background
Pre-existing conditions X X
Legal authority X
Institutionalization X
2. Grant Overview X
3. Project Goals and Objectives
Goals ) X X X X X X
Objectives X X X X X X
4. Project Organization, Structure,
and Staffing X X X X X X
5. Project Operations
Case types X
Case origins X X
Case receipt methods X X
Case screening and selection
priorities/assignment X X X X X X X
Case investigation and management X X X X X X
Case activity analysis X X X X X
6. Project Case Dispositions/Outcomes
Criminal charging actions X X X X
Criminal disposition actions X X X X
Criminal case sentences X X X
Civil penalties or sanctions X
Voluntary restitution ‘ X
Other outcomes X X X X X X
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