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The process of issue resolutiqn is a com-
plicated one. While program operatlontguestlozz
can be answered by agency representatives on
direction is given by the OCDETF Working
Group, major policy issues must be addresseq by
agency heads. Not surprisingly, much of the give-
and-take on this level occurs in smaller meetings
and conversations rather than in heated_ de-
bates at OCDETF Working Group sessions.

Organized Crime Drug

While it is far too early to pronounce final
judgment on’ agency cooperation, the signs are
quite encouraging. The Ta_sk Force agencies are
putting aside their parochial concerns In favor
of the overriding national go.al Qf_more .effec-
tive drug enforcement and this, if it continues,
can create the organizational climate whlch. w‘lll
enable the Task Force Program to succeed in 1ts

mission.
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The Task Forces in Field

Operations

There are three entities within the Task Force
Program’s field structure: twelve Task Forces or
Task Force Regions, the districts, and the core
cities. The Task Force Regions are administrative
and reporting units, not operational entities. Each
Region comprises two or more Federal judicial
districts. The core city is one of the several districts
in a Task Force Region, distinguishable by the fact
that it is the locus of the Task Force Coordination
Group for the Region. The non-core city districts
are the remaining judicial districts within a Task
Force Region.* The Task Force Regions and
districts are listed in Exhibit 4.

The following describes the elements of the
Task Force Regions, their organizational structure,
their relationship to one another, some examples
of how they operate, and some of the difficulties
they encounter.

The Task Force Regions

The Task Force Program is divided into
twelve Regions, each of which encompasses a
number of Federal judicial districts. The smallest
number of districts in a Task Force is two (Los
Angeles/Nevada Task Force) and the largest
number is twelve (Southeast and South Central
Task Forces). One district within each Task Force
Region is designated as the ‘‘core city.”” (See
Exhibit 5 for the location and configuration of the
twelve Task Forces and their Regions.)

The Core City U.S. Attorney

The senior official responsible for the overall
performance of a Task Force is the U.S. Attorney
for the Federal judicial district in which the
core city is located. The U.S. Attorney is account-
able for Task Force activities to the Associate At-
torney General, and is responsible for establishing
a Task Force Advisory Committee and a Task
Force Coordination Group. While core city U.S.

*

For the sake of clarity, this report uses the term ‘‘core

city’’ to refer to the core city district, and “‘district”
to refer to the non-core city districts.

Attorneys are responsible for coordination of ac-
tivities within their Region, they have no line
authority over any attorneys outside of their own
districts.

The Task Force Advisory Committee

The core city U.S. Attorney chairs the Task
Force Advisory Committee; committee members
are the other regional U.S. Attorneys, the Assist-
ant U.S. Attorney Task Force Coordinator, the
Agency Task Force Coordinators, the regional Task
Force agency Special Agents in Charge (SACs), and
the regional Organized Crime Strike Force
Ghief{(s). This committee has general responsibility
for oversight of the Task Force, including guidance
on policy and procedures within the framework of
the Guidelines. It must monitor Task Force cases
and adjust resource allocations in response to the
needs of each case. The frequency and nature of
the meetings of these committees vary considerably
from one Task Force to another. For example, some
committees can be unwieldy in size. In the
Southeast Task Force, the full committee would be
composed of some thirty people. Therefore, much
of the business of the Advisory Committee is
managed through informal consultation on an in-
dividual basis, rather than in plenary meetings.

The following examples illustrate the kind of
coordinative activities core city U.S. Attorneys
often, but not always, carry out in conjunction with
the Advisory Comumittee:

m In most of the larger Regions, the core
city U.S. Attorney convenes meetings
and the Task Force U.S. Attorneys from
the districts attend. The core city U.S.
Attorney in Detroit rotates the location
of meetings, so that other Great Lakes
Task Force U.S. Attorneys have the op-
portunity to serve as host. This enhances
the level of regional Task Force par-
ticipation by U.S. Attorneys in the
districts.

s Some core city U.S. Attorneys have
adjusted personnel allocations within
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Exhibit 4

