“Funneling”
(Tipster or Confidential Informant?)
Early in the early days of Crime Stoppers, founder Greg MacAleese addressed this issue, known as “Funneling”, described as when members of a law enforcement agency suggest to the Crime Stoppers Coordinator, assigning one of their “CI’s” a tip number for information received with the end result of a pay out through Crime Stoppers.  Here’s how it works.  

Officers or investigators have a confidential informant who provides them with information which necessitates an arrest.  The LE agent approaches the CS coordinator on behalf of the tipster to request intervention for a reward possibly stating that if it were not for this person we wouldn’t have captured the suspect or solved the crime, can we do something for them?  While at face value this practice may seem innocent enough; the mechanics of the transaction between the CI and the Coordinator not only compromise the integrity of the program’s promise of anonymity, but places the coordinator and eventually the board, in an awkward, precarious situation.  As MacAleese states, “the coordinator must be “up front” with the board in all aspects of reviewing tips for payout and this method to tip payment undermines the authority of the board to judge the case on actual merit”.  Once this practice of having the CI/Tipster call Crime Stoppers with the information similar to that provided to the law enforcement agent, is recognized for what it is, the coordinator or Executive Director must immediately convey to the agency making the request, this method, funneling, is not acceptable and the practice is in direct violation of the Crime Stopper’s principles and Standard Operating Procedures. As an example of how this process may be perceived should it see the inside of a courtroom; in a court case of Brown vs. Illinois, a motion by the defense attorney suggested “Crime Stoppers was nothing more than a “sham” and a front for law enforcement.”  Because of this risk, the question raised is “who is in charge of the program; the law enforcement agency or the board”?  As MacAleese stated in his earlier briefings on this subject, both are, because law enforcement plays a key role along with the media and the public for the success of any Crime Stopper program; however the ultimate responsibility for the effectiveness of the function of the program rests with the coordinator and the board.   

In summation, Tifani’s conviction to adhere to those principles which have used for Crime Stoppers to survive for the past 30 years, along with its philosophy of protecting those who submit tips, is admirable and worth support.  While it may be easy to give in “just this once” and appease the tipster along with their law enforcement counterpart for a brief moment, the ramifications and possible fallout in the future are not worth the risk.  It is necessary to remember, that while we all respect our law enforcement personnel for the great job they do and the everyday efforts they make, very few are concerned with the “what ifs” which a coordinator or program may experience after the tip is paid.  In my experience, it is about getting the bust and developing a good CI for future information, which continues the cycle again. So, when to you stop it?  If the information was that good enough for Crime Stoppers funds, then the law enforcement agency should reward the informant using CI money. Any deviation places not only your program at risk, but every other program which proudly bears the Crime Stopper’s name.  As with any program, regardless of the best intentions, there are opportunities for abuse, which is why a conscientious coordinator is paramount for its success.   

