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General Accounting Office 
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I 

General Government Division 

B-226267 

February 19, 1988 

The Honorable Carl M. Levin 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Oversight of Government Management 
Committee on Governmental Affairs 
United States Senate 

The Honorable William S. Cohen 
Ranking Minority Member, Subcommittee 

on Oversight of Government Management 
Committee on Governmental Affairs 
United States Senate 

The Honorable Gerry Sikorski 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Human Resources 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service 
House of Representatives 

This report is in response to your request that we gather statistics on 
federal agencies’ enforcement of the criminal laws involving ethical mis- 
conduct of federal employees. Agencies must refer cases to the Depart- 
ment of Justice for prosecutive determination when their Offices of 
Inspectors General (OIG) find that violations of criminal statutes may 
have occurred. We agreed with the Subcommittees to select 10 agency 
OIGS and determine the actions taken on alleged violations of criminal 
conflict of interest statutes reported during calendar years 1986 and 
1986. 

From the 10 OIGS that we selected for our review, we found that agencies 
referred 124 allegations to the Department of Justice for prosecutive 
determination. Of those allegations referred, 112 were found by the OIGS Ir 
to involve a possible criminal violation of the conflict of interest laws. 
The Department of Justice prosecuted 2 of the 124 allegations, one of 
which resulted in a conviction under criminal laws relating to subjects 
other than conflicts of interest, and the other is an open case. The 
Department of Justice declined to prosecute 107 of the referrals and had 
not decided whether to prosecute 13. The OIGS did not know the Justice 
Department’s decision on two allegations. Agencies took administrative 
action (e.g., suspension or dismissal) on 22 allegations, including 16 of 
the 112 allegations that were found to involve a possible criminal viola- 
tion and were referred to the Department of Justice. (The information 
we gathered is discussed in detail in app. I.) 
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As requested by the Subcommittees, we did not obtain official agency 
comments on this report. However, we did confirm the information pre- 
sented in this report with officials from the 10 OIGS from whom we col- 
lected the case-specific data. We also discussed the results of this report 
with officials from the Executive Office for U.S. Attorneys and the Pub- 
lic Integrity Section at the Department of Justice. 

The Legal Counsel in the Executive Office for U.S. Attorneys did not 
have comments on the results of the report. 

The Director of the Conflicts of Interest Crimes Branch in the Public 
Integrity Section provided general comments on the enforcement of the 
conflict of interest laws. He said that additional options could be made 
available in the handling of conflict of interest violations. For one, he 
believes the conflict of interest statutes could be amended to provide for 
misdemeanor penalties in addition to currently available felony penal- 
ties and agency administrative actions. Secondly, additional civil sanc- 
tions could be provided; these sanctions might have a deterrent effect. 
Finally, the Director believes that consideration of administrative action 
is an important component of the enforcement scheme and, where 
appropriate, such action should be pursued. He also feels that an office 
like the Office of Government Ethics is an essential component of the 
conflict of interest enforcement scheme. 

Our field work was done between March and October 1987. Because the 
case data obtained in our review was limited to the 10 agencies we 
selected, generalizations cannot be drawn about case trends in other 
agencies. We test-checked information which we obtained from the 10 
OIGS by a questionnaire against agency case files. (See app. IV.) It was 
not within the scope of our review to attempt to verify the accuracy of 
the case files nor to determine whether the agencies’ identification of b 
conflict of interest allegations in their files was all-inclusive. This review 
was done in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. (See app. II for details on our objective, scope, and 
methodology.) 

As arranged with the Subcommittees, we plan no further distribution of 
this report until 30 days from the date of this letter unless you publicly 
announce its contents earlier. At that time, we will send copies to inter- 
ested parties and make copies available to others upon request. If you 
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have any questions or need additional information, please contact me on 
276-6204. 

