


cease is not known and in fact the Cc any dropped out of the bidding process The
court adopted the 52000-5000 figure which seems appropriate under either calculation

The prosecution and the defense had agreed to figure of less than $2000 arguing that

the consultant fee was for services provided NO net benefit and the bonus figure

speculative

61316

GDLINEHI  2cC1.1 OFF i1 SOCs crim HIS SENTENCE
Base bSR 10 Pta DEPARTURE No
Final SOR Cat YRSENT 91

N/A

Defendant is asked py friend to contact public ©Official toO what defendant previously

sold cocaine and marijuana who is demanding Kkickbacks on contracts Defendant may

have thought the contract was legally secured -- it wasnhnt bDefendant brings $1400 to

official after negotiating the kickback fee 15% on the $28000 deal

payment

Defendant gets -3 for minor role Defendants motivation was tO help friend who

might later steer business his way Defendant cooperated in investigation that nailed
higher ups

70031

GDLINEHI 2c1.1 OFF =1 SOCs crix HIS SENTENCE 10
Base PSR 10 Pts DEPARTURE  No
Final SOft Cat YRSENT 91

N/A

The defendant oversaw the administration of government grants awarded to pon-profit

coatunity-based groups to fund coamiunity health centers He was paid by executives of
private corporation to  favorably influence the decision to award an approximately
$2000000 grant to their gusty non-profit ca any The defendant attended meetings

in which the whole scam was pjanned and offered gyggestions and advice as to the best

tactics in getting the grant awarded to the dusty non-profit going so far as to leak
internal government documents coftcerning the poor administration of programs by current
grant-holders The amount of payments to him were to be based on the amount of the
grant awarded the defendant was arrested before the

grant feview process Was complete
The 20 did not give the enhancement for high-level ©Official because it did not appear
that the defendant had the power to actually award the grant Also they did not
enhance for value of the payment because no specific amount of mopney was offered
accepted or discussed Further the benefit to be received is t.mimovn since there is
no indication of how much profit the private coaany would have wade from the

rant
would they have actually used the grant legitimately or pocketed it sc?mehow
Government loss is also unknown for pasically the same reasons No sor in file
70040 Same as 70031
GDLINEHI  2cC1.1 OFF LXV SOCs crIN HIS SENTENCE 10
Base PSR 10 Pts DEPARTURE  No
Final SOft 10 Cat YRSENI 91

N/A

The defendant was the middleman for the corporate executives and the public official

that they were bribing in exchange fOr being awarded government grant He was co
defendant in case 70031 described above payment
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70538

GDLINEHI: 2Cl1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 6
Bage (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): 16 2: y 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

The defendant conspired with two federal officials to grant the defendant a $120,000
contract which would be inflated to $150,000. Of the extra $30,000, $24,000 would then
go to the director of the government office who had the power of final approval of the
contract, and $6000 was to go to a subdivision chief who also reviewed the contract as
well the projected budget submitted by the defendant for the $150,000 contract.
[{Single payment]. :

71339
GDLINBHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC'’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): 12 2: y 4 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant responsible for selecting 3 vendors from GAS freight-rate quotations: select
the lowest bid to freight certain goods. Defendant permitted another forwarder to
select vendors for total of $35,000 given overtime in amount of $500-1000. Co-
defendant then set freight business to foreign, not American, freighters.

79824
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC'’s CRIM. HIST. SENTERCE: 0
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: 5K
Final (SOR): 10 . 2 y 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: R/A

The defendant and 4 co-defendants were charged with conspiracy to cbtain property from
electrical contractors and others by wrongful use of actual or threatened fear of
econamic harm. The defendants were commercial service representatives (CSR) in Congkd,
an agency charged with providing temporary or permanent electrical service to newly
constructed, remodeled, or renovated residential, commercial, and industrial buildings
in . As CSR's defendants were responsible for conducting on-site inspections
of contractor work. One co-defendant was the digtrict manager for the branch. The
defendants used their positions in ConBd to extort money from electrical contractors,
building contractors and others. In some cases, the defendants obtained money by
threatening to delay electrical services until their extorticnate demands were met; in
other cagses they obtained money by promising. to expedite provision of electrical
service. In a couple of cases, the defendant and co-defendants received $6000 in
cash, then demanded an additional $2000 payoff, a third of $1000, and a fourth of $50
(total of $9050 in payoffs). This figure almost certainly underrepresents the amount
extorted. The dafendant shared the payoffs with the district manager who was directing
much of the extswtion (basis for minor role). Defendant told other inspectors which
contractors wexs® likely to pay, and which ones should not be dealt with. [Multiple
payments] . o .
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79857

GDLINBHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
Bagse (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): 8 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

The defendant and 4 co-defendants were charged with conspiracy to obtain property from
electrical contractors and others by wrongful use of actual or threatened fear of
economic harm. THe defendants were commercial service representatives (CSR) in Congkd,
an agency charged with providing temporary o permanent electrical service to newly
constructed, remodeled, or renovated residential, commercial, and industrial buildings
in As CSRs, defendants were responsible for conducting on-gite inspections
of contractor work. One co-defendant was the district manager for the branch. The
defendants used their positions in ConBd to extort money from electrical contractors,
building contractors and others. In some cases, the defendants cbtained money by
threatening to delay electrical services until their extortionate demands were met; in
other cases they obtained money by promising to expedite provision of electrical
service. The defendant shared at least one $6000 payoff with the district manager who
was directing much of the extortion. The defendant said he initially refused to

comply, but was threatened with the loss of his job, and other veiled threats by the
"Mafia."

*85081
GDLINBHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE:; 30
Bage (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): Mias 2: 8 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant and co-defendant were executive directors of a non-profit corporation that
received federal grantg. The directors required substantial kickbacks from contractors
to whom they sent their business (10-80% off top), and procured payment from a benefits
company by retroactively signing an agreement for ocne of the defendants to receive
$150,000 compensation on retiring from the organization. Defendant ended up with
$33,000 in kickbacks, co-defendant with $243,200.

Comment: Not clear if rigorous §iB1.3 analysis was done on the latter figure, although
the $150,000 was clearly attributable to the defendant as his own conduct. Defendant
paid another person to ensure the echeme would not be revealed. High-level official
enhancement even though the dafendant was cnly a high-level official in a private
organization (may bes a problem with this) .

93588
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 8 2: 0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

The larger criminal scheme involved a series of falsified equipment orders, rigged
bids, and cash kickbacks which were coordinated by an employee of a school board who
worked in the maintenance department. The defendant requested to be involved in the
scheme with respect to a contract to be awarded to replace doors in some of the schools
operated by the district. The school board employee related the amount of competing
bids to the defendant, who then submitted the lowest bid. The enmployee devised a
scheme whereby the school board would pay for the necessary equipment (the price of

which had been included in the bid), provided the defendant kicked back part of his
profits.
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The district court departed downward from the guidelines under its discretion, and gave
no further detailed explanation.

99577
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. RIST. SENTENCE: 27
. .Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No .
FPinal (SOR): 18 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A
The defendant was an elected public official (Treasurer of the Unit School

District Board of Bducation). He had position of public trust; he also had ability to
influence the awarding of contractual construction work to be performed for the school
district. The defendant accepted a payment of $16,700.78 from a construction company
owner. The award of this contract to the construction company owner was arranged by
the defendant with the understanding that the owner would split the profits with the
defendant. The defendant received 4 other payments from the owner and from one other
individual (under the same type of arrangement) for a total of $60,939.54. PFurther,
the defendant formed his own construction business and arranged for certain contractual
construction work to be awarded to this company; as a result, he received 8 contract
payments from the school district totaling $28,464 to which he was not entitled. The
defendant had concealed from the rest of the school board members his ties to this
company. The "benefit received" is unknown as the profit cleared from these variocus
contracts is unknown. As for "loss to the government," it is also unknown whether the
defendant’s campany actually performed any of the work for which they were paid, and
if not, whether the government recovered they payments made to the defendant.

Offense Level Computation: BOL=10, plus increase of 2 for more than one payment, plus

8 for being an elected official holding a high level or sensitive position; minus two
for A of R. Offense Levelals : ’

102956
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC'’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 24
Base (PSR),: 10 1l: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): 18 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

On April 8, 1991, the defendant was charged with multiple crimes stemming from his
official conduct as Bxecutive Director of the - r Redevelopment Agency (funded by
HUD, at almost $1,000,000 each year in 1986-1989.) The defendant accepted payments
from four contractors, but the government is unable to determine with certainty the
total amount of payments received by the defendant. The defendant received $3300-3500
in return for a contract worth $133,780 in the demolition program, and in kickbacks
through other schemes, by awarding contracts under favorable conditions (through the
Rehabilitation and Homestead Programs) to individuals who would ensure that such
payments were made. (Multiple payments].

BOL=10 plus 2 fag more than one payment (one payment was made but 11 appointments were
received), plusr'® for being an elected official holding a high level or sensitive
position, minus+¥ for A of R. Offense level: 18
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104509 (Same case as 102956)

GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LRV. soc's CRIM. HIST. SENRTENCE: 9
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: Miass DEPARTURE: 5K
FPinal (SOR): 18 2: 8 Cat: 4 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A
The defendant paid the manager of the City of Redevelopment Authority (CRA) in

return for the award of contracts for demolition work. The CRA, along with the

Department of Public’ Safety (DPS), developed an annual list of buildings to be
demolished an awarded the contract to the lowest bidder. In addition, the Director of
DPS authorized the manager of the CRA have some buildings demolished on an emergency
basis. Defendant's company was not bonded, and thus was not authorized to bid on the
annual contract, although he could do the emergency work. In return for the
defendant’'s payments, the manager of the CRA, without authorizaticn, designated
demolition projects as "emergencies" and awarded the contracts to the defendant. Few
of the buildings so designated were actual emergencies. ([Multiple payments].

There is no information in the PSR as to the total amount of the payments (although one

payment was in the amount of $3300), nor is there any information as to the defendant'’s
net gain from the award of the work.

111183
GDLINEHI: 2C1.2 OFPF. LEV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENRCR: (1
Bage (PSR): 7 1l: 6 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 13 2: (] Cat: 1 YRSENT : 92
3: N/A

Defendant was a contractor who provided janitorial services through a 100-employee
company. Defendant sought renewal of his contract (§772,000 annually) and it was
granted by the contract administrator. Defendant also received a $415,000 disputed
contract through the aid of the administrator. Finally, the administrator delayed a
number of deductions from the original contract that were to be taken because of
failure to comply with certain terms of the contract. The administrator then sought
a $100,000 investment in a sports complex the administrator hoped to build, $7000 for
a trip to and $5300 for sports equipment. When rumors started regarding the
$100,000 investment, defendant was repaid that money and signed a receipt for it.
Defendant was acquitted on all charges but a $1500 down payment on the sports
equipment.

