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The FBI’s System For Managing 
1 nvestigative- Resources And 
Measuring Results-l m provements 
Are Being Made 
The FBI’s new information system provides a 
tool for more effectively managing its investi- 
gative resources and measuring their results. 
This should aid its evaluation of the quality 
over quantity investigative approach, which 
identifies priority cases and is a major step 
toward indicating the effectiveness of its crim- 
inal investigations. However, close coordina- 
tion of priorities between the FBI and U.S. 
atiorneys is essential. 

The Attorney General should make sure that: 

--The ResourcgManagement Information 
System is b:osely followed so that it ad- 
equately addresses the problems cited 
in this report. 

--U.S. attorneys and the FBI establish 
mutual priorities and develop prose- 
cutive guidelines to identify complaints 
t:,at will not be prosecuted and thus 
should not be fully investigated. 

--Department of Justice and FBI ofticials 
discuss ways to make Federal law en- 
forcement more effective. 
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To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

i 

This report discusses the information system the FBI 
uses to manage its criminal investigative resources and 
report on their results. Because problems existed in the 
traditional management and reporting procedures, the FBI 
developed a new system, which should resolve most of these 
problems. However, improved coordination between the FBI 
and U.S. attorneys is needed to achieve the greatest 
possible impact on crime. 

Our review was made pursuant to the Budget and Account= 
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 531, and the Accounting and Audit- 
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to tht: Acting 
Director, Office of Manaqement and Budqet; the Attorney 
General ; and the Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL’S 
REPORT TO TEE CONGRESS 

TRE FBI ‘S SYSTEH FOR MARAGING 
INVESTIGATIVE RESOURCES AND 
MEASURING RESULTS-- IHPROVBHENTS 
ARE BEING MADE 

DIGEST -1)-11-a 

Traditionally, the FBI has managed its in- 
vestigative staff on the basis of caseload , 
and accomplishment: I not on the nature and I 
importance of its investigations. 

Realizing the limitations of this method, 
the FBX implemented a new approach, called 
quality over quantity--a concentration on 
the most important crime problems in each 
area of jurisdiction instead of using case- 
load statistics as priorities. (See p. 9. ) 

This approach was a major step forward, but 
improvements were needed. A clear def initial1 
of a quality case or priority area was lack- 
‘ing. Existing information concerned mostly 
the number of cases, information on the re- 
sults of field operations was limited, and 
routine statistics were not available on 
all cases. Coordination with U.S. attor- 
neys to set priorities was needed. (See 
pp. 10 to 23.1 

Accomplishment statistics are the FBI’s only 
systematically recorded information on in- 
vestigative results. They consist of con- 
victions, fines, savings, recoveries, and 
fugitive locations. They are important be- 
cause they are used internally as a manage- 
ment tool and because they are the major 
indicator the Congress, the Office of Han- 
agement and Budget, the Department of Jus- 
tice, and the public have of the FBI ‘8 in- 
vestigative effectiveness. 

Accomplishment statistics were ruisleading 
because : 

--The format did not explain what the sta- 
tistics meant and how dollar values had 
been determined. 
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--The FBI had not established specific cri- 
ter ia on how accomplishments were to be 
claimed by field offices. (See pp. 34 
to 36.1 

Accomplishment statistics included ca8es 
that: 

--Bad resulted from investigations in which 
another law enforcement agency had made a 
major but unrecognized contribution. (See i 
pp. 29 to 31.) 

--Had been based on estimated or potential 
dollar amounts. (See pp. 31 to 33.) 

--Either were inaccurate or duplicated other 
reported ststistics. (See p. 33.) 

Realizing the problems in its new approach, 
the FBI developed a new information system 
to manage and allocate resources more effec- 
tively. It should, if properly monitored, 
resolve most of these problems. (See ch. 5.) 

The Attorney General should make sure that: 

--The Resource Management Information System 
is monitored closely so that it adequately 
addresses the problems cited in this re- 
port. 

--U.S. attorneys and FBI field office per- 
,sonnel establish and pursue mutual priori- 
ties and develop prosecutive guidelines to 
identify complaints that will not be pros- 
ecuted and ‘thus should not be fully in- 
vestigated. 

--Department of Justice and FBI headquarters 
officials meet regularly to discuss ways to 
make Federal law enforcement more effective, 
such as by establishing nationwide prosecu- 
tive guidelines where possible. 

The Department had no major disagreements 
with GAO’s findings and recommendations. It 
plans to further emphasize the importance of 
strengthening coordination procedures. It was 
reluctant, however, to require each U.S. 
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attorney to issue specific formal prosecu- 
tive guidelines. 

GAO believes that guidelines are necessary 
for the quality over quantity approach to 
be effective. They should, however, be 
flexible enough to deal with special cir- 
cumstances. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

As the principal investigative arm of the Department of 
Justice, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) has either 
concurrent or exclusive investigative jurisdiction over a 
wide variety of criminal mattrrs. The extent of these cr imi- 
nal matters ranges in seriousness Zrom bank robbery, kidnap- 
ing, extortion, bank fraud and embezzlement, and the pursuit 
of dangerous fugitives tc the unauthorized use of the Woodsy 
Owl and Smokey the Bear symbols. The FBI also (1) investi- 
gates matters affecting national security, such as the espi- 
onage activities of foreign powers within the United States 
and domestic attempts to overthrow the Government, (2) assists 
the Department of Justice in civil matters, such as suits un- 
der the Federal Tort Claims Act, and (3) conducts background 
investigations of certain applicants for, and holders of, 
Federal employment. 

The FBI’s primary activity is investigating criminal 
violations. For recording and reporting purposes, the FBI ‘.s 

activities were divided into 170 investigative and adminis- 
trative classifications as of February 1977. Each case is. 
classified by type of investigation, such as kidnaping or 
tank robbery. Of these 170 classifications, 100 (about 63 
percent) involved criminal matters. About $330 million (ap- 
proximately 68 percent) of the FBI’s $486 million fiscal 
year 1976 appropriation was expended on criminal investiqa- 
tive activities. 

In addition to the wide range and differing nature of 
the criminal activities under the FBI’s investigative juris- 
diction, violations of the same classification vary in their 
degree oE seriousness and complexity. The way the FBI man- 
ayes its criminal investigative activities, allocates its re- 
sources, and measures its results is important in achieving 
the greatest possible impact on crime. Our review focused on 
the management of FBI investigative resources and the useful- 
ness and validity of data the FBI compiles to indicate the 
effectiveness of its criminal investigations. 

Our results are based primarily on a review of 1,197 
criminal cases sampled from six field offices’ investiga- 
tions --Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, Milwaukee, Sacramento, 
and San Francisco. The scope of, and the methodology used 
in, our review are explained more fully in chapter 7. 
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CHAPTER 2 

ORGANIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION 

OF CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITIES 

HEADQUARTERS ORGANIZATIQN 

FBI operations are directed, coordinated, and supported 
by 13 headquarters divisions and offices. (See app. I.) 
All but three of the divisions report directly to the FBI 
Director through the Associate Director and either the Deputy 
Associate Director for Administration or the Deputv Associate . 
Director for Investigation. The Legal Counsel Division re- 
ports to the Director and his Associate; the Planning and 
Inspection Division and Public Affairs Office report directly 
to the Director. 

The Criminal Investigative Division is responsible for 
managing all criminal investigations. These investigations 
include personal and property crimes, organized crime, and 
white-collar crime. 

'The Finance and Personnel Division and the Planning and 
Inspection Division also have some involvement in the FBI's 
criminal investigative activities. The fozer is responsi- 
ble for preparing and controlling the FBI's budqet, review- 
ing operational priorities, and allocating investiqative 
resources. The latter is responsible for conductinq inter- 
nal reviews and studies of all FBI operations. 

FIELD OFFICE ORGANIZATION 

The FBI's investigative activities are conducted by 
special agents Located in 59 field offices and abot:t 495 
resident agencies in the United States and Puerto Rico. 
The field offices coordinate their investiqations with the 
U.S. attorneys’ offices having prosecutive responsibility 
for these jurisdictions. 

All but two field offices are headed by Special Agents 
in Charge (SACS), who are also responsible for the resident 
agencies within their jurisdictions. The New York and Los 
Angeles field offices, which have both the largest force 
of agents and volume of investigative activity, are headed 
by assistant directors. 

Field offices are organized into squads headed by an 
agent supervisor. In the smaller offices, the SAC and his 
assistant often head squads in addition to performing their 

2 

I. -- 
I 



normal duties. Each squad generally has the resoonsibility 
for a specific investigative area, such as organized crime, 
white-collar crime, internal security, or specific violations 
(such as bank robbery). 

In larger field off ices a squad may specialize in one in- 
vestigative area, while in smaller offices a squad may cover 
more than one area. For example, the FBI field off ice in Los 
Angeles had two squad s which handled bank robbery violations 
exclusively. The Milwaukee off ice had 3ne squad handling 
bank robbery, as well as other violations. 

As of June 30, 1976, the FBI’s 59 field offices had a 
total of 7,569 agents, 439 squads, and 89,716 office of ori- 
gin l/ pending investigative matters. The following table 
showg this information for total and criminal-related investi- 
gative activities at the six field offices. 

Pend inq 
inveatiqative 
matters as of 

6/30/76 ’ 
Aoents Squads (note a) 

Criminal- crimlnar- Crrminal- 
Field off ice Total related Total related Total --m related 

Los Angeles 402 373 23 18 6,253 4,154 
San Franc+0 340 184 17 9 4,068 1.9’23 
Chicago 343 201 17 11 2,770 1,770 
Boston 176 142 10 7 1,887 1,482 
Sacramento 83 79 5 4 690 526 
Milwaukee 88 74 2 5 1,028 813 -- - me - 

Total 1,520 1,053 70 54 16,704 11 268 - = = -i 
Percent of 

all field 
off ices 20 21 18 19 19 17 

g/Does not include cases where these offices assisted in an investiqa- 
tion opened by another off ice. 

ADMINISTRATION OF - 
CRIMINAL INVE$TIGATIONS r 

Although the criminal violations within the FIJI’s in- 
vestigative jurisdiction vary greatly in nature, investiga- 
tions of those violations are generally administered in sim- 
ilar ways. FBI field off ices follow the same basic steps 
in initiating, conducting, and terminating all criminal in- 
vestigations. 

i/Office of origin investigative matters are those initiated 
by the reviewed off ice. Other pending matters include those 
in which the reviewed office provided assistance to another 
field office that actually initiated the case. 
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iB1 field off ices are advised of crimes in various ways. 
For example, complaints are received directly from citizens, 
local police, U.S. attorneys’ offices, and officials of insti- 
tutions (such as banks and Government agencies). The field 
off ices monitor police radios to learn of bank robberies and 
other reported crimes. They also receive information from 
informants. 

Complaints are received by a complaint clerk and for- 
warded to the squad responsible for investigating that par- 
ticular type of violation. The squad supervisor screens the 
complaint and assigns it to an agent. Then the squad inves- 

I tiqates the case until all logical leads are exhausted or 
evidence is sufficient for presentation of the case to the 
U.S. attorney for a prosecutive decision. 

Generally, if investiqative efforts fail to either iden- 
tify a suspect or prove that a Federal violation has occurred, 
the FBI closes the case administratively and no contact is 
made with the U.S. attorney’s office. Administrative closures 
are made at the squad supervisor’s discretion, under the au- 
thority of the SAC, and are generally documented by an inter- 
nal memorandum q ivinq the reasons for closing the case. 

If the-FBI determines that a Federal violation has oc-. 
curred, a suspect has been identified, and evidence exists 
linking the suspect to the violation, the investigating agent 
refers the case to a U.S. attorney’s office for a prosecutive 
decision. The U.S. attorney’s office may either accept or 

-decline the case for prosecution !n Federal court. Factors 
considered in this decision are wbother (1) the investigation 
clearly shows a Federal crime has occurred, (2) the evidence 
is sufficient to try the suspect, (3) the violation is sub- 
stantive enouq:l to justify the effort and expense of court 
proceed inqs , ar.d ( 2 ’ other action (such as non-Federal pros- 
ecution or pretrial tiive*:sion) is more appropriate. 

If any of these elements is missing, the U.S. attorney’s 
off ice may decline prosecution and close the case. If a case 
involves a local or State violation as well as a Federal 
violation, the U.S. attorney’s office may decline to prose- 
cute, in favor of State or local prosecution. Also, the U.S. 
attorney may decide that pretrial diversion or plea barqaininq 
is more appropriate than prosecution, depending on the circum- 
stances. 

If a case is authorized for prosecution, the investi- 
gating agent is responsible for tracking its proqress, 
developing additional information if necessary, testifying 
if appropr iate, and recording any resul tinq accomplishments 
(such as convict;ons and fine?). 
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Regardless of their disposition, cases may produce cer- 
tain indicators of investigative effectiveness or accomplish- 
ments. Whether prosecuted or not, a criminal case may result 
in recovery or savings expressed in dollars or in the location 
of a fugitive. If prosecuted, a case can produce a conviction 
and a related fine and/or sentence. 
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CHAPTER 3 

FBIaS NEW APPROACH TO MANAGING 

INVESTIGATIVE RESOURCES IS BETTER, 

BUT PROBLEMS EXIST 

Historically , FBI investigative resources have been 
managed and allocated without considering the wide range 
of criminal violations within the FBI’s jurisdiction or the 
differing degree of complexity and importance of its in- 
vestigations. The FBI’s interpretation of its investigative 
responsibilities placed equal weight on all its investiga- 
tions. As such, it managed and allocated its resources and 
measured its productivity on the basis of caseload and other 
limited information, such as the number of convictions. Thus, 
the FBI was spending an unknown amount of time on cases of 
marginal importance that had no prosecutive merit and did not 
produce notab Le results. 

Although the FBI is responsible for investigating all 
violations within its jurisdiction, from a practical stand- 
point this is not feasible. Therefore, it must establish 
priorities and focus its efforts on the most important crime 
problems. 

In 1975, recognizing the problems with the “caseload 
management” approach, the FBI changed its philosophy and 
initiated the “quality over quantity” approach to investiga- 
tions. This is a program management approach aimed at estab- 
lishing priorities for reported violations and directing 
resources at those areas where they will have the mcst effect 
on serious crime. 

The FBI’s adoption of the quality over quantity approach 
is a major step forward. It could help the FBI channel its 
investigative resources into those areas where the need is 
greatest. 

