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 We expect the learners to write minimum one well expressed point in three lines against each allocated mark. This means one needs to write 15 lines with 5 well expressed points to get high grades for a 5 marks question.

For high grades use examples and illustrations where appropriate. 
	1.

                                            (i)
There is no general definition of fraud.  It essentially involves deception to make personal gain dishonestly for oneself and/or create a loss for another.
Examples of fraud include:
· Crimes against consumers by individuals, clients or other business people.
· Employee fraud against employers e.g. payroll fraud, falsifying expenses.

· Asset misappropriation, which involves the theft or misuse of an organisation’s assets. Examples include: theft of plant, inventory or cash, false invoicing, accounts receivable fraud and payroll fraud.
· Fraudulent statements usually in the form of falsification of financial statements in order to obtain improper benefit. It also includes falsifying documents such as employee credentials.
· Corruption such as the use of bribes or acceptance of kickbacks, improper use of confidential information, conflicts of interest and collusive tendering.
The diagram below shows the different types of fraud that takes place within an organisation.

                                           





Fig:  Types of Internal Fraud
This International Standard on Auditing (ISA) 240 ‘auditor's responsibilities relating to fraud in an audit of financial statements’. An auditor conducting an audit in accordance with ISAs is responsible for obtaining reasonable assurance that the financial statements taken as a whole are free from material misstatement, whether caused by fraud or error.  Owing to the inherent limitations of an audit, there is an unavoidable risk that some material misstatements of the financial statements may not be detected, even though the audit is properly planned and performed in accordance with the ISAs.

The standard states the responsibilities auditors have in conducting financial statement audit. The responsibilities are thus;

· The financial audit is conducted by auditor to obtain reasonable assurance that financial statements are free from material misstatement caused by fraud and errors. Due to certain inherent limitation, even an audit that is properly planned and performed in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards may fail to detect a cleverly concealed fraud.

· The term reasonable assurance implies that some risk of material misstatement could be present in financial statement and the auditor will fail to find it. The auditor therefore cannot be held liable for prevention of fraud and errors.

· If auditor knew about existence of fraud and error in financial statement and still didn’t communicate with appropriate authority then it’s a serious dereliction of duty on his part and he will be liable to compensate the third party who has suffered loss as a result of relying on the accounts.
SAS no. 99 describes a process in which the auditor;

a. gathers information needed to identify risks of material misstatement due to fraud, 
b. Assesses these risks after taking into account an evaluation of the entity’s programs and controls and 
c.  responds to the results.
A fraud risk factor is an event or condition that tracks the three conditions of the fraud triangle. Although fraud risk factors do not necessarily indicate that fraud exists, they often are warning signs where it does. 

SAS no. 82, lists numerous illustrative fraud risk factors to help the auditor in considering whether fraud risks are present. However, in SAS no. 99, these illustrative fraud risk factors have been reorganized to track the fraud triangle.

Auditors are cautioned not to think that these fraud risk factors are all-inclusive. In fact, research has found that auditors who used open-ended questions that encouraged them to develop their own fraud risk factors outperformed those who relied on a checklist based on looking only for the illustrated fraud risk factors.

SAS no. 99 says, “When obtaining information about the entity and its environment, the auditor should consider whether the information indicates that one or more fraud risk factors are present.” As a practical matter, the application of SAS no. 22, Planning and Supervision, relating to audit planning, and SAS no. 55, Consideration of Internal Control in a Financial Statement Audit, as amended, relating to internal controls and the other sections of SAS no. 99, should allow auditors to identify the broad categories of fraud risks related to incentive/pressure and opportunity. Regarding fraud risk factors relating to attitude/rationalization, auditors cannot possibly know with certainty a person’s ethical standards and beliefs. 
SAS no. 99 requires auditors to assess fraud risks, but one of the problems practitioners have had with the previous standard on fraud is that they mistakenly believed “assessment” to mean they should describe the risk as high, medium or low. That is not how “assessment” is meant to be interpreted in SAS no. 99. The following illustration maps the audit process from risk identification to audit test design. “Synthesis” is the element that links the two ends of the process.


Eliminate risk synthesis from the process step, and the chain is broken—there is no link to risk identification.

