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1. Introduction 

The work plan (Year 5) for the ROLP program in 2013 called for an emphasis on prosecution 
development with particular attention to be paid to enhancing the anti-corruption efforts of 
investigation and prosecution. Much work needs to be done to reach the goal of a truly independent 
and highly effective anti-corruption prosecutorial program that the Judicial Council has set for the 
prosecutors and judiciary.  Accordingly, ROLP has expended considerable effort in supporting this 
objective.  Initial steps in enhancing the anti-corruption investigative skills came in December 2012 
when fifty prosecutors attended a day-long training program led by an American assistant Inspector 
General from Washington, DC. This training had a focus on financial crimes. Her case examples drew 
upon a number of public corruption investigations.  In March and April, Mr. Adoradio, an American 
prosecutor from Minnesota with a specialization in anti-corruption investigations, spent two weeks in 
Amman as a consultant/trainer conducting an anti-corruption assessment and practical training sessions 
for fifty Jordanian prosecutors. 

 In consultation with USAID, ROLP also planned a study tour to the United States in an effort to expose 
the Jordanian judiciary (including prosecutors) to various models of prosecution based anti-corruption 
efforts in the United States at the federal, state, and local levels. Without a doubt, the New York offices 
represent prosecution based efforts which are nationally recognized as being at the forefront of anti-
corruption efforts in the US. Maryland offices provide a look at the efforts at the state and county level 
which resulted from a wave of public corruption at the highest political levels. 

ROLP’s goal was to have the Jordanian delegation visit the American offices which would serve as   
models and inspiration to the Jordanian leadership as they chart a path towards tough yet fair and 
effective anti-corruption efforts.  Ultimately, the prosecutors of Jordan will become key players in the 
vigorous investigation and prosecution of public corruption in Jordan as well as in its prevention. 
Ultimately, the key milestones will be to minimize public corruption and, when detected, to swiftly 
punish and hold offenders accountable. 

Looking back, we conclude that the study tour experience was busy and productive.  Every session of the 
study tour involved not only well-prepared and impressive presentations by each of our hosts, but each 
session prompted questions from the delegation leading to spirited discussions. The group consistently  
interjected with commentary and questions throughout.  What follows is a summary of the on-site visits 
and the presentation and ensuing discussions.  1

 

 

2.   Preparation  

Soon after the selection of the study tour participants (attachment 1), an organizational and orientation 
meeting was conducted on Sunday April 7, 2013 for the participants.  A background of the American 
judicial and prosecutorial system was presented by Mr. Dean and Mr. Adoradio and an overview of the 
offices to be visited was presented. Information necessary for the travel arrangements, ticketing, and 
visa applications was discussed and collected as needed.  (attachment 2).  

                                                           
1 Assistant Attorney General Rami al-Salah of the Amman Attorney General’s Office attended the study tour and 
has been tasked with preparing a report from the perspective of the participants.  
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After the various host offices in New York and Washington, DC had confirmed their interest and 
availability to host the group, a memorandum was prepared by Mr. Dean and Mr. Adoradio to brief the 
hosts on the objectives and expectations of the study tour. (attachment 3).  

 Upon everyone’s arrival in New York City on Tuesday evening, June 11, the group met at the Paramount 
Hotel for a final briefing and distribution of the updated agenda (attachment 4). 2

 

 

3.    On-site visits.  

 

 

Wednesday  June 12  

United States Attorney’s Office – New Jersey – Newark, New Jersey.  

10:15-11:15

There next ensued a discussion with the group on the allocation of power in the federal judiciary 
and one point discussed with great interest was the fact that federal judges have no 
involvement in the selection process of the chief federal prosecutor and the assistant 
prosecutors. A number of questions were asked about how issues of overlapping jurisdiction 
and conflicts between state and federal prosecutors are resolved.  In addition, there was 
discussion of civil jurisdiction and how conflicts between state and federal authorities were 
resolved in those types of cases.  

 - The group was greeted by Assistant US Attorney (AUSA) Bohdan Vitvitsky who 
spent approximately one hour speaking to the group on the overall structure of the federal 
judiciary into 94 federal districts throughout the country and the corresponding organization of 
the 94 US Attorney offices (USAO). (attachment 5).  He discussed the role of the Department of 
Justice and the USAOs generally and gave a historical background of the development of the 
federal judiciary and federal prosecutors. He discussed the process of presidential appointment 
and Senate confirmation for the chief federal prosecutor for each federal district.  He noted that 
many of the assistant federal prosecutors are on a career track and develop specializations. He 
spent some time explaining the federal-state jurisdictional split. He noted the overlap of 
jurisdiction and pointed out that federal prosecutors get involved in cases with a more national 
or federal connection. This includes cases involving the use of interstate mails, wires, and the 
banking industry.  Of particular interest was the fact that federal judges serve for life unless 
impeached, which is very rare. He emphasized that this insures independence of the judiciary. 
He also pointed out that the chief federal prosecutor, appointed by the President with the 
confirmation of the Senate, serves at the pleasure of the sitting president. Hence, no life tenure 
for the US Attorney.  

11:15-12:30

                                                           
2 We would be remiss not to acknowledge with gratitude the extraordinary efforts of ROLP staff Fadia Batarseh, 
Lamees Al-Helou, and Essa Maymoun as well as Tetra Tech-DPK Home Office project officer Arum Lansel, and 
assistant project officer Jessica Akpan. They prepared, coordinated, organized, and planned so that all the moving 
parts could come together for a successful activity. And Ms. Akpan’s cool and calm presence during the entire 
study tour was greatly appreciated by all. 

 – AUSA  Zahid Quraishi - Next to address the group was AUSA Zahid Quraishi who 
is a member of the Special Prosecutions Division. He discussed the volume of public corruption 
cases handled by his unit and explained the structure of the unit. The US Attorney’s Office for 
New Jersey has obtained over 400 convictions for corruption during the past decade. He 
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discussed the unit’s screening, selection, and case investigation process, which is worked 
usually, but not exclusively, through the FBI.  Even with extensive investigations, some cases are 
not prosecuted due to insufficient evidence.  Cases normally originate through citizen 
complaints or tips to the FBI or the USAO. Suspicious financial activities are often reported by 
banks.  In bribery cases in particular, the investigator/prosecutor need to determine (1) what 
has been given to the public official and (2) what has the giver received in return.  In this regard, 
he noted the importance of developing cooperating witnesses, those involved in some sort of 
criminal activity yet electing to work with investigators to develop cases against more serious 
offenders. AUSA Quraishi emphasized that these sorts of witnesses who will be looked at 
carefully by the judges and jury, need to be corroborated by other evidence such as witnesses, 
documents and records, or electronic interceptions. Next, he discussed several significant cases. 
One was a case involving corrupt police who set up protection rackets. Another was a case 
involving a fraudulently obtained loan by a police officer. Documentation through bank records 
and other financial institution documentation was deemed to be essential in these cases. He 
pointed out that loan fraud and tax related crimes often are the cases that get developed once 
an investigation starts.  