At the time of our review, however, the FBI had no sys- 
tem for effectively implementing and monitoring the new ap- 
preach. As we testified in September 1976 before the Subcom- 
mittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights, House Committee 
on the Judiciary, certain problems existed. The FBI had not 

--established criteria for determining quality 
versus marginal cases, 
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--developed suf f ic ien t management informat ion for 
implementing and measuring its effectiveness under 
the quality over quantity management approach, 

--used correct information to measure investigative 
effectiveness (see ch. 41, or 

--adequately coordinated with the U.S. attorneys 
in selecting priority areas and quality cases for 
investigative concentration. 

Recognizing these problems--particularly the limitations 
of the management information system-the FBI Director estab- 
lished a task force during our review and asked our assistance 
in developing a new system for reporting FBI efforts, activi- 
ties, and accomplishments. As discussed in chapter 5, the FBI 
has developed a new Resource Managerent Information System, 
which should provide the basis for effectively implementing 
the quality over quantity approach. 

PAST BASES FOR MANAGING 
INVESTIGATIVE RESOURCES 

Prior to September 1375, the FBI had allocated its 
investigative resources based on the average number of cases 
handled by a special agent. Generally, headquarters gave 
little attention to the quality, nature, or scope of the 
cases. Management information was limited and was primarily 
related to the caseload. 

FBI headquarters decisions concerning investigative 
priorities and staffing allocations and conclusions regarciing 
the success of the agency’s operations were based on informa- 
tion from administrative reports, accomplishment reports, 
periodic staffing surveys, and annuai inspections. Field 
office staffing decisions were based on the caseload, on the 
squad supervisors ’ and field office managers’ knowledge of 
resource needs in speuific areas, and on the capabilities of 
personnel war k ing those areas. 

The most important means of managing programs and allo- 
cating staff , however, was the average caseload. At the end 
of each month, the 59 FBI field offices reported the number 
of agents assigned and the number of investigations opened, 
closed, and in process. This data was processed at FBI head- 
quarters, and a monthly administrative report presenting 
this dzlta by investigative classification was printed for 
each field office. FBI headquarters used this information as 
a basis fcr allocating its staff among the field offices. 
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For example, a field office with an average of 30 investiga- 
tions in process per special agent could be allocated staff 
over an office having an average of 15 investigations in 
process per special agent. 

Caseload alone, however, Is not a good indicator of 
staffing needs, because investigations vary in their nature, 
complexity, and importance. Therefore, the time and re- 
sources needed to conduct each investigation are different. 
Considering a field office’s average caseload without con- 
sidering the quality of its individual cases tends to give 
equal weight to all investigations, leazing to misinterpre- 
tations at FBI headquarters about the staffing needs of 
individual field offices. 

For example, the staffing needs of the field office 
cited above as having an average of 15 cases per agent 
could be greater than those of the office having 30 cases per 
agent, particularly if the former was handling mostly complex 
organized crime and white-collar crime investigations and the 
latter was handling mainly routine cases of theft from inter- 
state shipment. Also, a 1975 FBI study showed that under 
the caseload resource allocation system, a tendency developed 
at the field office level to maintain a high caseload by open- 
ing and retaining relatively inconsequential cases to justify 
existing staff levels. Field offices should strive to con- 
centrate resources on major criminal matters and staffing 
should be allocated accordingly. 

In allocating resources, reliance was also placed on 
the Inspection Division’s assessment of the caseload ar.d the 
adequacy of staffing levels. Since the mid-1930s the FBI has 
performed periodic inspections of field offices, basically 
to determine whether operations are in compliance with FBI 
rules and regulations. Until recentry, inspections were per- 
formed once a year at each field office. Inspections typi- 
cally last from 1 to 2 weeks and consist of reviewing case 
files for conformance with regulations, established investi- 
gative practices, and reporting procedl:res. Although offi- 
cials in the headquarters off ice in charge of inspections 
told us that one of the objectives of these inspections is 
to assess the adequacy of staffing levels, few staffing 
changes were made as a result of an inspection. 

As another basis for allocating resources, the FBI began 
conducting staffing surveys in 1972 to give management an 
estimate of the resources being expended in various investi- 
gative areas. The surveys consisted of an estimate by 
selected field offices of the percentage of time allocated to 
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each investigative and administrative classification. 
Although the surveys became increasingly refined, they still 
only approximated the percentage of total agent effort ex- 
pended in each classification. In addition, with certain 
exceptions, the surveys did not go beyond these classifica- 
tions to categories or types of cases. The surveys were per- 
formed periodically until November 1975 when they were re- 
placed by an automated system. 

Statistics on,quantifiabie results of FBI investigations-- 
called accomplishment statistics--have been used to evaluate 
the performance of ‘field offices as well as indivdual agents. 
Accomplishment reports , compiled monthly by headquarters, 
showed fines, savings, recoveries, convictions, ti fugitive 
locations claimed by field offices. These statist-ss were 
limited as a basis for managing investigative resources be- 
cause they were misleading and applied only to a small portion 
of the total cases the FBI investigated. (See pp. 14 and 15 
ch. 4.) 

FBI investigative resources are also sometimes allocated 
as a result of direct requests from SACS. Staff allocations 
are sometimes made to meet special needs that arise at a 
field office to cover important cases, such as kidnaping or 
the pursuit of dangerous fugitives. 

NEW APPROACH TO MANAGING 
INVESTIGATIVE ZFSOURCES --- 
NEEDS TO BE IMPROvED 

In late 1974, recognizing the limitations of past methods, 
of resource management, the FBI initiated a “use of personnel* 
study in four field offices to determine whether it could 
improve its investigative products by dropping the caseload 
system. It also wanted to find out whether office efficiency, 
productivity , and morale would be positively affected by a 
managerial approach emphasizing quality over quantity. 

As a result of the study, the FBI, in September 1975, 
ordered implementation of the quality over quantity approach 
to resource management at all field offices. The approach is 
based on the premise that the FBI can achieve the best re- 
sults by concentrating investigative resources on the most 
serious crime problems in each geographic area. Instruc- 
tions were issued to the field offices to (1) conclude as 
expeditiously as possible cases of marginal importance, (2) 
establish investigative priorities in conjunction with the 
local U.S. attorneys , and (3) concentrate on quality cases 
and on major criminal and security problems within their 
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respective territories. The FBI Director suspended use of 
average caseload as the principal determinant in allocating 
personnel. Ee did this to encourage the concentration of 
field resource8 on quality cases and to quicken the tecmina- 
tion of relatively inconsequential cases. 

FBI field off ices were directed to identify, in writing, 
areas of investigative concentc3tion and to set forth spe- 
cific plans and objectives for investigating those areas. 
They were encouraged to coordinate with U.S. attorneys in 
establishing priority cress and in developing proaecutive 
guidelines to help minimize investigative effort expended on 
area8 of marginal importance that would normally be declined 
by 9.S. attorneys for prosecution. 

The FBI’s acceptance of the quality over quantity 
approach to conducting investigations and managing its in- 
vestigative resources is a major step forward. Problems 
need to be resolved, however, before this approach can be 
successful in channeling investigative resources into those 
criminal areas where the need is greatest. 

No criteria for identifying 
guality cases 

FBI headquarters had not clearly define.4 what con- 
stitutes a priority investigative area or quality case, nor 
had it provided criteria for making such a determination. 
As a result, FBI field offices varied greatly in their inter- 
pretation of what was a quality case and differed in their 
selection of areas for concentrated investigative effort. 

Of the six offices we reviewed, some selected a limited 
number of investigative areas, such as white-collar crime 
and organized crime. Other offices continued to cover their 
overall iavestigative workload8 as they had historically. 
Continued coverage of broad and general areas is contrary to 
the objective of the quality over quantity management 
approach-- to achieve maximum impact by concentrating investi- 
gative resources on the most serious crime problems. 

The six FBI field offices we visited had selected, with 
the approval of FBI headquarters, the following area8 as 
priorities for concentrated investigative effort. 
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General criminal 
investigations ( note a) 

Organized crime 

White-collar crime 

Counter intelligence 

Internal security 

Terrorism 

Top thief program 

Fugitive program 

Training program 

Applicant investigations 

Dissemination of information 

Crimiilat rights and civil 
investigations 

Aircraft hijackings 

; -  A 

X x b/X 

xx x 

xx x 

x x 

x g/x 

X 

x x 

x b/X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

a/This category includes , among other investigative areas, 

Field off ice 
1 .3 3 4 5 6 I L 

x x 

x x 

x x 

x x 

b/X x 

h/X x 

b/X 

b/X x 

yx x 

yx - 

- bank robbery, theft from interstate shipment, theft of Gov- 
ernment property, and interstate transportation -of stolen 
property. 

k/Dropped as a target area after we began the review. 

Upon listing specific areas as priorities or targets, a 
field office commits itself to pursuing important investiga- 
tive matters in those areas. Some of the selected targets, 
however, are very broad, especially general criminal investi- 
gations, which include several investigative classifications. 
yet all six offices selected this as a target area. Even the 
classifications themselves may contain a wide variety of 
investigative matters, some quality and some marginal. FOK 
example, the interstate transportation of stoien motor vehi- 
cles classification includes investigations of major car 
rings as well as routine single thefts. 
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We question whether some of the targets selected could 
be the most important criminal and security problems referred 
to by the FBI Director in his instructions implementing the 
quality over quantity approach. Considering the prevalence 
of serious crime in America today, training programs and ap- 
plicant investigations may not be areas deserving the FBI’s 
immediate and concentrated attention. Several headquarters 
officials said applicant investigations is an area in which 
the FBI should spend less time because of its relative in- 
significance. Headquarters*officials told us it was the 
responsibility of the inspection teams to determine the ap- 
propriateness of a field office’s priorities. However, mem- 
bers of the inspections staff told us they only determined 
whether priorities had been selected in each field office 
and did not systematically question their appropriateness. 

For the quality over quantity approach to be effective 
it should focus on important cases relating to national prior- 
ities, such as white-collar crime or organized crime. Other- 
wise, this approach becomes diluted and less useful. Ir respec- 
tive of the Director’s order that each office select priority 
areas, when considering national priorities, not all field 
offices necessarily have important cases because of the dif- 
ferences in the nature and amount of criminal activity within 
jurisdictions. For example, New York should have more investi- 
gations in areas considered important on a national basis than 
Butte, Montana. 

Some of the field offices we visited selected almost all 
the possible investigative areas as priorities, instead of 
focusing on a limited number. Each off ice had conducted some 
investigations under each area designated as a priority, and 
each had provided a description of each case in its quar- 
terly progress reports to FBI headquarters. The selection of 
priority areas and particularly of quality cases, however, 
had been subjective. Headquarters had not provided any 
cc iter ia or standards, such as a monetary value, for deter- 
mining which investigative aieas and cases merited being 
classif ied as quality. 

More comprehensive resource 
management inrormation needed 

Although the FBI changed its policy an3 approach toward 
managing investigative resources, it did not have adequate 
data to properly implement the approach and measure its ef- 
fectiveness in directing resources into major criminal and 
security problem areas. Available information did not pro- 
vide a complete picture of the FBI’s investigative efforts. 
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Better information was needed to select target areas effec- 
tively for concentrated efforts and to allocate resources 
among field offices. 

Existing caseload i Iformation did not distinguish between 
quality and marginal cass within each general investigative 
classification, Without XQre detailed information the FBI 
cannot distinguish between quality and marginal cases and 
thus cannot successfully implement the quality over quantity 
approach. , 

Near the end of our review, the FBI improved its infor- 
mation on resources expended b y implementing a system which 
routinely accounts for agent time expended by general inves- 
tigative classifications. The FBI did not, however, sys- 
tematically record data relating the time expended and 
expenses incurred to an investigation’s seriousness, com- 
plexity, importance, and final disposition. Also, infocma- 
tion on the disposition of investigations was incomplete 
and misleading and was oriented toward c;1ses producing 
accomplishments. 

Information on 
rnvestigative time . 

In late 1976, after about 2 years of design and develop- 
ment, the FBI implemented an automated system to replace the 
previously mentioned periodic staffing survey. The system, 
called the Time Utilization Record Keeping (TURK) system, 
routinely accounts for agent time expended by general investi- 
gative classifications and subclassifications. it is a com- 
ponent of the FBI’s cost accounting system which was formally 
approved by GAO in April 1977. 

Prepared biweekly, TURK reports show the staff-days and 
approximate cost of each investigative and administrative 
program and classification. For example, the system shows 
the cost and number of. staff-days used by each field office 
in carrying out priority programs like the white-collar crime 
and oryanized crime investigative Frograms. Although this 
information is useful and important from a cost accounting 
standpoint, its usefulness in managing and allocating re- 
sources under the quality over quantity approach is limited 
unless it is correlated with corresponding information on the 
relative importance of the cases. 

1 
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Information on the results 
ana flnal drspositlon ot 
investigations 

The FBI did not have sufficient information on investi- 
gative results with which to measure the effectiveness of FBI 
field offices in reducing efforts in marginal areas. The 
only systematically recorded information on investigative 
results was limited to five categories of accomplishment sta- 
tistics --convictions, fines, savingis o recoveries, and fugitive 
locations. In addition to being m&leading ( as discussed in 
ch. 4), this data does not adequately portray the impact and 
effectiveness of the FBI’s total investigative effort. 

The FBI’s accomplishment statistics relate to only a 
small percentage of the total criminal investigations it 
conducts . Most investigations do not produce one of the tra- 
ditional accomplishments, but are terminated either (1) admin- 
istratively because no Federal crime was Committed or suspect 
identified or (2) by a U.S. attorney declining to prosecute. 
DUrincJ the period July 1975 through April 1976, accomplish- 
ment statistics were claimed in only about 20 percent of all 
investigations closed. L/ 

To obtain a clearer picture of the overall results of FBI 
inrcstigations, we asked the FBI to record the results of all 
criminal investigations concluded at the six offices during 
t!le period April through July 1976. As shown below, only 
9 percent of the cases were accepted for prosecution. About 
50 percent of the cases were closed administratively by SAC 
authority, and about 41 percent of them were declined for 
prosecution. 

Prosecutive opinion obtained 
U.S. attorney U.S. attorney 

Administrative declined authorized 
closure prosecution prosecution Total 

Number of 
cases 3,114 2,597 570 6,281 

Percent 50 41 9 100 

We reviewed 516 randomly selected cases from among the 
three categories to determine their nature and seriousness, 

e--m 

&/Dur inq this period, 6,673 accomplishments were claimed in 
the 31,343 cases closed by the six field off ices. 
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the estimated amount of time expended, and the reasons for 
their particular disposition. None of this information was 
available to the FBI on a routine basis. The results of our 
analysis of each category with case examples follow. 