Roaslyn S. Kleeman 
!3enior Associate Director 
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Abbreviations 

AID Agency for International Development 
Dm Department of Transportation 
EEOC Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
GSA General Services Administration 
I11JD Housing and Urban Development 
OIG Office of Inspector General 
PIS Public Integrity Section 
SRA Small Business Administration 
TVA Tennessee Valley Authority 
USPS United States Postal Service 
VA Veterans Administration 
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Appkndix I -- 

Conflict of Interest Allegations and Actions 
Taken by 10 O IGs 

In calendar years 1985 and 1986, the 10 OIGS selected for case analysis 
received or detected a total of 304 allegations of possible violations of 
the federal conflict of interest statutes included in our review. Over half 
(170) of those 304 allegations were detected by the OIG at the Veterans 
Administration (VA) in 1986 through an OIG-initiated review of five com- 
panies and VA employees who had accepted funding, grants, honoraria, 
or gratuities from these firms. Of these 170 allegations, 165 were sus- 
pected violations of 18 U.S.C. 209 and the remaining 5 were suspected 
violations of 18 USC. 203. Essentially, 18 USC. 209 prohibits federal 
employees from receiving payment for their services from any outside 
source, and 18 U.S.C. 203 prohibits federal employees from receiving 
compensation for representing another party before a federal agency. 
(See p. 16 of app. IV for a more detailed description of these and other 
conflict of interest statutes.) 

The remaining 134 allegations were generally reported to the 10 OIGS 

during 1986 and 1986 by sources outside the 01~s. The largest agencies 
(VA and the Postal Service) had the largest number of allegations, 
although the OIGS in some small agencies received more allegations than 
the OIGs in some larger agencies. For example, the Small Business 
Administration (SBA) has fewer employees and received more allegations 
than the Departments of Housing and Urban Development and Trans- 
portation The allegations (83 of 134) most commonly involved possible 
violations of 18 USC. 208, which essentially prohibits federal employ- 
ees from acting in any matter in which they have a financial interest. 
Tables I. 1 and I.2 show the status of the allegations received and 
detected by the OIGS for each of the 10 agencies and the conflict of inter- 
est statutes on which we focused. (See app. IV for a copy of the ques- 
tionnaire we used to obtain this data.) 
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Appendix I 
GonfUct of Interest Negationa amI Actiona 
Taken by 10 OKb 

Table 1.1: Dlstributlon of Conillct of Interest Allegatlons by Agency 
Number of Allegations 

Belleved to A 
Received b 

ency took 

Agdw Old; 
Inveatl atlon 

P oomp eted# 
Inv;lvv~ Refer@r~$ Prosecuted a ministrative (B 

by Justice Convicted actionC “I”,” ,,,, I,” ,-mm”. _I _“l*” I _” “. . .._ ..-_ --.-~-. -- 
AID, 15 12 3 3 0 0 1 ,_.. II/ _... ““_“” “,l_ “,, ..” ..- “-~_ -_-.-_-. 
CorCImerce 13 13 4 4 0 0 3 
HUD 6 1 0 1 0 0 0 ,“_““__“” ,l.“l_ ““. .ll. . . . I- -.--. “-~- -- ---..-. --___- ._._-_ 
DOT 7 7 4 4 0 0 3 “,““,lll”ll. .““~.““...“. - __“. _ _ ..-- --_, I 
EEOCd 4 3 1 1 0 0 0 
II .-.. q”.. ..“l _. “. .“_ .._ .-... . -c”-.l--l_“-__~ -~--_ .-_ ---. 

GSA 11 9 4 6 1 0 1 .c. -.-.. I” -....-.” _.__... _--_---I” _ ._._. -_ -.-.. ..--._-_ 
SBA 10 8 3 4 0 0 3 <,."", _,,".". I "_" ~ ..-"--. ---. --- -- --~--.--. -- 
TV4 9 8 6 6 0 0 6 
USPS 17 11 1 
vA f" ..". -.. . .._ I. --... 

26 10 1 1 

VA blG-Detected 
_. .._- -- --"-l-_- 33 

~--___ --.--.-_-__- 
22 7 12 0 0 4 ." 11111 I I, ,"" -"1**1 ""11 --"-__ .- "." -__---~--~ - --~ 

170 --ir 71 73 0 0 
-&- I." .-.. _"._-""l __ . 