12:30-1:00 – AUSA Barbara Ward – Ms. Ward is an asset forfeiture specialist and discussed with 
the group the role of asset forfeiture. There is a Financial Obligations Unit or some equivalent in 
all USAOs, the purpose of which is to collect debts owed to the United States. This would include 
restitution to victims and any type of civil judgment. She discussed the use of asset forfeiture to 
compensate victims. She noted how the federal forfeiture laws are complex and seem “a mess.”  
She discussed civil forfeiture which is a civil action but based on criminal conduct not yet 
resulting in a conviction. Asset forfeiture can be used to compensate victims but a restitution 
order is necessary.  Remission is when the court orders a return of assets to a crime victim. 

1:00-2:05

• Health Care fraud which often involves overcharging. One case he discussed 
involved medical labs providing kickback payment to doctors for blood-tests which 
over a period of time amounted to $200,000,000.  

 – Paul Fishman – United States Attorney for New Jersey – At this point, lunch was 
delivered to the group in the USAO conference room during which a discussion session was 
conducted by Mr. Fishman. We were indeed honored to be joined by the chief federal 
prosecutor.  He delighted the group with a discussion of the history of the development of the 
United States Attorney Office and the Department of Justice and the role of the Attorney 
General of the United States. He then noted the absolute importance of team work and joint 
investigations with the investigative authorities (usually the FBI) and the key decision point in 
determining sufficiency to proceed with the indictment of a case.  Case development via a team 
approach was emphasized.  He cautioned against starting a case unless you reach a point of 
near certainty as to criminality and the ability to prove it. Mr. Fishman highlighted the 
importance of the prosecutor’s independence and the use of discretion. With regard to the work 
distribution in his office, he stated that 15% of his office handles civil matters (civil lawsuits 
involving the US) and 10% of his office handles political corruption. He pointed out several 
recent cases. One implicated the mayor of Trenton (capital city of New Jersey) in a bribery 
scheme.  Another involved a USAID contract fraud.  A third involved police in Camden, NJ 
(second largest city in New Jersey) who stole from drug dealers.  He also discussed other types 
of fraud cases his office handles such as: 

• Economic Crimes: Bank fraud, mortgage fraud, securities fraud 
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• Gangs and violent crimes and Crimes involving the mafia. 
• Drugs and narcotics 
• National security unit – Terrorism 
• Asset capturing as discuss previously by Ms. Ward.  

Finally, Mr. Fishman pointed out how his office is involved with the public in outreach programs 
and that it is very important for prosecutors to interact with the community to build trust and to 
enhance public awareness. 

2:15-4:00 –  AUSA Bohdan Vitvitsky and federal Judge Jose Linares - The group assembled in the 
courtroom of Judge Jose Linares for a presentation conducted in a question and answer format  
with questioning by AUSA Vitvitsky (as well as members of the group) and answers by the 
judge.3 He was initially appointed to the state court by the governor of New Jersey but soon 
thereafter in 2002 was appointed by President Bush to the federal bench. He discussed with the 
group his background and experience and the training he received. He emphasized the 
importance of judicial independence. He discussed pre-trial and on-going trial publicity issues 
and the concept of open trials as opposed to closed trials which do not occur in the US.  He 
discussed sentencing and preparing for the sentencing and he ended his comments to the group 
with an interesting aside, noting that he is the only federal judge who has been called upon to 
interpret Shari’a law in deciding a civil case. (See National Group for Communications and 
Computers v. Lucent Technologies, 331, F. Supp 2d 290 (2004)). The group found this quite 
interesting.   The judge then introduced Federal Probation Officer Susan Smalley. 

4:00-4:45

 

 – Susan Smalley – Ms. Smalley, a federal probation officer assigned to Judge Linares, 
discussed her role in preparing a pre-sentencing report on individuals convicted of crimes who 
are awaiting sentencing.  In that vein, she distributed to the group a copy of a sentencing grid 
(guidelines) and a Presentence Investigation Report (attachments 6-7). She discussed plea 
agreements. This led to an extended discussion of the sentencing guidelines and sentencing 
options available to federal judges.  

 

 Thursday June 13    

United States Attorney’s Office for the Southern District of New York (SDNY) (Manhattan) 

10:00 – 12:00

                                                           
3 Judge Linares was born in Cuba and came to the US with his family as a child.  

 - AUSA Brendan McGuire – To start the day, the group met with Mr. McGuire 
who is the Chief of the Public Corruption Unit (PCU) in the SDNY. His office is unique in that the 
focus of this particular federal prosecution office is international. This is due to the international 
character of New York as a financial capital. Mr. McGuire has a background in terrorism cases 
but for the past three years has been chief of the PCU. The USAO SDNY is the largest federal 
prosecution office in the country, and with 250 AUSAs is a leader within the DOJ for creative and 
innovative prosecutions. 180 of these federal prosecutors are assigned to criminal units and 60-
70 are assigned to civil cases defending the US government in civil claims. The PCU has 10 
prosecutors. The other units with a criminal focus are violent gangs, terrorism, organized crime, 
securities fraud, and a unit dealing with miscellaneous smaller offenses.  
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The PCU has several in-house investigators who assist and support the investigations, but the 
cases are usually investigated by a “team” consisting of a prosecutor and FBI agents assigned to 
the case. There are 40 FBI agents who work in public corruption cases in the SDNY. Mr. McGuire 
also noted that on a local level, New York City also has its own Department of Investigation that 
is similar to the FBI. This city-based investigative force deals with cases involving city agencies 
and officials. The types of cases handled by the USAO often involve elected New York state 
officials. It appears that the state government is rife with corruption in New York.  He remarked 
that bribery and embezzlement are the biggest problems here.   

Mr. McGuire remarked that the public seems to be more upset at federal misconduct as 
opposed to local and state official misconduct.  The PCU will also handle lower level cases 
involving government officials at public agencies including police, municipal workers, fire 
fighters and department of motor vehicle officials. Another significant area of work is in 
fraudulent government contracts. He mentioned a recent case involving a very large fraud by a 
contractor with New York City that fabricated “consulting services” for huge monetary payoffs 
for no work done.  He discussed the asset forfeiture and restitution process and indicated that 
five AUSAs are assigned to that unit.   The group discussed with Mr. McGuire the importance of 
forensic accounting for investigative support, integrity/virtue testing as a tool for deterrence, 
and the recurring issue of resolving overlapping jurisdiction with the local authorities.  