Administrative closures--Of the 184 administrative 
closures we reviewed, 63 involved no crime, 28 involved no 
Federal crime, 62 had no suspects, 9 had i&sufficient evi- 
dence, and 22 had been closed for other reasons. Based on 
estimates from special agents , we determined that the 184 
cases were open an average of 130 calendar days and involved 
an average expenditure of about 2-l/2 staff-days. The cases 
covered a variety of violations: however, SO percent involved 
theft of Goverment property, theft from interstate shipment, 
or interstate transportation of stolen motor vehicles. 

The following are examples of investigations closed 
admini stratively . 

--A car dealer reported to the FBI that a car he had, 
bought might have been stolen. The FBI checked 
the car’s serial number, determined it had not 
been stolen, and closed the investigation because 
no crime had occurred. The case was open 1 day, 
and less than 1 staff-day was expended. 

--The FBI closed its investigation of a series of 
bank robberies after the suspect had been killed 
by local police while attempting another robbery. 
Although tile case was open 455 days, the field 
office could not estimate how much time had been 
expended on the investigation. 

--A trucking company notified the FfrI that a shipment 
was 2 weeks overdue. The next month, police in 
another State found the trailer abandoned with 
the merchandise intact. The FBI investigation 
was closed because no Federal violation had 
occurred. An estimated 2 staff-days were ex- 
pended on the case , which was open 83 days. 

--An oil company owner reported that an audit of 
his company had disclosed a $20,000 theft of tires, 
batteries, etc. It was presumed that the theft 
involved interstate transportation of stolen 
property for which the FBI has jurisdiction. 
The case was closed after the FBI found that 
a complete arldit had not occurred in over 5 years 
and it could not be established that a loss had 
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in fact occurred, because of sloppy bookkeeping 
practices. An estimated 5-l/2 staff-days were 
expended on the case, which was open 148 days. 

--A case was opened when the FBI learned a suspect 
might be in possession of $200,000 in stolen 
jewelry. The FBI interviewed the suspect’s friends 
and acquaintances. Local author ities searched the 
suspect’s residence but did not find any jewelry. 
The case was closed because no Federal violation 
had been established. An estimated 2-l/2 staff-days 
were expended on the case, which was open 148 days. 

-Another case, at a national park, involved the 
alleged theft of a bicycle valued at $100. Three 
field offices were trying to locate the owner to ob- 
tain an identification number for the bicycle. The 
owner, when finally located, could not supply the 
bicycle’s identification number. The case was then 
closed because there was no suspect and the stolen 
property could not be identified if recovered. The 
case was open 210 days and involved the estimated 
expenditure of 2 staff-days by the originating office 
and an unknown number of staff-days by two assist 
offices. 

U.S. attorney declinations--Of the 185 U.S. attorney 
declinations we reviewed, 79 were declined for prosecution 
because they lacked prosecutive merit, 23 because there was 
no criminal intent, 16 because no Federal crime was involved, 
13 because no suspect had been identified, and 15 becau;;oE;z; 
were concurrently being investigated by local police. 
39 cases were declined for Federal prosecution but referred 
to appropriate State or local authorities for prosecution. 

Cases involving interstate transportation of stolen motor 
vehicles, crime on Government reservations, bank fraud and em- 
bezzlement, and extortion constituted about 40 percent of all 
decl inat ions. The cases were open an average of about 146 
days and involved an average expenditure of about 2-l/2 
staff-days. 

Two factors that stand out as possibly contributing to 
so many cases being declined are concurrent jurisdiction and 
the minor amounts involved. All the stolen car cases de- 
clined were also being investigated by local authorities 
having concurrent jurisdiction , and most were declined in 
favor of local prosecution. Other Federal investigative 
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agencies were involved in most of the crime on Government 
reservation cases, and in 70 percent of these cases the 
amount involved was less than $100. In 67 percent of the 
bank fraud and embezzlement cases declined, the am0ur.t 
involved was less than $500 and, ir: most cases, restitution 
had been made. 

The following are examples of investigations that U.S. 
attorneys declined for prosecution. 

-Military police contacted the FBI regarding a 
civilian teenage girl they had detained for arguing 
with her boyfriend after drinking with him at a 
service club. She had been held by the military 
police until sober and then released. The FBI 
interviewed the girl, who had since been barred 
from the club, and then contacted the U.S. attorney 
to see if he wanted to prosecute her for being 
drunk and disorderly. The U.S. attorney declined 

P 
rosecution. The case was open 51 days, and about 

staff-day was expended. 

--The FBI interviewed a suspect in possession of a car 
that had been reported stolen from a rental agency in 
another State. Be showed them a copy of a rental 
extension and identified the clerk who had given 
the extension. The rental agency could not find 
its copy of the extension and the clerk had quit. 
The U.S. attorney declined 

& 
rosecution. The case 

was open 25 days, and an es imated 3 staff-days were 
expended. 

--The FBI opened an investigation after a bank robbery 
had been committed. The thief fled with $339 but was 
identified b 

r 
the local lice throu h photogra hs. 

The suspect ater p” surren ered to pol ce 9 in anot If er 
city. The U.S., attorney declined prosecution ip1 
favor of prosecution by local authorities. An 
estimated 5-l/2 staff-days were expended, and the 
case was open 30 days. 

--A suspect was apprehended by a security officer at a 
military base exchange after allegedly changing the 
price tag on an item from $2.50 to $1.75. The FBI 
entered the case because the suspect was a civilian, 
The U.S. attorney declined prosecution because, in 
his opinion, the case lacked prosecutive merit. About 
1 staff-day was expended, and the case was open 26 
days. 
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--The FBI opened another case after a review of its 
records showed that two suspects with previous 
criminal records had been arrested by local police 
for possessing a stolen car. The FBI estimated it 
had expended about l-l/4 staff-days requesting and 
reviewing the suspects’ criminal records, interview- 
ing the arresting officer, determinirg the dis- 
position of local charges, requesting that other 
field off ices interview the car owner and verify the 
theft, and finally presenting the case to the U.S. 
attorney for a prosecutive decision. The U.S. 
attorney then declined the case in favor of local 
prosecution. The case was open 29 days. 

U.S. attorney authorizations--Cases involving bank 
robbery, bank fraud and embezzlement, crime on Government 
reservations , and theft from interstate shipment constitucd 
65 percent of the 147 cases authorized for prosecution 
which we reviewed. Generally, these cases were more ser i0.1~ 
and complex than those the FBI closed administratively or 
those the U.S. attorney declined for prosecution. About 
31 percent of the 147 randomly selected cases authorized in- 
volved actual or threatened violence. The monetary amount:~ 
involved were also larger than the other categories of cases- 
35 percent involved more than $5,000. 

More staff-days were expended on cases author ixed for 
prosecution-- an average of about 64 staff-days. The caseff were 
open an average of 276 days. 

The following are examples of investigations authorized 
for prosecution. 

--The Federal De 
‘p 

sit Insurance Corporation contacted 
the FBI regard ng questionable loans made ?y a bank. 
The FBI found a suspect had set up several companies 
to circumvent the bank’s lending limit of $75,000 
per business. A bank official was also taking kick- 
backs in the scheme. The bank involved failed because 
of $2 million in bad loans. Several individuals in- 
volved had been convicted or were under indictment. 
At the time of our review, the case had been open 
ov?r 2-l/2 years and an estimated 370 staff-days had 

-*,n expended. 

--The FBI opened an investigation when a federally in- 
sured bank was robbed in August 1975. The f’B1 appre- 
hended the suspect after he had robbed four more banks 
over the next year. The U.S. attorney authorized 
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prosecution and the suspect was convicted on five counts 
of bank robbery. The case was open over 1 year at the 
time of our review, and the investigating agent was 
unable to estimate the time he had expended on the 
investigation. 

--A suspect allegedly provided a bank false informa- 
tion to obtain loans totaling almost $1 million. 
when the loans defaulted, the bank found the business 
collateral offered was nonexistent. The FBI entered 
the case upon a complaint from the victim bank. The 
case was open 405 days, and an estimated 19 staff-days 
were expended. 

--Two suspects wanted by the FBI for over 20 other bank 
robberies were caught by local authorities while 
attempting to rob another bank with a third suspect. 
Prosecution of all three suspects (two of whom had 
stolen about $25,000 in total) was authorized and 
they were convicted. About 170 staff-days had been 
expended on this case , which was being held open 
pending further investigation. The case had been 
open about 10 months at the time of our review. 

The fact that many cases do not produce a measurable 
accomplishment or are not authorized for prosecution may 
not necessarily be bad. The situation is somewhat attrib- 
utable to the reactive nature of law enforcement and to the 
FBI’s general view that, unless otherwise directed by the 
Department of Justice, it must investigate all situations in 
which it has enforcement responsibility and present each case 
to the U.S. attorney’s office for a prosecutive opinion. 

Unfortunately, the FBI expended resources on marginal 
cases where either no crimes had been committed or the U.S., 
attorney had decided the violations were not substantive eiougK 
to justify a court proceeding. Few investigative resources 
were expended on any one of these cases. However, because 
most cases terminate without being authorized for prosecution, 
combined, these consume a large amount of FBI resources. The 
effect these investigations have on crime--except for any 
possible deterrent effect--may be limited. Yet the FBI did 
not have any information on the disposition of its cases. It 
could identify neither the number of nor amount of effort ex- 
pended on cases that had been ( 1) declined for prosecution, 
(2) closed by SAC authority , or (3 1 accepted for prosecution. 

Together with knowledge of the nature of such cases-- 
quality or marginal-- information on the disposition of 
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cases should be useful in assessing the effectiveness of the 
quality over quantity approach. 

Coordination of priority investiqative 
areas with U.S. attorneys needs 
to be improved 

The U.S. attorneys are responsible for prosecuting most 
criminal violations investigated by Federal law enforceraent 
agent ies , including the F%I. Pr imac ily because of staffing 
constraints, however, U.S. attorneys have had to establish 
priorities and be selective in the criminal violations they 
prosecute. These priorities vary from one jurisdictioe to 
another. Therefore, it is essential that each FBI field 
office have the cooperation and agreement of the appropriate 
U.S. attorney when selecting criminal and security areas for 
investigative concentration. Because the FBI is generally 
required to investigate all valid complaints of criminal 
violations within its authority, even where State and local 
agencies have concurrent jurisdiction, the U.S. attorneys’ 
concurrence is necessary if the FBI is to reduce its efforts 
on nonpriority matters, particularly those routinely 
declined for prosecution. 

In initiating the quality over quantity approach, the 
FBI Director instructed field offices to (1) coordinate with 
U.S. attorneys in selecting major criminal and security 
problems for investigative concentration and (2) obtain 
prosecutiva guidelines as =1 means of reducing their efforts 
on investigative matters of marginal importance. These in- 
structions had not been fully implemented by the six FBI 
field off ices we reviewed. As a result, those off ices were 
investigating a large number of cases that were being closed 
administratively or declined for Federal prosecution. 

Although all six field offices had set priorities in im- 
plementing the quality over quantity approach, most had not 
ccordinated with U.S. attorneys in setting these priorities 
and in establishing ways to expeditiously conclude marginal 
investigations. Systematic coordination was lacking between 
top FBI field office officials and representatives of the 
respective U.S. attorneys’ offices. In none of the juris- 
dictions did the SAC or assistant SAC and the U.S. attorney 
or an assistant U.S. attorney meet regularly to discuss 
mutual plans or problems. Most contact occurred between as- 
sistant U.S. attorneys and FBI agents when cases were pre- 
sented for prosecut ive decision. Of the 10 U.S. attorneys 
located within the investigative jurisdictions of the 6 

. 
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field offices, only 5 were contacted by the FBI regarding 
the selection of priority areas for investigation. 

FEII field office managers and the U.S. attorneys gave 
several reasons for this lack of coordi.?ation in setting 
priorities. Although the SACS of some FBI field offices said 
they have an excellent relationship with the U.S. attorneys, 
others said that the U.S. attorne s are unwilling to accept- 
suggestions or hold discussions 1 w th FRf personnel regarding 
pr ir,rities. The main reason the SACS gave for this reaction 
was the autonomy of U.S. attorneys-- as Presidential, appointees 
they believe they can run their operations independently of 
any outsiders. 

Some U.S. attorneys and their assistants were satisfied 
with their relationship with the FBI, but others said that 
the FBI was uncooperative or had not contacted them regarding 
mutual priority setting. Reasons given by the U.S. attorneys 
for this lack of coordination included (1) a lack of expertise 
among some FBI investigators in complex areas, such as white- 
collar crime, (2) the reluctance of TBI f!.eld office managers 
to consider suggestions or accept advice offered by anyone out- 
side their offices, and (3) the failure of FBI personnel to 
contact them regarding priority setting. 

The six FBI field offices were also unsuccessful in ob- 
taining prosecutive guidelines from U.S. attorneys. Such 
guidelines (more commonly referred to as blanket declinations)-- 
whether written or oral, general or specific--provide for the 
automatic declination of certain types of complaints a U.S. 
attorney chooses not to prosecute. The FBI must only confirm 
that a case in question falls within the guidelines and then 
notify the U.S. attorney that it is closing the case for that 
reason. For example, a U.S. attorney might decide for various 
reasons that his office normally will not prosecute bank em- 
bezzlement violations involving $500 or less. The FBI would 
have to investigate such cases only to the extent necessary to 
confirm that they fall under those guidelines. 

The 6 FBI field off ices were able to work out prosecu- 
tive guidelines with only 4 of the 10 U.S. attorneys’ offices 
within their jurisdictions. One other U.S. attorney was 
considering issuing certain guide1 ines. 
expressed differing views on the benefits 

The U.S. attorneys 
and limitations of 

prosecutfve guide1 ines. Those who had issued the guidelines 
viewed them as being necessary from a practical standpoint. 
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Some U.S. attorneys did not issue prosecutive guidelines 
because they wanted to maintain the right tG exercise discre- 
tion on each case. Another U.S. attorney and some FBI offi- 
cials considered such guidelines potentially dangerous because 
the guidelines could become known to criminals who might then 
commit crimes falling just below the amounts established as 
prosecutable. One U.S. attorney’s office had developed inter- 
nal guidelines concerning certain violations that would not be 
prosecuted. It would not issue these guidelines to the FBI, 
however, and requested that we not inform the FBI of them. 
Two U.S. attorneys said the FBI had not contacted them re- 
gard ing guide1 ines. One said he had been contacted for his 
preliminary opinion but the FBI had never followed up. 