0 ".l.l -_.-I_"__.-~~- 
304 ----Hi- -.- 

~~~_--_- 
114 124 2 1 22 

lOf the allegations reported by the OIGs, two were not investigated by the OIGs. The Commerce OIG 
did not investigate one allegation because it was found to be out of its junsdiction and was referred to 
state authorities for investigation. The HUD OIG sent one allegation directly to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation for investigation. 

bOf the allegations which were referred to the Justice Department for prosecutive determination, two 
agencies (EEOC and AID) sent all of their allegations to its Criminal Division’s Public Integrity Section 
(PIS). Five agencies (Commerce, Transportation, GSA, HUD, and SEA) sent all of their referred allega. 
tions to a U.S. Attorney. TVA sent five of its six referred allegations to the PIS and one to a US Attorney, 
VA sent 1 of its 85 referred allegations to PIS; the rest went to a U.S. Attorney. The USPS forwarded 3 of 
its 10 referred allegations to PIS, and the remaining 7 allegations were sent to a U.S. Attorney. Referrals 
to the U.S. Attorneys and the Public Integrity Section are discussed in our earlier report, Ethics Enforce- 
ment: Process by Which Conflict of Interest Allegations Are Investigated and Resolved (GAO/GGD-87. 
m, May 21, 1987, pp. 8 and 9). Of the 114 allegations that were believed to involve a crime, I 12 were 
referred to the Justice Department and 2 are pending referral. 

‘Of the 22 allegations that agencies took administrative action on, 5 were iktvestigated under a conflict 
of interest criminal statute but were not believed to involve a violation of a criminal statute, and 1 was 
still under investigation, b 
‘Although one of the criteria for selecting these agencies was their statement that they had recerved or 
detected at least five conflict of interest allegations in 1985 and 1986. EEOC files indicated It actually 
received four allegations, 
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Appendix I 
Conflict of lntarert Allegation and Actionr 
Tnken by 10 OIti 

Table 1.2: Dlatrlbutlon of Conflict of Interomt Allegatlonr by Statute 
Number of Allegations 

Believed to A ency took 
Received b lnvertlgatlon 

Od completed 
involve a Referred to Prosecuted l! a mlnlstrative 

Statutes crime Justice by Justice Convicted action 
Non-VA OIQ Detected 
18USC203 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 
18USC205 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 
18USC207 20 13 5 6 0 0 1 
18USC206 83 70 28 33 2 1 17 
18 usp 209 10 7 5- 7 0 0 3 
Aoendv-soecific statutea 15 8 4 4 0 0 0 
VA Olb-Detected 

I 

- 18US/Z203 5 5 4 4 0 0 0 
18USF209 165 165 67 69 0 0 0 
Total I 304 270 114 124 2 1 22 

BAll 15 allegations were received or detected by the U.S. Postal Service. 

As shown by tables I.1 and 1.2, the OIGS reported that 270 of the 304 
allegations they received were investigated. Eight of the OIGS completed 
investigations on 76 percent or more of the allegations they received or 
detected.’ Of the 270 completed investigations, 114 allegations were 
believed to involve possible violations of conflict of interest laws. Three 
OIGS (Department of Transportation, U.S. Postal Service, and Tennessee 
Valley Authority) concluded that the allegations in over half of their 
completed investigations were believed to involve possible criminal vio- 
lations. A total of 124 allegations were referred to the Department of 
Justice for prosecutive determination. 

Of the 124 allegations that had been referred to the Department of Jus- 1, 
tice, 112 were allegations that the OIGS concluded may have involved 
criminal violations of the conflict of interest laws;2 7 were allegations 
that the OIGs were still investigating or that were sent without investiga- 
tion; and 6 were completed investigations with “other” outcomes. In 
four of these five investigations, the OIG could not determine whether a 

‘These eight OIGs are in the Agency for International Development, the Departments of Commerce 
and Transportation, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, General Services Administra- 
tion, Small Business Administration, Tennessee Valley Authority, and VA. 

2The remaining 2 of the 114 that the OIGs concluded may have involved a crime were pending refer- 
ral to the Department of Justice. 
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Appendix I 
Conflict of Interest Allegations and Actions 
Taken by 10 OIGs 

criminal violation had occurred. The OIG concluded that the fifth allega- 
tion involved criminal laws relating to subjects other than conflict of 
interest. 

Of the 124 allegations referred, the OIGS reported that the Justice 