Once that link between risk identification and audit test design is eliminated, it is not surprising that the design of audit tests is not effective in helping auditors identify risks
SAS no. 99 says, “Whenever you have determined that there is evidence that a fraud may exist, that matter should be brought to the attention of the proper level of management. This is appropriate even if the matter might be considered inconsequential, such as a minor defalcation by an employee at a low level in the entity’s organization.” Thus, the threshold for communication is “evidence that a fraud may exist.” The mere presence of a fraud risk factor or some other condition that has been observed when fraud is present generally does not meet this threshold.
                                                      (ii)
Generally there is no prescribed definition of corruption. According to World Bank, corrupt practice is the offering, giving, receiving or soliciting, directly or indirectly, anything of value to influence improperly the actions of another party. They also categorised different form of corruptions. They are:
· Collusion - this is an arrangement between two or more parties designed to achieve an improper purpose, including influencing improperly the actions of another party.
· Coercion - is impairing or harming, or threatening to impair or harm, directly or indirectly, any party or the property of the party to influence improperly the actions of a party.
· Obstruction - is deliberately destroying, falsifying, altering or concealing of evidence material to the investigation or making false statements to investigators in order to materially impede a World Bank Group investigation.

Transparency International defines corruption as “the abuse of entrusted power for private gain”. They classified Corruption as grand, petty and political, depending on the amounts of money lost and the sector where it occurs.

· Grand corruption consists of acts committed at a high level of government that distort policies or the central functioning of the state, enabling leaders to benefit at the expense of the public good. 
· Petty corruption refers to everyday abuse of entrusted power by low- and mid-level public officials in their interactions with ordinary citizens, who often are trying to access basic goods or services in places like hospitals, schools, police departments and other agencies.
· Political corruption is a manipulation of policies, institutions and rules of procedure in the allocation of resources and financing by political decision makers, who abuse their position to sustain their power, status and wealth. 
Corruption impacts societies in a multitude of ways. In the worst cases, it costs lives. The cost of corruption can be divided into four main categories: political, economic, social and environmental.

·  Political: corruption is a major obstacle to democracy and the rule of law. In a democratic system, offices and institutions lose their legitimacy when they’re misused for private advantage. This is harmful in established democracies, but even more so in newly emerging ones. It is extremely challenging to develop accountable political leadership in a corrupt climate.
· Economically, corruption depletes national wealth. Corrupt politicians invest scarce public resources in projects that will line their pockets rather than benefit communities, and prioritise high-profile projects such as dams, plants, pipelines and refineries over less spectacular but more urgent infrastructure projects such as schools, hospitals and roads. Corruption also hinders the development of fair market structures and distorts competition, which in turn deters investment.
· Society: Corruption corrodes the social. It undermines people's trust in the political system, in its institutions and its leadership. 
· Environmental: is another consequence of corrupt systems. The lack of, or non-enforcement of, environmental regulations and legislation means that precious natural resources are carelessly exploited, and entire ecological systems are ravaged. 
People do not blemish in corrupt practice because they like doing so; rather, it is often their only option. To an extent, the causes of corruption vary from place to place. The causes of corruption in a closed dictatorship may not be the same in a large democratic state. But there are still some general causes:
· Poverty
· Illiteracy and Poor Education
· Unemployment.
· Greed
· Weak Governments
· Drug Trafficking
Control mechanisms to be adopted against corruption are:
·  Paying civil servants well
· Creating transparency and openness in government spending
· Replacing regressive and distorting subsidies with targeted cash transfers
· Pay Public Employees a Living Wage
· Anti-Corruption Bodies
· Transparency and integrity
· Enforcing strong policy on corruption (Anti-corruption Act of 2008 in Sierra Leone)

· Frequent rotation of employees

· Good governance

                                                         (iii)

 According to an AICPA statement on audit standards Analytical procedures are “evaluations of financial information through analysis of plausible relationships among both financial and nonfinancial data related to analytical procedures”. “Analytical procedures also encompass such investigation, as is necessary, of identified fluctuations or relationships that are inconsistent with other relevant information or that differ from expected values by a significant amount.”
AICPA statement AU Section 329, analytical procedures are used:
• To assist in planning the nature, timing and extent of other auditing procedures;

• As a substantive test to obtain audit evidence about particular assertions related to account balances or classes of transactions, and