Obvious disadvantages exist in having individual 
prosecutive priorities and automatic declinations, such as 
certain criminal violations not being prosecuted fully or 
uniformly among U.S. attorneys. Some U.S. attorneys, however, 
reserve the right to prosecute cases falling under the guide- 
1 ines in certain circumstances. For example, they might 
prosecute a suspect involved in several cases which have not 
been prosecuted because each violation involved a dollar 
value just below that specified in the guidelines. Until 
ways are developed to efficiently and expeditiously handle 
all prosecutable cases, either through the courts or some 
other means, U.S. attorneys will continue to set priorities 
for their work and routinely decline to prosecute certain 
criminal violations. Without guidelines, the FBI will con- 
til,ue to expend its resources on investigating marginal 
violations when resources could be used to investigate serious 
violations, which are more likely to be prosecuted. 

As noted on page 14, however, 41 percent of the cases 
terminated in a I-month period were declined for prosecution. 
Fifty percent were investigated but closed internally and 
never presented to U.S. attorneys. Of our sample cases, about 
72 percent of those declined by U.S. attorneys were ,declined 
because they (1) lacked prosecutive merit or (2) had been 
referred to State or local authorities having concurrent 
jurisdiction. Also, about 15 percent of the administrative 
closure cases we sampled were closed because no Federal viola- 
tion was involved. 

We do not know how many of these cases could have in- 
volved automatic declinations in areas which the U.S. 
attorneys do not prosecute. Nor do we know how much of its 
resources the FBI could have redirected to a more efficient 
use had the U.S. attorney provided prosecutive guidelines. 
Better management information might have revealed this. 
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Based on these results, however, the FBI might be able to 
(1) reduce its etE’orts on the large number of cases not 
being prosecuted and (2) focus its efforts on greater 
priorities by assuming a more supplemental role in areas of 
concurrent jurisdiction and obtaining more guidance from U.S. 
attorneys on the types of cases normally not prosecuted. 

Although the FBI has urged field off ices to coordinate 
with the U.S. attorneys, differing philosophies on setting 
priorities and establishing prosecutive guidelines and the 
autonomy of the U.S. attorneys make such coordination 
difficult without central direction from the Departrent of 
Julrtice, What is needed ir positive direction from the 
Attorney General who is responsible for assuring that both 
the Department’s prosecutive and investigative resources are 
used efficiently and effectively. 

The Department of Justice had taken some initiative in 
the past to establish nationwide prosecutive guidelines. 
In 1970 the Justice Departrent, after consulting with the 
FBI, issued a nationwide blanket declination for certain 
interstate transportation of stolen motor vehicles cases. 

In commenting on another GAD report, the Department of 
Justice Mated that in 1975 it had begun a task force project 
on prorecutive discretion which had led to prosecutive guide- 
lines on several criminal violations being distributed to 
U.S. attorneys. However, the guidelines were distributed 
only informally, and only recently has the Attorney General 
requested the Department to examine the possibility of 
developing prosecutive guidelines for other areas and look 
into the desirability of formally distributing prosecutive 
guidelines. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ACCOMPLISHMENT STATISTICS CURRENTLY 

ARE MISLEADING--THIS IS CHANGING 

Each year, primarily in its annual report and budget 
justif ication, the FBI reports the results of its investiga- 
tive activities by five types of accomplishment statistics-- 
convictions, fines, savings, recoveries, and fugitive loca- 
tions. These statistics are how the Department of Justice, 
the Office of Management and Budget, the Congress, the public, 
and even the FBI judge and evaluate the FBI’s performance and 
effectiveness. 

Many of the accomplishment statistics were misleading in 
valuing the FBI’s efforts because of the nature of their pres- 
entation and lack of detail. Some gave the FBI full credit 
for accompiishments achieved jointly with other law enforce- 
ment agencies, regardless of its degree of involvement. mny 
statistics were estimated or potential rather than actual 
dollar amounts. A few contained duplications or errors. 

The FBI investigated most of these cases and therefore 
should appropriately take some credit for its efforts. The 

FBI has been taking credit for efforts, however, where it 
has had only minimal involvement. 

The accomplishments claimed in about 30 percent (or 
205 of the 681 cases sampled) were misleading in the 
absence of fur&her detail or explanation. We quest ioned 
27 percent (186) of these because: 

--The accomplishment claimed either was inaccurate or 
was a duplication. 

--The role .of the FBI in achieving the accomplishsznt 
was clearly supportive, or another agency played 
an tiportant role in the accomplishment that was 
not recognized. 

--The amount claimed was based upon an estimated or a 
potential loss that could have occurred had a scheme 
been successful or had a suit against the Government 
oeen successful. 

In addition, 19 of the 681 accomplishment cases sampled 
involved reduced or suspended fines that we considered mis- 
leading, since they represented amounts not paid and there- 
fore not properly attributable to FBI efforts. 
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We brought the above facts to the FBi’s attention in 
July 1976 and testified on the problems with the FBI's 
accomplishment statistics before the Subcommittee on Civil 
and Constitutional Rights, House Committee on the Judiciary, 
in September 1976. 

In May 1977, the FBI Director stated that our observa- 
tions confirmed the FBI's thoughts on the limitations of 
its management information system. Be said the FBI had re- 
vised and expanded the categories of investiqative statis- 
tics. The FBI's objective was to identify and define its 
accomplishments so that they could not be misinterpreted and 
so they would serve to present a complete and accurate pic- 
ture of the agency’s work. 

The data available under the revised categories is a 
great improvement over the accomplishment data available 
in the past. These revisions shou!.d aliminate the problems 
we identified. It kill take time, however, to integrate 
the revised categories of data into the FBI's information 
system. Therefore, the following sections present the prob- 
lems we identified in the FBI's accomplishment statistics 
present.tion. 

ACCOMPLISBMENT STATISTICS 
CATEGORIES 

Convictions 

The FBI expresses its convictions in terms of the number 
of persons convicted and the sentences imposed. The format for 
presenting convictions treats all convictions similarly and 
does not recoqnize the relative importance of their effect op: 
crime. Sentences imposed are presented in terms of the number 
of years, months, and days, regardless of whether the sentence 
involved incarceration, probation, or suspension. 

Fugitive locctions 

FBI claims of fugitives located include subzects wanted 
on Federal charges found either by the FBI or other law en- 
forcement agencies. Fuqitives include deserters from the 
military services, parole and probation violators, and persc,rts 
fleeing across State lines to avoid State or local prosecu- 
tion. 

Fines -- 
The FBI reports fines, whether they are actual or 

suspended, as accLnplishments. If a fine is imposed when 
sentencing a defendant and the FBI was somewhat involved wiL 
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the case, the investiqating office reports the amount of the 
actual or suspended fine as an accomplishment. 

Savings 

Savings claimed by the FBI include not only the actual 
amounts saved but also the estimated amount of money or value 
of property that could have been lost as the result of a 
criminal act. Savings also include amounts that could have 
been awarded in civil suits brought against the Government 
under the Federal Tort Claims Act, if the FBI had provided 
investigative assistance. 

Recoveries 

This category includes confiscations of stolen, dupli- 
cated, or created property, money, and other financial docu- 
merits. The FBI’s formats for reporting recovery values im- 
ply that the FBI was solely responsible for recovering all 
items, even though some recoveries were made either by other 
law enforcement agencies or in a coordinated effort between 
the FBI and another agency. 

This category includes the confiscation of pirated 
movie films and recording tapes , whose value is based on 
losses that may have occurred if the pirated items had been 
distributed for monetary gain. 

USE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT STATISTICS 

The FBI uses accomplishment statistics in budqet justi- 
f ications, congressional testimony, speeches, and informa- 
tional pamphlets and reports. For example, during fiscal 
year 1977 appropri_ations hearings, the FBI presented the 
following analysis comparing fines, savinqs, and recovery 
accomplishments with its appropriations. The FBI Director 
testif ied that fines, savings, and recoveries had averaged 
$1.11 for every $1 of direct funds appropriated to the FBI 
in fiscal year 1975. 

In a booklet entitled “99 Facts About the FBI,” which is 
distributed to the public, the FBI stated: 

“Appropriations for the fiscal year 1975 amounted 
to $449,f46,000. Fines, savings, and recoveries 
in cases investigated by the F31 amounted to 
$498,030,44: and averaged out to $1 .ll for each 
$1 of direct funds appropriated to the FBI.” 
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FBI AIXOMPLISHMENTS AND APPROPRIATIONS 

FISCAL YEAR 1971-197s 

(Ramdd 10 nermst msllmnl 

5475 c(75 w90 5498 

I 
s450 

$392 
s359 

$339 

iii& 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

The FBI's annual report, which is widely distributed, 
lists its accomplishments by the followinq five categories-- 
convictions, fines, savings, recoveries, and fugitive loca- 
tions, (See app. II.) Certain priority accomplishments 
are highlighted in the annual report. 

ACCOMPLISHMENT STATISTICS 
ARE MISLEADING 

Our review of 681 sampled cases, discussions with PBI 
field office and headquarters personnel, and examination of 
various FBI internal and external reports and documents 
showed that accomplishment statistics are misleading. The 
FBI has not (1) presented "accomplishment statistics in 
formats which clearly explain their meaninqs or (2) es- 
tablished sufficient criteria on how accomplishments are to 
be claimed. As a result, the statistics claimed included 
accomplishments that 

--had resulted from investigations in which other agen- 
cies had made unrecognized major contributions, 

--were based on estimated or potential dollar Fmounts, 
or 

--either were inaccurate or duplicated other reported 
statistics. 

About 27 percent (186 of the 681 sampled cases) included 
misleading accomplishments, even thouqh they had Leen ap- 
proved by FBI headquarters. These cases totaled about 
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$161 million, which is about 98 percent of the monetary value 
of all cases sampled z,ld about 30 percent of the total amount 
of combined fines, savings, and recoveries claimed by all 59 
field offices during fiscal year 1976. 

Another 19 of the 681 accomplishment cases were mis- 
leading because they involved f f nee that had been reduced to 
lesser amounts or completely subpended. The suspended or 
reduced amounts totaled about $3,000. FBI policy allowed 
agepts to claim the total fines assessed in cases they in- 
vestigated, even though many of the fines were either reduced 
or completely suspended by the courts. This practice is nis- 
leading because it overstates the amounts assessed as a result 
of the FBI’s investigative activities. 

The following table shows how many of the 681 sampled 
cases were misleading and the reasons why. 

Accoinplishment Canes Sampled and the Number 
of Accomplishments Consideted nlsla8dinp 

Number of 
keasons sccapl istments aisleadinq 

Nonracoqni- 
cases in tion of 

Number of vh fen another l Based on 

accomplish- accomplish- Inaccurate aqcncy ’ a potential or 
merits cases OC estimated _.._.._ - ----~ merits major 

sampled guestioned duolicate contribution dollar amount Cateqory 

Fugitive 
locations 

Conv ict ions 
Pines 
Sav inqs 
Recoveries 

Total 

177 61 61 
167 5 3 2 

5/z;: 
58 

b/59 -- 

a/Nineteen of the 22 fines vere mislesdinq because they included rounts that 
had been rsduccd or suspended. Since this reason does not fall vithin the 
three aerecal cr iteria for queetfoninq accaQlishnents, u.> total fines 
questidned and total accoaQlishaents questioned do not add across. 

b/One case vas questioned for two reasons but counted only once, mder the 
- .inaccurate or duplicate’ column. 
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The following table shows the amounts claimed for the 
337 fines, savings, and recovery accomplishment cases we 
sampled and why we found 120 of these misleading. 

Contributions of other _ 
agencies not recognized 

Many FBI investigations concern crimes that are also 
State or local violations or are under the jurisdiction of 
other Federal agencies. For example, robbery of a federally 
insured bank is a local as well as a Federal crime and is 
thus investigated by both the local police and the FBI. In 
addition, if a stolen gun is used in a bank robbery, the 
Treasury Department's Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire- 
arms could also become involved in the investigation. 

When investigations are conduct%d concurrently, it is 
often difficult to decide which agency should be credited 
with the accomplishment. FBI headquarters has established 
broad guidelines on how field offices are to report accom- 
plishments. Specific criteria for determining how accomplish- 
ments should be claimed and the circumstances under which 
they should be claimed., however, are lacking. The rule fol- 
lowed is that all accomplishments are claimed when any 
investigation is done. Reported accomplishments are con- 
sistently presented to the public as the FBI's accomplish- 
ments, without any recognition given to other contributing 
law enforcement agencies. 

We found examples in our sample cases of the FBI field 
offices claiming and receiving credit for stolen vehicles 
that had .been actually recovered by local police--the FBI had 
performed only limited investigative work. Also, the FBI 
claimed credit for fugitive locations, although its only 
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involvement was havinq provided the National Crime Information 
Center lJ for a local law enforcement agency’s use in list- 
ing the wanted person and verifying the identity when appre- 
hended. 

In the following investigations another agency made a 
major contribution that was not recognized in the accomplish- 
ment statistics. ‘We found this problem in about 17 percent 
(114 of the 681) of the accomplishment cases reviewed. Accom- 
plishments claimed in these cases totaled about $695,000 in 
monetary value. 1 

--In an investigation concerning an antitrust violation, 
the FBI, at the request of the Antitrust Division of 
the Department of Justice, identified the source of 
some correspondence. It was determined that the 
sender was already scheduled as a witness in the trial, 
but the Department had not realized that he had also 
sent the correspondence. The FBI never interviewed 
the sender. The Department eventually obtained six 
convictions and fines of $133,000, which the FBI, in 
turn, reported as accomplishments. 

--The military services asked the FBI to locate a deser- 
ter. After determining his possible location, they 
went to the address. His girlfriend told them he had 
already been apprehended by military police. The FBI 
claimed a fugitive location. 

--The highway patrol stopped a car for a traffic viola- 
tion and observed Government property in the car 
(smoke and tear gas grenades). The hiahway patrol 
called the FBI, which investigated and obtained three 
complaints against the suspect for :jJssession of Gov- 
ernment property. The suspect was convicted on three 
misdemeanor charges of possession of Government pro- 
perty having a value of less than $100. The FBI 
claimed three convictions. 