Department prosecuted 2, decided not to prosecute 107, and had not yet 
decided whether to prosecute 13. The OIGs did not know what the Jus- 
tice Department had decided in two cases, The two cases accepted for 
prosecution had been referred to a U.S. Attorney, with one of those 
prosecutions resulting in a conviction under criminal laws relating to 
subjects other than conflict of interest (bribery, theft of government 
property, and conspiracy to defraud the government). The other case 
accepted for prosecution by a US. Attorney was still open at the time  of 
our study. 

As discussed in an earlier report, Information on Selected Aspects of the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (GAO/FPCD-83-22, Feb. 23, 1983) the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-521) gave agencies 
authority to take administrative action against violators of the postem- 
ployment restrictions in 18 U.S.C. 207, providing a greater probability 
that violators would be punished, since criminal prosecutions have been 
infrequent. Agencies also may take administrative action in cases 
involving ethical misconduct which does not constitute a criminal viola- 
tion. According to regulations prescribed by the Office of Government 
Ethics (5 CFR 738.203) agency ethics officials are required to ensure 
that prompt and effective actions are undertaken to remedy violations 
or potential violations of the agency’s standards of conduct, including 
postemployment restrictions and conflicts of interest disclosed on finan- 
cial disclosure reports. We found that agencies use various administra- 
tive sanctions including suspension or dismissal of current employees, 
and barring former employees from contacting the agency pursuant to b 
the postemployment provisions of 18 U.S.C. 207. Also, agencies are not 
required to defer administrative action on allegations referred to the 
Justice Department. 

According to the OIGs, the agencies had taken administrative action, 
including dismissals of four employees, on 22 of the 304 total allegations 
and had decided to take action on one additional case. (See table I. 1. TVA 
had taken action on 6 of the 22 allegations.) The OIGS did not know if 
action had been taken on 2 allegations and said that the agencies had 
taken no action on 25 allegations because the employees involved had 
resigned (16 of the 25 were VA OIG-detected allegations). No administra- 
tive action had been taken on 46 allegations for various reasons, such as 
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Gonfllct of Interest Allegations and Actions 
Taken by 10 010s 

-- 

that the investigations were still in progress, the allegations were 
unfounded, or the allegations were pending at the Justice Department. 
Administrative action was not taken on another 112 allegations but the 
reasons were not specified or requested on the questionnaire (73 of the 
112 were VA ox-detected allegations). Decisions had not been made on 
whether to take administrative action on the remaining 96 allegations 
(74 of the 96 were VA o&-detected allegations). 

With respect to the 112 allegations that the OIGS had identified as possi- 
ble criminal violations and had referred to the Justice Department, agen- 
cies had taken administrative action on 16 of the allegations. The 
agencies were considering whether to take administrative action on an 
additional 66 allegations. 
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bk$&ve, Scope, and Methodology 

The objective of our review was to provide statistics on actions taken on 
possible violations of criminal conflict of interest statutes reported to or 
detected by 10 statutory and nonstatutory OIGS in calendar years 1985 
and 1986. Governmentwide criminal conflict of interest statutes are 
found in 18 U.S.C. 202-209. Some agencies advised us that they also 
have their own criminal conflict of interest statutes. We focused on the 
provisions that the Office of Government Ethics regards as the primary 
conflict of interest statutes contained in 18 USC. 203, 205, 207, 208, 
and 209, and on the agency-specific criminal statutes. (See p. 16 in app. 
IV for a brief description of each governmentwide statute we focused 
on.) 

To accomplish our objective, we first identified 51 executive agencies 
that have statutory or nonstatutory OIGS. Nineteen of the OIGS were 
established by statute, either in the Inspector General Act of 1978, Pub- 
lic Law 95-452, as amended, or in legislation pertaining to specific agen- 
cies, The other 32 were internal audit and/or investigative organizations 
in agencies that do not have statutory OIGS. We considered these to be 
nonstatutory OIGS for the purpose of our review. 