 

United States Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District of New York (EDNY) (Brooklyn) 

2:00-4:45

Mr. Capozollo discussed a recent case involving corrupt union officials who were paid off (“hush 
money”) to ignore underpayments made by a trucking company. There is extensive federal 
legislation governing trucking contract practices. In this case, contract provisions to pay union 
rates were being ignored. He explained how an anonymous call to the Federal Department of 
Labor led to follow up investigations which started with an examination of bank records of the 
owner of the trucking company and the union shop steward who was receiving the illegal “hush 
money.”  This hush money was paid into the account of a corporation owned by the union 
official who then withdrew that money. The actual crime was the payment of money to the 
shop steward in excess of the contractual wages.  In investigating this case, Mr. Capozollo also 
used information from the New York City Business Integrity Commission which regulates 
“corrupt” businesses such as trucking and garbage hauling which are historically often subject to 
corrupt practices. The investigative steps used included (1) questioning the company owner in 
an effort to “flip him” as a cooperating witness, (2) a search warrant to locate corporate records, 
(3) examining applications for permits to do business from the Business Integrity Commission 
(which in this case revealed false answers), and (3) an exhaustive document search.  Often in 
such cases, the strongest prosecutions will be in false answers to permit applications. 

 – The group was met by Senior AUSA Robert Capers of the Public Integrity Unit (PIU) 
of the USAO – EDNY. He was joined by AUSAs  Anthony Capozollo and Lon Winn of the PIU and 
Brian Morris of the asset forfeiture unit,  each of whom discussed their respective specialized 
areas and provided case studies.  Initially, Mr. Capers provided an overview of the USAO EDNY 
and its organizational structure. He then turned the floor over to his colleagues who discussed 
certain case studies. 
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The group then discussed with Mr. Capozollo embezzlements and the tools of investigation. 
Such embezzlements are often found in pension funds and in the health care industry. Bank 
records are an essential first step.  

The group was next addressed by Mr. Morris who is an asset forfeiture expert. He discussed the 
financial sanction to prevent criminals from profiting from their crimes. Most crimes have some 
sort of forfeiture component involving the proceeds of a crime. There is a broad definition of 
“proceeds of a crime” which also include not only the direct proceeds of the crime, but any 
property that is indirectly obtained due to the crime.  The broadest forfeiture law relates to 
terrorism where all assets of a defendant are subject to forfeiture. Generally, the types of assets 
are very broad, including cash, bank accounts, boats, cars, stocks, houses, etc.  

Mr. Morris discussed the steps involved in asset forfeiture that are (1) seizure of the asset so as 
to give possession to the prosecutor and then (2) adjudication as to the title. Real property will 
involve a seizure lien and then adjudication followed by a forced sale with the proceeds going to 
the government.  He then provided an example involving a “Ponzi” scheme.4

Next, Ms. Lon Winn addressed the group. She discussed a case of a public employee of a public 
university (a university president at a state institution) who essentially exploited foreign 
scholarship students from China. Such exploitation involved forced labor and embezzlement. 
The challenge in this case was to get the “victims” to cooperate.   

 The proceeds of 
the “Ponzi” scheme were forfeited and were to be sequestered into a forfeiture fund for victim 
restitution. The potential recipients had to have had “clean hands” and not have been part of 
the scheme in order to qualify for a restitution award. This provoked a very spirited discussion 
on the theory of forfeiture of assets, restitution, and victim compensation.  With regard to a 
straw purchaser (those enlisted by the criminal to put the ill-gotten gains to a legitimate use), 
the law puts the burden on the intermediary to produce a legitimate claim that the proceeds 
were not from the defendant.  

  

 

Friday June 14 

New York County District Attorney’s Office (Manhattan) (NYCDA) 

10:00-12:00

The group was met by three individuals of the OCU.  They were Chief of OCU Luke Rettler,  
Deputy Chief Julio Cuevos,  and  Investigator Christine Ard. 

 –Official Corruption Unit (OCU)   

Mr. Rettler welcomed the group and gave an overview of the entire NYCDA’s office which 
consists of 400 prosecutors.  The Investigation Division is composed of specialized units, two of 
which focus on aspects of public corruption. The OCU handles allegations of corruption involving 

                                                           
4 Ponzi schemes essentially involve a fraudulent practice where people are enticed and duped to invest in a 
business with the promise of high yields which are paid for by subsequent investors, not from profits of the 
operation.  
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uniformed services.  The other corruption related unit is the Public Integrity Unit (PIU) which 
involves lawyers, public officials, and judges.  The OCU’s case load is 95% police related and the 
most common offenses are perjury and false reports. There are 4 prosecutors assigned to this 
unit backed by four investigators and three investigative analysts.  The unit was established in 
1990 in order to have an independent body look at complaints of police misconduct.  The effort 
was aimed to build greater public trust and confidence in New York’s police.  The Police 
Department itself also has an Internal Affairs Unit (IAU) which investigates police misconduct 
and assesses administrative sanctions for such misconduct.  Not surprisingly, there is 
overlapping responsibilities and extensive interaction between the police department’s IAU and 
prosecutor’s OCU.  He noted that often the OCU wants to “dig deeper” than the IAU and that 
the IAU often tends to minimize police misconduct issues.  The normal mix of cases includes the 
following:  (1) drug “rips” where police steal drugs or other property from offenders; (2) bribery; 
(3) kickbacks; (4) protection/extortion rackets from criminal enterprises; (5) police robberies; 
and (5) police burglaries.  

Mr. Cueves next described some of the cases that his unit has handled.  One involved a police 
officer who was planning a burglary and theft of $800,000 in cash supposedly concealed in the 
home of an unwitting occupant. An informant (who had been charged with illegal towing) 
provided police IAU of this and the OCU proceeded with the investigation.  The investigative 
steps involved recording conversations between the suspect police officer and the 
“cooperating” informant relating to the planning of the break-in and theft. Under OCU control, 
the informant staged a break-in and called the suspect policeman for assistance. When the 
suspect arrived, he was arrested and charged with attempted burglary. He was convicted and 
sentenced, jailed for a year, and dismissed from the department.  As an aside, pointing out 
overlapping federal and local jurisdiction, Mr. Cueves noted that the USAO had previously taken 
this case but gave it back to the local prosecutor when they discovered that the participants 
were not who they originally thought they were.  There next took place an animated discussion 
about entrapment, crime creation by prosecutors and investigators, and the legal and moral 
aspects of this defense.  Mr. Cueves noted the high importance of corroborating  “cooperating 
witnesses.”  

Mr. Cueves then discussed a case involving a police officer who was given the responsibility to 
locate and purchase a horse farm for retired police horses. He did so, made bids and tenders, 
and then awarded the contract for managing the farm to his girlfriend.  

Another case reviewed was a police brutality/excessive force case.  The incident was captured 
on videotape. Notwithstanding the obvious brutality and unreasonable use of force during the 
encounter (which the group viewed), the jury acquitted. An explanation for the acquittal was 
that during the time between the incident and the trial the victim disappeared and hence was 
not available to testify at trial, and the charged officer had had a stroke and attended court in a 
wheel chair.  