Reason for Departure: "The $122,000 amount used in the guideline calculations

overstates the sericusness of the defendant’'s offense conduct and a departure is
appropriate." PO had recommended the departure in light of the acquittals.

¢ o o

124014

GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
- Base (PSR): 10 1l: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
. Final (SOR): 10 2: 0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
T 3: R/A

The defendant was the owner of a painting and packing business which did contracting
work for the Department of Defense. A Quality Assurance Representative (QAR) for the
DOD solicited payments from defendant in return for ensuring that the defendant's
products passed inspection, regardless of whether they conformed to specificaticns.
The QAR was displeased with the amount of the payments, insisting on 20% of the gross
value of the contracts awarded to the defendant. The defendant’s failure to pay this
amount resulted in the QAR threatening to "make it rough® for the defendant. The
defendant and the QAR both made statements that the defendant had made three payments
to the QAR, although the amounts differed. The defendant stated the payments totaled
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$1050, the QAR said the total was $1400. Neither of these amounts were large enough
to trigger an enhancement. This offense was part of a larger set of offenses involving
the same QAR and several defense contractors, who would knowingly submit nonconforming

products for inspection, and would pay the QAR in cash and gifts for approving the
products. [Multiple payments] .

The court departed pursuant to §5K2.12 (Coercien or Duress) because the defendant

believed his business would be shut down if he failed to Pay the QAR. A 2-level
enhancement for multiple payments was given. :

79814
GDLINBHI: 2C1.3 OFF. LEV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 6 2: N//A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant was a consultant to various contractors seeking to do business, or doing
business with DOD. Co-defendant was a Quality Assurance Representative (QAR) for DOD
who ensured the quality of materials provided to DOD by certain contractors. The co-
defendants met two women who were in the process of setting up a fabric manufacturing
business with the hope of cbtaining government contracts. The defendant was introduced
to the two women because he had expertise in setting up new businesses. The purpose
of the discussions was to set up a sham business with no overhead and receive
government contracts that would then be farmed out to others who actually provided the
materials through the sham business. Defendant and the QAR official produced. the
Quality Assurance Manual for the two women. In return the QAR official was to receive
$1500 in cash. This is the same type of manual he is supposed to inspect as a QAR
representative. In order to cover up the scheme, the defendant agreed to place: his
name on the manual as the author. The co-defendants also helped set up a fake
warehouse for government inspectors, and dissemble it when they left.

The QAR representative attended meetings (even though he knew his presence would be a
conflict of interest), and provided future assistance (e.g,, drafting quality manuals)
to the women in hopes he would make some money for himself. The QAR representative
intended to solicit money from the two women in the event that they did receive
government contracts. The defendant knew the QAR’s participation was a conflict of
interest, yet he encouraged the two women to hire the QAR at a future date. The QAR

later advised the two women that he would perform part-time administrative work on a
secret basis for a reasconable fee.

@ s 4 s e e e 2 e e e o e e e . « e s - . . e & e e

124423
GDLINRHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC'’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURRE: SK
Final (SOR): 19 2: Mias Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

The defendant waer an esployee of a blueprint company that did work for the army corps
of engineers. Jhe company had worked ocut a scheme in which it paid corps employees to
submit falsified-invoices showing that the company had done blueprint reproductions
which it did not in fact do. In another scheme, the company’s owners lied on
application forms to ocbtain contracting work from School Construction, a public
authority of the State of In a third scheme, the blueprint secretly owned
another printing company that was falsely represented as a minority owned business,
allowing it to obtain benefits and contracts because of this status.
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125288 (Same case as 124423)

GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFPF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: 5K
Pinal (SOR): 19 2: Miss Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92

3: N/A

Clerks working with a major provider of blueprint reproduction and photocopying
services to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which oversees building and construction
projects for the-military, along with the company president became involved in a
scheme to forge work orders and supporting documents that would result in overbilling
for the Corps of engineers. Based on an audit, the "corps" had been overbilled by
§$780,000 for services never performed. The defendant in this case received payments

for falsification of the documents between §10,000 and $15,000. The number of payments
is unknown. '

130217
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 46
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: RNo
Final (SOR): 23 2: /11 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92

3: N/A

Defendant was the president of a blueprint reproduction/photocopying contractor. He
paid clerks in a government agency $60,000 to defraud the agency by submitting false
bills on behalf of the contractor. The bills totaled $1.6 million for sexrvices not
rendered. Defendant also submitted falge statements in applications for state
government work that no one in his company had been convicted of criminal offensges,
when in fact defendant’'s brother/co-conspirator had been. $120,000 was awarded based
on the representations in the false statements. Defendant; a non-minority person, also
caused 3 minority persons to indicate they owned a campany. As a result, this company
received contracts it would not otherwise have received.

2-level enhancement given for multiple payments.
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58011 ‘

GDLINEHI: 2C1.2 OFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE 24
Bagse (PSR): 7 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Migs
Final (SOR): Miss 2: 0 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

Defendant was loss verifier for SBA. In course of duties he solicited varicus payments

from loan applicants to facilitate applications. Total of $1240 from 6 individuals.
Defendant had drug problem.

74196
GDLINEHI: 2C1.2 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 24
Base (PSR): 7 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 17 2: / 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

The defendant worked for the Small Business Administration (SBA) as the

for the Minority Small Business and Capitol Ownership Development
Program (the 8(a) program). As such, the defendant supervised and directed program
activities, which involved the award of contracts to minority-owned businesses. The
defendant solicited payments from various -8(a) businesses, either requesting that a
check be made out to her or that a payment be made cn her mortgage. The defendant pled
guilty to two counts of a pattern of related conduct, involving total payments of
$40,000. (NOTB: as the PSR is missing a page, the facts are incomplete.]

Frcm the worksheet:

The defendant was assigned a BOL of 7 (§ 2C1.2(a)) . to which an 8 level enhancement was
added for being in a sensitive position. She also received a4 two level enhancement for
her role in the offense and a two level enhancement for obstruction of justice, for a
total offense level of 19. The defendant received a two level reduction for acceptance
of responsibility, for a final offense level of 17.

140018
GDLINEHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 6
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 10 2: Miss Cat: 1 YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

A contract specialist working with the Small Business Administration provided cost
estimates to the co-defendant to help win a bid on a contract. The co-defendant
appears to have made the first move by giving the defendant $500 in a card for his 2sth
anniversary which occurred during contract negotiations. Later when the contract
specialist awvardad a contract to the defendant, he was given $10,000 for his efforts.

Later after ancther award, the contract specialist requested $13,500 and received
$13,000. <
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63826 ’

GDLINEHI: 2C1.2 OFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 5
Base (PSR): 7 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURRBR: No
Final (SOR): 6 2: 10 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

Defendant supplied goods to the Army Corps of Engineers. He gave kick-backs of 10
percent for each legitimate invoice and 50 percent for sach illegitimate invoice to the
Army Corp Chief of Supplies who initiated the offense. Investigative agents estimated
loss to govermment of $50,000 in light of seizure of more than $10,000 from one
defendant and acknowledgement of equivalent sum of other defendant. {Multiple
payments] .

Presentence report gave "+8" for influencing high public officials but court did not
apply it, probably because the defendant had authority to approve invoices only up to
$1000 at a time, up to $25,000 per year. The Presentence report also gave an "abuse
of position" enhancement. This appears to have been added. Not clear why this is a
gratuity case and not a bribery case in light of its genesis as a contract award

gituation where the conditioned receipt of business on receiving a $10,000
kickback.
63827
GDLINEBHI: 2C1.2 OFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE = 5
Base (PSR): 7 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Ro
Final (SOR): 6 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSERT: 91
3: N/A .

Defendant was a supply officer with the Army Corps of Engineers. He received kick-
backs of 10 percent for each legitimate invoice and 50 percent for each illegitimate
invoice provided by the contractor co-defendant. Defendant had initiated the offense
as a condition of the contractor receiving agency business. [Multiple payments] .

PO suggested defendant receive a "+8" enhancement as a high government official but it
was not given, prcbably because 'the defendant had authority to approve invoices only
up to $1000 at a time, up to $25,000 per year. "+2" level for abuse of positicn was
given. Not clear why this is a gratuity case and not a bribery case in light of its
genesis as a contract award situation where the Chief conditioned receipt of business
on receiving a $10,000 kickback.

-
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*63849 '
GDLINEBHI: 2C.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 18
o Base (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Pinal (SOR): Miss 2: Miss Cat: Miss YRSENT: 91
LR ’ 3: N/A

The defendant and co-conspirators socught to pay a Maritime Administration (MA) official
to purchase a ship for scrap. Ship sold for $3 million; ship worth $5 million; payment
was $400,000 with half going to defendant and half to the official. Defendant appeared
to be a facilitator of the offense who established contact with the official, delivered
part of the payment, was sent to the bank for additional funds, and then was cut out
of the loop by the primary conspirator in the offense. [Single payment] .

Comment: The payment of $400,000 was used to peg the loss, although the $2 million
value of benefit might have been more appropriate.

Case File Summaries IX- 57



*82092

GDLINEBHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 30
Bagse (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): Miss 2: 13 Cat: Migs YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

Comment: This was: a case involving the Maritime Administration. Issue becomea the
value of the benefit. The court assessed it at $700,000 rather than $3-5 million.
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*88859

GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SCC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 6
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DRPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 23 2: S Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: R/A

Defendant and co-defendant were payroll clerks for Hospital. They would inflate
paychecks of clerk/typists in their agency (without these employees requesting this be
done) and then demand a 50% kickback from the employee. The defendants also inflated
their own paychecks. The employees would initially request that the overpayments stop,
but later continued to receive the checks without reporting the overpayments. (As a
result, charges were brought against most of them for theft of government property.)
The defendants alsc destroyed pay adjustment forms to hide the conduct, and instructed
employees not to cooperate with federal authorities. Total of $87,145 overpaid, with
defendants taking $45,485 in kickbacks, and $2000 in overpayments to themselves.
(Government estimates $154,483 in pre-tax overpayments.) 100 overpayments involved
over a period of 1 year.