Task Force Regions and Districts

Number of
Core City Districts
Detroit 8
Houston 8
Los Angeles 2
Baltimore 7
Denver 8
Boston 8

Judicial Districts Included

Kentucky, Eastern District
Michigan, Eastern District
Michigan, Western District
Ohio, Northern District

Ohio, Southern District
Pennsylvania, Western District
West Virginia, Northern District
West Virginia, Southern District

Louisiana, Eastern District
Louisiana, Middle District
Louisiana, Western District
Mississippi, Southern District
Texas, Northern District
Texas, Eastern District
Texas, Southern District
Texas, Western District

California, Central District
Nevada

Delaware

District of Columbia
Maryland

Pennsylvania, Eastern District
Pennsylvania, Middle District
Virginia, Eastern District
Virginia, Western District

Colorado

Idaho

Montana

Nebraska and Towa
North Dakota
South Dakota
Utah

Wyoming

Connecticut

Maine

Massachusetts

New Hampshire

New York, Northern District
New York, Western District
Rhode Istand

Vermont

ask Force Program Annual Report

Task Force

New York/
New Jersey

North Central

Northwest

South Central

Southeast

Exhibit 4

Task Force Regions and Districts (Cont.)

Core City

New York

Chicago

San Francisco

St. Louis

Atlanta

Number of

Districts

3

12

12

Judicial Districts Included

New Jersey
New York, Eastern District
New York, Southern District

Hlinois, Central District
Illinois, Northern District
Indiana, Northern District
Indiana, Southern District
Iowa, Northern District
Iowa, Southern District
Minnesota

Wisconsin, Eastern District
Wisconsin, Western District

Alaska

California, Eastern District
California, Northern District
Guam

Hawaii

Oregon

Washington, Eastern Distic.
Washington, Western Distri .

Arkansas, Eastern District
Arkansas, Western District
Illinois, Southern District
Kansas

Kentucky, Western District
Mississippi, Northern District
Misscuri, Eastern District
Missouri, Western District
Oklahoma, Northern District
Oklahoma, Eastern District
Oklahoma, Western District
Tennessee, Western District

Alabama, Middle District
Alabama, Northern District
Alabama, Southern District
Georgia, Middle District
Georgia, Northern District
Georgia, Southern District
North Carolina, Eastern District
North Carolina, Middle District
North Carolina, Western District
South Carolina

Tennessee, Eastern District
Tennessee, Middle District
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Exhibit 4

Task Force Regions and Districts (Cont.)

Task Force Core City

Southwest San Diego
30

Florida*

Number of
Districts

3

Judicial Districts Included

Arizona
California, Southern District
New Mexico

Florida, Northern District
Florida, Middle District
Florida, Southern District
Puerto Rico

Virgin Islands
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The South Florida Task Force remains a separate entity. Given the extent to which NNBIS and other South
Florida Task Force elements have developed, the Department of Justice is including, in its 1985 budget re-
quest, funds for a thirteenth Task Force. The five districts comprising this Task Force are the Northern, Mid-
dle, and Southern districts of Florida; the Virgin Islands; and Puerto Rico.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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their Task Forces. Baltimore (Mid-
Atlantic Task Force) assisted two
Pennsylvania districts in rearranging
their allocations, and even reallocated
two Baltimore Assistant U.S. Attorney
positions to Pennsylvania, in order to
arrive at a more effective distribution.

s Quarterly meetings in Chicago are at-
tended by all of the North Central Task
Force U.S. Attorneys and the Lead Task
Force Attorneys from the Region. This
exchange of information serves to solve
common problems. In addition, the
Assistant U.S. Attorney Task Force
Coordinator visits all the districts to
review the Task Force Program’s
organization and operation.