--A game warden apprehended a suspect for possession 
of undersized abalone, taking abalone after legal 
hours, and entering a military reservation illegally. 

A/The National Crime Information Center is a computerized 
system which contains information on missing and stolen 
proper WI wanted persons, and criminal histories. This 
information is available for use by Federal, State, and 
local criminal justice agencies in carrying out their 
missions. 
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The FBI interviewed the suspect, iho subsequently 
pled guilty to complaints of illegal entry and violat- 
ing the fish and game code. He was sentenced to pay 
a $40 fine. The FBI took credit for two convictions 
and a fine. 

In most of these cases the FBI performed a limited 
amount of investigative work. Under the FBI's accomplishment 
format, the statistics generated from these cases are mis- 
leading, because they do not recognize the contributions of 
other law enforcement agencies. 

Many FBI investigations result in savings of recoveries 
of personal, business , or Government property or documents 
that do not have a specific value. There is little written 
guidance available to field offices on what constitutes an 
accomplishment, how to place a dollar value on accomplish- 
ments, or the circumstances under which an accomplisnment 
should be claimed. 

Many claimed savings are for potential dollar amounts. 
For example, if a pirated copy of a motion picture is reco- 
vered, the field office is credited with a savings based on 
a certain percentage of the gross box office receipts to 
date. This valuation is based on the presumption that had 
the FBI not recovered the pirated film, the film owners 
would have suffered a loss of revenue. 

Another example of claiming potential savings 3ccurs 
when counterfeit bonds that have not been negotiated are 
recovered. The investigating field office can claim the 
face value of the bonds as a savings, although no money was 
actually lost by anyone. Also, the recovery of an estimated 
amount can be claimed even though no crime was committed. 
For example, if an automobile were reported stolen by its 
owner and the field office investigating the report disco- 
vered it had been repossessed, the field office could claim 
the estimated value of the automobile as a recovery, even 
though the automobile was not stolen. 

Field offices also report savings from civil suits 
brought against the Federal Government under the Federal 
Tort Claims Act, if they provided investigative assistance. 
The field offices claim as savings the difference between 
the amount sued for and the amount, if any, awarded, re- 
gardless of the significance of the FBI's work in obtaining 
settlement. For example, if the Federal Government were 
sued for $500,000, the FBI provided a background 
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investigation on the plaintiff, and the suit were settled out 
of court for $25,000, the investigating office would claim and 
be credited with a $475,000 savings, although the’ FBI bark- 
ground investigation might have been relatively unimportant in 
securing the settlement. 

, 
About 10 percent of the cases reviewed (67 of 681) were 

considered misleading because they were merely estimates of 
savings . These 67 cases represented about $160 million, which I 
is about 98 percent of the value of all cases sampled and 

’ I 

about 30 percent of the total amount of fines, savings, and t 
recoveries claimed by all 59 field off ices during fiscal year I 
1976. 

The following are some examples we identified. 

--A company official notif ied the FBI that a former em- 
ployee was involved in an industrial espionage scheme 
involving industrial secrets with an estimated value 
in excess of $20 million. The suspect admitted pos- 
session of the documents and aided the FBI in recover- 
ing them from a garbage can. The company placed a 
value of about $16 million on the recovered documents, 
based upon their research and development costs and 
what the formulas in the documents might be worth to 
competitors. The company said it could have recon- 
structed the formulas, however, had they not been re- 
covered. The results of the investigation were pre- 
sented to the grand jury , which returned a true bill. 
The suspect surrendered and was subsequently fined 
$2,000 and placed on probation for the theft. The 
FBI claimed a $16,060,000 recovery and a fugitive 
apprehension although the suspect was never in FBI 
custody. 

--In a civil suit for $40 million brought against the 
Government, 400 plaintiffs complained they had been 
denied federally insured housing loans because of 
“redlining” in certain neighborhoods. At the re- 
quest of the U.S. attorney, the FBI interviewed the 
Government appraisers, reviewed loan records, and in- 
vestigated the plaintiffs’ backgrounds. The effort 
was extensive, using 92 agents. The plaintiffs event- 
ually dropped the suit because they could not prove 
a conspiracy against them. The U.S. attorney said 
the extensive investigation by the FBI had contributed 
to the settlement. The FBI claimed a $40 million 
savings as an accompl ishment . 
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Although the FBI did investigate these cases, the savinqs 
and recovery statistics are misleadinq because there was no 
cause and effect relationship between the FBI’s contribution 
and the dollar amounts claimed as accomplishments. The reader 
is led to believe the FBI’s contribution was entirely respon- 
sible for the accomplishments claimed. 

Inaccuracies and duplications 

The FBI has certain procedures for reviewing accomplish- 
ments. Sometimes, however, inaccurate or duplicate claims 
made by field offices are approved by FBI headquarters. A 
duplication occurs when an office is credited with the same 
accomplishment more than once or when more than one off ice 
is inadvertently credited for the same accomplishment. 

We identified only 5 cases of the 681 cases reviewed 
that were inaccurate based on the FBI’s broad criteria for 
claiming accomplishments. Although the dollar amounts in- 
volved in these cases totaled only about $340,000 (one case acr 
counted for about $330tOOO) , these errors indicate that head- 
quarters review procedures could be improved. The FBI agreed 
that the errors and duplications had occurred because of weak- 
nesses in its review procedures and said it would take appro- 
priate action to eliminate such mistakes. 

The following examples show some of the inaccuracies 
and duplications that have occurred. 

--During the investigation of the theft of a small truck 
and its cargo, the FBI eventually located the aban- 
doned truck with the cargo missing. The owner of the 
truck estimated its value at $2,000. The recovery 
value was recorded as $20,000. 

--In an investigation involving the recovery of copies 
of copyrighted movie films from a collector, a value 
of $329,627 was assigned to the films. There was no 
indication the collector planned to use the films for 
financial gain, and the U.S. attorney declined pros- 
ecution on that basis. The recovery value was 
credited to the field off ice twice for a total of 
$659,254 under two different file numbers. 

--Following an FBI investigation of the theft of $360 
of Government property, 
six complaints, 

a suspect was charged with 
convicted on all six, and fined $100. 

The FBI recorded six convictions instead of one. 
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WHY ACCOMPLISHMENT STATISTICS 
ARE MISLEADING 

Problems in presenting an accurate and valid picture of 
FBI investigative results occurred because 

--the format used for presentations did not include an 
explanation of what the statistics meant or how dol- 
lar values had been determined and 

--the FBI had not established specific criteria that 
clearly stated how accomplishments were to be claimed 
by field offices. 

Formats used did not provide 
an adequate explanation 

The formats used to present accomplishment statistics 
contributed to the misleading nature of the statistics, 
because they did not adequately explain what the statistics 
represented. 

All the budget documents and many of the speeches made by 
the FBI Director, as well as some testimony, reports, and 
pamphlets, contained statements regarding the number of dol- 
lars in fines, savings, and recoveries attributable to FBI 
investigations. The dollar amounts attributed to these ac- 
complishment categories were stated as a dollar total and 
compared to the FBI appropriation. There was no explanation 
that fines, savings, and recoveries contained not only actual 
dollar amounts, but also estimated and potential dollar 
amounts. Budget documents, the annual report, and conqres- 
sional testimony also contained information on the number of 
convictions and fugitive locations without citing the contri- 
butions of other law enforcement agencies. 

The FBI’s fiscal year 1975 annual report contained a 
comprehensive presentation of accomplishment data. This 
report contained a two-page listing by investigative classi- 
fication of the amount of fines, savings, and recoveries; 
the number of fugitives located : and the number of convic- 
tions, including the length of sentences imposed. The re- 
port highlighted some priority investigative areas, such 
as organized crime. It did not, however, explain how the 
accomplishment statistics were valued or what they meant. 

The result of using these formats is that in all material 
presented to those outside the FBI, actual and suspended fines 
were shown in a combined fiquret actual, suspended, and pro- 
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bationaty sentences were combined: actual, estimated, and 
potential savings and recoveries were combined: and no ex- 
planation was provided to show what the statistics actually 
meant . Also, it was not explained that many of the statis- 
tics had resulted from the combined efforts of the FBI and 
other law enforcement agencies. 

We went on record in testimony before the Subcommittee 
on Civil and Constitutional Rights, House Committee on the 
Judiciary, in September 1976 regarding the misleading nature 
of accomplishment statistics and the importance of presenting 
a clear picture to the country of the effectiveness of FBI 
criminal investigations. We contacted FBI officials and all 
agreed that the presentation needed to be amended to correct 
the problems we cited. The fiscal year 1976 annual report, 
which did not go to press until December 1976, contained the 
same misleading two-page listing of accomplishments as the 
fiscal year 1975 annual report. (See app. II.) The Attorney 
General’s fiscal year 1976 annual report, however, which also 
presents this information, contained a qualifying statement. 
It stated that a task force was devising a new approach and 
format for collecting and reporting statistical accomplish- 
ments to eliminate any misinterpretation. 

If past formats for presenting Far investigative results 
and accomplishments continue, they must contain supplementary 
explanations of how the statistics are determined and what 
they mean. Otherwise, they will continue to be misleading. 

Lack of criteria that clearly 
state how accompliehments are 
to be claimed -- 

FBI headquarters had not established specific criteria 
to aid field offices in claiming accomplishments. Most cri- 
teria for claiming accomplishments were informal and had been 
established through practice. The FBI searched its manuals 
of instruction at our request but found little specific writ- 
ten headquarters guidance concerning what constituted an ac- 
complishment, how to determine dollar value, and the circum- 
stances under which the FBI could legitimately take credit for 
accomplishments. The only exception was that detailed in- 
structions were provided on how to value recovered cass. The 
lack of specific criteria causes confusion and results in im- 
proper claims for accomplishments, as exemplified in the fol- 
lowing cases. 

--At the request of a branch of the military services, 
agents from two field offices tried to locate a de- 
ser ter . When found, he had a valid discharge from the 
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military and was therefore not a deserter. The field 
office that found him did not claim an accomplishment, 
but the other field office claimed and was credited 
with a fugitive location. 

--During the trial of a person suspected of interstate 
transportation of a stolen motor vehicle, the defen- 
dant and his attorney failed to appear in court as 
scheduled. The defendant had been admittec? to the 
hospital . The judge continued the case for 2 days 
and ordered the defense attorney to appear and show 
cause why the defense attorney should not be held in 
contempt of court for his failure to appear. The at- 
torney appeared, was found guilty of contempt, and 
was fined $300. The field office claimed and was 
credited with the attorney’s fine as an accomplish- 
ment, although its investigation of the suspect had 
no relationship to the attorney’s fine. 

--Two suspects robbed a bank using a toy gun. Customers 
pursued the suspects into a nearby wooded area where 
the suspects were arrested by local police. The sus- 
pects had dropped the money in the woods and the local 
police found it. The suspects were tried and convicted 
in local court. An FBI field office was credited with 
a $14,000 recovery, because its agents participated in 
the search for the money although they did not recover 
it. 

--A truck owner/driver complained to the FBI that his 
truck with a semitrailer full of produce had been 
stolen from a motel parking lot. The FBI determined 
that a finance company had repossessed the truck be- 
cause of delinquent payments. Although no crime had 
been committed and no one had suffered economic loss, 
the FBI claimed recoveries totaling $24,200 for the 
truck and its cargo. 

. j 
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CHAPTER 5 

FBI EFFORTS TO IMPROVE ITS 

MANAGEMENT OF INVESTIGATIVE RESOURCES 

AND MEASUREMENT OF INVESTIGATIVE RESULTS 

During our review the FBI began designing md developing 
a resource management and allocation information system to 
facilitate the implementation and evaluation of the quality 
over quantity program management approach. We advised FBI 
officials in July 1976 of our observations regarding the 
misleading nature of FBI accomplishment statistics and the 
limitations of its management information as a basis for 
implementing and measuring the effectiveness of the quality 
over quantity approach. 

FBI officials had already recognized the inadequacy of 
existing caseload information for use under the new manage- 
ment approach and were in the process of redesigning the 
format for collecting such data. They also had recognized 
the need to revise the format of the Time Utilization Record 
Keeping system. In August 1976 , as a result of ongoing FBI 
efforts and our observations, the FBI Director established a 
task force and asked us to work with its members to develop 
a new management information system for reporting all FBI 
efforts, activities, and accomplishments. 

The task force effort led to the design and development 
of the Resource Management Information System. 
was implemented in October 1977. 

The system 
(See app. IV. ) 

If properly monitored and used, the system should pro- 
vide a better basis for managing and allocating investigative 
resources and measuring investigative results under the qual- 
ity over quantity approach. Specifically, the new system 
will provide (1) some criteria for determining priority in- 
vestigative areas and quality cases, thus providing a better 
basis for allocating investigative resources, (2) more com- 
prehensive and integrated data for making management deci- 
sions, and (3) detailed criteria for recording investigative 
results and assuring their validity. The new system is dis- 
cussed below in the context of these potential benefits. 

BETTER BASIS FOR DETERMINING 
9UALITY AND ALLOCATING RESOURCES 

Under the old caseload reporting system (as discussed 
in ch. 3), the FBI could not distinguish a quality case from 
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one of marginal importance. It had not clearly defined what 
constitutes a priority investigative area or quality case, nor 
provided criteria for making such a determination. Thus, the 
FBI had no basis for directing its resources toward quality 
cases and monitoring the results. 

Information under the Resource Managcrent Information 
System will be categorized by programs and in turn will be 
given priorities. Each program will comprise a certain 
number of the FBI’s 170 active investigative and administra- 
tive classif ications. These vi11 be divided into subclassi- 
f ications, determined by such factors as dollar amounts, to 
show the relative importance of the cases conducted within 
each classif ication. The cases in scme predetermined sub- 
classifications would be known as priority casca, and greater 
importance would be attached to them. 

This system of categorization, in essence, defines pri- 
ority investigative areas and quality cases as they relate to 
each investigative classif ication. For example, the white- 
collar crime program would be composed of 27 investigative 
classif ications. Investigations under one of the white-collar 
crime classifications--bank fraud and embezzlement--would be 
subclassified as follows: 

--Cases involving losses exceeding $100,000. 

--Cases involving losses from $1,500 to $100,000. 

--All other cases including those involving amounts under 
$1,500. 

Cases investigated under the first two subclassif ications 
would be considered priority cases. 