Reason for departure: “Sentence under guidelines would inquire [sic] undul [sic]
hardship on 6 month old child 5 year old child 2 six year old children {sic] since

defendant ([sic] is single parent and grandparent solely responsible for their
upbringing."

Comment: PO miscalculated payments by using payment amount (+5) and not benefit (+6 or
+7 depending on how government estimate is treated).
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88860
GDLINEBHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 27
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 18 2: S Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
' 3: K/A

See defendant mss above -- she’s co-defendant named in that summary.

Reason for Dm *The gdideline range is too severe a penalty for the crime of
this defendant” whe had no prior record and where crime is more akin to theft of
government moneys than bribery."
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Social v Admin: .

131850
GDLINEHI: 2C1.7 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 3
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 4 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): 12 - 2: N//A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

Defendant worked ‘at SSA as a data review technician/service rep and had access to
various confidential social security information which she provided to someone working
for a credit collection bureau. She first provided information on 4 or 5 persons for
free. Over a one year period she was paid $10 for each printout provided that resulted
in a find for the bureau. O0f 4,000 printouts provided by defendant, 320 resulted in
collections of 543,000, and $15,000 profit to the bureau.

PO apsessed $43,000 as benefit, over cbjections of defense which scught use of $15,000
net figure.

AlD

131289 ‘

GDLINEHI: 2Ci.4 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
Base (PSR): 6 1: N/A Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 4 2: N/A Cat: 1l YRSENT: 92

3: N/A

Defendant and co-defendant owned a computer software company in: that received

a special waiver from an AID deputy director in order to secure an AID contract. As

the company developed cash flow problems the deputy flew to . to meet with the

owners and stated to them that he controlled payments to them and if they wanted their
cash, they should pay him $72,000. The deputy with a co-conspirator set up a phony
corporation to handle the payments and took the first $32,000 payment. He later
pressured them for the remaining $40,000, and set up a complex money laundering scheme
to transfer the payments, using his niece’s boyfriend’s name on an account in exchange
for $2200. The deputy later demanded from defendant $10,000 for an injured nephew, but
settled for a $1000 °"charitable contribution® to pay an associate for translation

services. The deputy alsc had a $20,000 locan canceled in return for -assistance in
securing an AID contract. v

. s A e e . e e

131290
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.4 OFF. LBV. " SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 6 1: . N/A Pts.: 0 DRPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 4 23: N//A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
: N/A

Defendant was co-defendant in 131289 (both owned a computer software company) .

A

93892
GDLINRHI: 2Ci1.1 QPF. LRERV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 54
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 24 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENRT: 91
3: N/A
The defendant was the manager of HUD for , and was in charge of financing

and development of housing for the elderly and handicapped in that state. The
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defendant repeatedly Solicited payments from the contractor on a project subsidized by
HUD. The payments consisted of purchased farm equipment and vehicles, renovation work
done to the defendant’'s hame, and some cash payments concealed as purchases of comm
from defendant’s farm. During the course of the investigation, the defendant
repeatedly encouraged others involved in the offense to lie to the grand jury.

g . : s g!'

*114764 '

GDLINEHI: 2C1.2 OFF. LEV. SOoC’s CRIM. KIST. SENTENCE: 27
Base (PSR): 7 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 21 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92

3: N/A

The defendant was convicted at trial of violating 18 U.S.C. § 201(c) (1) (B) - -Gratuity
to a Public Official (§2C1.2) and 22 U.S.C. § 2778; 22 CFR 123 & 127--Violations of the
Arms Export Control Act. The defendant was the security officer in charge at the U.S.

Embassy at the . As such, he wvas the administrator for the Embassy's
contract with the orgam.zatzen which supplxed guards and equipment for the Embassy
Guard Force, The defendant pressured to purchase more
guard vehicles and initiated paperwork to have the Embassy arrange for the excneration
of Customs Fees for a total of eight vehicles--that is permit vehicles into
the country w;thout the 200% import duty. BRExoneration of Embasgy vehicles
is a legitimate procedure. Not following normal procedure, however, the defendant
insisted on buying the vehicles himgelf, stating to that he had the
Ambassador’s approval. . therefore gave the defendant $50,000 for the purchase

of four additional patrol vehicles. The defendant went to the states and purchased
four vehicles for $39,000 and pocketed the extra $11,000. The defendant immediately
pressured ’ to by additional vehicles, but the organization said it couldn’t
afford them. The defendant eventually proposed that he get vehicles lor the CEO’s
friends and obtain exconeration on them--again the defendant represented that he had
gotten approval from the Ambassador and other officials. the CEO’s four friends gave
the defendant a total of $55,000 for the purchase of four vehicles which the defendant
obtained for §$35,000, pocketing the extra $20,000. Further the defendant urged

to purchase more and hatter guns and insisted on obtaining them himself. The
defendant obtained money from to purchase weapons and, using the same modus
operandi as with the vehicles, pocketed $2000.

Comment: Section 2C1.2 enhances for the value of the gratuity, not value of payment,
benefit received, or loss to the government. The PO used the $31,000 the defendant
pocketed from cars as the amount of the gratuity but not the $2000 from the guns.
Those amounts seem more akin to embezzlement or theft than a gratuity; the statute of
conviction describes conduct where a public official directly or indirxectly demands,
seeks, receives, accepts, Or agrees to receive or accept anything of value for or
because of any official act performed by that perscn. This case does not seem to
involve a gratuity in the usual sense.

FmHA - -
*136609
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. s0C’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 46
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 23 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

Defendant was a supervisor of a FmHA office and had an arrangement with a loan packager
to receive a kickback of $250-500 for each home sold and loan prepared by the packager,
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with the defendant expeditirig the loan package. Defendant received a total of $52,075
of the total $22,720 in kickbacks given to members of his office. To cover up the
scheme after the FBI had digcovered it, the defendant altered credit reports to make
it appear as if the borrowers gqualified for the purchases.

Comment; Not clear if PO identified benefit received.

R ion T [ or

1427758 ) ’

GDLINEHI: 2Cl1.1 OFF. LBV, 8SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENRTENCE: 10
Base (PSR): 10 1: Q Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 16 2: 6 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 93

3: N/A

The defendant offered a payment of $80,500 ($500 cash, $80,000 in the form of a
promissory note) to an employee of the Resolution Trust Corporation. In return for the
payment, the employee was tO guarantée that the defendant’s bid on a property being
sold by the RTC would be accepted.

LITARY
*74191
GDLINBKI: 2C1.1 OFF. LERV. SoC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 18
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): Miss 2: 11 Cat: Miss YRSERT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant, CEO of a company, and a co-defendant consultant, conspired to pay a public
official ( within an Air Porce Assistant Secretary‘'s Office) to assist
defendant’s company to secure 3 government contracts. The Ill-Winds investigation led
to the discovery of defendant. Defendant hired co-defendant at $4000 per month to gain
access over a period of at least four years to a key public official, with whom the co-
defendant was very friendly. For four years the co-defendant developed a positive
image of the defendant’'s company, until defendant submitted a bid on a project that was
subject to approval by a general who had negative images of the company. At this
- point, the co-defendant sought an increase over his $4000 per month arrangement in

order to ensure the contract was awarded to the company. The co-defendant also agreed
to provide confidential information on competitors. Defendant claims to have operated
on his owm within the company, never to have met the public official, and claims the
co-defendant initiated the arrangement, putting pressure on the defendant. Apparently
3 conspiracies involved 3 different contracts. (Multiple payments].

Contract 1 involved a $9.8 million contract awarded sole source to the company after

the public official compelled a change in the original plans to bid the contract
competitively.

Contract 2 involved a $51 million contract that was to be awarded sole source to the
company after the public official compelled a change in the original plans to bid the
contract campetitively. The contract was later cancelled.

Contract 3 involved a several hundred million dollar contract which was not awarded to
the company, but for which the company was a low bidder and kept in the running for a
considerable time by the efforts of the public official.

Defense challenged increases of 11 levels and 13 levels for $45.8 million (profit on
ATARS bribery conspiracy) and $46.8 million (profit on government property coaversion
conspiracy), respectively.

Camment: No multiple payments adjustment given.
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97281 (Same investigation as 74191)

GDLINEHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LEBV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 33
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 10 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURER: No
Final (SOR): 20 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92

3: N/A

In this Ill Winds-case, defendant was a for Tactical Warfare Systemg
in the Air Force’'s Office for Acquisitions. He helped to develop the AF’'s acquisition
strategy for proposed major tactical warfare systems and participated in the evaluation
process in those instances in which a competition was initiated. 2As a result, he had
the ability to influence award decisions on AP contracts, and apparently did use that
influence. Defendant was alsc charged with assessing funding for proposed tactical
systems and was a liaison to the Hill and other military services.

Defendant helped push cne contractor as a sole source contractor in the face of
opposition within his agency -- opposition that preferred to see the bid competed.
Defendant received payments from a consultant to the contractor, and turned down a
$150,000 annual salary in the private market, having been promised to be set up as
president and majority stockholder of another defense company. Defendant supplied
documents on the contractor’s primary competitor.

With another contractor, defendant agreed to push their product while $270,000 was
funnelled through the consultant over a three-year period. Defendant received free
meals and lodging from the contractor, sold his car for $14,000 over market value to
the contractor, and received money deposited in foreign bank accounts. All told,
almost $1.5 million was spent on this project, with the contractor getting a $500

million contract, and a promise to be permitted to write the RFP for the next $9
million contract.

*75047
GDLINBHI: 2C1.2 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 8
Base (PSR): 7 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DBPARTURR: No
Final (SOR): 10 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT : 91
) 3: N/A

The defendant, a housing referral specialist for the navy, reaquested a $100 "referral
fee" for each lease exscuted by Navy perscnnel at an apartment complex. The defendant
asked for payments in cash. Estimated payments totalled $7900. Upon learning of a co-
defendant’'s subpoena, the defendant suggested that the co-defendant lie to the grand
jury. [Multiple payments].

gomment : The PSR estimated a total payment of $7900. The PSR recommended a total
offense level of 13 (base of 7, plus 2 for multiple gratuities, plus two for the
amount, plus 2 for obstructicn of justice). The court substituted a finding that only
$200-5000 was involved and used a base offense level of 10, without explanation.

e o . ¢ @ e=— e e & « o o = -

79258 e

GDLINEHI: 2C1.%— OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 8
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 11 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

The defendant had access to estimates prepared by the Navy on the cost of property and

services it wished to procure. The cdefendant met with a potential government

contractor and agre=d4d to provide this inf +mation in exchange for a 5% kickback on any

jobs awarded to the contractor by the Na The defendant also provided information

to the contractor on other bids that had en submitted for the services/property the
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Navy was seeking to procure. The defendant received a total of §5200 in kickbacks from
unidentified undercover "government agents" as payment for two contracts totalling

$99,000 ($5200 included a "loan" that was to be deducted from his next payment).