The Task Force Coordination Group

The Task Force Coordination Group is the
central administrative element for each Task Force.
It is composed of the Assistant U.S. Attorney Task
Force Coordinator; one representative from each
of the participating Federal investigative agencies,
the U.S. Coast Guard, and the U.S. Marshals
Service; and representatives from other appropriate
agencies, such as State or local law enforcement
agencies or other Federal entities. The Coordina-
tion Group serves all districts within a Task Force.
Its functions are to:

a Evaluate cases proposed for Task Force
selection, review the use of Task Force
resources and ensure appropriate utiliza-
tion throughout the Region, resolve any
problems of cooperation among person-
nel from different agencies, and monitor
changes in drug trafficking patterns in
the Region;

m Meer regularly with State and local law
enforcement officials from all parts of the
Region and ensure that Federal, State,
and local law enforcement officials are
coordinating information and opera-
tional activities of Task Force in-
terest; and

m Designate agent and attorney special-
ists within the Task Force, including
specialists in forfeiture, financial in-
vestigations, tax violations, and drug
diversion.

The Assistant U.S. Attorney Task Force
Coordinator is responsible to the U.S. Attorney for
establishing the Task Force office and for super-
vising the administrative operations of the Task
Force Coordination Group. These Coordinators
are senior prosecutors with substantial experience
in drug cases.

The Task Force Coordination Group serves
the needs of all the districts within a Task Force
Region. The nature and extent of the services vary
considerably from Task Force to Task Force, often

according to the Region’s size and its level of

narcotics law enforcement activity. Most members
of the Coordination Groups visit the districts in
their Regions periodically. For some, the first round
of visits served primarily as an introduction to the
roles and relationships of the Task Force par-
ticipants, and an exposition of Task Force opera-
tional orientation. Subsequent visits scrve as
occasions for reviewing active cases, monitoring
resource needs and allocations, and exchanging
views on administrative and operational matters.

There is also a continuous exchange of in-
formation about coordinated aciivities on an in-
dividual basis. Agency Task Force Coordinators
in the core city are called upon to assist districts
by providing additional personnel on a temporary
basis in response to an operational need, for in-
stance, or to facilitate and expedite investigative
support or operational approval from their respec-
tive agencies. Some examples are the following:

m Both the DEA and FBI have Task
Force funds for the purchase of informa-
tion and evidence. These funds are often
channeled through the Task Force DEA
and FBI Coordinators in cach core city.
Hustrative of this support role is the in-
stance in which the Mid-Atlantic DEA
Coordinator, in Baltimore, assisted the
Roanoke, Virginia, Task Force office in
obtaining a substantial quantity of buy
money for an operaticn.

s When a North Carolina case developed
a need for a surveillance team, the prob-
lem was shared with the Southeast Task
Force Coordination Group in Atlanta.
Atlanta canvassed Task Force agencies
throughout the Region. Unable to locate
Task Force personnel who could readily
respond, Atlanta arranged for assistance
from a non-Task Force FBI surveillance
squad.
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s A minor figure in a Detroit Task Force
case lives in Southern Ohio. He also
deals with a drug organization in Wheel-
ing targeted by the West Virginia Task
Force office. Both the Wheeling and
Detroit offices report that the level of col-
laboration and coordination has been far
superior to what might have taken place
in pre-Task Force days. This success has
helped in avoiding duplication of effort
and the kind of problems that would
result from uncoordinated activity when
investigating the same or closely related
targets.

A major responsibility of each Task Force
Coordination Group is the review of cases sub-
mitted by Task Force districts for selection and
designation as Task Force cases. It is the responsi-
bility of the Coordination Group to review, analyze,
and assess the proposed cases.

The case selection process and the continu-
ing review of cases from the districts inevitably pro-
vide the core city Coordination Group with an ad-
vantage over its district counterparts. Coordination
Group members have the responsibility to review
the case materials from all the districts and to spot
overlaps, potential problems, or other elements that
may affect the Region’s operations.

While Task Force Regions are administrative
and reporting units rather than operational units,
the creation of these Regions has resulted in
enhanced collaborative efforts and shared casework
within the Regions. Major elements of a case may
be located in adjoining jurisdictions within a single
Task Force Region. The sharing of information and
goals among Task Force participants within a
Region creates a unified approach to the investiga-
tion and prosecution of these cases.