We next selected 10 OIGS for review on the basis that they could provide 
data on the investigation and resolution of each conflict of interest alle- 
gation they received or detected in calendar years 1986 and 1986, and 
could readily identify the statute involved. Moreover, they indicated 
that they had at least five allegations in these years. 

The OIGs that were chosen to provide the case-specific data for our 
review are in the following organizations: the Agency for International 
Development; the Departments of Commerce, Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment, and Transportation; the General Services Administration; the 
Small Business Administration; the Veterans Administration; the Equal b 
Employment Opportunity Commission; the Tennessee Valley Authority; 
and the US. Postal Service. The first seven agencies have statutory OIGS 
and the last three have nonstatutory OIGs. (See app. III for details on the 
agencies contacted and the data they maintain.) 

We designed a questionnaire to collect the data on the investigatory and 
enforcement actions taken by the OIGs, the agencies, and the Department 
of Justice regarding each conflict of interest allegation the 10 OIGs 
received in calendar years 1986 and 1986. (See app. IV for a copy of the 
questionnaire.) 
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Appendix II 
ObJwtlvc, Scope, and Methodobgy 

The field work was done between March and October 1987. Because the 
case data obtained in our review was limited to the 10 agencies we 
selected, generalizations cannot be drawn about case trends in other 
agencies. We test-checked the information we obtained by questionnaire 
from the 10 OIGS to agency case files. It was not within the scope of our 
review to attempt to verify the accuracy of the case files nor to detcr- 
mine whether the agencies’ identification of conflict of interest allega- 
tions in their files was all-inclusive. 

For the purposes of our review, an allegation is one possible statutory 
violation involving one individual, If an allegation involved more than 
one possible statutory violation by a single individual (e.g., a possible 
violation of both 18 1J.S.C. 207 and 208 by one person), each possible 
violation was recorded as a separate allegation. Except for one case,’ if a 
possible statutory violation involved more than one person, each person 
was recorded as a separate allegation (e.g., a possible violation of 18 
IJ.S.C. 208 by two persons would be two allegations). The review was 
confined to government employees or former employees. That is, allega- 
tions involving nongovernment employees, contractors, or companies 
were not included in the review. This review was done in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. 

l’l’he Agency for International Development had one allegation that involvtsd several employees. 
Ilowwcr, becansc the allegation was unfounded, the Agency for International Development did not 
kwp a record of the number of employees involved. Thus, WC included this as one allegation. 
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Afipendix III 

& encies Contackd and the Data 
They Maintain 

111.1: Stetutory OIQa’ Data on 
llctr of Interest Allegatlono Data readily Data readily 

In order to select the 10 OIGS from whom case-specific data would be 
obtained, we conducted a telephone survey of 61 OIGS and asked about 
the data they maintain on conflict of interest allegations and investiga- 
tion results for recent years. Specifically, we wanted to know 

whether the data maintained identified the particular conflict of interest 
statute involved in each allegation; and 
whether information about the history of the allegation was readily 
available, including whether the cases were investigated, whether they 
were referred to the Department of Justice for prosecutive determina- 
tion, whether the cases were ultimately prosecuted by the Justice 
Department, whether the prosecution resulted in convictions, and 
whether any administrative action was taken by the agency. 

Forty-one of the OIGs did not have data on conflict of interest allegations 
meeting the above criteria. Of these 41 OIGS, 18 generally did not receive 
conflict of interest allegations or did not have data available; 11 did not 
have a system of records that al lowed easy identification and/or 
retrieval of information on conflict of interest allegations; 6 could not 
identify the statutes involved in the allegations; and 7 had received or 
detected fewer than five allegations in recent years. Details of our find- 
ings on data availability are included in tables III.1 and 111.2. 

Data available, but retrievable; but retrievable-and 