(Multiple payments] .

Comment : Since there is no information regarding the profit that the contractor would
have made from these contracts, and no way of knowing what losas the government
suffered, we’'re left with the payment received, which is what the PO used. He also gave
the two level enhancement for multiple payments.

*86363
GDLINEHI: 2Cl1.2 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 40
Base (PSR): 7 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 21 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A
Defendant is - in Navy at and is Public Works Officer, the highest-

level decision-making position in his Public Works Department, Officer in Charge, the
highest-level decision-making position in the office responsible for procurement of
locally-funded constructicn, and Contracting Officer. He headed office of 450 people.
A contractor paid $1087 for a washer and dryer for the captain at the time the captain
put the contractor on a preferred bidder list, from which the contractor’s name was
pulled ($2.5 million contract). At the defendant’s request, the contractor later paid
$1529 for 3 air conditioners and $2087 for two mowers. At the same time, the
contractor was the sole bidder on a contract -- the $1 million bid was 55% more than
the government estimate, but the defendant ordered a subordinate to justify and let the
bid after the contractor indicated he would forgive the sums owed for the perscnal
expenses noted above. Contractor then purchased an air conditioner, trash compactor,
and dishwasher for defendant, and later spent $6800 on Amway products bought from
defendant but never received. Soon after & $1.69 million contract was awarded to
contractor. Contractor also bought an additional $10,000 in Amway products. Defendant
entered similar arrangements with at least two other contractors.

Comment: Question whether this is gratuity, bribery, or extorticn. 01d version of
guideline used, so no multiple payment adjustment imposed. Defense challenged 8-level
adjustment and PO relied on agency administrator language. .

91010
GDLINEHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 48
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): Miss 2: 11 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 92
3: N/A
Defendant was the . . of the Navy for Research, Bngineering and Systems
and was the chief for the procurement of research and development of military

systems. Defendant was paid large sums of money and a percentage of contracts he
steered toward @extain companies. Defendant also provided confidential documents to
unauthorized pexaons in a number of contract bid situations, and in return in one case
had his condominium purchased at a price other than could be received on the market.
Funds were prowvided through Swiss and other foreign bank accounts. (Multiple
payments] .

Defendant raised concerns with respect to calculation of value of benefits. Defense
questioned use of anticipated profits figure (at least $23 million) whers no actual
benefit was derived, Claiming it was not a true measure of the value of action received
in exchange for the payment. Defense sought use of the value of the condominium.
Defense also challenged use of contract options in determining value received.
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*116297

GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFFP. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURR: 5K
Pinal (SOR): 22 2: /12 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92

3: N/A

The defendant was an Army clerk who assisted his father (a co-defendant) and friend in
fraudulent scheme.

Corment: In some ways, this resembles more a fraud scheme than bribery or extortiocn.
Perhaps a §2F1.1 guideline more appropriate.

137668
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 24
Base (PSR): 10 1: 8 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): Miss 2: N//A Cat: Miss YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

Defendant was shop planner and materials controller for the Navy, and was involved with
two other persons in writing purchase orders for non-existent material, and receiving
kickbacks in exchange. The total loss to the government was $777,739. Kickbacks
involved cash, transformers, VCRs, cameras, and similar home items. Defendant received
S0% of face amount of false invoices.

139096
GDLINEBHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 24
Base (PSR): 10 1: 8 Pts.: Q DEPARTURE: RNo
Final (SOR): Miss 2: N//A Cat: Miss YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

Extensive fraud/bribery scheme with contractors and the U.S. Navy clerk. The amount
of payment
resulted in a +8 enhancement. The payments were for falsifying invoices and orders.

143600
GDLINEHI: 2Ci.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM, HIST. SENTENCE: 30
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 3 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 18 2: / 8 Cat: 2 YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

Defendant owned a carpet installation company that did business with the military. He
made payments on Qumerous occasions to the USMC staff sergeant regponsible for
supervision and adwinistration of carpeting contracts. In exchange for the payments,
the staff sergamnt ignored numerous invoices submitted by the defendant which over-
billed and framdidlently billed the government for work performed. The staff sergeant
also received Migkbacks based on the amount of carpet installed. Estimates were that
the defendant mads-$48,000 in payments and caused a loss to the government of $210,000.
[Multiple payments].

The PO used the loss amcunt and gave a 2-level increase for multiple payments. The loss

amount corresponded to an 8-level increase, not involvement of a high-level official.
No SOR on file.
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POSTAL SERVICE

64767 e

GDLINEHI: 2C1.I==<' OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 9
=5 Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
——=. Final (SOR): 10 2: 0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
T 3: N/A

The defendant and 2 co-defendants were charged with bribery of a US official,
fraudulent possession of credit cards, and conspiracy to bribe an employee of the U.S.
postal service to induce said employee to embezzle mail. The defendant and co-
defendant approached a postal employee and told him that for every credit card that he
could steal he would get $100. They sought 15 cards, which were brought by the
undercover employee. Defendant, however, only brought a couple of hundred dollars and
indicated he would get the additicnal money by using the cards.

65323 .
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base {PSR) : 10 1: [¢] Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR) : 8 2: 0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

The defendant and 2 co-defendants were charged with bribery of a US official,
fraudulent possession of credit cards, and conspiracy to bribe an employee of the U.S.
postal service to induce said employee to embezzle mail. The defendant and co-
defendant approached a postal employee and told him that for every credit card that he
could steal he would get $100. They sought 15 cards, which were brought by the
undercover employee. Co-defendant, however, only brought a couple of hundred dollars
and indicated he would get the additional money by using the cards. Defendant was only

seen in car at this point, paying for the credit cards. He indicates he had only a
minimal role in the offense.

68562
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.2 QFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
Base (PSR): 7 1: 4] Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 5 2: Q Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

The defendant operated a maintenance supply business, and was interest in doing
business with the Postal Service. The defendant offered a Postal Inspector, posing as
a purchasing agent, a 10% kickback for any order place by the purchasing agent. The
"agent" placed an $11,000 order with the defendant, for which the defendant returned
$1100 in cash. [Single payment].

*69655
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 15
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): Miss 2: (3 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

The defendant was involved with a group of pecople who stole approximately 55 credit
cards from the U.S. mail -- one of the group members was a postal carrier who stole and
distributed the cards to others in the group and who also stole and distributed to the
others "arrow keys" used to open mail box panels in apartment complexes throughout the
area. There was a total loss of $126,837 resulting from the credit card scam.

Case File Summaries IX- 65



Comment: The defendant and her co-defendants were all convicted of 18 U.s.c. § 202
(b) (1) (A) - Bribery of a Public Official, but there is absolutely no mention of thig
conduct in the fils; the Offense Level Computation sectien describes it only to the
extent that "the~bPenefit received as a result of the bribery was $126,000." Perhaps
the postal carrise was paid...? No SOR in the file.

70622 - . '
GDLINEHI: 2C1.2 OFF. LRV. : SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 6
Base (PSR): 7 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 10 2: y 3 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: R/A

The defendant made payments to postal employees to accept falsified forms which
underreported the postage due on a number of bulk mailings. The employees received a
total of $8500 in payments; the total amount of underpayment (benefit received/loss to
the government) was $17,355. (Multiple payments].

* e o - LY . LY . . . ¢ s e

70955
GDLINEHI: 2C1.2 OFF. LRV. S§0C’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 6
Base (PSR): 7 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DERPARTURR: No
Pinal (SOR): 10 2: , 3 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant owned bulk mailing business. Defendant paid a postal employee at the bulk
mail facility $3000 to process mail for which $8760 was due for postage. A moath later

defendant paid to co-defendant $4000 where $8277 was due. Postage due ($17,000) paid
as restitution.

71330
GDLINBHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LBV. SOC'’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 33
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 8 DEPARTURE: Migs
Final (SOR): Miss 2: /6 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Co-defendant is post office carrier who steals credit cards from boxes to which he has
keys and gives cards to S or 6 co-defendants, including defendant. Co-defendants
goods with the cards, including goods to pay off the mailman. Defendants had advance
card authorisation equipment, computer tied into credit Teport service and defendant’s
warehouse to store the goods. S5 cards and $126,800 lost. Defendant helped steal,
using the mail box key. Defendant was leader (one of two). Drugs also bought.

74194 -
GDLINEHI: 2C1.%° orr. 1RV, SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 2
- Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pte.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
= Pinal (SOR): 8 2: , 0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: R/A

The defendant, a supervisor for the U.S. Postal System, recomnended to his supervisor
that a particular perform regularly scheduled maintenance of post office
vehi-les. The defendant’s recommendation was accepted. The defendant then requested
that -he company provide free service to his personal vehicles, in exchange for his
acticns in steering business toward the company. The defendant’s requests included a
Suggestion that the company falsely charge the service to the Postal Service. The
defendant also proposed a false billing scheme, which would allow the company to
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recover the amount of any cash payments to the defendant from the Postal Service. The

defendant accepted one $200 cash payment, in a transaction which was monitored by U.S.
Postal Inspectors.

75029
GDLINEHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 33
- Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 5 DEPARTURE: No
Pinal (SOR): 16 2: y 6 Cat: 3 YRSENT: 91
3: KR/A .

The defendant was involved in a scheme to steal credit cards from the mail. A co-
defendant who was a mail carrier would steal the cards and provide them to the
defendant and others. The mail carrier was paid in merchandise for his activities.
The defendant used the stolen credit cards to provide narcotics other members of the

group, and provided fraudulent temporary licenses (in the names of the legitimate
cardholders) to members of the group.

*88519
GDLINEHI: 2F1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 30
Base (PSR): 6 1: 14 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: 5K
Final (SOR): 22 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: 0

Defendant and co-defendants worked as post office bulk mail clerks and permitted over
$7.8 million in fees not to be paid by 5 different mailers. In exchange, the
defendants split $100-500 a week in payments, totaling $120,000-$200,000 for each
defendant over the 7-year period of the conspiracy. The bulk of the unpaid fees were
to the benefit of a single mailer ($7.5 million). Other mailers benefited by
underpaying $17,000 - $200,000.