Investigations under another classification--theft of 
Government property --would be handled under the General Gov- 
ernment Crimes program and be subclassified as follows: 

--Theft of Government property in excess of $5,000 and 
Government-owned weapons or explosives. 

--All other cases. 

Cases investigated under the first subclassification would be 
considered priority cases. 

Unlike the old system, which relied on average caseload 
data to allocate staff, the Resource Management Information 
System will allocate staff based on the following factors. 
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--First, each field office will have to justify the 
minimum staff or nondiscretionary staff needed to 
keep the office open (based on certain static fac- 
tors) and respond to general criminal activity. Sta- 
tic factors include population, geography, the size 
of the area covered, the amount of industry, and the 
size of Government facilities in the area. 

--Second, needs for additional staff or discretionary 
staff will have to be justified based on certain 
dynamic factors. These factors include (1) the level 
of white-collar and organized crime activity in a 
field office’s jurisdictional area and (2) the extent 
to which the office is involved in certain special 
programs (such as crime prevention and the training of 
local police). Field offices would be given credit 
for investigations of significant ca84s in priority 
areas. This would be determined through the use of 
a priority case indicator based on the number of cases 
investigated by a field office under those classifica- 
tions designated as priority. 

MORE COMPREEENSIVE AND 
INTEGRATED DATA 

We pointed out in chapter 3 that the FBI did not have 
adequate information on its investigative results to imple- 
ment and measure the effectiveness of the quality obrer 
quantity approach. The Resource Management Information 
System will produce data on caseload, investigative results, 
and the amount of resources expended. It will also provide 
for the integration of all three types of information. 

The Resource Management Information System is composed 
of three separate subsystems that each produce information 
under the same system categories--programs, classifications, 
and subclassifications--discussed in the previcus section. 

--The Monthly Administrative Reporting Subsystem will 
record information on the number of cases opened and 
closed during each month and those pending at the end 
of each month. The system will also highlight quality 
cases. 

--The Investigative Results and Accomplishment Subsystem 
will cover both the investigative and judicial proces- 
ses, tracking all investigations from their initiation 
to conclusion and recording all significant results. 
The subsystem will record under the investigative pro- 
cess (on a biweekly basis) information on cases closed 
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administratively, declined by U.S. attorneys, and in- 
troduced into preliminary judicial process. It will 
also record information on recoveries, including po- 
tential economic losses prevented, and on arrests, 
including fugitives located. Under the judicial pro- 
cess the subsystem will record information on prosecu- 
tions, convictions, and sentences, including fines. 
(The investigative results and accomplishment subsys- 
tem is explained in more detail in app. III.) 

--TURK will continue to record information on the number 
and cost of staff-days assigned to investigations. 
(See p. 13.) The format, however, will be revised to 
conform with the categories designated for the overall 
Resource Management Information System. 

The information contained in the individual subsystems, 
particularly the Investigative Results and Accomplishments 
Subsystem, is much more comprehensive than was collected in 
the pas?. The biggest advantage of the system will be the 
capability to integrate and correlate data from the different 
subsystems. For example, information in the Investigative 
Results and Accomplishments Subsystem could be correlated 
with information from the TURK subsystem to determine the 
cost effectiveness of (11 investigative programs, (2) classi- 
fications, (3) subclassifications, and (4) even some individual 
cases. Such information would help the FBI determine its 
effectiveness in the diffarent investigative areas. This 
information could provide a basis for meeting with U.S. 
attorneys to establish and/or review existing priorities and 
prosecutive guidelines. 

BETTER CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING 
AND CONTROLLING THE VALIDITY 
OF INVESTIGATIVE RESULTS 

The Resource Management Information System should pro- 
vide FBI field offices a better basis for determining in- 
vestigative results and accomplishments. The system should 
also enable the FBI to better control the accuracy and 
validity of such data and to present a clearer picture of 
its investigative results. 

The Investigative Results and Accomplishments Subsystem 
of the Resource Management Information System recognizes the 
contributions of other law enforcement agencies. An a-rests 
category , substituted for a fugitives located category, is 
stratified into FBI arrests (cases in which the FBI actually 
arrests a suspect) and FBI locates (cases in which the FBI 
locates a fugitive who is already in the custody of or has 
been arrested by another jurisdiction). 
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A new recoveries category is stratified into actual re- 
coveries, potential economic losses prevented, and civil mat- 
ters (suits against the Government). This changes the mis- 
leading current practice of combining all actual, estimated, 
and potential dollar amounts. Civil matters would be further 
divided into amount of suit and settlement or award. No at- 
tempt is made to subtract one from the other and attribute the 
entire difference to FBI investigative efforts as was done in 
the past. 

The subsystem also incorporates other changes that should 
make the FBI’s investigative data less misleading. Conv ic- 
tions are stratified into misdemeanors and felonies, each con- 
taining the number of subjects and violations. This should 
alleviate any misunderstanding that might arise when a person 
is convicted of multiple offenses or mu1 tiple counts of the 
same offense. Convictions are no longer expressed in terms of 
the length of the sentence imposed. 

Sentences will be listed separately and stratified into 
the number of subjects receiving confinement, probation, and 
suspended sentences. This should alleviate the problem of 
stating the total time of sentences imposed, which includes 
actual, probationary, and suspended sentences. 

The manner in which fines are reported will not change. 
Agents will still be able to report the total fine assessed, 
with no followup required to see if it was reduced or sus- 
pended . Although such followup might require more effort 
than practical , one of the objectives of the new subsystem is 
to clarify the FBI’s investigative results. Failure to dis- 
tinguish between actual, suspended, and reduced fines leaves 
the meaning of the category unclear. Thus, the FBI should 

_ either drop the category as a measure of its investigative 
effectiveness or properly qua1 ify it when used. 

The new subsystem also provides for strengthened con- 
trols over statistical reporting and review procedures which 
could help alleviate recording misleading and erroneous Ilata. 
All significant events occurring in every investigation will 
be recorded. This provision should provide for a clear audit 
trail. Although headquarters program managers will be re- 
sponsible for insuring the data’s validity, periodic audits 
of the accomplishment statistics and the other subsystems are 
necessary. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCWSIONS, RECOMMENDATXONS, AGENCY COMMENTS, 

AND OUR EVALUATION 

CONCLUSIONS 

The FBI is making progress in improving its management 
and allocation of investigative resources and measurement of 
investigative results. Its institution of the quality over 
quantity management approach, aimed at focusing investiga- 
tive resources on the most serious criminal and security 
problems, was a major step forward. Certain problems 
existed, however I that inhibited effective implementation 
of the approach. 

--The FBI had not clearly defined what constitutes a 
priority investigative area or established criteria 
for identifying quality cases versus cases of margin- 
al importance. 

--The FBI had not developed sufficient management 
information for implementing and measuring the cf- 
fectiveness of the quality over quantity approach. 
Existing information was primarily caseload related. 
Information on the results of investigations and 
on the application of resources did not interrelate. 
Information on investigative results was limited 
to a few categories of accomplishment statistics 
that were misleading because of the way they were 
presented. 

--The FBI and U.S. attorneys generally were neither 
coordinating the selection of criminal and security 
problems for priority investigative and prosccutive 
attention nor developing prosecutive and investiqa- 
tive guidelines for violations not normally pros- 
ecuted. 

The FBI has taken steps to correct some of these problems 
by developing the Resource Management Information System. 
The system is composed of three subsystems that will provide 
information on the status of caseload, investigative results, 
and resources expended. The subsystems will have the same 
categories--programs, classifications, and subclassifications-- . 
and thus will be able to be integrated for purposes of manage- 
ment analysis, resource allocation, and budget presentation. 

I  

42 



The Resource Management Information System provides the 
criterion, particularly through its subclassifications, 
for identifying priority investigative areas and quality 
cases. If properly monitored and used, the system should 
provide the information base needed to carry out and 
evaluate effectively the quality over quantity approach. 
Therefore, to help assure that FBI resources are directed 
at investigating major crime problems, information from 
the Resource Management Information System must become 
available for FBI management use as soon as possible. In 
addition, the system’s implementation should be monitored 
closely in the early stages to assure that it is serving 
management as was intended. 

Although the system became operational in October 1977, 
it will probably be about 1 to 2 years before the system 
achieves its full potential because of (1) the lack of a 
data base, particularly for comparison purposes, and (2) the 
time required for. FBI headquarters and field off ice managers 
to become familiar with the system and make adjustments to 
meet their specific needs. Also, since the system was not 
implemented until after fiscal year 1977, the FBI will still 
have to rely on its traditional accomplishment statistics 
as a measure of its investigative effectiveness during that 
year. Thus, the PBI should qualify any reports or presenta- 
tions that cite those statistics. 

Information generated by this system, if properly pre- 
sented, would better reflect the total effect of FBI criminal 
investigations. The Investigative Results Subsystem will 
provide information on investigative and judicial phases of 
cases. Provisions in the new system for systematic review 
and audits should help insure the validity and accuracy of 
the datg. The FBI should take steps, however, to assure 
that all the information is accurate and complete and is 
adequately qua1 if ied. 

Despite the actions the FBI is taking, it cannot achf :ve 
the objectives of the quality over quantity approach without 
the cooperation of the Department of Justice and the U.S. at- 
torneys in selecting investigative priorities and developing 
guide1 ines, which would permit the FBI to deemphasize the in- 
vestigation of complaints not likely to be prosecuted. coor- 
dination between the U.S. attorneys and FBI officials in the 
six field offices we visited was inadequate. Many did not 
make a concerted effort to select mutually agreeable areas 
for investigative and prosecutive concentration. 
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Also, most did not work out prosecutive guidelines. 
As a result, U.S. attorneys declined to prosecute about 
41 percent of the investigations that the six FBI offices 
closed in a a-month test period. Another 50 percent of the 
investigations --some of which the FBI may not have had to 
investigate--were closed administratively by the FBI. Among 
the reasons given for the lack of coordination were the 
autonomy and independence of U.S. attorneys and the failure 
of FBI officials to initiate contact regarding priority 
setting. 

* The Attorney General, as &he chief law enforcement of- 
ficer of the United States, has authority over all opera- 
tions within the Justice Department, including the FBI and 
the U.S. attorneys. The only practical way to insure better 
cuxdination is for the Attorney General to (1) establish 
requirements for both agencies to meet periodically to dis- 
cuss their efforts and set priorities and (2) monitor their 
compliance with these requirements. This should be done 
at both the national level between the Department of Justice 
and FBI headquarters and at the local level between U.S. 
attorneys offices and FBI field offices. In this way the 
Attorney General would also better insure more efficient 
use of the Department’s prosecutive and invegtiqative re- 
sources. We consider this an important issue because of 
the prevalence of crime in the United States and the limited 
amount of enforcement and prosecutive resources to combat 
it. To be effective, these resources should be concentrated 
on the critical crime problems facing the country. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Attorney General make sure that: 

--The Resource Management Information System is moni- 
tored closely and properly used to achieve the qoals 
of the quality over quantity management approach 
and to resolve the problems cited in this report. 

--U.S. attorneys and FBI field office personnel estab- 
lish and pursue mutual prior ities and develop prosecu- 
tive guidelines to identify complaints that will not 
be prosecuted and thus should not be fully investi- 
gated. 

--Justice Department and FBI headquarters officials 
meet regularly to discuss ways to make Federal law 
enforcement more effective (such as establishing 
nationwide prosecutive guidelines). 

i 
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

The Department of Justice had no major disagreements 
with the findings and reccmmendations in this report. The 
Department agreed that, when fully operational, the FBI’s 
Resource Management Information System will provide a sound 
basis for more effectively managing and allocating resources 
as well as measuring the impact and effectiveness of investi- 
gative operations. (See app. V.) 

In response to our recommendations;aimed at improvinq 
the coordination of priorities between the FBI and U.S. 
attorneys, the Department plans to further emphasize the 
importance of strengthening coordination procedures to the 
grei;test extent possible. Also, the Department was not op- 
posed to the establishment of broad policy guidelines regard- 
ing prosecutive decisions or to informal prosecutive suide- 
lines for the purpose of distinguishing between priority and 
nonpriority matters. However, the Department said it was 
reluctant to require each U.S. attorney to issue specific 
formal proszcutive guidelines for use by the FBI because of 
(1) their potential for restricting the freedom of U.S. 
attorneys to prosecute or not to prosecute a particular 
case and (2) their sensitivity and potential for liti$ation. 

The Department’s position in this reqard is contrary to 
that which it took in a letter to our Office dated Decem- 
ber 12, 1977, commenting on another GAO report. In this 
letter the Department said that (1) some U.S. attorneys had 
developed more restrictive guidelines for some offenses 
(than those established by the Department) to accommodate 
variations in local conditions and needs and (2) such varia- 
tions require some distinctions in prosecutive policies and 
priorities throughout the country. It further stated that 
differences in formal prosecutive policy among U.S. attor- - 
neys do not necessarily result in a wide divergence in 
actual prosecution of criminal conduct. Finally, it stated 
that the Attorney Ge.leral had recently ordered (1) the 
examination of the possibility of developing guidelines for 
areas of prosecutive discretion not already covered and (2) 
the reexamination of the desirability of formally distribut- 
ing the prosecutive guidelines already developed. 

lines 
We agree that establishing formal prosecutive guide- 

is extremely sensitive, but do not believe this is 
just cause for avoiding such guidelines. Without guide- 
lines which formally allow the FBI to deemphasize investi- 
gating complaints not likely to be prosecuted by the U.S. 
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attorneys, the FBI cannot effectively allocate its re- 
sources to have maximum impact on major crime problems and 
thus achieve the objectives of the quality over guantity 
management approach. Therefore, we believe that prosecutive 
guidelines should be developed nationally by the Department 
and locally by the U.S. attorneys for as many prosecutive 
areas as possible. Obviously V care must be taken to make 
sure that such guidelines are sufficiently flexible to allow 
the U.S. attorneys the necessary decisionmaking latitude 
to deal with special circumstances. The guide1 ines--even 
though formal --should be handled in a way which is com- 
mensurate with their sensitive nature. ! 

On page 41 of this report, we suggested that the FBI 
either drop “fines’ (imposed by the courts) as a measure 
of investigative effectiveness or properly qualify their 
use because there is no way of knowing, without some fol- 
lowup, whether the total fines claimed were suspended or 
reduced. The Department of Justice disagreed, stating that 
the original imposition of a fine is a valid indicator of 
the results of investigative activity and any subsequent 
jlteration does not detract from the significance of the 
5~‘iqinal fine. It stated that following up to determine 
whether fines have been altered would be impractical, of 
minimal value, and a misuse of manpower. 