Data not available 
In recent years (2) 

not readily 
retrievable (5) 

cannot identify complete, five or 
statute Involved (5) more allegations (7) 

Railroad Retirement 
Board 

Dept. of Agriculture Dept. of Defense Agency for 
International 
Development 

US. Information Dept. of Education 
Agency= 

Dept. of Energy Dept. of Commerce 
b 

Dept. of State 

Environmental 

Dept. of Health and 
Human Services 

Dept. of Housing and 
Urban 
Development 

Dept. of the Interior Dept. of 
Protection Agency 

National Aeronautics Dept. of Labor 
and Space 
Administration 

Transportation 
General Services 

Administration 

Small Business 
Administration 

Veterans 
Administration 

aData is available from 1986 on: prior data is limited 
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Appendix ID 
Agencies Contacted and the Data 
They Maintain 

Tab14 111.2: Nonstatutory OICW Data on 
Conflict8 of Interert Allegatlonr” Data readily 

retrievable and Data readily 
Data available, but 

Data not avallable not readily 
complete, but fewer retrievable and 

In recent yearsb (10) retrievable (6) 
than five allegations complete, five or 
(7) more allegations (3) 

ACTION Dept. of Justice Commodities Futures Equal Employment 
Trading 
Corooration 

Opportunity 
Commission 

Consumer Product Dept. of the Treasury Federal Home Loan US Postal Service 
Safety Commission Bank Board 

Farm Credit Federal Deposit Merit Systems Tennessee Valley 
Administration Insurance Protection Board Authority 

Federal 
Communications 

Corporation 
Federal Emergency 

Mananement 
Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission 
Commission Aoen& 

Federal Maritime 
Commission 

National Endowment Peace Corps 
for the Humanities 

Federal Reserve 
System 

Panama Canal 
Commission 

Pension Benefit 
Guarantee 
Corporation 

Export-Import Bank Securities and 
Exchange 
Commission 

Inter-American 
Foundation 

Interstate Commerce 
Commission 

Le al Services 
8 orooration 

National Credit Union 
Administration 

National Endowment 
for the Arts 

National Labor 
Relations Board 

National Science 
Foundation 

Office of Personnel 
Manaaement 

Smithsonian 
Institution 

aAnother agency office outside an office of Inspector General maintained data on conflict of interest 
allegations in five agencies (the Commodities Futures Trading Corporation, the National Endowment for 
the Humanities, the Panama Canal Commission, the Peace Corps, and the Securities and Exchange 
Commission). 

bOf the 16 agency OlGs that did not have data available in recent years, 14 had not received or devel- 
oped any conflict of interest allegations in 1985 and 1986. 
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Appendix IV 

Survey Results 

KEY: A - Non VA OIG Developed Allegations 
p. ,. VA OIG Developed Allegations 

The U.S. General Accc4ntlng Office 
(CW has been requested by the Senate 
Subcommittee on Oversight of 
6overmnent l&nagynent and the Souse 
Subconnnittec on Hman Resources to 
review the proase by which federal 
conflict of intereat allegations are 
itwestigsted and resolved. lb develop 
information on thir, we are rquestfng 
that you ‘am mIs ECRM Em g&(j 
CRIMINAL CONFLICT OF rNTEREST 
AUII;RTICN m YCUR Mm RECETVED 
WRTNG CaLENwR YEARS 1985 AND 1986. 
IN ADDITION, FUME CDMFUYI’E A SKlE 
FORM FOR EAQ INVUVED IN ‘IUE 
ALLEGATION, AS INDI’X’ED IN QuEsrION 
E, BELOW. We are specifically 
interested in allegations concerning 
18 U.S.C. 203, 205, 207, 208, and 209. 
Please refer to the other side of this 
form for a brief description of each 
statute. 

The information that you prwide will 
be cmbind with others and reperted 
only in sumrary form. 

We would appreciate your axnpleting 
the forma by Julv 31. 1987, If you 
have any qmstitxs, plea= ml1 Hr. 
Stwe Wczny or Mr. Curtis Copaland at 
(202) 275-6511. When you have 
canpleted the fonm please call MB. 
Anne Pand or Ms. Rathy Elaiwy at the 
sme nurber, (202) 2756511, and they 
will personally pick up the forms fran 
your office. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

A. Name, @one nunber, and position of agency official axnpleting this form: 

Name: Telephone No.: 1 1 

Fkxition: 

8. Department/Agency: 

C. Case nunber/ffie nunber: (EITHER FME UP OR USE AN EXISTING ImIFIER FOR 
?HIS J&LEGATION WHICH CfJJLD BE USEDBY YCCI AT A LATER WTE lU TRACE B4CK To 
THE ORIGINAL RECDPD FOR FOSSIBLE WTAVERIFICATION.) 

D. Date allegation was reprted to your agency: -I- /- 
Wnth) (Day) (Year) 

E. Which criminal conflict of interest statutes were suspected to have been 

‘1 B 
vrolated in the allegation? (<HECK ALL lWA!T APRY. 

4 -5 1 . 2 18 U.S.C. 203 i3 % 4.2 18 U.S.C. 208 