Camment: PO miscalculated adjustment for benefit received (used amount of payments)
resulting in 7-level benefit for defendant. This would have made the PC guideline the
guideline high (level 26) compared with level 22 for fraud guideline, or level 19 for

miscalculated PC guideline. 9-level enhancement was on fraud guideline, not the PC
guideline.

126966
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 105
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 8 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 25 2: /13 Cat: 4 YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

The defendant who was in the business of stealing credit cards & checks from the mail,
offered a U.S. Postal Inspector mcney to help him steal credit cards and checks from
the mail. Thexe wers two payments, $100 and $50. The actual loss to the financial
institution was $39,694.64 with a potential loss of approx. $3,056,694.60.
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DEPARTMENT OF BUILDINGS/OSHA

60390
GDLINEHI: 2C1l.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): 8 2: 0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A
Defendant supervised 6 inspectors -- 1 of whom Defendant ordered to extort $300 from

owners of one house in exchange for no report on code violaticns. Two other extortions
netted $600 and $500. ([Multiple payments].

Plea only to $500 count -- no R.C. used for payment or benefit or multiple payments.
Stipulation to $500 payment, no minimal planning, no chapter 3/4 adjustments (probation
officer gave payment of $15,000 (+3) $3B1.1 (+2)).

-

105728 .
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0] DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): Misas 2: 1 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 92
3: N/a
The defendant was an inspector for the City Department of Buildings (DOB),
construction division. Inspectors are responsible for inspecting completed

construction or alteration work and issuing certificates of occupancy (COs). The PSR
noted that there are significant financial pressures on builders and building owners
to ensure that a CO is issued after the first inspection. This was ensured by a
pattern of payoffs which, in the words of the PSR, had ‘"evolved into an accepted
practice and course of doing business." Supervisory inspectors would assign inspectors
to sites, and would expect kickbacks from any payment received by an inspector. A
coded system was used to determine the amount of a payment without explicitly referring
to it in conversation. Failure to pay a payment resulted in the delay or loss of
paperwork, and citations for "hyper-technical®" violaticns of the building code. The
defendant was involved in this scheme. [Multiple payments].

The PSR determined that the was'aware of $4380 in payments, and personally received

$2490. The government contested the amount of payment, arguing that it was at least
$5880. There is no resolution of this matter in the record.

.

141196
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 30
Bagse (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pte.: 0 DRPARTURE: No
Pinal (SOR): Miss 2: 8 Cat: Mias YRSENT: 93
3: NK/A

The corruption i{B this case involved extortion by Building Inspectors from building
owners, CONtractoxs®, engineers and architects. The extorted money was shared with
other DOB persammel who controlled building inspection assignments. Since 1988 over
100 payments hadk-teken place totalling $350, 000 ranging from $50 - $24,000. Tc keep
the operation & secret, the defendant also conspired to kill a government witness who
was willing to testify. [Multiple payments) .
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142043

GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 6
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 2 pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Miss
Final (SOR): Misgs 2: 8 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 93
3: N/A
The defendant was a Chief Inspector for the City Department of Buildings

(DOB) , construction division. Inspectors are responsible for inspecting completed
construction or alteration work and issuing certificates of occupancy (COs). The PSR
noted that there are significant financial pressures on builders and building owners
to ensure that a CO is issued after the first inspection. This was ensured by a
pattern of payoffs which, in the words of the PSR, had "evolved into an accepted
practice and course of doing business." Supervisory inspectors would assign inspectors
to sites, and would expect kickbacks from any payment received by an inspector. A
coded system was used to determine the amount of a payment without explicitly referring
to it in conversation. Failure to pay a payment resulted in the delay or loss of
paperwork, and citations for "hyper-technical" viclations of the building code. The
defendant was involved in this scheme. The PSR did not make a determination as to the

amount of money received by the defendant, but the figures provided by the PSR amount
to at least $8100.

The government filed a motion for departure under §5K1.1.

142961
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 0
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURR: 5K
Final (SOR): Miss 2: 8 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 93
3: N/A
Defendant was one of many corrupt building inspectors for the City of .. Joint
investigation by FBI/ Department of Investigation uncovered a long-standing

systematic pattern of corruption within the Department of Buildings’ Construction
Division. 1Inspectors routinely exhorted money from building owners, contractors,
engineers, and -architects in exchange for expedited issuance of a Certificate of
Occupancy, without which the building could not be inhabited or ugsed. The Ceonstruction
Division has the sole authority tc issue or deny a C/O. The defendant joined into this
systematic extortion almost from the beginning of his employment as an inspector in
1564 and continued through his promotions to supervising inspector and then assistant
chief inspector. [Multiple payments] .

Although this figure underestimates defendant’s relevant conduct, the amount the
government could prove by a preponderance was $224,300; this is the amount the PO uged.
PO gave a 2-level increase for multiple payments. Defendant received downward departure
"upon motion of the government® to 3 years probation. No SOR. 8 level enhancement
corresponds toc amount of payments in table, not high-level official.

® ® 8 e o e 2 e e s e -

58457 .
GDLINEHI: 203 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 2
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 4} DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 8 2: 0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

The defendant offered a $1000 payment to an OSHA Compliance Officer (COJ, who declined
the payment and informed his supervisor. 1In a sting operation, an FBI special agent

posed as a CO and negotiated a $500 payment in return for finding no violations of OSHA
at the defendant’s job site.
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58458

GDLINEHI: 2Cl1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 2
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pta.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): Miss 2: 1 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

Defendant’'s brother offered OSHA inspector $1000 to stay away from job site. OSHA
returns with undercover agent. Defendant and co-defendant tried to avoid $4000 fine
by giving undercover agent $500. Safety viclations included lack of safety railing and
ladder for scaffolding on apartment complex chimmey construction.

® o e & s = e + 4 e e * s s =

*63889
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 3
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): 10 2: y o] Cat: 1 YRSENT : S1
3: N/A

The defendant was a Construction Inspector for the Farmer’s Home Administration. He
solicited payments from contractor, saying he’d help him.

Comment: Two payments -- with same victim. This was counted as 2 separate groups.
Should have been joined under §3D1.1(b) (and an adjustment added under §2C1.1(b) (1)).

- e o
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STATE AGENCY - Department of Motor Vehicles

70881
GDLINEHI: 20C1.1 OFF. LRV. S0C's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 6
Base (PSR): 10 1: [ Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Pinal (SOR): 10 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

The defendant was -involved in a scheme to sell fraudulent drivers licenses to illegal
aliens through a Dept. of Motor Vehicles office. The illegal aliens would pay
individuals to transport tham to from cut-of-state, enroll them in a driving
school, and get them a . license which they could then "trade in®* for their home
state’s license - doesn’t requ;re proof of legal residence in the U.S.). Driving
school instructors, such as the defendant, would provide the students with falsge

addresses and in some cases would pay DMV employees to issue licenses to students who
had failed all or part of the licensing exam. This defendant paid $300 to two DMV
agents in exchange for the transfer of a copy of the written portion of the licensing
exam. The PO used the value of the payment in his calculations but the government
contendad, and the court found, that the value of such a transfer was "in excess of

$5000," due to the fact that the DMV received over $10,000 in federal funding each
year.

.

70852
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEBV. sSOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 6
Base (PSR): 10 1: [} Pts.: 0 DBEPARTURE: Ro
Pinal (SOR): 10 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT : 91
3: N/A

The defendant was involved in a scheme to sell fraudulent drivers licenses to illegal
aliens through a Dept. of Motor Vehicles office. The illegal aliens would pay
individuals to transport them to from cut-of-stats, enrcll them in a driving
school, and get them a Virginia license which they could then "trade in" for their home
state‘s license (° doesn‘t require proof of legal residence in the U.S.). Driving
school instructors, such as the defendant, would provide the students with falsge

addresses and in socme cases would pay DMV employees to issus licenses to students who
had failed all or part of the licensing exam. This defendant paid $300 toc a DMV

employee in exchange for a copy of the written portion of the licensing exam.
{Multiple payments].

The PO used the value of the payment in his calculations but the government contended,
and the court found, that the value of such a transfer was "in excess of $5000," due
to the fact that the DMV received over $10,000 in federal funding each year.

72677
GDLINBHI: 2Ci.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 6
: Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 10 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
- 3: N/A
Defendant ims tester at DMV of . office. Co-defendant would find imnigrant
applicants who would pay to get a license from defendant without having to take any of
three required tests (vision, road. written). Defendant and co-defendant split
profita. Defendant had worked for DMV for 2 months when she started taking

payments from VCAs. Three VCAs on separate occasions paid $400, $450, $450 for
licenses. This DMV branch was commonly told by immigrants arcund the country to get
licenses through driver’s ed instructors for $300-800 apiece. Licenses esasily gotten
because residency but not citizenship has to be shown. [Multiple payments].
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758585

GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 13
Bgu (PSR) : 10 1l: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Pinal (SOR): 12 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

The defendant accepted payments in return for obtaining fraudulent driver’s licenses
and "green cards®" for illegal aliens. For a driver’s license, the defendant charged
$400, which he apparently shared with DMV employees who issued the falge licenses. The
defendant charged $3500 for a false green card; some of the money went to a farmer who
supplied false seasonal worker documentation, and some went to an attorney.

e e

101383 '
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTBNCE: 12
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 1 DEPARTURE: Up
Final (SOR): 8 2 ncf Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

The defendant paid an employee of the Bureau of Motor Vehicles of the

"no more than $2000" in cash and/or jewelry for issuing fake permit
identification permits. The defendant realized that he could earn money from the
scheme; he charged individuals on the street $100-$200 and would give the DMV employee
$25 per permit, who admits she may have issued over 100 £fraudulent permits. The

defendant states that he told the DMV employee that the individuals were using this
identification for illegal activities.

BOL=10, minus 2 for A of R. Upward departure: $2Cl.1, application notes 4 & S, and
§5K2.7; in view of the nature and scope of this offense; harm/loss was caused, and the
disruption of a gcvernment effect on the operation of the Bureau of Motor (vehicles).
Involves a continuing investigation: Permits were used for identification; law
enforcement agencies have had to exonerate the victims in this case of traffic
vioclations and arrests that they did not incur. Additionally, the extent to which the
public sector has been harmed (creditors, banks, etc.) is unknown. Offense levelas8

- . -

124373
GDLINBHI: 2C1.7 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 2
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURB: Ko
Final (SOR): 8 2: NC? Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

The defendant was & part of a wide-ranging scheme to provide false driver’s licenses
and vehicle registrations in return for payments. Although the sentencing report is
not entirely clear, it appears that the defendant served as a "runner, " bringing money

and applicatiom. 8 to Department of Motor Vehicles employees, whe would in turn
process the g::im without requiring proper identification or the standard
written, eye, road tests. The PSR notes that approximately 50 individuals and DMV

employees weaxe fwclved in the scheme. The defendant was sentenced under $2C1.7 (fraud
involving the intangible right to the hconest services of public officials). The PSR

also stated that it was not possible to determine either the amount of the payment
involved or the benefit received.
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141364

GDLINBHI: 2€1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 6
Base (PSR}: 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 12 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 93

3: N/A

The defendant at a DMV office took payments for falsifying documents such as driver's
permit applications, eye test forms, etc. The scheme was undertaken to insure that
certain people would receive identification that would be valid in all 50 states.
These false IDs would also allow people to conceal their true identity as well. Seven
hundred false and unauthorized documents were issued and cash payments of $28,000 were
made. The defendant received approx. $10,000 in payments.