We agree, as stated on page 41, that followup might 
require more effort than practical. However, continuing to 
use ” fines” as a measure of effectiveness without distin- 
guishing between actual fines and those which have been 
suspended or reduced is misleading and lessens any use- 
fulness fines may have as a measure. Furthermore, while 
we believe a fine can be a valid indicator of the serious- 
ness of an offense, we do not agree that it is a valid in- 
dicator of the results of investigative activity. There- 
fore, we believe that the FBI should either drop “fines” 
as a measure of its investigative effectiveness or qualify 
any figures used to indicate that they may include suspended 
or reduced fines. 
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CBAPTER 7 

REVIEW SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

This report is based primarily on our review of criminal 
investigations at FBI headquarters and the Boston, Chicago, 
Los Angeles, Milwaukee, Sacramento, and San Francisco field 
off ices. Fieldwork was conducted during the period May to 
October 1976. Selection of the six FBI field off ices was 
based on data available for the first 10 months of fiscal 
year 1976 and provides a diversity in office size, maqnitude 
of statistical accomplishments claimed, and geographic loca- 
tions. We also talked with officials at Department of Justice 
headquarters, FBI headquarters, and the 10 U.S. attorneys’ 
off ices responsible for prosecuting cases investigated by 
the 6 FBI field offices. 

To enable us to examine statistical accomplishments, we 
randomly selected 681 cases from amonq 6,673 accomplishments 
credited to the 6 FBI field off ices during the period July 
1975 through April 1976, as shown below. Cases were selected 
from all five accomplishment categories at each off ice. 

/ 
Number of statistical 

accomplishments GAO sample 
Field office claimed size 

Boston 
Chicago 
LOS Angeles 
Milwaukee 
Sacramento 
San Francisco 

Total 

700 109 
926 114 

3,055 144 
327 
733 1% 
932 132 

6,673 681 
C 

Because only about 20 percent of the criminal cases 
investigated result in accomplishments, reviewing accomplish- 
ment statistics does not provide an insight into the total 
criminal investigation process. We therefore requested that 
for our use the FBI maintain special records of all investi- 
ga t ions concluded. These statistics were recorded daily at 
the six FBI field offices as administrative closures, cases 
accepted for prosecution, and cases for which prosecution had 
been declined. We randomly selected 516 of the 6,281 cases 
recorded during the period April through July 1976, as shown 
below. Cases were selected from all three categories at each 
off ice. 
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Field off ice Total cases 

00 ston 729 Chicago 1,568 
Los Angeles 2,366 
Hilwaukee 423 
Sacramento 479 
San Francisco -716 

Total 6,281 

GAO sample 
size 

3: 
90 
86 
78 
99 

; 516 - 
We interviewed the special agent or agents who investi- 

gated each sampled case. Prior to these interviews, we uere 
furnished edited copies of portions of final reports for 
accomplishment cases and copies of correspondence with the 
U.S. attorney’s off ice for each case for which prosecution 
had been declined. Other than brief synopses of accomplish- 
ments claimed, we were not furnished any written data on 
cases accepted for prosecution or those closed administra- 
t ively . At no time during the review were we allowed to 
see investigative files or original file documents, 

48 

--. ; 



. 

- 
1 

, 

-- 



.- 

APPENDIX I 

I I 
A- -- -I- 

l-l 

-- Ill.- 
am-- 
&w--- 

-- 
-- 
maame--- 
--- 

I -- 



, 

L 

- 

APPENDIX I 

!ATION CHART 

--- 
llyo- 

, I ’ - 
I 

49 



. t 

I - 



- 

APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

cLuawcAtlaatltLI . 

tDtALs l?yr n,m II n w5mw u*Isl,bn sw.wJw n.ir 

a 
3 
4 

4 

7 

1 

t 
b 

t 
5 
b 

I 
4 

? 
S 

5 

I 
4 

I 

3 
4 

: 

I 

II 

b 

8 

4 

u 
I 

41 

I 

I 

111 

I) 

,,lE 
a 

2 

3 
1 
I 

I) 

II 
7 

Y 

I 

4m 

bt 
41 

II 

I5 

? 

5 

: 

701 

CCUTWUEOO,MEXtC&S 

51 
9 

- -  



- 

APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

&k#c*L NtARllS Of IRNCORN AND 
RRLATRD STANTRS 

WWSOlATlRll 
wucunoN of comwIcA?lolls 
RWRRSTAT8 ORICLNR OR 

NARASWG TRLRfI4OM CALLS 
RNTRRSTATR Tu*ySI(Q( Of 

- YFDRmATlCU 
RITRRSTATR TRAMfWTATlOR IN AJO 

U RACRRTRRRRJC 
NTRRSTATR TRuIJcoITATlOR of 

Muous 
IIRRSTATR TRIyIcoRTATlW of 

- uvKIs 
W8RSTATlt TRAUSfDRTATlO)( DC 

UWRRV TKRLTS 
WRRSTATt TRAWDRTATIOR of 

USCU YITTRR 
RmRSlATR TRA#SfDRTATlQ1) of 

WOWS CATTLR 
~RRSTATR T RARSfDRTATIQw of 
sTaavoror valicrts u 
-CT 

WRRSTATR TRAWORTATIDN of 
8oLP( WOCUTY 

NTRRSTATR TRAMSfORTATtOR of 
UADRRlJs CARAMRWALIA 

IRRRDULARITICS IN CCDRRAL CCIIAL 
RmwUTlwS 

IIYAWIO 
IARDR yuUCuIu(T RLLATMWI ACT 
UI#~ANAGIYWT RLfoRTlm ~(0 

-f ACT Of WH 
UL CRAUOS 
UURLUROUS 
UTlOllALRAIIKRUIlCYACT 
ORSTRUCT#r( Of JUSTICE 
WSSfUTS AN0 VISS 
funm 
coucc I[ILUWGS 
fROTRCT#w Of fORRltW WATIWA.IS 
WRRTRCR-IWFLUWCCOAND 

a#wfT ORCMIZATlONS 
RDIRGDTIATICU ACT 
SRLRCTIVRSLRVKRACT 
IbOlTSUIRLDV 
TllRfT CRDM IYTCRSTATC WIPWYT 
TURfT. BUILZLfM0lT. OR ILLEGAL 

~LYO(OfCOVtRlWWTPRONRT 
W&UfUL f UCRT TO AVOID fROS1. 

CYWR.CO*flMSNtMT OR THRClVlYG 
U T#WINONV 

VRTRRANS AOU(STRATlQ( YlTTtRS 
RRLCARR Ml0 fRWD# PLANS 

IMOYIRLACT 
ITR SLAVa TRAF f K ACT 

I 
Y 

1s 
lb 

Y 
lb1 
n 
7 

in 

IO 

8 

2 

% 

a 

s.762 

7..w 

3 

142 
1.a 

4 

m 
411 
0% 
72 

l& 
IO2 
a7 

lb 

m 
a3 
f) 

4.a5 

I.7Y 

I 
IY 

47 
II 

7 

2 

IO 

11 

I 

7 

7 

II 

8 

: 

II 
II 
II 
7 

IO 
7 

II 

s 

4 

7 

IO 

b 

: 

I 

a 

b 
4 
7 

I9 

: 
15 
2 
I 

0 UFE SENTENCES - LJII(IDWAFINC - II; GOVERNNENT AN0 IWO/AN RESERYATIOW MATTERS - It; ASsAULt/NC OR 

KILLING A FEDERAL OFFICER - 3: BANK RORRERY - 11. 
MATIt SENTLWCfS - NOWE 
GAU#LIS DEVICES COWFISCAIED - 274 

Xote: Source Of this document was the FBI's fiscal year 1976 
a.lnual report. 



- 

APPENDIX III APPENDIX I I I 

A.. . , 

- UNKTED ST.4TE.S DEPIRTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ItDEIAL BUREAU OF INVESTIC.iTION 

6 WSWNGTON. .C. :OSSS 

Dot4: May 24, 1977 

TO: Comptroller General of the United’§tates 
Washington, D. C. 

l 

?7+++ 

. . 

. 

. Clarence M. Kelley, Director 

’ sweet: F’BI RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AND ALLOCATION 

b you will recall, in August, 1976, we personally discussed 
certain shortcomings in the presentation format of FBI accomplishment 
statistics; namely, their potential for misinterpretation and questionable 
utility in measuring the effectiveness of our investigative efforts. Your 
observations, as subsequently reported in preliminary testimony before 
&e Subcommittee on Civil and Constitutional Rights of the Rouse Committee 
on the Judiciary, confirmed our own thoughts on the iimitations of our 
management information system. Rased upon these findings I directed 
the formation of a Task Force to work closely with the General Accounting 

_ Office auditors in reviewing and improving not only our representation of 
rtotistical accomplishments, but also other aspects of our information 
Q&JILL 

. 
-. The review group has completed its work with respect to 
revising and expanding our categories of investigative statistics and I 
am attaching for your information the revised listing. Our principal goal 
ha8 been to identify and define our accomplishments in such a manner that 
they cannot be misinterpreted, and they will serwe to present a complete 
and accurate picture of the work of this agency. The assistance of your 
audit staff in pointing out areas of concern and suggesting methods of 
fmprovement has played a significant role in the attached revision. As 
other aspects of our work in expanding the management information 
capabilities of the FBI proceed, we hope to borrow again on the know!edge 
md expertise of your personnel. 
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UNITED ST.4TES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE . 
TEDESAL BUREAU OT INYESTXCATfOW . 

ruNrrcTor( Da rnal Hay 16, 1977 

CATEGOBIES OF INVESTIGATIVB RESULTS 

CRnfINAt sl!ATIs+Ics 

Inve8tiqative Process . 

Closings and Ueclinations 

. 

. 

All ca8as clo8ed administratively on the authority of the 
Special Agent in Charge under eaci8ting Bureau instructions will be 
counted in this category. 

United States Attorneys Declination8 

All case8 presented to the United States Attorney wherein 
he docliau prorecution. 

. Subject IntrrJdu,?ed Into Preliminary Judicial Prooe88 

?ilirws 
-. Complaint8 . 

. 
. A rtatiatic will be recorded in this category for every 

subject named in a complaint authorized by the United State8 
Attorney and filed before a 0. S. mgi8trate. 

Information8 . 

A statistic will be recorded in thi8 category for every 
subject against whom an information is filed. 

Federal Grand Jury 

True Bill 

A statistic will be recorded in this category for each 
subject who is indicted by a Federal Grand Jury. Individual counts 
in the indictment should not be recorded. 

. 
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‘:CJsTEGO_RIES~OF IWESTIGATIVR RESULTS. . 

APPENDIX III 

N0 Bill 

If a 
presented by 
each subject 

Recoveries 

when 

Federal Grand Jury returns a No Bill on a case 
the FBI, then a statistic will be recorded for 
in this category. . 

4 
Racwerf38 

. s 

stolen or illegally possessed items, with 
btrinsic valuq are recovered as a part of! PBX investigative’ 
activity, the value of the item, as established by the owner, 
shouldbe recordedas a recwery. 

When items are recwered during joint investigations 
with another law enforcement agency, the recovery will only be 
recorded if it was the result of FBI investigative activity 
and we actually took part in the recovery. Recovery value to 
be recorded is the actual value of the property at the time 
of the recovery and should be given either a wholesale or retail 
value, depending on the value to the owner. 

Use fair market value for articles which are subject to 
depreciation becausa of wear and tear, age, or other factors 
which cause the value to decrease with use. Use cost to the 
merchant (wholesale cost) of goods stolen from retail establish- 
smuts, warehouses, etc. In other words, use the dollar value 

. representing the actual cash loss to the victim without any msrk- 
*up or profit added. Use victim's evaluation of items such as 
.jewelry, watches, and other similar goods which decrease in 
value slightly or not at all with use or age. 

Included in this statistical category ax? cash, merchan- 
dise, vehicles and art work. 

Restitutions will be recorded in this category when 
ordered as part of a court sentence. 

Items of exceptionally great value, recovered by a 
field office, such as large airplanes and boats shoulif be 
separately recorded with a narrative explanation of the item 
and its value, and this figure should not be included with the 
routine statistics maintained in this category. 
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. 
- CAT@BIES O? INVESTIGATIVE BESDLTS’ 

. 

Elarcotics I 

Bmrcotfca recovered am part of FBI invertigative 
activity will be recorded in this category. Recovery velua 
should be fixed as the *street* value of the narcotic in the 
region where it was seized. Current street values are available 
from the Drug Enforcement Administration regional offices and 
the Drug Enforcement Acbministration headquarters in Bashington, 
D. C., and are updated on a monthly bmmim. 

Potential Economic Lo8se8 Prevented . 

Xtenu recwered, much am counterfeit securitiu, money 
order8, cashiers checks, travelers checks and pirated copy- 
right and patented mmtuial should be recorded in the Potential 
Bconofnic Loss Prwented cmugory. The value of th8me recweries 
ia not based on the monetary value of the iteam seized, but 
rather the potential loss to thebuminemm commaunity if these it- 
were introduced into camwrca prior to seiruro. -. 

. . IIonetary demands, ma& in Bureau ceses wbre there is 
s uilliagnesm to pay the rhuaand, but because of the FBI*8 
invm~tigation it becomes uaneceuary, can be claimed in thlm 
*w-Y* 
_ . 

Resoveries will be credited to the field office covering 
* turitoxy where the recovery wa8 effected. 

- Civil &Utters (Amount of Suit) (Settlement or Award) 

::n thome civil cases where the Government is the 
defend-c and the FBI conducts investigationr, both the original . 
mount sought and the damages awarded by the court will be 
recorded under Amount of Suit and Settlement or Awmrd. The 
Ufference in these two figures will not be claimsd as a savings 
to the Government. 

This category will reflect claims made against the 
Goverrunent and amounts awarded to the plaintiffs, but no 
inference will be drawn or noted that the difference in theme 
tam figures in a l savings" to the Government. - 
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

CA!IEGORIES OF IWVESTIGATIVE ResuLTS. 
- ._- * . 

In all civil cases investigated by the Bureau wherein 
the Government is the plaintiffsand is awarded all or part * 
of the amount sought, the amount awarded will be tecordsd. 