Another issue discussed involved the perceived difference between “small lies versus big lies.”  
For instance, police may lie about certain circumstances regarding the investigation, such as 
testifying as a first-hand witness as to what they said they saw (really seen by a partner who 
could not attend court) or did in a case.  This is known as an “accommodation perjury”. Compare 
this “fudging” testimony to actually falsifying a crime.  This issue often arises in a situation 
where illegal police conduct and/or unjustified stops and searches during which they discover 
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drugs or contraband. The crime actually was committed, but the police lie about the 
circumstances of the discovery, creating false justifications.  

There then took place a discussion of investigative techniques and those   most frequently used 
in these types of cases.  These are witnesses, criminal cooperating informants, cooperating 
witnesses, wiretaps, surveillance, controlled calls, undercover operations, and integrity testing.  
The issue of the “blue wall of silence” was discussed. This is referred to in situations where 
police lie or refuse to testify truthfully against fellow officers.  Finally, the group discussed with 
Mr. Cueves the range of dispositions available in these sorts of cases. They range from jail, 
probation, acquittal, resignation from the department, reduced rank, and administrative 
penalties such as docked pay, demotion, and transfers.  

 

2:00 – 4:45

The group was met by Dan Cort, Chief of the PIU.  The mandate of this unit is to investigate and 
prosecute public servants of all levels.  He noted that the DA’s office is organized into three 
Divisions: (1) Trial Division (handling routine street crime such as drugs, burglaries, sex assaults); 
(2) Investigative Division under which the PIU, (part of the Rackets Bureau) is organized; and (3) 
Appeals.  The Rackets Bureau of the Investigations Division is divided into three units, (1) the 
Organized Crime and Terrorism Unit; (2) Labor Investigations; and (3) the PIU. All prosecutors 
within the Rackets Bureau can be assigned to a case of the PIU. A prosecutor normally has 6 to 8 
years of experience prior to an assignment to the Rackets Bureau. The PIU focuses on all levels 
of corruption with most cases involving bribes, campaign finance crimes, ethic laws implicating 
criminal violations, and false filings (which are the easiest to prove). The PIU gets many of its 
cases from the New York City Department of Investigation (as mentioned earlier, similar to the 
FBI), the Inspector General’s Office specializing in city agencies who will then refer the case to 
the DA’s office (as the IG has no prosecutorial authority). Some cases are spin-off cases 
developed from other cases. A common form of corruption involves corrupt inspectors who are 
crooked for a variety of reasons. Some of the investigations are complex and last a year or so. 
The prosecutors are all actively engaged in the investigations and are familiar with all aspects of 
the case which makes for better trial presentation.  

 – Rackets Bureau - Public Integrity Unit (PIU) 

Charging was discussed and the level of proof need for an indictment was covered. Although 
only probable cause is needed for an indictment, conviction requires proof beyond a reasonable 
doubt which is closer to the standard most prosecutors use to indict. For investigative support 
the PIU has financial analysts and paralegals as well as the agents from the Department of 
Investigations.  

Investigative methods were discussed. This included document subpoenas which is the most 
common and a very useful tool, particularly for bank and phone records. It is a good 
enforcement mechanism and such subpoenas must be obeyed.  Physical surveillance is quite 
useful  and use of undercover police is very effective. Wiretaps, although difficult to obtain due 
to legal requirements, are very useful as well as other electronic interceptions.  The group also 
discussed with Mr. Cort standards for case selection and the ethical duties of prosecutors for 
revealing exculpatory evidence.  
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3:15- 3:45 – Mr. Cort took the group to the Arraignment courtroom of County Court where 
persons recently arrested are brought before a judge for a release/bail determination. The 
group observed several arraignments. 

3:45- 4:30

 

 – Mr. Cort took the group up to a trial courtroom where they observed part of a 
criminal assault trial being conducted before a jury in County Court.  The group observed the 
direct and cross-examination of a police officer witness.  

Monday June 17 

Maryland State Prosecutor’s Office (Towson, Baltimore County, Maryland) (SPO) 

10:00 – 1:00

After a weekend break which involved a Sunday bus trip south to Baltimore from New York, the 
group started off the week with a visit to the Maryland State Prosecutor’s Office, a unique office 
established in the 1970s in the wake of a series of high level political corruption scandals in the 
state of Maryland. State Prosecutor Emmet Davitt greeted the group and provided a brief 
overview of the office, its history, and its current structure. He introduced his Chief Investigator 
Jim Kabasesis who provided the group with a historical look at the SPO as he has been with the 
office since its inception in 1978.   The scandals provoking the creation of the SPO in Maryland 
included governors, high-ranking county executives, an elected prosecutor, and even a Vice-
President of the United States.  In response to this, the Maryland Legislature created a unique 
independent prosecution office with state-wide jurisdiction to deal with political corruption and 
election law fraud.  The legislature reflected the public demands for “cleaning up” its 
government and the demand for a totally independent prosecutor’s office to target political 
corruption.   

 – State Prosecutor Emmet Davitt – Chief  Investigator Jim Kabasesis – Assistant 
State Prosecutor Nicole Norris.  

The SPO is small. There is a staff of 12.  Three are prosecutors who are supported by 
investigators and an administrative staff.  On staff is a computer forensics expert.  

Mr. Davitt then explained that the SPO has a very narrow and specific mandate to deal with 
political corruption and election fraud cases. The selection process is designed to maintain its 
integrity and independence.  The SPO law in Maryland (attachment 8) provides for the selection 
mechanism for the Special Prosecutor.  There is a selection commission which is composed of 
the President of the Maryland State Senate, the Maryland Attorney General, the Leader of the 
Maryland House of Delegates, and a representative of the Maryland State’s Attorney’s 
Association.  The Commission then selects up to three candidates and from that list the 
governor makes the final selection, which is then subject to state senate confirmation.  The term 
is a renewable 6 year term. The Governor cannot replace the State Prosecutor. Only the 
Commission can replace the State Prosecutor and only for cause such as the commission of a 
crime.  

The SPO screens a large volume of calls and complaints from throughout the state, many of 
which are determined to be unfounded. The complaints and investigations are kept totally 
confidential until formal charging.  The office maintains a no contact policy with the press due to 
the sensitive nature of the cases.  Complaints of this nature can be very damaging to reputations 
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so the office is extremely careful about leaks. Some complaints can be motivated by spite and 
“sore losers.”  Nevertheless, the SPO tries to make filing a complaint as easy as possible. This 
includes inviting complaints by telephone, written complaints, e-mails, and face-to-face.  The 
first question asked is whether the SPO should be involved at all and whether the allegation fits 
the statutory mandate.  Also, the following questions need to be answered: (1) Is the action 
complained of a crime? (2) Is it within the statute of limitations? (3) Should this be a federal 
matter? (4) Can the allegations be proven?  (5) How can the evidence be obtained? (6) Who 
shall the case be assigned to? The Special Prosecutor himself will make the final determination 
as to whether to proceed with an investigation. 