- -

142867 .
GDLINEHI: 2C1.7 OFF. LREV. SOoC’s CRIM. HIST. SENRTENRCE: 6
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Ptse.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 10 2: N//A Cat: 1 YRSERT: 93
3: N/A

The defendant was a middleman in an ongoing scheme involving Dept. of Motor Vehicle
employees who processed a variaty of fraudulent documents in exchange for cash
payments. The defendant’s "specialty® was in obtaining vehicle registration cards
without the proper identification through his connections at the DMV. The parties both

stipulated that the defendant paid between $5000 - $10 000 in payments to DMV employees
during the course of the conspiracy.
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INSURANCE

67629
GDLINEBHI: 2F1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 41
. Base (PSR): 6 1: 10 Pts.: 1 DBPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 20 2: 2 Cact: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: 0

The defendant owned several small, off-shore insurance companies specializing in high-
rigk insurance. With encouragement from ~ 8 Insurance Commigssioner (IC)
- defendant applied for a license to do business in . The defendant‘s U.S.
company, Commercial General Insurance Company (CG) was accepted for a license without
complying with requirements. Many of the assets listed in support of the

defendant’s application were "over-valued, illicit, or bogus." The IC took what the
PSR described as a "very solicitous attitude" toward CG, discouraging his staff from
scrutinizing CG’'s activities too carefully. The IC’s actions included encouraging a
United States Senator to write a letter on the defendant’s behalf to help him out of
some bankruptcy problems he was experiencing. The defendant and the IC negotiated a
purchase of land by the defendant from the IC, which was concealed by a convoluted
series of transactions. Ultimately, the IC was pressured into conducting an audit of
CG which revealed its financial instability. The defendant reported to investigatore
that the IC had sclicited several "loans" from the defendant, who felt that he had no
choice but to pay them because he did not wish to risk losing his relationship with the
IC.

*74035 ‘ :
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 1s
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 13 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A
Defendant was appointed by the Governor as .- et s ar €for

Defendant aggressively sought to lure new insurance companies to the state, and ended
up certifying some marginal businesses of persons with histories of fraud and
bankruptcy. Three different casqs were involved. [Multiple payments].

Case 1: Defendant certified a company that was fairly clearly not certifiable; headed
off audits of the company; and weighed in with a U.S. Senator to have letters written
on behalf of a co-defendant. In return the defendant received $8250 cash for a
property with $10,000 debt on it (total benefit to defendant: $18,250; net return on
property $16,250). Defendant hid the receipt of the money and the sale of the property
through convoluted series of transactions through family members and CD’'s. Loss to the
public ran at $2.6 million. Co-defendant also claimed defendant gtrongarmed him into
purchasing other property and loaning additional money to family members.

Case 2: Another similarly situated company purchased defendant‘s home at $36,860
greater than its value.

Casge 3: Detm accepted $1700 in travel expenses from another company apparently
as a gratuity.

Comment : No adjustment given for multiple payments. 8-level high level official
adjustment made. All cases treated as relevant conduct even though only the first
rasulted in a conviction. Court declined recommended 3-level departure under 5K1.1 as
requested by government. PO suggested three departures -- (1) note 3 mentions 3B1.3
not to be applied, but this case is extreme example of its application; (2) note 4 (low
value of payment relative to loss to victims); and (3) loss of government function).
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81743

GDLINBHI: 2Cl.1 QFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 27
Bage (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 18 2: 8 Cact: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

The defendant was in trouble with insurance regulators in a number of states since
1586. Count 1 charges that from March 1987 through May 1990 the defendant involved
himself in a comspiracy to violate the Travel Act bv bhrihing an unindicted co-
conspirator, the Insurance Commissioner for the State of _  who accommodated the
defendant with licensing and favorable regulation of the risk purchasing group. The
conspiracy involved the purchase of the Commissioner’s home at an inflated price
through a nominal purchaser and shortly thereafter taking possession of the property
which was sold at a loss of $37,000. These actions resulted in an attempt to have
legislation introduced in 80 that defendant’s firm ~~uld be licensed in

The goal was to transfer the firm’s activity to The defandant
submitted false statements to Insurance Department in order to continue his risgk
purchasing groups in the state. Firm eventually went into receivership.

CONNTY LEGISLATIVE OPFICIALS (Zoping and Contxacts)

§77%7
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LRV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 41
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): Misgs 2: y 8 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant solicited payment on behalf of county sheriff, who would support victim
developer’s rezoning request. Defendant acted as go-between. Rezconing would be done
by Planning Commission and City Council. ([Single payment].

Defendant received an 8-laevel increase for involving sheriff and Council.

77618
GDLINBHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTERCE: 41
Bage (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURR: No
Final (SOR): 20 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT : 91
3: N/A

Defendant and co-defendant solicited a payment from another owner of a real estate
development company to be paid to a county commissioner to effectuate a favorable
ruling on a rezoning application filed by the individual from whom the defendant
golicited the payment. The amount of the proposed payment was $5000. {Single
payment] .

77618 .-
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OPF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 41
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Ptse.: 0 DEPARTURR: No
Final (SOR): 20 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant and her boss, the owner of the development company, attempted to obtain a
$5000 payment from the owner of another development campany under order of official
right and the use of feaar of ecocnomic loss. This $5000 payment was to go to a certain
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county commissicner "to effectuate a favorable ruling on a rezoning application® filed
by the individual who was being sclicited.

. o

85152
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LRV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 40
: .Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 21 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant was a former city councilman who resigned to run for Congress, but lost. He
then formed a consulting business as a private citizen, and set up an arrangement with
a city Councilman and his Chief of Staff. As developers scught legislation changing
zoning restrictions or the like, the public officials would direct the developer to pay
the defendant a consulting fee through his consulting business to ensure passage of the
legislation. This occurred in numerous cases, with defendant generally receiving half
of the proceeds of the payments. Some cases involved extortion under color of official
right. Payments ranged in gize from $50 to several thousands of dollars. Bventually,
defendant was reelected to city council, and he selected a successor in the consulting
business who handled arrangements as defendant had previously done. This woman
eventually was turned by law enforcement, and taped a number of discussicns with
defendant, including one where he pressured her to destroy records, lie about their
relationship before the grand jury, and otherwise obstruct justice. Offense occurred

over a number of years. Defendant also pled to additional tax, fraud, and RICO
convictions.

104627 .
GDLINEHI: 2Ci.1 QOFF. LRV. SOC'’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENRCE: 21
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 16 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

A confidential informant told the FBI that the defendant had told him that he (the
defendant) would accept money in return for the exercise of his authority as an elected
County Commissioner. The FBI set up a sting in which the defendant was to receive a
payment, in return for which he would exercise his influence with a city council.
Although the total payment was to be $20,000, the defendant was arrested after payment
of a $5000 "advance"” and his sentence and restitution were calculated based on that
amount. [Single payment].

The defendant received an eight level enhancement for being an official in a high level
or sensitive position. '

121548
GDLINEHI: 281.} OFP. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 41
- Base (PSR): 20 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
= Pinal (SOR): 22 2: 0 Cat: 1 YRSENRT: 92
= 3: N/A

Defendant was one of the alderman in the scheme in 121703 and took a payment to attend
the NAACP conference. He referred cne potential contractor to the political consultant
in 121703 for assistance. $23,000 was extorted in these and zoning cases. [Multiple
payments] .

2-level enhancement given for multiple extortions.

. . . . . . . . . . . « e e . e ¢ . . . . ¢« . . . e - e e
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121703 .
GDLINEBHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. S

OC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 70
Bage (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 1 DRPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 26 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

An undercover investigation was initiated when the president of a construction company
complained to the FBI that local city officials were tryine re axtort money from him
in exchange for favorable treatment before the Board of . Defendant is a
political consultant with ties to city Defendant agreed to take payments
from an undercover contractor and pass them on to his own charities which would in turn
pass them on to local officials in exchange for favorable treatment to the contractor.
Defendant also sought payments to send himgself and defendant in 121548 to an NAACP
convention. Similar arrangements were made for zoning issues. ([Multiple payments].

2-level enhancement given for multiple extortioms.

124536
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 28
Base (PSR): 10 1: o Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 18 2: 8 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

The defendant was an elected member of a county board of supervisors. The attorney for
the board, working undercover with the FBI and the State Attorney General’'s office, met
with the defendant. At the meeting, the defendant solicited a $1000 payment from the
attorney, in return for which the attorney would be able to keep his job.

*#132181
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LRV. - SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 46
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 2 Pts.: 0 DBPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 22 2: y 8 cat: 1 YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

Defendant was the county executive and was having personal finance difficulties.
Accordingly, he took a gift of $30,000 in exchange for his committed support of a
contractor in bidding for a contract to build a civic arena and for modifications to
that contract that would increase the contractor’s profit. The $4.25 million contract
was awarded the contractor. When the arrangement came to light, defendant had
fraudulent documents prepared to treat the transaction as a loan. In addition,
defendant was involved in manipulating bidding for the contract to purchase the
county’s cars (notices printed only in two religious newspapers). The contract was
awarded to a company that them bought back the county’s used cars and gave one of them
(value: $5000) to the executive. A second such contract was also fraudulently

awvarded. In return, defendant sought a $5000 budget item for the car dealer’s diving
team. - :

Comment : PO 1od'\ﬂ‘cnly to value of payments, not benefit involved.

e « & a4 e s s s e e & s+ e & o o e =
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LOCAL AGENCY/GOVRRNMENT

106364

GDLINEHI: 2Cl.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 12
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 17 2: s Cat: 1 YRSENT : 92

3: N/A

The defendant was a Transit Authority clerk who used his position to shield

other clerks who were pocketing or stealing monies. He solicited payments for hisg

Silence and for transferring them to positions where they could steal more. He

cooperated in the investigation.