• As an overall review of the financial information in the final review stage of the audit.
According to ISA 315, It is mandatory that the auditor should perform risk assessment for the identification and assessment of risks of material misstatement at the financial statement and assertion level, and the risk assessment procedures should include analytical procedures.
Also, according to ISA 520, It is mandatory that the auditor should perform analytical procedures near the end of the audit that assess whether the financial statements are consistent with the auditor’s understanding of the entity.
One of the objectives of ISA 520 is that relevant and reliable audit evidence is obtained when using substantive analytical procedures. The primary purpose of substantive analytical procedures is to obtain assurance, in combination with other audit testing (such as tests of controls and substantive tests of details), with respect to financial statement assertions for one or more audit areas. Substantive analytical procedures are generally more applicable to large volumes of transactions that tend to be more predictable over time.
There are four key factors that affect the precision of analytical procedures:
Disaggregation: The more detailed the level at which analytical procedures are performed, the greater the potential precision of the procedures. Analytical procedures performed at a high level may mask significant, but offsetting, differences that are more likely to come to the auditor’s attention when procedures are performed on disaggregated data.

Data reliability: The more reliable the data is, the more precise the expectation. The data used to form an expectation in an analytical procedure may consist of external industry and economic data gathered through independent research. The source of the information available is particularly important. Internal data produced from systems and records that are covered by the audit, or that are not subject to manipulation by persons in a position to influence accounting activities, are generally considered more reliable.

Predictability: There is a direct correlation between the predictability of the data and the quality of the expectation derived from the data. Generally, the more precise an expectation is for an analytical procedure, the greater will be the potential reliability of that procedure. The use of non-financial data (eg number of employees, occupancy rates, units produced) in developing an expectation may increase the auditor’s ability to predict account relationships. However, the information is subject to data reliability considerations mentioned above.
Type of analytical procedures: There are several types of analytical procedures commonly used as substantive procedures and will influence the precision of the expectation. The auditor chooses among these procedures based on his objectives for the procedures (ie purpose of the test, desired level of assurance).
Some of the main benefits of using analytical procedures in an audit process are as follows:
·  Assessing the company’s ability to remain a going concern: Analytical procedures assess a company’s general financial performance, its performance relative to competitors, any future financial problems it may face, and whether it will be able to continue in business or is likely to go bankrupt.
· Indicating errors in financial statements: If analytical procedures reveal discrepancies between the company’s actual and expected performances, this may indicate accounting errors and irregularities.
· Implications for detailed audit testing and procedures: If analytical procedures do not reveal any inconsistencies between the company’s expected and actual performances, this may indicate that there are no material irregularities or errors.

                                                               (iv)
There is no single reason behind fraud and any explanation of it needs to take account of various factors:

· motivation of potential offenders

· conditions under which people can rationalize their prospective crimes away

· opportunities to commit crime(s)

· perceived suitability of targets for fraud

· technical ability of the fraudster

· expected and actual risk of discovery after the fraud has been carried out

· expectations of consequences of discovery (including non-penal consequences such as job loss and family stigma, proceeds of crime confiscation, and traditional criminal sanctions)

· actual consequences of discovery.

A common model that brings together a number of these aspects is the Fraud Triangle. This model is built on the premise that fraud is likely to result from a combination of three factors: motivation, opportunity and rationalisation.
fraud triangle

          incentive / Pressure  / Motivation
          Opportunity                                                                      Rationalisation

Fig: Fraud Triangle

Motivation: is typically based on either greed or need. Stoy Hayward’s (BDO) most recent Fraud Track survey found that greed continues to be the main cause of fraud, resulting in 63% of cases in 2007 where a cause was cited. Many people are faced with the opportunity to commit fraud, and only a minority of the greedy and needy do so. Personality and temperament, including how frightened people are about the consequences of taking risks, play a role. Some people with good objective principles can fall into bad company and develop tastes for the fast life, which tempts them to fraud. Others are tempted only when faced with ruin anyway.
Opportunity: fraud is more likely in companies where there is a weak internal control system, poor security over company property, little fear of exposure and likelihood of detection, or unclear policies with regard to acceptable behaviour. Research has shown that some employees are totally honest, some are totally dishonest, but that many are swayed by opportunity.
Rationalisation: Many people obey the law because they believe in it and/or they are afraid of being shamed or rejected by people they care about if they are caught. However, some people may be able to rationalize fraudulent actions as:
· necessary – especially when done for the business

· harmless – because the victim is large enough to absorb the impact

· justified – because ‘the victim deserved it’ or ‘because I was mistreated.’