In the Southeast Task Force, the Coordina-
tion Group found that two cases from the Northern
District of Georgia overlapped heavily with active
cases in other districts. In one case, the Northern
District of Georgia yielded primary responsibility
and authority for a case to a district in Alabama.
The resultant indictment, in December 1983, was
facilitated and strengthened by this coordinated and
more efficient expenditure of resources.

In the other instance, the Southeast Task
Force selected a case involving a drug dealer who
was importing and distributing large amounts of
marijuana in the Atlanta area. During the case
review process, it was found that the District of
South Carolina was also actively working on the
case, was in an advanced stage of its case prepara-

tion, and would be a suitable venue. Again, the
Northern District of Georgia relinquished its claim
to the case but continued to assist in its develop-
ment. This operation resulted in multiple arrests
and indictments, and had a serious impact on the
drug smuggling community that had been utiliz-
ing South Carolina’s coast for its operations.

Paralleling such instances of collaboration,
Task Force Coordination Groups serve also as in-
terregional coordinators, resulting in a coordinated
effort that covers the nation.

The Core City and the Districts

In theory, the only difference between a core
city and a district is that the Task Force Coordina-
tion Group resides in the core city. The Coordina-
tion Group serves the entire Task Force Region.
However, in practice, the Coordination Group

. more often than not devotes a disproportionately

large amount of its time and interest to operations
within its own district and less to the other districts.

The U.S. Attorney for each district is respon-
sible for coordination of Task Force activities and
for the designation of attorneys from his or her of-
fice; one to serve as Lead Task Force Attorney and
others, as Task Force attorneys. The U.S. Attorney
chairs the District Drug Enforcement Coordination
Group. The Lead Task Force Attorney supervises
the other Task Force attorneys, maintains the
district’s Task Force records, performs required
reporting functions, and serves as liaison between
the district’s Task Force elements and the regional
Task Force Coordination Group. The Lead Task
Force Attorney plays a central coordinating role in
the districts and is a member of the District Drug
Enforcement Coordination Group.

Task Forces in the districts are composed of
designated attorneys and agents, in accordance with
the allocations indicated in Appendix D. Initial
allocations of personnel and other resources were
made in terms of the relative dimensions of the
perceived problem in each area. Districts with
major population centers received substantial
allocations of resources. The Eastern District of
Pennsylvania, with forty-three agents and attor-
neys, is a prime example. On the other hand,
sparsely populated districts, such as New Hamp-
shire, North Dakota, and the Northern District of
Mississippi, have no allocations. These districts
receive mobile assistance when required, on a case-
by-case basis. The core city U.S. Attorney assists
in the provision of such mobile resources from the
core city or other districts.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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In general, the districts have smaller con-
tingents of Task Force-designated personnel than
the core cities. This often results in a heavier
reliance on State and local law enforcement per-
sonnel. Six districts have only an Assistant U.S.
Attorney as their Task Force complement; seven-
teen districts have no one, although the U.S. At-
torney remains a member of the Task Force Ad-
visory Committee and of the District Drug Enforce-
ment Coordination Group. Even those districts
without Task Force personnel allocations are par-
ticipating in the effort. For example, the Western
District of Arkansas has three active Task Force
cases, handled by local personnel with the assistance
of Task Force personnel from Arkansas’s Eastern
District.

The Task Force Coordination Group in the
core city plays a dual role, serving both a regional
function and a local one. However, most Coordina-
tion Group members have a primary attachment
to the core city. The Assistant U.S. Attorney Task
Force Coordinator is normally drawn from the U.S.
Attorney’s office in the core city. The Agency Task
Force Coordinators are usually subordinate to and
evaluated by their SAC in the core city; they are
not related, in the chain of command, to the SACs
in other districts within the Task Force. Thus, the
members of the Task Force Coordination Group
tend to be more responsive to the operational re-
quirements of the core city cases and less responsive
to the needs of the other districts.

Operations—The Task Force
Advantage

The impact of the Task Force Program should
not be measured solely by statistics on case results,
but can be more accurately measured by how the
Task Force approach enhances the investigative and
prosecutorial process. That process can be seen in
the field operations. The operations, particularly
case origination and selection, are examined here
in order to describe what the Task Forces do and
to illustrate the Task Force advantage in carrying
out drug trafficking investigations.