Mr. Davitt next reviewed the key aspects of a typical investigation which he set forth as follows: 

1. Obtain records 
a. Financial and business records as appropriate – via subpoena 
b. Court order for secrecy/non-disclosure. 

2. Execution of search warrants – often search warrants are for computers which are taken 
back to the lab for forensic evaluation. The SPO has a computer forensics lab. 

3. The investigations are prosecutor directed.  
4. The use of the grand jury as an investigative tool was discussed.  This can be used to protect 

a witness and as “encouragement” to unwilling witnesses as the grand jury can compel 
testimony. 

Mr. Davitt also took time to explain the role of discretion in his job, the importance of his 
independence, how he handles anonymous tips, and the importance of the investigative 
support he gets from time to time from the Maryland State Police, especially in conducting 
arrests and in executing search warrants.  

He noted that his office has recently handled both high profile cases and others that can be 
regarded as petty.  

The relationship with the local elected Maryland prosecutors (each county has an elected chief 
prosecutor known as a State’s Attorney for that particular county). The SPO needs to interact 
with the county State’s Attorneys as well as the federal prosecutors for Maryland. 

Mr. Davitt discussed a very recent case where the County Executive (Mr. Leopold) for Anne 
Arundel County was prosecuted, convicted, and jailed for misconduct in office. The county 
executive is the highest level elected official at the county level.  The initial complaint involved 
his using county employees and his staff to work for his election and to carry out other non-
work related tasks.  

Mr. Davitt also discussed a recent election process case where his office prosecuted a campaign 
operative in a gubernatorial campaign who attempted to suppress the minority vote in a high 
minority jurisdiction by using a “robo call.” The crime was to fraudulently take action to 
discourage voters form voting. The case has “free speech” implications. The defendant claimed 
it was merely a “dirty trick” and not a crime. He was convicted of failing to provide the necessary 
authority line on the message. Although the crime was a low-level one, it had significant impact 
when the verdict and sentencing were handed down.  

Another case discussed was the prosecution and conviction of the Mayor of Baltimore who had 
a boyfriend who was a developer who contracted with the city. The Mayor received gift cards 
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which were supposed to be used to buy toys for poor children but which she used the cards for 
her personal use.  

The SPO handles its own appeals.  As mentioned, media relations are embargoed during an 
investigation and after charge and trial the SPO will issue press releases.  

 

Tuesday June 18 

Montgomery County State’s Attorney’s Office (Rockville, Maryland) 

10:15 – 1:45

Montgomery County State’s Attorney John McCarthy greeted the group at the Montgomery 
County Judicial Center and took the group to the Grand Jury Room. Mr. McCarthy had met the 
group the previous evening for dinner.  He then gave a presentation on the organization of the 
office and some background on his jurisdiction over Montgomery County which is Maryland’s  
largest. He described it as a very diverse community of over one million inhabitants. He 
explained the units of the office and the fact that his post is an elected position and that he is 
answerable only to the voters of the county.  He emphasized that as an elected official he is 
completely independent from the judiciary and other branches of government.  

 – State’s Attorney for Montgomery County John McCarthy – Judge Michael Mason 
(Circuit Court for Montgomery County), and Assistant States Attorney Robert Hill  

The group then visited Judge Michael Mason in his chambers and courtroom which are located 
in the Judicial Center.  Judge Mason is the most senior judge (of 20 judges) of the Montgomery 
County Circuit Court.  He is a former prosecutor and defense attorney in private practice. He 
described his overall duties as a trial judge and answered a host of questions from the group 
about his day to day activities as a judge. He handles a variety of civil and criminal cases and on 
the day of the visit he was in the midst of domestic violence case

The group then returned to the Grand Jury Room where Assistant State’s Attorney Robert Hill of 
the Special Prosecutions Division (SPD) provided an overview of this unit and discussed certain 
types of cases as examples.  

.  The group toured the 
courtroom and the jury room where jurors deliberate. 

Mr. Hill explained that the SPD has five prosecutors and two investigators and they handle cases 
involving corruption, financial exploitation of the elderly, police misconduct cases, and large 
financial frauds which routinely involve embezzlements.  During the presentation he noted the 
wide variety of models of judicial selection that exists among the various states in the US. He 
pointed out that there are a variety of different systems involving a mix of elections, 
appointments by governors and legislatures.   He pointed out that one of the most important 
factors in preventing official corruption is the independence of the participants of the judicial 
system, most notably the prosecutors and the judiciary.  

With regard to overlapping federal and local jurisdiction as to responsibility for certain cases, 
such decisions will be left to a case-by-case determination between the leadership of the  
respective offices. He remarked that large scale banking fraud cases and the more complex 
cases are often referred for federal prosecution.  This is due to the resources available to the 
federal prosecutors.  
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In response to a question regarding specialized training, Mr. Hill noted that there is regular in-
house training provided within the state’s attorney’s office as well as training offered by the 
state-wide Maryland prosecutors association and the National District Attorney Association.  

 

Montgomery County Inspector General’s Office (Rockville, Maryland) 

3:00-4:45

Mr. Blansitt, the Chief Inspector General for Montgomery County met with the group. He 
explained that his office was established in 1997 by the Montgomery County Council to prevent 
and detect fraud, waste and abuse in the county government and to make recommendations to 
enhance the economy and efficiency of the county funded operations and to increase the legal, 
fiscal, and ethical accountability of county agencies.  He distributed a hand-out (attachment 9) 
to the group that covered the range of issues dealt with by the IG’s office.  He also gave an 
overview of the various types of IG’s in the federal, state, and local jurisdictions throughout the 
country.  

 – Edward Blansitt – Chief Inspector General for Montgomery County  

Mr. Blansitt reviewed the activities of his office that can be classified into investigations and 
audits

(1) contract or procurement fraud; (2) theft of county funds or property;  (3) secret 
profits, kickbacks, or commissions;  (4) worker’s compensation or expense claims fraud;  
(5) fraudulent travel/reimbursement claims or falsification of financial records;  (6) 
undisclosed conflicts of interest;  (7) significant waste of county funds, abuse of county 
position; (8) serious misconduct; (9) computer misuse or crimes; (10) whistle blower 
reprisals; and (11)  offer, payment, or acceptance of bribes.  

.  He noted that all reports of his actions must be made public. He stressed that his office 
is independent yet he regularly reports to the county council.   He has power to issue subpoenas 
and to collect documents and records.  The types of issues his office normally confronts are:  

Necessarily, he needs to communicate and coordinate with the Montgomery County State’s 
Attorney, the Maryland State Prosecutor, and the federal authorities as needed. 