2 o 2. 2 18 U.S.C. 205 IO 165 5. 175 18 U.S.C. 209 

20 03. 2 18 U.S.C. 207 I5 o 6. I5 
- 

Agency specific criminal 
conflict of interest statute 
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Appendix IV 
Survey Results 

lb WC 203: Prohibita federal employees from ditoctly or 
Indirectly receiving compen$stion for representational services 
rendered by him/her or anothet, before an agency of the fedcral 
or D.C. government, on a matter in which the U.S. is a party or 
has an interest. 

18 USC 205: Prohibits federal employees from representing any 
other person -with or without compensation- before an agency or 
court of the federal or D;C. government , on a matter in which the 
U.S. is a party or has an interest. 

=F== 
Permanently bars former executive branch 

emp oyees from representing anyone other than the U.S. before the 
government in connection with a particular matte.r involving a 
specific party or parties if he or she participated personally 
and substantially in that same matter as a government employee. 

18 USC 207(b)(il: Bars for 2 years former executive branch 
employees from representing any other person in any matter 
pending under his or her official responsibility within 1 year 
prior to termination of that employee’s scrvicc in the area of 
question. 

18 USC 207(b)(iil: Bars for 2 years former high-level employees 
from assisting in representing by personal presence, before an 
agency or court of the U.S. or D.C., in connection with any 
particular matter in which he/she participated personally and 
substantially, 
interest. 

and in which the U.S. or D.C. is a party or has an 

18 WSC 207(c): Prohibits former high-level employees trom 
contacting their former agency for 1 year on any particular 
matter which is pending before the agency or in which the agency 
has a direct and substantial interest. 

18 USC 208: Prohibits current executive branch employees from 
participating personally and substantially in any particular 
matter that to their knowledge may affect a personal financial 
interest or the financial interest of a spouse, minor child, 
partner, organization in which the employee serves, or person or 
organization with whom the employee is negotiating for 
employment . 

18 Wsc 209: Prohibits executive branch employees from receiving 
contributions to or supplementation of salary as compensation 
for official services. 
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C&se matsr/fl le mmherr 8tateet 

1. Was the allegation initially 5. Basthe~ ObJwtia 
investigated at your agency, A B decidedto poa#lta? (-(1lB.) 
~th@CilWEMll~~With~ 
aaalstance, to detemtxm lf the 2 01. LYes->(UXWIWE mQmnirr. a 

khi 

allsgatlalva6tNa? ux8Qc~)  
41 66 2. 

1. 268 Yes 
107 No, decided not to - - 

->RtxnammlD 
unsr. 2) 6 73. 2 0 -zNo 13 No decidon made IW yet 

I 

2. by Justioe whether I 10 
to 34 O  34 I (sKIPa prosecute 

3. Investigation 
134 

I cm=. 3) 2 
I 70 iG 1s in progress -I 

ITiy 
0 4. 2 Don’t km 1 

51 73 
2. whatwaBtheremxltoffth 

124 

R-571 
lnv~igtiax? Ka8a cm8.1 6. Isthecaeaarratlycloxmdor 

. fiA possible criminal violation 
qanatthsvab 
Ju&ice? (QPKX~.) 

was focad ->(a.xemamlQAB 
Qopsr.  3) I 01. 1 Closed -> oYxmm8m 

42 712 “3Allegetion amf. 7) 
l of violation was 

- 

1 02. -LOlzn 

unfounded > (maP10 I (SBP’II) 
Qopsr.  8) o 0 3. 4, Don’t knew 1 UlWL 8) 

13 2a3 4 ’ Other (Specify) : 20 2 ’ 
98 170 268 7. Barwasthecmmreaolvd?RXUKX 

A B IYL lsm APPLY.) 
-- 

-> uxzurmnmo. 3) 0 0 1. p Convict ion was obtained 
under this statute 

3. Waetheallegatlaxrefarredtotha 1 
Department of Justice for O  2. I Convict ion was obtained . 
l=y-J &talmlmtim? usi8cx under sane other statute 

A B . (e.g., perjury, false 
c- 
51 73 1. 124 Yes 

statements). Specify; 
- > KrnTmmm 

39 
QnaJr.  4 

26 2. 65 NO  - 
0 0 3. 0Dm’tknm 

1 (gl(IplO O  03.~Noconvict ion 

2 
LcrrreSr.8) o 

0 4. 7 Anticipated - O4  . e Other (Specify): 
92 

g9r 4g~chcff lcelnthe~ . 
of Juetice was the ellegation 0 0 
referrad for pfoeacutlux? KXKX 5. L Don’t krm 

A B -.I -- 1 0 I 
13 01 . 2 Public Integrity Section, 

Criminal Division 
30 73 2 . E U.S. Attorney 

0 O  3. ’ Other (Specify) : 
51 73 124 
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Appendix Iv 
Survey Itesults 

A  B -- 
22 0 1. 12 Yes (Describe) : 

9 16 2. 15 E1), atiinistrative action was 
not taken because eaplqyee 
resigned 

39 73 3. u No, adnin5strative act imwas 
not taken for other reasontsl 

22 74 4. 3 No decisicn has been made to 
date on whether to take 
a&nini8trative action 

I 0 5. J A&ninistrative action is 
decided qenr but pending 

39 7 6. 46 Other (specify): 

2 0 7. 2 Don’t knau 
134 170 304 
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