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3.	 It is a crime for any person “employed by or associated” with any enterprise engaged in 
interstate or international commerce “to conduct or to participate in an enterprise’s affairs 
through a pattern of racketeering activity.” This provision is aimed at lower-level employ-
ees or participants in the enterprise. Three defendants in the Tennessee governor’s office 
were convicted of conspiring to solicit and to accept bribes for influencing the granting of 
pardons and paroles and for delaying the extradition to other states of individuals who had 
been convicted or charged with crimes. The “Office of the Governor of Tennessee” was held 
to be a RICO enterprise.66

10.3 Rajat K. Gupta was con-
victed of securities fraud for pro-
viding inside information to the 
head of the Galleon investment 
firm. Gupta, who formerly was 

managing director of the prestigious global consulting 
firm McKinsey, obtained this information as a board 
member of the investment bank Goldman Sachs, 
enabling Galleon both to profit and to avoid losses 
totaling more than $5 million. Gupta was sentenced to 
two years in prison and fined $5 million. The sentenc-
ing judge observed that the evidence before the Court 
established beyond dispute that Gupta had “selflessly 
devoted a huge amount of time and effort” to a wide 

variety of socially beneficial causes, such as the 
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria; 
the Public Health Foundation of India; the Indian 
School of Business; the Pratham Foundation (which 
provides quality education to underprivileged children 
in India); the Cornell medical school; the Rockefeller 
Foundation; and many, many other worthy causes. His 
lawyer wrote in the sentencing memorandum submit-
ted to the judge that these activities illustrate Gupta’s 
“big heart and helping hand,” which he “extended with-
out fanfare or self-promotion, to all with whom he came 
in contact.” Was Gupta’s punishment too lenient or too 
harsh? See United States v. Gupta (Sentencing memo-
randum, 2012).

You Decide

You can find the answer at study.sagepub.com/lippmaness2e

Should Far West Water & Sewer Inc. Be Held Liable for Negligent 
Homicide?

State v. Far West Water & Sewer Inc., 228 P.3d 909 (Ariz. App. 2010)

Far West Water & Sewer, Inc. (“Far West”) appeals its 
convictions and sentences for negligent homicide, 
aggravated assault, two counts of endangerment and 
violating a safety standard or regulation which caused 
the death of an employee.

The charges arose from an incident that occurred 
on October 24, 2001 at a sewage collection and treat-
ment facility owned and operated by Far West, an 
Arizona corporation. At that time, Santec Corporation 
(“Santec”) was a subcontractor of Far West. A Far West 
employee, James Gamble, and a Santec employee, 

Gary Lanser, died in an underground tank after they 
were overcome by hydrogen sulfide gas. Another 
Far West employee, Nathan Garrett, suffered severe 
injuries when he attempted to rescue Gamble from 
the tank. Other Far West and Santec employees were 
involved in rescue attempts, but none was injured to a 
significant degree.

Far West was indicted for [various charges].  
. . . Far West’s president, Brent Weidman, one of its 
forepersons, Connie Charles, and Santec were also 
indicted for the same or similar charges. Santec pled 

CASE ANALYSIS
In State v. Far West, an Arizona appellate court considered whether to affirm a negligent homicide 
against Far West Water & Sewer Inc.