His office receives complaints via a number of sources which include complaints from: 
employees and taxpayers; from hotlines via the internet or telephone; newspaper articles; 
letters to the county government; and from an advisory group.  The advisory group is comprised 
of citizens selected by the Inspector General and this group meets regularly to provide input to 
the IG.  

The IG must regularly prepare an annual report and a four-year work plan. He provided a 
detailed flow-chart of the complaint intake and work product processing which was included in 
the hand-out he distributed.  

He concluded his presentation by discussing a few of his office’s recent activities that included: 

1. Review of county motor vehicle fleet management leading to recommendations to 
enhance economy. 

2. Investigation of misuse of credit cards leading to significant reimbursements 
stemming from questionable transactions.  
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3. Investigation of County contract breach leading to a more extensive investigation of 
the county’s contract administrator which revealed waste and misuse of county 
funds. A “ whistleblower” was also protected from retaliation.  

4. Investigation into a possible violation of ethics laws by a county council member.   

 

 

 

Wednesday June 19 

United States Department of Justice – Main Justice 

9:30-10:30

Mr. Bowman, OPDAT Regional Director for Africa and Middle East, met with the group. He 
began the meeting by explaining the work of his office. OPDAT provides training to prosecutors 
and judicial personnel in other countries to develop and sustain effective criminal justice 
institutions. He stressed that OPDAT recognizes that international cooperation in the 
investigation and prosecution of criminals and organized crime groups is central to countering 
international crime, and that effective rule of law promotes stability and support for basic 
human rights.  

 – Robert Bowman, Regional Director for Africa and Middle East, Office of Overseas 
Prosecutorial Development, Assistance and Training (OPDAT)  

Mr. Bowman explained the role of Resident Legal Advisors (RLAs) and noted that OPDAT has 
placed RLAs in many countries around the world, including several the Middle East. RLAs (and 
Interim Legal Advisors - ILAs) provide advice and technical assistance to host governments in 
establishing fair and transparent justice sector institutions and practices. Part of the assistance 
of RLAs is to draft, review and comment on legislation and criminal enforcement policy. He 
noted that ILAs have provided assistance in money laundering, transnational crime, corruption, 
and trafficking in both narcotics and people. He also pointed out that a RLA in the Gulf region 
will be conducting corruption training in the near future. 

Mr. Bowman’s comments about OPDAT’s RLA program prompted a number of questions from 
the delegation, including: How does the RLA determine the focus of his or her work? (through 
dialogue with host-country ministries of justice and justice sector personnel); And, how does an 
RLA get assigned? (through request from USAID or US State Department). 

After explaining the work of OPDAT, Mr. Bowman turned his comments to charging decisions 
and specifically issues of proof in public corruption cases. He began his comments by addressing 
the differences between direct and circumstantial evidence. Examples of the former include the 
use of cooperating witnesses (often accomplices to the crime), insiders, and informants; 
confessions; and intercepted communications. He noted that prosecutors abroad rely heavily on 
confessions and direct proof in criminal cases. Mr. Bowman stressed that in public corruption 
cases such evidence may be difficult to develop given the sophistication of targets and the 
nuances of bribery and kickback schemes. Hence, he noted, the importance of circumstantial 
evidence. His comments led to a very lively discussion between Mr. Bowman and the group on 
the role of circumstantial evidence. The group asked a number of questions about the quality of 
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circumstantial proof and whether it has the same evidentiary value as direct proof. A number in 
the group stated that circumstantial evidence is weak and alone cannot support a conviction in a 
corruption case. Others disagreed. Mr. Bowman provided several illustrations of circumstantial 
proof in a corruption case and read the standard federal jury instruction (stating that such proof 
is no weaker than direct proof). Mr. Bowman ended his comments by noting that the 
development of circumstantial evidence (through financial records and the like) requires 
expertise and resources. In this regard, Mr. Bowman’s comments to the group echoed themes 
touched on throughout the study tour. 

 

10:45-12-15

Next, Mr. Olshan, a trial attorney with the Public Integrity Section (PIS) met with the group. Mr. 
Olshan began the meeting by explaining the work of PIS. The section oversees federal efforts to 
combat corruption through the prosecution of elected and appointed public officials at all levels 
of government. Mr. Olshan noted that PIS has exclusive jurisdiction over allegations of criminal 
misconduct on the part of federal judges and also supervises the nationwide investigation and 
prosecution of election crimes. He also pointed out that PIS attorneys prosecute selected cases 
against federal, state, and local officials, and are available as a source of advice and expertise to 
other federal prosecutors and investigators. Mr. Olshan noted that PIS is required to provide the 
US Congress with an annual report of its work. This prompted a question from the delegation 
regarding who controls PIS’s budget. 

 – Eric Olshan – Trial Attorney, Public Integrity Section  

A question was asked by a member of the delegation about how PIS decides a case is worth 
pursuing. The question provided an opportunity for Mr. Olshan to stress that what is really at 
stake in a public corruption case is not the amount of money stolen but government integrity. 

Before turning to case examples, Mr. Olshan noted the various challenges unique to public 
corruption cases, most especially in the area of proving intent on the part of bad actors. He 
stressed that proactive investigative techniques such as the use of undercover officers, 
intercepted communications and insiders are all critical to the success of these cases. 

Mr. Olshan described several cases he prosecuted. One involved US military corruption in 
Kuwait. US troops deployed to Iraq required large amounts of bottled water given the state of 
Iraq’s infrastructure at the time. A Kuwaiti contractor began bribing a US Army major and other 
military officers working in Kuwait in order to win the bottled water contract. The bribery 
occurred over a fairly lengthy period of time and all bribes were paid in cash. This presented 
difficulties for the corrupt officers in getting the illicit funds out of the country. Some were 
careless enough to wire funds from their bank accounts. These transactions provided strong 
circumstantial evidence of bribery given the large amounts of money wired versus the relatively 
low salaries of the officers. Others were more cautious. Several carried large amounts of 
currency out of the country in duffel bags. Mr. Olshan described the importance of a Kuwaiti 
informant (who was bribing the officers) in the case. The informant provided evidence leading 
to the seizure of a duffel bag in the US that tested positive (through canine sniffing) for currency 
and which contained the informant’s business card. The presence of the business card in the 
duffel bag provided important corroboration for the informant’s statements, critical given his 
complicity in the scheme. 
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Mr. Olshan described a second case involving contract fraud committed by US military officers 
in South Korea. The case had an interesting twist. Although government prosecutors were able 
to successfully apprehend and prosecute the US military personnel, the South Korean 
businessman was out of jurisdictional reach. However, the businessman’s greed led to his 
undoing. After prosecutors lured him to Texas on the pretense that he would be paid further 
money on the contract, he was arrested and thereafter prosecuted. 