Fraudsters usually fall into one of three categories:

1. Pre-planned fraudsters, who start out from the beginning intending to commit fraud. These can be short-term players, like many who use stolen credit cards or false social security numbers; or can be longer-term, like bankruptcy fraudsters and those who execute complex money laundering schemes.
2. Intermediate fraudsters, who start off honest but turn to fraud when times get hard or when life events, such as irritation at being passed over for promotion or the need to pay for care for a family member, change the normal mode,.
3.  Slippery-slope fraudsters, who simply carry on trading even when, objectively, they are not in a position to pay their debts,. This can apply to ordinary traders or to major business people.
 The people who have been rewarded with promotions have disregarded the means of achieving objectives and have focused only on the attainment of organizational goals. Rationalization and attitude originate from the organizational culture, the psychology of individuals working for the organisation, and the relationship between employees and the company. Therefore, the risk factors associated with this category are not tangible or measurable and are difficult for an auditor to ascertain.
Other risk factors include:

· Vague and unclear ethical values and the non-communication of the organizational ethics.

· Non-serious attitude in dealing with fraud and lack of repercussions.

· Unrealistic budgets and forecasts and non-communication of expectations.

· Attempts by the management to justify questionable accounting practices and disclosure policies.

· Unhealthy relationship between the company and its auditors, which may include bullying by the management, lack of access to data and unrealistic time constraints.

· The company overlooked my hard work and promoted some one else, so I deserve this.

· The company does not pay me enough and may fire me soon, so my fraud may make up for the benefits that the company is eliminating.

                                                           (v)
Risk factors can only be identified and evaluated with a thorough understanding of the environment in which the business operates the business entity’s structure and culture, and its internal controls. It is also important to have an understanding of the presence and effectiveness of explanatory factors that reduce the risk the fraud.                                               
The act of identifying and evaluating risk factors of fraud is a collective process; it is not something that is undertaken only at the planning stage. Every stage of an audit involves the auditors being vigilant and alert to misstatements indicating fraud. They might then alter their assessments on the basis of new evidence. Auditors may come across new information at the following stages:

• Planning and risk assessment.

• Discussions with employees or with management.

• Audit tests such as control testing, substantive or analytical testing.

• Review of audit.
                                                            (vi)

It is vital that the analytical procedures be sufficiently documented to enable an experienced auditor, having no previous connection with the audit, to understand the work done (ISA 230).
Analytical procedures are used throughout the audit process and are conducted for three primary purposes:

· Preliminary analytical review – risk assessment (required by ISA 315)
Preliminary analytical reviews are performed to obtain an understanding of the business and its environment (e.g. financial performance relative to prior years and relevant industry and comparison groups), to help assess the risk of material misstatement in order to determine the nature, timing and extent of audit procedures, i.e. to help the auditor develop the audit strategy and programme.
· Substantive analytical procedures - Analytical procedures are used as substantive procedures when the auditor considers that the use of analytical procedures can be more effective or efficient than tests of details in reducing the risk of material misstatements at the assertion level to an acceptably low level.
· Final analytical review (required by ISA 520) - Analytical procedures are performed as an overall review of the financial statements at the end of the audit to assess whether they are consistent with the auditor’s understanding of the entity. Final analytical procedures are not conducted to obtain additional substantive assurance. If irregularities are found, risk assessment should be performed again to consider any additional audit procedures are necessary.

                                                                (2)

According to the Association of Certified Fraud Examiners the average organization loses roughly 5 percent of its yearly revenues to fraud. Internal fraud is something organizations should keep in mind all of the time. When things are going well, people don’t really think about fraud, and that’s a good opportunity for certain motivated people to commit fraud. People commit fraud out of greed, but there’s more to the crime than just that. People need certain motivations to be driven to steal from their company. 
Donald R. Cressey identified three elements — opportunity (including general knowledge and technical skill), pressure and rationalization — as the ‘fraud triangle’ which explain why people committed fraud. His classic fraud triangle helps to explain many, but not all, situations.

Fraud is more likely to occur when someone has an incentive (pressure, like medical bills) to commit fraud, weak controls provide the opportunity for a person to do so, and the person is able to rationalize the fraudulent behavior. The Fraud Triangle presents three factors that can make an employee consider internal fraud:

· Pressure

· Rationalization

· Opportunity

Once those elements fall into place, the idea of fraud becomes more of a possibility. While the end goal may be the same, all three parts of The Fraud Triangle start off with different ideas.