* In Ascertaining Financial Ability csses, the amount 
sought will be recorded in the Civil Matters category if 
investigation by the Bureau determines the ability by the subject 
to pay the Government claim asd the claim is paid by Fe subject. . 

Arrests 

1 FBI Arrests 

A statistic will be recorded 
every subject regardless of fugitive 
by FBI Agents either acting alone or 
law eaforc-t of ficus. 

.’ 

in this catmont for 
status who ii akestsd 
ia conjunction with other 

FBI Locates 
. 

A statistic will be recorded in this category for all 
persons being sought for violating Federal laws ovu which 
the FBI has jurisdiction and who are located as a result of 
PBI investigative effort or through the cooperative services 
provided by us,,such as the Identification Division, or the 
National Crime Information Center. This category in effect 
would include all those individuals not arrested by the FBI 
but located through our efforts. With regard to investigativ; 
effort, an example would be if our Agent makes fugitive 

l inquiries or furnishes information which result8 in the subject's 
. surrender or arrest by other Federal or local agencies. 

Criminal Sumons . 
A statistic will be recorded in this cabgory for every FBI 

subject who appears in response to a sunmors by the Federal District 
court. 

JUDICIAL PROCESS 

* Prosecution 

Pretrial Diversion 

Statistical credit should be claimed by the field office , 
for each subject diverted by the United States AttOMey under this 
plan. Credit should also be claimed in this category for juveniles 
who are handled either under Pretrial Diversion or the Brooklyn 
Plan. * 
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2bEGckuES 09 f~IGATIvE RESULTS *. 
. 

ff, howevu, the divers onary period is teminatsd I 
. 

at any tims prior to its expiration by the Unitsd States 
Attorney for breach of conditions and prosecution is initiated, 
the; field office should claim any additional statistics resulting 
from this prOSuUtiOn allowing the ori+al Pretrial Diversion 
rtatbtic to remain as previously claimed. 

. 
Coivictions * 

Credit for convictions will be recorded in this c8tegory 
dy ia Bureau cases handled in U. S. District Courts or by 
U.:S. Magistrates. Conviction8 will be credited to the ffold 
offices where Federal process ua8 obtained. 

Convictions will be divided into misdemunors snd 
feloaies and additionally subdivided to reflect the number of 
rubjects a~!3 counts in the indictment. One conviction will be 
recorded for aach tndfvidual or corporation convicted and each 

-count in the indictment will be recorded as a violation. Con- 
riotions should be recorded by title and section and allocated 
to the clarsification covering the violation. If 8 subject is 
oonvicted under a title and section, not ordinarily falling in 
the classification where the case was investigated, the statistic 
should be claimed under the appropriate classification. When 
mltiple convictioxu occur in a case they should be recorded 
under the classification normally covering the title and section 
involved. The 62 classification should be used for thore matters 

. for which no substantive classification exi*ti, Le., Interstate 
~hmrportation of Untaxed Cigarettes. 

.5 "-' ?or example, an fndividual could rob a bank, kidnap a 
~RU, and transport the teller in a stolen car across a State 

This example has three separate violationm. Under the new 
recoiding of accomplishments, this example would be recorded 
as one subject and three violations. Also, if an individual is 
convicted of multiple counts within the same violation, i.e., 
dmok cases, each count will be_recorded as a violation. 

?or the purpose of recording conviction statistics, no 
distinction need be made between separate indictments or 
multiple counts on a single indictment. 



APPENDIX I II APPENDIX 1x1 

&GORXES- OF INVES'bATIVE RESULTS . 

Acquittals 

. Aa acquittal is only recorded if a subject is acquitted 
of all counts of the indictxient. If a, subject is convicted on 
one count of an indictment and acquitted on one or more of the 
remaining counts of the indictment , only the conviction and the 
counts on which convicted are. recorded. . 

Dismissals 

A datistic will be recorded in this category for ea’kh 
su@ject against whom all counts of an indictment or information 
are dismissed by the court. 

Confinement 

Santences 

: A statistic will be recorded for e.. , each subject who ir 
the custody of the sentenced to serve any amount or tame m 

Attorney General. This will include individuals confined to 
Btate institutions, and serving concurrent Federal time. It 
till not be necessary to record the actual amount of time of 
pa sentence. 
- . 

. :  
e A rtatirtic will be recorded for each subject who is 

: placed on probation. 
'-.e. 

Suspended . 
'. . A statistic will be recorded for each subject who 
receives a suspended sentence. If an individual receives a 
combination of any of the above sentences, only one statistic 
will be recorded in the more serious category, i.e., probation 
sad suspended sentence, record one statistic under probation. 

lines 

?ines imposed by’the court in any case investigated 
&y the FBI will be recorded in this category. Fines will be 
recorded on all counts of the indictment unless these fines 
are designated as concurrent. 

The original fine will be recorded and no follow-up 
will be required to determine if it is subsequently reduced. - 
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~TEGOizxES-OF INvESTIGATnlE RESULTS' - 
s 

FOREIGN COUNTERXNlkLIGENCE STATISTICS 

GAO note: The infotmatin on this and two additional pages 
was deleted, at the request of the Department 
of Justice, because of the sensitive nature of 
the foreign counter intelligence field. 
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APPENDIX IV 

Date: 

To: 

Pii? ject: 

CSITED STATES DEPIRTYEST OF JCSTICE 

FEDERAL BUREAU Of ISVESTICATIOS 

W&S8lNGtOX, D.C. ZOYS 

October 12, 1977 

Eher B, Etaate 
Colpptrolier General of the United Sates 
Wiqhington, D. C. tOS48 

Clarence M. Kelley, Director 

F’BI REEOURCE A6ANAGEMENT AND ALIDCATION 

By letter dated May 24,1977, I furnished you with a copy 
of our revimd statistical occompli6hmed format identifying the expanded 
categorie8 of investigative results we will have available for management 
and bu&get purpoclee effective October 1, 1977. AE you have been advised, 
this was only one facet in the reviaion of our investigative information 
and management ptnrcture. - 

I am plea8ed to be able to inform you of the completion of the 
design and implementation of this new management information system. 
Beiglnniog October 1, 1977, we will collect data utilizing a revised Monthly 
Administrative Report (MAR) which repoti case data; an integrated Time 
Utilization Record Keeping (TURK) report detailing manpower and coat 
allocation; and a new statistics letter collect- expanded data on the results 
of our investigative activities. 

For the purpose of monitoring and evaluating our utilization 
of resources, investigative activities of the FBI have been gtouped in terms 
of programs and this information has been diesem?llated to all of our field 
off ices. 

From a national standpoint considering the nature of the pro- 
blems presented and potential impact, these p-8 have been ranked 
in three levels of priority. While thi8 Fslnking does not mean that lower 
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Elmer B. Stats 
Comptroller General of the United States 

priority programs can be ignored, or manpower curtailed to the exient 
mandated responsibilities are iaeBectually handled, it does direct that 
from an organizational standpoint investigative emphasis and resoura 
concentration is desired as much as possible in the higher priority areas. 

The investigative programs grouped by priority level are as 
follows. There is no xankiag within the separate priority levels. 

Prioritg i Foreign Counterintelligence 
Oqanised Crime 
White-Collar Crime 

Priority II Antitrust/Civil b¶atters 
civil Rights 
General Property Crimes 
Personal Crimes 

Priority III 

Domestic Security/International 
Terrorism 

Fugitives 
General Government Crimes 

Within each of these major program areas different case types 
and investigative activities are being further delineated and, where appro- 
priate, ranked in order of importance. I am enclosing a breskdown of all 
of our investigative programs and priorities. The identification of priorities 
will act as a guide for our field and headquarters manegers in evaluating 
allocation of manpower and other resources. The priorities are designed 
to achieve concentration of investigative efforts on those critical areas of 
criminal activity that have been identified as having a siivere effect on the 
American public. (See GAO note, p. 62.) 

This development and implementation of our eqanded information 
capabilities was supplemented by the cooperation, encoursgement and input 
from the personnel in your office. 
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Elmer 33. Staats 
Comptroller General of the United States 

I appreciate the iaterest you have shown in this program and 
look formed to further cooperative efforts between our agencies. 

Encloaare 

GAO note: The enclosure waa outitted because it contained 
classified information. 
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Mr. victor L* LOVI 
Director 
General Government Division 
United State8 Gene;t;4ccounting Office 
Washington, D.C. = 

Dear Mr. I&w6 : 

This letter is in response to your rsquest for com- 
ments on the draft report entitled .Tbs FBI-Improving 
Methods of Managing Investigative Resources and Messur- 
ing Investigative Results.. _ 

We have carefully reviewed the report and have no 
major disagreements with the findings and recommendations. 
The report giwes full recognition to the progress now 
being made by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 
in developing a new management information system. The 
system will provide a 6our.d basis for more effectively 
managing and allocating resources as well as furnish 
positive indicators of the investigative impact and effec- 
tiveness of operations. 

As pointed out in the report, GAO has-worked with 
the FBI in t3e development of this new management informa- 
tion system. ?t is designed to report on the overall 
efforts, activities and accomplishments of the FBI. The 
new system, called the Case Hanagement Information System 
(CMIS), was implemented effective October 1, 1977. The 
system utilizes a revised Monthly Administrative Report 
(MAR) to reflect case data; a redesigned Time Utilization 
Recordkeeping System (TURR) to reflect manpower alloca- 
tions and costs; and a new statistics letter to provide 
an expanded data base for measuring the results of investi- 
gative activities. When fully operational, provisions 
in the new system will increase the validity and ~crrr~tracy 
of the data surrounding investigative activities and pro- 
vide a sound basis for allocating investigative resources 
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and evaluating the success of investigative operations. 
Bach of the subsystem elements of the CMIS is fully inte- 
grated and data can be correlated to furnish a complete 
picture of investigative operations. 

No attempt has been made to establish a precise 
definition of quality that will apply to every investiga- 
tion to determine whetker it fits predetermined criteria. 
Sufficient latitude must be incorporated in any standard 
of measurement to allow the U.S. attorney and the FBI 
special agent in charge to respond to local considerations 
and unique local problems that continually arise in the 
field of law enforcement. 

However, all FBI investigative activities have been 
defined in terms of 11 programs which, in turn, fall into 
three priority levels. In addition, each investigative 
classification, where approprfatep has beed divided into 
subclassifications demonstrating priorities and case types. 
Those classifications and subcLassifications considered 
to be high priority matters have been further incorporated 
into a Priority Case Indicator reflecting significant 
cases. By applying these standards a determination may 
be made as to whether a case falls within the scope of 
a high priority or quality investigation based on national 
standards. GAO discusses the categorization of cases 
on pages 68-70 of the draft report and concludes that 
.This system of categorization provides Fdf field offices 
criteria for cietermining priority investigative areas 
and quality cases.” 

However, this does not preclude significant cases 
falling outside the scope of these priorities, and this 
determination must be based on local considerations. 
This system allows an analysis to be made of the investiga- 
tive workload and a determination made of high priority 
or quality investigations. 

The report leaves the impression that there is little 
coordination between the FBI and the Offices of the United 
States Attorneys and that a concerted effort should be 
made to establish mutually agreeable areas for investiga- 
tive and prosecutive concentration to assure that the 
Department’s prosecutive and investigative resources are 
used efficiently and effectively. Further , the report 
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recommend8 that the Department and FBI headquarters con- 
sider establishing nationwide prosacutive guidelines where 
possible, and the U.S. attorneys and FBI field offices 
establish and pursue mutual priorities and develop prose- 
cutive guidelines. 

The Department is acutely aware of the need for the 
FBI and the U.S. attorneys to coordinate their activities 
in selecting criminal and security areas for investigative 
concentration. Ccmplete cooperation between the FBI, 
U.S. attorneys and other investigative agencies has always 
been encouraged, because such cooperation is needed to 
achieve successful law enforcement. In consonance with 
the report recommendation, the Department will further 
emphasize the importance of strengthening coordination 
procedure6 to the greatest extent practicable. As to 
the developinent of prosecutive guidelines to define 
priority vs. non-priority matters, we do not oppose the 
establishment of broad policy guidelines issued by the 
Department which may affect prosecutorial decisions, nor 
do we oppose an informal system of prosecutive guidelines 
in selected areas which may be utilized by the FBI. 
However, we are reluctant to require each U.S, attorney 
to issue specific formal prosecutive guidelines for use 
by the FBI. Each U.S. attorney should have an opportunity 
to evaluate the impact of a decision to prosecute or not 
to yrusecute a particular case. The establishment of 
formal prosecutive guideline6 is an extremely sensitive 
subject and such guidelines have a high potential for 
increasing litigation in the already overburdened criminal 
justice system. Priorities should, of course, be set 
by each U.S. attorney and should be based generally upon 
guidelines received from the Attorney General, but restr_ic- 
tive guidelines should be avoided because of the potential 
of being litigated. 

The report recommends dropping fines as one of several 
categories for measuring investigative effectiveness unless 
a follow-up procedure or qualifying statement is used 
when this category is reported. It is our position that 
a fine is one of the logical results of an investigation 
and should be reported. To expend manpower to follow 
the sometimes lengthy post-sentencing judicial process 
would be impractical, of minimal value, and a misuse of 
manpower. The original imposition of a fine is a valid 
+naiea+nr of the results of an investigative activity 
and any subsequent alteration does not detract from the 
significance of the original sentence. 
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We recommend that the foreign counterintelligence 
statistical criteria shown as Appendix III not be included 
as a part of the final report due to the sensitive nature 
of this type of work. 

Ue appreciate the opportunity given us to comment 
on the report. Should you have any further questions, 
pleaae feel free to contact us. 

Sincerelyi 

Assistant Atiorney General 
for Administration 

GAO note: The Case Management Information System referred 
to in this letter was subsequently changed to 
the Resource Management Information System. 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS RESPONSIBLE 

FOR ADMINISTERIYG ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of cffice 
FCOIU 

i To 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES: 

Griffin B. Bell 
Edward 8. Levi 
William 8. Saxbe 

DIRECTOR, 'EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
FOR UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS: 

William P. Tyson (acting) 
William 8. Gray 
Gerald D. Fines (acting) 

Jan. 1977 Present 
Feb. 1975 Jan. 1977 
Jan. 1974 Feb. 1975 

Aug. 1977 Present 
Dec. 1975 Aug. 1977 
Feb. 1975 Dec. 1975 

DIRECTOR, FEDERAL BUREAU OF 
INVESTIGATION 

Clarence M. Kelley July 1973 Present 

(18425) 