Members of the group asked several questions following the case examples. These included 
questions about obtaining foreign bank records and whether Mr. Olshan has encountered 
difficulties in freezing money in foreign bank accounts. Mr. Olshan noted the importance of a 
specialized unit within DOJ for handling asset-tracing and recovery. His comment in this regard 
dovetailed with remarks by other American prosecutors during the study tour about the 
importance of specialization in prosecution offices.  

 

2:00-3:00

Mr. Stieglitz, an Assistant Chief in the Fraud Section, met with the group. Mr. Stieglitz began the 
meeting by explaining the work of the Fraud Section. The Fraud Section investigates and 
prosecutes complex white collar crime cases throughout the US. Mr. Stieglitz noted that the 
Fraud Section has extensive experience with sophisticated fraud schemes and in handling 
complex and multi-district litigation. He noted further that the Section responds to shifting law 
enforcement priorities, citing mortgage fraud and large-scale “Ponzi” schemes as examples.  

 – Albert Stieglitz – Assistant Chief, Fraud Section  

Mr. Stieglitz noted the involvement of the Fraud Section with the Deep Water Horizon Task 
Force (a law enforcement follow-on to the BP oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico). As part of his 
comments he explained the importance of deferred prosecution agreements (DPAs) and non-
prosecution agreements (NPAs) in the prosecution of companies. He noted the benefits of such 
agreements in furthering justice, including the recovery of illicit profits and the imposition of 
substantial fines without harming the ability of prosecutors to go after individual bad actors 
within companies. His comments generated several questions by the group about how the rights 
of shareholders are protected by such agreements, and how recovered assets are distributed to 
shareholder victims. Mr. Stieglitz noted that these are difficult and complex issues, which must 
be handled on a case-by-case basis. 

Mr. Stieglitz briefly described several cases prosecuted by the Fraud Section. These included the 
LIBOR (London Interbank Offered Rate) manipulation case and the massive Provident Capital 
investment fraud case. A member of the delegation asked Mr. Stieglitz about the difficulties of 
presenting complex financial transactions to lay juries. He noted the importance of simplifying 
the evidence for the jury in order to be an effective advocate. 

3:30-4:30

Mr. Barden, Assistant Special Agent in Charge, Office of the Inspector General (OIG), met with 
the group. He explained OIG’s structure, jurisdiction and statutory framework. As background, 
Mr. Barden commented on events that gave rise to the OIG Act (1978) involving actual, and 
apparent, conflicts of interest during the Watergate era. OIG is a statutorily created 
independent agency aimed at detecting and deterring waste, fraud, abuse, and misconduct in 
DOJ programs and personnel. OIG has three branches: audit, inspections, and investigative. The 

 – Scott Barden – Assistant Special Agent in Charge, Office of the Inspector General  
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agency also holds the mission of promoting economy and efficiency in DOJ programs. He noted 
that the Inspector General is appointed by the President subject to Senate confirmation, and 
reports to the Attorney General and Congress. The OIG also investigates alleged violations of 
criminal and civil laws by DOJ employees and also audits and inspects DOJ programs. The 
jurisdiction of OIG includes over 12,000 employees spread out across multiple DOJ agencies 
including the FBI, ATF, US Attorney offices, and others. He remarked that until 1998 OIG could 
not investigate the FBI and certain other law enforcement agencies. DOJ resisted such oversight 
on the grounds that OIG would be exposed to sensitive material. 

Mr. Barden also noted that OIG has the responsibility of overseeing the inspection of federal 
prisons. In fact, he noted, over half of the work of OIG involves prison issues. In this regard he 
provided a recent example of a recommendation by OIG that all federal prison employees be 
subject to searches prior to reporting at work. OIG made the recommendation as part of an 
effort to reduce contraband in federal prisons. He also remarked on an effort, met with some 
resistance on the part of the US Marshals Service, to review the financial records of the federal 
witness protection program.  

It was clear from the group that their prior exposure to the work of an IG’s office - as occurred 
during the meeting with the Montgomery County (Maryland) IG - had familiarized the group 
with the responsibilities of such an agency. This meeting complimented the Maryland meeting 
by showing the broad jurisdiction of a federal IG and one focused on a single department within 
the US, namely, DOJ. 

 

 

Thursday June 20 

10:30-11:00 -Library of Congress

 The delegation enjoyed an informal tour of the Thomas Jefferson Building of the Library of 
 Congress, taking special note of the Main Reading Room and the building’s Beaux-Art 
 architecture.  

 – Visit 

 11:00-12:00 – 

The delegation was led on an excellent and informative tour of the Supreme Court by an official 
court guide. The tour included visits to various areas of the building. In the setting of the 
majestic and richly-appointed conference rooms and courtroom, the guide explained and 
answered various questions about the court’s history, the qualifications of justices, the court’s 
jurisdiction and its docket size, the appeals process, and the finality of the Court’s decisions. 

Supreme Court of the United States  

 

 Department of Justice (Continued) 

2:00-3:00

Ms. Hardy, Assistant Counsel in OPR met with the group. She explained that her office reports 
directly to the Attorney General and is responsible for investigating allegations of misconduct 
involving DOJ attorneys. Such misconduct may relate to the exercise of their authority to 
investigate, litigate or provide legal advice. She stressed that the mission of OPR is to ensure 

 – Lyn Hardy – Assistant Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR)  



18 
 

that DOJ attorneys perform their duties in accordance with the highest professional standards. 
She described the office’s history, born out of the Watergate crisis, which gave rise to the Ethics 
in Government Act requiring financial disclosure statements by key US government officials. She 
also provided materials to the group. (Attachment 10 (a) – (d))  

Ms. Hardy described several high-profile investigations. One included the investigation into the 
firing of eight United States Attorneys during Roberto Gonzalez’s tenure as Attorney General. A 
second investigation, still awaiting completion, involves the prosecution of US Senator Ted 
Stephens. Several allegations of prosecutorial misconduct arose in the case, including whether 
federal prosecutors intentionally withheld exculpatory material from the defense. 

Several members of the delegation asked questions about the process available to a DOJ 
attorney who wishes to appeal an OPR finding.   

3:15-4:15

Ms. Barrio, Special Agent, Public Corruption Unit (PCU), Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 
met with the group. Ms. Barrio described the work and organizational structure of the PCU and 
employed a PowerPoint presentation in that effort. She noted that the FBI breaks down public 
corruption into various areas: executive, legislative, judicial, law enforcement, regulatory, 
contract, and electoral corruption.  

 – Kathleen Barrio – Special Agent, Public Corruption Unit, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation  

Ms. Barrio summarized the panoply of investigative techniques employed by the FBI in public 
corruption cases. These include: open source (internet, social media), public documents, 
interviews, consensual monitoring, financial records, electronic surveillance, search warrants, 
use of undercover agents, physical surveillance, polygraphs, grand jury subpoena, phone records 
(PEN registers, “trap and trace”), wiretaps, and US “mail covers.”  