The Pressure to Commit Fraud
Bad situations can lead to bad decisions. Employees in stressful situations can see fraud as an easy way to eliminate their problems.

Pressure can also be caused by other people. A spouse, relative, or friend might push a person down the fraudulent path. Even another employee looking to commit fraud may pressure another if that coworker would be needed to complete the crime. Pressure can force a variety of human responses, and sometimes that can lead to internal fraud.

While stealing business funds is the most commonly thought of type of fraud, it’s not the only way employees can hurt businesses. Other types of fraud can include:

· Internal theft of business property, which can be as small as someone taking office supplies home with them to making off with inventory of larger value

· Abusing vacation time

· Claiming for benefits that an employee is not entitled to

· Taking advantage of travel and expense reimbursements

An employee enduring enough pressure can be driven to illegal activities, whether it’s stealing money or abusing other internal systems.

Rationalization can come in multiple forms. Sometimes it’s a justification. An employee who hasn’t gotten a raise in 10 years may feel the company owes him or her, so the person commits fraud to try and get the money he or she feels is long overdue.

An employee may justify that by stealing small amounts, what they’re doing isn’t all that bad. In truth, it’s always bad, but the person committing fraud may have him or her convinced otherwise.

All crime is a combination of motive and opportunity. The opportunity to commit fraud is typically addressed through internal controls—if the proper checks and balances exist, it is more difficult (though still not impossible) to defraud an organization.

To deter opportunity, divide responsibility if a task is shared amongst employees, it is less likely a perpetrator can succeed. Furthermore, if an employee needs help to defraud an organization, opportunity is greatly reduced. It is one thing to commit a fraud by yourself, quite another to ask someone to aid in your scheme.

It is argue that internal controls are simply not enough to deter fraud. They cite two reasons: First, controls are supposed to provide only reasonable assurance. Second, there are few controls that cannot be overridden or circumvented by people with sufficient motivation.

Employees and executives who feel unfairly treated sometimes believe they can right the scales by committing occupational fraud and abuse. Workplace conditions are therefore a major risk factor in predicting fraud. Also, employees faced with embarrassing financial difficulties pose a significant problem. 

SAS no. 82, Consideration of Fraud in a Financial Statement Audit, describes some of the characteristics that may influence employees to commit financial statement frauds and asset misappropriations. 

Employee fraud is more common than most businesses think. It can have differing impacts on the success of a business. In the most serious of cases, employee fraud can lead to business failure and destroyed careers
Examples of employee fraud include:

·  creating “ghost” employees or not deleting ex-employee records and having the salary of these “ghost” employees paid into the fraudster’s bank account
·  creating bogus suppliers, with payment being made to the fraudster’s bank account
· creating bogus purchase orders of a bona fide supplier and substituting the supplier’s bank account details with fraudster’s bank account details
· obtaining kickbacks or bribes from suppliers or contractors
· associates of the staff providing services to the business at inflated prices

·  personal use of business resources
· manipulation of financial data to receive performance based bonuses
· faking time sheets

Where a business is a victim of a fraud, there is more at stake than just the direct cost of the fraud. Other impacts to consider are:

· Staff morale can be affected as they feel a sense of betrayal that a colleague could do such a thing and/or management allowed the fraud to occur.
·  Good employees do not want to work for a business where fraud is widespread, not investigated or not acted upon.
· The reputation of the business in the eyes of suppliers, customers, competitors, possible employees and other business partners (for example banks) can be damaged.
· Businesses may become overly internally focused in response to a fraud.
·  For individuals that supervised the fraudster, the fraud can impact their reputation and therefore their career, particularly if the manager is in a financial role, as others will expect that given their expertise, they should have prevented the fraud.

                                                              (3)
According to SAS 99 (Statement on Auditing Standards ), carrying out inquiries with management and others, analytical procedures, evaluation of fraud risk and information-gathering lead to the identification of fraud risk factors.

“Management and others” include executive management, internal audit team, audit committee, and those inside the organization who are directly involved with operational duties.