Case Origination

Most drug cases originate from investigations
by Federal, State, and/or local enforcement agen-
cies. However, in some instances they grow out of
serendipitous events, as in a chance discovery of
14 pounds of cocaine stashed in a health club locker
in a city in Colorado. Often a straightforward ar-
rest of a minor drug dealer by the city police turns

up additional information leading to the identifica-
tion of a high-level distributor or of an organiza-
tion that merits further investigation. Another
method for developing a case is to identify other-
wise unknown targets through financial
investigations—a tool not exclusively employed by
the Task Forces, but one which the Task Force Pro-
gram has encouraged.

The Task Force Advantage: The Task Force
Program has enhanced two main areas of the case
origination process. One is the increased willingness
of State and local enforcement agencies to bring
prospective cases to the Task Forces. The second
is the greater utilization of financial investigations
as a means for discovering hitherto unknown major
traffickers, including professionals such as bankers
and lawyers whose participation in narcotics traf-
ficking is usually well-concealed.

According to Task Force members, there are
at least four reasons why local cases are being more
readily proposed to the Task Force Program. First
is Task Force visibility; the Program is a known
entity whose express purpose is working on major
drug cases. Second, the Task Forces are a
mechanism for facilitating the provision of finan-
cial assistance to the State and local law enforce-
ment agencies (overtime, travel, per diem costs, and
access to buy money) that makes possible a more
extensive involvement in drug cases. Third, Task
Forces have shown a willingness to share the credit
for successful investigations and prosecutions with
their State and local colleagues. Fourth, and
perhaps most important, joining the Task Force
gives local law enforcement agencies access to vastly
greater Federal resources, including additional per-
sonnel, investigative records, and the varied exper-
tise of all of the participating agencies.

Financial investigations are not carried on
exclusively by the Task Forces, but their use has
been enhanced by the Task Forces in several
ways. First, the Task Forces bring together those
agencies with highly developed expertise in carry-
ing out financial investigations. Second, the
Task Force Program has designated financial in-
vestigations as a special emphasis arvea. Third,
financial investigative units now are a feature
of many Task Forces, either contained completely
within a Task Force or sharing Task Force and
non-Task Force resources. Though investigations
are still at an carly stage, participants are confi-
dent they will soon lead fo the identification of
new and major targets. An example of one such
investigation that has led to major convictions
is the ‘‘Moneybags’’ case. (See Chapter 5,
p.66.)
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Case Selection

Regardless of how a case originates, an in-
vestigating agency may propose it as a Task Force
case if it appears to:

a Involve major drug trafficking figures;

m Require the resources and expertise of
another agency because of possible
violations other than those involving
narcotics;

s Have serious investigative ramifica-
tions that extend to other geographical
jurisdictions; and

a Require the assistance of an Assistant
U.S. Attorney during the early stages of
an investigation.

If the case is located in a district, the District
Drug Enforcement Coordination Group reviews the
case. The designated agency representatives of each
Task Force review the case, ask questions as
appropriate, and initial the Case Initiation Form.
After approval by the district U.S. Attorney, the
form is forwarded to the Task Force Coordination
Group in the core city.*

The Task Force Coordination Group reviews
the district’s Case Initiation Form. Frequently, the
Agency Task Force Coordinators will have dis-
cussed the case in advance with their agencies’
representatives in the district. The Task Force
Coordination Group then either approves the case,
refers it back to the originating district with addi-
tional questions, or rejects it as not meeting the
criteria for Task Force selection or as being
unrealistic in terms of resource requirements.
Because there is sufficient preliminary discussion
of the cases, relatively few of those submitted are
not approved.

The Task Force Advantage: The cases that
qualify for Task Force selection are invariably those
that require long-term dedication of personnel from
more than one agency. These cases will not have
quick turnover or results. The Task Force Program,
by putting aside the numbers game of rapid and
numerous prosecutions, is able to dedicate resources

* During the start-up phase of the Task Force Pro-
gram, the initial 260 cases were referred to
Washington for approval, in order to ensure that the
criteria were properly applied and to set standards
for subsequent approvals.

for better and higher achievements. Investigators
and prosecutors are afforded the time to construct
the difficult trail of evidence needed to successfully
prosecute truly high-level targets. Resources made
available only through the Task Force Program can
be used optimally to reach targets that are untouch-
able through traditional approaches. The case selec-
tion process supports the Task Forces’ higher aims.