4:30-5:00

Dr. Rich, – Senior Historian, Human Rights and Special Prosecutions Section (HRSP) met briefly 
with the group. He explained that HRSP investigates and prosecutes human rights violators for 
genocide, torture, war crimes, and the recruitment or use of child soldiers. Several brochures 
describing HRSP’s work were distributed to the group (attachments 11- 12).  

 – David Rich, Ph.D. – Senior Historian, Human Rights and Special Prosecutions Section  

Dr. Rich explained HRSP’s jurisdiction. While it does not have jurisdiction to prosecute these 
crimes in foreign countries, should a violator travel into the US and make a false statement in a 
visa application (regarding criminal background), HRSP will have authority to arrest and initiate a 
prosecution that may eventually be turned over to a court of competent foreign or international 
jurisdiction.  

After giving an overview of the work of HRSP, Dr. Rich explained to the delegation his primary 
reason for requesting a meeting with the group.  HRSP is keenly interested in receiving any 
information or reports regarding war crimes committed during the current Syrian conflict. Such 
information, or leads to such information, might be learned from Syrian refugees now residing 
in the Kingdom of Jordan. After explaining this, it became clear why the meeting had been 
added at the request of DOJ. 
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Several comments and questions were made and asked by delegation members. These included 
comments regarding US withdrawal (under certain circumstances) from the jurisdiction of the 
International Court of Justice and questions about statute of limitations in war crimes 
prosecuted by HRSP.

The meeting with Dr. Rich provided a fitting and appropriate end to the study tour. The US 
government, through its HRSP representative, was seeking Jordanian assistance. Indeed, the 
study tour provided an opportunity for productive dialogue between US prosecutors and 
Jordanians counterparts, each having something to offer the other. 

  

 

4.  Comments, Observations, and Conclusion 

The study tour exposed the Jordanian judges and prosecutors to an array of well-established, 
time-tested, and successful prosecution based anti-corruption organizations at the federal, 
state, and local levels in the United States. It was a robust and wide-ranging sampling of what 
prosecutors can do in the fight against public corruption and how prosecutors can play a crucial 
role in deterring such criminal activity and in acting swiftly and decisively when such criminal 
activity is suspected. 

Jordan’s legal environment, of course, differs from that which exists in the United States. 
Nevertheless, sound investigative techniques and practices are universal and can be shared 
world-wide.  The offices visited from New York to Maryland to Washington, D.C., shared their 
experiences and insights and engaged in productive dialogue with the group. It is now up to the 
judicial and prosecutorial leadership in Jordan to apply the lessons learned and determine what 
is right for the Kingdom.   

Several key themes and concepts that are essential to successful anti-corruption efforts 
repeatedly emerged from many of the offices visited. They are, in no particular order of 
importance: 

• Judicial Independence 
• Prosecutorial independence 
• Specialization 
• Career track prosecutors 
• Special attention to police corruption and misconduct 
• Asset capturing/Asset forfeiture 
• Acting on reports and complaints  
• Investigative teamwork with companion investigative agencies 
• Extensive use of “cooperating witnesses” 
• Corroboration of evidence from “cooperating witnesses” 
• Value of circumstantial evidence in public corruption cases 
• Importance of financial records and other forms of documentary evidence 
• Use of electronic monitoring and intercepts 
• Surveillance capacities 
• Undercover police and “plants” 
• Forensic capabilities (forensic accounting and forensic computer inspection 

capacity) 
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• Community and public outreach 

Not all of these areas readily fit into the current Jordanian judicial environment nor into the 
legal framework of Jordan’s prosecution service.  Judicial independence is an emerging concept 
in Jordan and it was recognized, but not specifically defined, in the recent amendments to 
Jordan’s Constitution.5

Police corruption is obviously a high priority in the American models. In Jordan, police 
corruption and misconduct are within the jurisdiction of special police courts and are outside 
the bailiwick of public prosecutors. Some thought should be given by Jordan’s decision-makers 
as to whether the prosecution of police misconduct and corruption exclusively in police courts 
engenders public confidence. Much interaction between the public and the government is 
through interaction with the police. When there is police misconduct or criminal conduct, 
offenders should be subject to the same criminal justice system as other citizens. 

  At this point, the contours of Judicial Independence in Jordan await 
development.   The concept of prosecutorial independence which is so crucial to the American 
system, is not in the forefront in Jordan as prosecutors are deemed to be part of the judiciary 
and they carry the title of judge. Although there is some sentiment for developing a career track 
for prosecutors, until this happens, the goals of specialization, especially in the area of anti-
corruption, will remain elusive.  American prosecution offices clearly enjoy a significant amount 
of independence as well as prosecutorial career promotion. A deep talent pool of experienced 
dedicated prosecutors is essential towards realizing specialized units of prosecutors who can 
lead thorough and professional investigations, particularly in the challenging anti-corruption 
arena.  

Jordan’s prosecutors need to assess whether they are using all the tools necessary to combat 
public corruption, both at the investigative and trial stages.  They need to determine if they are 
making good use of police and forensic investigative capacities. In addition, they need to 
determine whether they are making sufficient use of investigative techniques such as the use of 
cooperating witnesses and in developing corroborative evidence through other witnesses, 
document retrieval, forensic analysis of documents and computers,  electronic eavesdropping,  
surveillance, and undercover work.  In addition, the legal and technical aspects of asset-tracing 
and asset recovery require specialization and a strong legal framework.  

Using the various models presented during the study tour as points of reference, the judicial and 
prosecution leadership in Jordan may wish to chart a path of increasing prosecutorial 
independence and encouraging a cadre of career prosecutors who would form the nucleus of 
specialization, particularly in the area of anti-corruption efforts.  With that framework, the fight 
against public corruption can advance. 

 

 

 

                                                           
5 The 1952 text of Article 27 of Jordan’s Constitution stated in pertinent part as follows: The Judicial Power shall be 
exercised by the courts of law in their varying types and degrees.  The 2011 Amendment simply added in the words 
“is independent” as follows: “The Judicial Power is independent and shall be exercised by the courts of law in their 
varying types and degrees.” 
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Attachments 
 

1. List of Participants 
2. Study Tour Orientation Meeting – April 7 - Agenda 
3. Memorandum to Host Offices 
4. Final Agenda     
5. Schematic Diagram –  

Federal  Judicial System 
6. Federal Sentencing Table 
7. Federal Presentence Investigation Report 
8. Maryland Law – Office of the State Prosecutor (Ann. Code Md. Sec. 14-

102, et seq. 
9. Office of the Inspector General – Montgomery County – Hand out.  
10. United States Department of Justice – Office of Professional 

Responsibility 
a. Power point slides 
b. Memorandum – Policies and Procedures 
c. Federal Regulation – Title 28 
d. Memorandum – Judith B. Wish 

11. ICITAP Brochure 
12. Human Rights and Special Prosecutions Section - Brochure 
































































































































































































































































































































