The following are some of the most important questions an auditor might ask during the course of his/her inquiries:

· Is the management aware of any alleged, suspected or perpetrated financial misstatement or asset misappropriation that might have resulted in material misstatement in the organization’s financial statements?
· Is the management aware of any perpetrated or alleged fraud regardless of materiality?
· Did the management receive any letters or other communications by ex-employees, analysts, etc, alleging fraudulent activity?
· What are the risks of fraud in the organization according to the management?
· What specific areas, transactions or accounts has the management pointed out as being vulnerable to fraud and what are the reasons behind this fraud risk?
· What programs or internal control mechanisms has the management put in place to mitigate the risk of specific fraud or to deter fraud in general? How are these programs and controls monitored and supervised?
· What are the management’s views on ethics and business morals and how are these views communicated to employees?
· Is the management’s behaviour consistent with these views?
·  How are the company’s operating locations and other business segments monitored? Are there certain segments that are more prone to fraud?
· Did the audit committee or any other authority receive a report from the management regarding the entity’s control environment? This report would include information on how the company’s internal controls deter fraud, risk assessment procedures, communication and information systems and monitoring activities.
· Has there been any request to the management or anyone else in the company to alter or withhold information, and to make fictitious transactions or accounting entries?
                                              Case Study
Base on the pretext of his arrestment on the ground that he has committed offences, even though proved otherwise by the Forensic expert. I want to look into this case in two folds. 

The first, let assume he had committed offences. He following are the offences he would have committed under Sierra Leone Anti-Corruption Law of 2008:

Unexplained Wealth

The Anti-Corruption Act of Sierra Leone states that an  “unexplained wealth” includes assets of a person-

i. acquired at or around the time the person is alleged to have committed an act of corruption or economic crime; and
ii. whose value is disproportionate to his lawful sources of income at or around that time and for which there is no reasonable or satisfactory explanation.

Section 26(1) Corrupt Acquisition of wealth of this Act states that ‘A public officer commits an offence of corrupt acquisition of wealth if it is found, that he is in control or possession of any resources or property or in receipt of the benefit of any advantage which he may reasonably be suspected of having acquired or received corruptly or in circumstances which amount to an offence under this Act’.
S26(2) Where during a trial of an offence under subsection (1), the Court is satisfied that there is reason to believe that any person is holding pecuniary resources or property in trust or otherwise on behalf of the accused person or acquired such resources or property as a gift from the accused, such resources or property shall, until the contrary is proved, be presumed to have been in the control of the accused.

S26(3) A person guilty of an offence under subsection (1) shall be liable on conviction be liable to a fine not less than thirty million Leones or to imprisonment for a term not less than 3 years or to both such fine and imprisonment.
27 (1) Possession of unexplained wealth. Any person who, being or having been a public officer

a) maintains a standard of living above that which is commensurate with his present or past official emoluments; or

b) is in control of pecuniary resources or property disproportionate to his present or past official emoluments, unless he gives a satisfactory explanation to the court as to how he was able to maintain such a standard of living or how such pecuniary resources or property came under his control, commits an offence.

27(2) Where the court is satisfied in proceedings for an offence under paragraph (b) of subsection (1) that, having regard to the closeness of his relationship to the accused and to other circumstances, there is reason to believe that any person was holding pecuniary resources or property in trust for or otherwise on behalf of the accused or acquired such resources or property as a gift from the accused, such resources or property shall, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, be presumed to have been in the control of the accused.

27(3) A person guilty of an offence under subsection (1) shall on conviction be liable to a fine not less than thirty million Leones or to imprisonment for a term not less than 3 years or to both such fine and imprisonment.

On the second fold, where it is proven  otherwise Forensic expert that the accuse is the legal owner of the properties and he acquired them genuinely devoid of corruption.
                                                         (i)
The expert would have gathered investigative and audit evidences to un raveled the truth. He would have conducted an investigative research by involving in the locality where the man lives and/or befriended with the man in question so as to know how he acquired such wealth.
With respect to his auditing skills, he would have done analytical procedures on the man, his office and properties.

                                                            (ii)

Some of the documents which the expert would have gathered when conducting his investigations are, but not limited to:

· bank records

· financial records

· number of investment portfolios

· legal documents bearing the name of the actual owner of the properties (deed of gifts)
· analysts’ reports

· data concerning litigation involving the properties

· press and media reports concerning matters directly or indirectly linked to the properties

· public records that are available for background checks and that may confirm the existence the accuse.
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