The court found §3Bl1.3 on its terms (not §2Ci.1 n.3) kept it from applying.

*115817
GDLINBHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 36
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): 24 2: 12 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

Defendant was part of an ongoing, systematic scheme to obtain welfare benefits by
fraudulent means. Defendant is employed by the city of . as an Eligibility
Specialist for the disbursement of benefits subsidized by city, state, and federal
funds. The overall scheme involved approximately 12 recruiters/counterfeit document
suppliers, who would seek out "welfare mothers" with the opportunity to open "extra‘
welfare case and thus receive extra monthly benefits. The recruiters would demand up-
front payment or demand a portion of the extra benefits. It is not clear whethezr the
defendant was one of these recruiters or whether she was paid by the recruiters.
Nonetheless, she processed approximately 200 fraudulent welfare cases for a total loss
to the government of approximately $1.4 million. Defendant received payments amounting
to $64,453. (Multiple payments).

Comment: PO mistakenly added the los8s to the government and the payment amount instead
of taking the greater amount. Somehow, he got the figure up to "in excess of
1,500,000." It is not at all clear how the PO arrived at this amount. There is no

detailed SOR. Unknown what court determined. PO did give 2-level enhancement for
multiple payments.

118972
GDLINBHI: 2E1l.1 OFF. LBV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 0
Base (PSR): 23 i: N/A Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: 5K
Final (SOR): 21 2: R//A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A :

Defendant was a consultant who secured two contracts valued at $90,000 from a newly
elected tribal chairman, in exchange for promising to pay $20,000 to the chairman’s
son, even though the son did no work to justify the fee. Defendant and the chairman
then agreed to Bacome sharsholders of a corporation and share in its profits, including
an ocutstanding $%00,000 loan request before the tribe. To gain control, the defendant
informed the corporation that it would receive a $2.25 million lcan if defendant was
appointed president and given a controlling interest in the corporaticn, and if the
chairman received 3.15 million shares in the company . The loan was approved.
Defendant set up other arrangements wvhereby companies were provided funds so they could

pay the chairman‘s son without his working so the son could give the money to the
chairman.
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GRATUITIES
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77537 -
GDLINBHI: 2C1.2..._ OPFP. LRBV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 1l
Base (PSR): 7 l: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURB: SKX
Final (SOR): Misgs 2: 2 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

This is a gratuity case. It stems from two related cases. The defendant acted as a
go-between between others. As a result, he received illegal gratuities.

87146
GDLINEHI: 2F1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 87
Base (PSR): 6 1: 11 Pts.: 7 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 24 2: 2 Cat: 4 YRSENT: 91
. 3: 0
Defendant was foreman for a company with a large contract at - . to maintain

housing/rental units there. According to the PSR, defendant was second level of
culpability in a scheme to save on costs to the employer at the expense of the
government, and to pay inspectors so the fraud wvas not uncovered. One method of saving
Costs was by not maintaining the properties as required under the contract. Por
instance, defendant ordered his employees not to perform tvice-yearly maintenance on
heating and cooling units. Defendant was also involved in processing gratuities paid
by his employer’s CEO to government inspectors, by directing employees to provide
services, and arranging for products billed to the government to be installed in the
inspectors’ home. Loss to government was over $5 million due to theft, excessive
billings, and cost due to nonperformance. Not clear how much of this is truly
defendant’s relevant conduct. Defendant was convicted on 186 counts. Defendant had
authority to hire and fire most of the workers. Defendant solicited his son to beat
up some witnesses in the case.

No specific offense characteristics were given in application of §2C1.2.
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CONFLICT OF INTEREST

59111 =
GDLINEHI: 2C1.3 —==-QFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
"7 Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 4 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A '

Defendant was computer specialist who represented business interests for clients
including company in which he and his mother had 100% interest. Defendant roped
company in proceeding before his agency while seeking agency grant. Defendant lied

about his employment and ownership but insisted that he had legal office okay to seek
6a status for company.

60666 .
GDLINEHI: 2Cl1.2 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 7 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): S 2: 0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

Defendant asked discharge nurse at air force base to refer patients to his facility for

35% of first month fee for each patient referred. Nurse referred an FBI agent and
received a $200 advance.

66607 .
GDLINEHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 1
Base (PSR): 10 1: 0] Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 8 2: -0 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91
3: N/A

The defendant was a clerk in the Federal District Court Probation Office who, because
of a personal relationship with a woman to whom he was providing support, informed a

defendant in a case that he would withhold certain information from the sentencing
judge. :

76536
GDLINEHI: 2C1.3 OFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 1
Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 6 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT : 91
3: N/a
This is a rare conflict of interest charge (§2C1.3). Defendant was a quality assurance

representative who oversaw contractors. He than clandestinely wrote a manual for a
contractor. He also consulted with them.
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90620

GDLINEHI: 2C1.3 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 1 DEPARTURE: No
Pinal (SOR): 4 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92

3: N/A

Defendant was a staff asgistant to a Congressman. A constituent sought asgistance in
getting a federal grant to start a company in the Congressman’s district. The
defendant agreed.to help convince the Congressman to get the grant, but wanted to do
80 on his "own time" so that he could be paid for consulting. He signed an agreement
with the constituent to be paid $300 plus a percentage’ of the size of the grant.
Defendant put some time into getting the contract, and arranged two brief encounters
with the Congressman, but nothing substantive occurred before the defendant wag
terminated due to an arrest for passing bad checks.

91301
GDLINBHI: 2Ci1.3 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 0
Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): Miss 2: N/A Cat: Miss YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

Defendant was the acting supervisory deputy United States Marshal and was responsible
for reviewing and approving billings and requests for payments submitted by a security
company that protected USMS seizures. Defendant apparently knew the security company
was permitting its guards to live in the building against USMS regulations. The
company president later gave defendant an $8900 loan which was not repaid by defendant
other than defendant working on company boats. Later, defendant accepted $3650 from
the company. Later, defendant alerted the company tco a sting set up by local officials
to nab company employees selling the seized property. {Multiple payments].

98441
GDLINEHI: 2Si.1 OFF. LRV, SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SERTENCE: 60
Base (PSR): 23 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SQR): Mias 2: /0 Cat: Migs YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

Defendant was an attorney who raiged funds for another attorney who sought and won
election as Surrogate in (Surrogate Court oversees administration of wills and
appoints guardians for those not campetent to represent themselves). As a result of
his position in the Surrogate’s campaign, the defendant received substantially more
appointments as guardian than court rules permitted (he received 110 appointments over
S years compared with the general rule of 1 per year). Such appointments were
lucrative in light of the high fees earned for relatively limited work. In addition,
defendant had a gambling problem and failed to pay taxes over this period of time.
(Multiple payments] .

~

-
103072 &;_
GDLINEHI: 2CI.3 OFF. LRV. S0C's CRIM. HIST. SENTERCE: 0
Base (PSR): 10 1l: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: Down
Final (SOR): Miss 2: 1 Cat: Miss YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

Defendant wag involved with two companies, one of which he was the president of and
with his daughter being the president and owner of the other coampany. The co-defendant
had the authority to award maintenance contracts. The defendant would quote a price
for work his company completed The co-defendant would in turn say, "Why don‘t you add
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‘X’ number of dollars to that bill." The defendant contended that he did the work to
make up for what he was overcharging for because of feelings of guile.

. -

108784
GDLINEBHI: 2C1.3 OFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENRCE : 0
: Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 4 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
- 3: N/A

Defendant was a purchaser of horses for the Forest Service. Though retiring after more
than 30 years with the Service, he agreed to continue to purchase horses once or twice
a year. Defendant alsc purchased horses for himself, which he then transferred to a
friend. A few of these horses he then sold back to the Forest Service for $500-600
more than he purchased them for (fram $500-2000). Defendant claimed he supplied the
horses only in emergencies and no equal quality horses could be purchased elsewvhere.

He claimed the $500-600 markup accounted for his expenses in transporting and caring
for the animals.

PO sought to apply harm to government adjustment (+4) but court declined. Defense had
argued he merely recouped his costs and had provided letters from Forest Service
personnel indicating the animals were high quality.

- e s e e . - . . . . DY e e & & e o

114200
GDLINEHI: 2C1.3 OFF. LRV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 1 DEPARTURE: Ro
Final (SOR): 4 2: N//A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

Defendant accepted money from an airplane repair shop in exchange for writing its
operations manual for certain engines. One of the defendant'’s job duties was to review
and approve or deny the operations manuals of the repair shopes applying for FAA
certification. This particular repair shop wanted to ensure receipt of FPAA
certification to overhaul certajin types of engines. [Single payment).

§2C1.3, which doesn’'t contemplate any monetary amounts (defendant was paid $7800 in
separate installments).

117596
GDLINEBHI: 2C1.3 OFF. LERV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR : 3
Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Pinal (SOR): 6 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSBNT: 92
3: N/A

Defendant was & trade specialist for the Department of Commerce. When two individuals

approached him em separate occasicns seeking assistance in selling products cversees,
defendant refer®éd the persons to his wife’s firm.
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128712 '
GDLINEHI: 2Ci1.4 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0

Base (PSR): 6 1: N/A Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Pinal (SOR): 4 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 93
3: R/A

Citicorp Diner’s Club (CDC) provided government-wide credit cards to qualifying federal
employees to be used for work related expenses. The defendant was promoted to
Comptroller of GSA which award the contract to Citicorp. As comptroller the defendant
was responsible for agency wide budget and accounting functions, financial management
programs and had administrative control of agency resources. The comptroller’s office
wrote policy and guidelines regrading the use of the charge cards by GSA employees.

Two members of CDC government credit card division met for lunch with the defendant.
On most of these occasions they paid by credit cards for which they submitted false
names to their company for.reimbursement. In addition, a trip was also part of this
scheme. A total of $582.77 was paid for the defendant as part of the scheme on thig

trip. The total for all lunches, dinners & trips paid by CDC for the defendant was
about $2664.20.

137464
GDLINEHI: 2Cl.4 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. ‘SENTENCR : 0
Base (PSR): 6 1: N/A Pts.: 0 DEPARTURR: No
Final (SOR): Miss 2: R//J\ Cat: Miss YRSENT: 93
3: R/A

The defendant was a FAA aviation flight inspector who, on the side, was receiving pay
for conducting flight tests. This was a conflict of interest. Pled to a misdemeanor
(receipt of unauthorized compensation).

Sentenced under $2Cl1.4. No enhancement for amount.

137562
GDLINEBHI: 2Ci1.7 OFF. LBV. SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. ‘SENTENCR: 0
Base (PSR): 10 1: 8 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Final (SOR): 13 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

Defendant ran an auto sales operation in which he entered into 4 conspiracy with the
county tax collector to overcharge vehicles and then kickback. In this way, the
county’s loss was around $80,000.

Defendant received a +8 enhancement because he was dealing with an elected official.

141004
GDLINEHI: 2C1i.3 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
. Base (PSR): 6 1: 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 4 2: N/A cat: 1 YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

Section 2C1.3, Conflict of interest. The defendant, the Sergeant of Arms of the U.S.
Senate, became involved in the offense when he went cn a trip to ., to attend a
building opening for a new AT&T Headquarters. It is unclear whether he invited himgelf
or was invited by the company VP. This occurred during contract negotiations. AT&T
paid for the defendant’'s first-class plane ticket, but because they refused to pay for
his hotel he submitted a voucher to the Senate for reimbursement .
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82950 _ )
GDLINBHI: 2C1.5 - OFF. LEV. soC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
Base (PSR): 8 1: NR/A Pts.: 0 DEPARTURER: No
Final (SOR): 4 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 91

3: N/A

This is a campaign contribution case, §2C1.5. Defendant sought contributions through
shell corporation and pheny invoices. He acted for others and was a minor participant.

123518
GDLINBHI: 2Ci1.1 OFF. LEBV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCR: 15
Base (PSR): 10 1: 8 Pts.: 3 DEPARTURE: 5K
Final (SOR): 18 2: N//A Cat: 2 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

The defendant was a businessman who had, over a period of some 30 years, served in
various pogsitions (some elective) as a public employee. He was not a public employee
at the time the instant offense was coonmitted but, in fact, became a public employee
as a result of the payment. Due to his public service, the defendant was eligible to
participate in the state’s retirement fund, but needed two more years’ public
employment to qualify for a pension. The defendant offered a $10,000 payment to a
local judge who was a known political boss. The payment was to assist in the election
of a particular person to the position of Sheriff; in return, the defendant was to
receive a position in the sheriff’s office so that he could obtain eligibility for the
retirement fund.

When the investigation of the matter began, the defendant agreed to cooperate with the
FBI, but in fact provided them with false information. The defendant also lied to the
grand jury and encouraged his co-defendant to do so. However, upon entering his plea
agreement, the defendant was completely cooperative. Ultimately the government filed
a motion for departure under $5K1.1, which the eentencing court granted.

e s e e . . . - - - . ® s e & s+ e e o e e+ o o e e o
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IQOAN OR GRATUITY TO BANK EXAMINER

116936
GDLINEHI: 2C1.6 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 7 1: o] Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: RNo
.FPinal (SOR): S 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A

A loan was made by an officer of the bank to a loan examiner. The guideline is §2Ci.6.
The loans were for $10,000 each to two bank examiners (one pre-guideline; one post-
guideline) . There was a specific offense characteristic that was not followed that

enhances for the value of the ‘*gravity" or in this case the two loans. These were
misdemeanors.

117210
GDLINEBHI: 2C1.6 OFF. LRV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 0
Base (PSR): 7 1 0 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 5 2: N/A Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92
3: N/A
Defendant was a bank examiner for the state of . She socught a locan from the

President of a bank she examined. The President arranged a $7000 lcan to be made by

a bank customer. The loan was paid in full three months early but the bank eventually
became insolvent.

1323587
GDLINRHI: 2Cl1.6 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE : 4
Base (PSR): 7 1: 2 Pts.: 4 DEPARTURR: No
Final (SOR): 7 2: N/A Cat: 3 YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

Defendant and his girlfriend tqok five loans from a GMAC loan officer in order to
purchase consumer items (cars, boats). Some of the loans wers unsecured; none of them
had payments made on them beyond the first couple of months. The loan officer had
known the defendant previocusly through business contacts, and likely fudged the
paperwork to get the loans through. He then prepared a consolidation loan to refinance
the earlier debt and sought a $5500 check from the defendant for unspecified purposes.
The check memorandum indicated for "a friend" and there wvas some sense that it was a
gratuity, although defendant also notes it was to repair cne of the boats for resale.
Defendant fled with his girlfriend to where they were later arrested.
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94310
GDLINEHI: 2C1.4 OFF. LEV. SOC’s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: 0
- Base (PSR): 6 1: N/A Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: No
Final (SOR): 4 2: N//A Cat: 1 YRSENT: S1
3: N/A

The defendant, an employee of the U.S. Geological Survey, was asked to give a
deposition in a civil suit. The Geological Survey specified in a letter that the
defendant was testifying in an official capacity and that no compensation (other than
travel and subsistence) was required. The defendant ncnetheless accepted payment of
$4680. The PSR stated that the defendant tock advantage of the ambiguity of the
Survey’s use of the words "not required" regarding personal compensation, and received
the money without informing his superiors. [Single payment].

-

111910 ’
GDLINBHI: 2C1.1 OFF. LEV. SOC's CRIM. HIST. SENTENCE: O
Base (PSR): 10 1: 2 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURE: SK
Pinal (SOR): 22 2: /12 Cat: 1 YRSENT: 92

3: N/A

Defendant was a clerk in a government agency and worked with other defendants to
defraud the agency by submitting false bills on behalf of a blueprint
reproduction/photocopying contractor. The bills totaled $1.6 million for services not
rendered. [Multiple payments].

140236
GDLINEBHI: 2Cl1.1 OFF. LEV. , SOC’'s CRIM. HIST. SENTENCRE: 24
Base (PSR): 10 1: 8 Pts.: 0 DEPARTURB: No
Final (SOR): Miss 2: N/A Cat: Miss YRSENT: 93
3: N/A

The defendant owned and operated several supply companies whose principle business of
some of these companies involved supplying industrial merchandise to commercial
entities some of which received "benefits." The defendant would, upon receiving order
forms for merchandise, provide the company with fraudulent invoices. The company
ordering the merchandise would then remit payment by placing U.S. Treasury checks in
the mail. The company providing the fraudulent invoices would pay SOt of the face
value of tha false ivvoices and retain the remaining SO¥%.

An 8 level enhanCement was givexn for the amount for which the PO falt the dsfendant was
responsible. ‘This amount was $593,282.0S.
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Official Corruption

Rooting out corruption by officials in whom the public trust is vested, and other governmemt-
related corruption continues to be a top priority. During Fiscal Year 1992, federal charges were
lodged in 425 cases against 604 defendants related to federal procurement, federal programs,
federal law enforcement, other federal official corruption, and state, local or other officials. During
the same period of time, 505 defendants either were found guilty of or pleaded guilty to official
corruption charges in United States District Court.

Over the years, federal and state legislators, Governors, Judges, and many other federal,
state and local public officials have been prosecuted for violating their oaths of office. Some United
States Attorneys have found that public corruption task forces are an effective technique for
investigating these cases. Training for federal prosecutors handling public corruption cases was
presented by the Office of Legal Education during Fiscal Year 1992.

The unique nature of the federal criminal justice system provides maximum support in
prosecuting these difficult and often complex cases. For example, a multi-agency investigation of
the Los Angeles Sheriff's Office narcotics unit began in 1989. The investigation involved more than
60 Federal Bureau of Investigation, Internal Revenue Service and local law enforcement agents,
and eleven federal prosecutors. Twenty-one defendants have been convicted and several other
multi-defendant cases are pending as a result of the investigation.

In other notable police corruption cases, the former Chief of Police for the Detroit Police
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Department was sentenced to ten years in prison in the Eastern District of Michigan for embezzling
$2.6 million from the City of Detroit and filing false income tax returns. He was also ordered to
pay $2.3 million in restitution to the city. Also, the Chief of Police in Rochester, New York, was
convicted of conspiracy and embezzlement of more than $200,000 from the Department’s
undercover "drug buy” money. He was sentenced to four years incarceration and a $150,000 fine.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation and the Internal Revenue Service, in conjunction with
the United States Attorney’s office in the Eastern District of California, are reaping the results of
a two year undercover investigation of the California Legislature. During Fiscal Year 1992 a former

state senator plead guilty to using his office for state law bribery, federal extortion, obstruction of
justice, and subscribing to a false tax return.

Major investigations and prosecutions involving the South Carolina Legislature (Operation
Lost Trust) and the Kentucky Legislature (Operation Bop Trot) were conducted during Fiscal Year
1992. Also, the Assistant Majority Leader of the Illinois State Senate, who accepted a bribe to help
pass legislation, was convicted after a seven week trial and sentenced to three years in jail.

Each public corruption case is unique. For example, a Federal Bureau of Investigation
translator was convicted in the Southern District of Texas of providing classified information to a
foreign government and was sentenced to the maximum of ten years.

Other public corruption cases involving bribery that were prosecuted by United States
Attorneys offices are listed below:

* An Albany County Executive, who held that position for 15 years, was convicted in the
Northern District of New York on charges of bribery, mail fraud, and extortion. The County
Executive received payments from a personal friend, who had previously been convicted of
the same charges, in exchange for diverting a $70 million architectural contract for the
Knickerbocker Arena construction project. He was also convicted of receiving an
automobile from an Albany County car dealer who had benefited from a rigged bid to
supply automoabiles to the county.

Two former United States Customs Inspectors were convicted in the District of Arizonaof
a 500 kilogram cocaine conspiracy, possession of an unregistered automatic weapon, and -
possession of the firearm in relation to drug trafficking activity. One defendant received a
Life sentence and the other received a 365 month sentence.

An Interal Revenue Service agent and a wealthy farmer who bribed the agent to ensure that
the farmer’s federal tax returns would not be examined by honest Internal Revenue Service
employees, plead guilty to charges in the Southern District of California. The farmer was
ordered to pay the largest settlement of an individual criminal tax case in history ~ more
than $21.8 million. In addition, the taxpayer-farmer has agreed to pay the United States
$1.25 million in criminal fines and will serve six and a half years in prison. The Internal
Revenue Service agent who received $600,000 in bribes was sentenced to twelve years
imprisonment for violating the public’s trust.

Y =5



*

25

In another bribery case, the Presiding Judge of the Chancery Division of the Circuit Court
of Cook County, lllinois, and an. anomey were. convicted after a.five week trial of accepting

and providing a bribe to fix a civil case." The judge was semenced-to 37 months and the
attorney to 33 months.