The other case selection criteria—multiple
agency involvement, multiple jurisdictions, and
early attorney involvement in the investigation—
also bring to the Task Force Program cases that
cannot be managed effectively without the Task
Force. The Task Force Program is a system for
bringing multiple enforcement agencies together,
coordinating investigative and prosecutorial strat-
egies across district and regional lines, and pro-
viding a dedicated Assistant U.S. Attorney to sup-
port the investigative requirements of a case at any
point in its development.

The Task Force system facilitates, enables,
and encourages the selection of cases that cannot
be made without the Task Force structure. The
system also promotes selection of cases that can be
broadened and deepened in order to attack
significantly higher level targets.

Investigation

The review that is part of the case selection
process may reveal that two or more agencies,
unbeknown to one another, have been working on
the same case or on cases that closely overlap. Such
overlap often brings about a natural union of the
agencies’ investigations. Other agencies are asked
to participate—or volunteer to participate—as their
areas of interest or a need for their resources
becomes apparent.

When a case 1s under examination, the agency
representatives consider the level of agent resources
they can and should devote to it. Through dis-
cussion, personnel levels involving both Task Force-
designated personnel and, in many instances, non-
Task Force personnel are agreed upon.* Also at
this stage, one or more Assistant U.S. Attorneys
are assigned to the case, to provide legal support
and to assist in guiding the investigation toward
maximum impact at the time of indictment and
trial.

As the investigation proceeds, the investigative
agents share the information developed and work

* Inmost instances, Agency Task Force Coordinators

have no authority to commit resources to Task Force
operations, and must gain the approval of their
agency SAGCs,
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together to determine what additional information
is needed and how best to obtain it. The special-
ized knowledge and investigative techniques of the
various agencies are orchestrated through this proc-
ess to ensure that optimum results are achieved,
to identify the major organizational figures, and
to collect sufficient incriminating evidence. In this
way, the diverse elements of an investigation are
coordinated so that they are mutually supportive,
properly timed, and not at cross-purposes. When
needed, the Assistant U.S. Attorney is called upon
for legal counsel or for the preparation of legal
documents.

The Task Force Advantage: In the in-
vestigative process, salient and positive differences
attributable to the Task Force Program are evident.
They are itemized briefly here:

m Experienced case agents: Personnel
assigned to the Task Forces are ex-
perienced in Federal investigative work
and narcotics investigations, creating
investigative teams that are highly quali-
fied and capable.

m Experienced Assistant U.S. Attor-
neys available early in the investiga-
tive process: Task Force Assistant U.S.
Attorneys are experienced not just as
prosecutors, but as prosecutors in nar-
cotics cases. They bring a wealth of
specialized talent to the investigative
process by assisting in financial investi-
gations, giving legal counsel, and pre-
paring legal documents, such as affi-
davits, warrants, and subpoenas. Their
ready availability has allowed for a sub-
stantial increase in the use of court-
authorized wiretaps and other methods
of electronic surveillance within the Task
Force context. The dedicated availability
of attorney assistance is not a regular
feature of investigations outside the Task
Force framework,

w Status with other Task Forces: The
Task Force Program creates a mech-
anism for Assistant U.S. Attorneys and
Agency Task Force Coordinators to
become acquainted with one another in
a mutually supportive group. As a result,
when one Task Force asks another for
help, investigative support is much more
rapidly and effectively provided. The
Task Force network is strong, growing

stronger, and working to benefit the
Task Force system.

Expanded personnel resources: The
addition of some 1,200 professionals
dedicated to drug enforcement programs
is a tremendous boost to law enforce-
ment efforts. Further, the recognition
that the cases being undertaken are dif-
ficult and long-term permits the assign-
ment of more investigative talent to a
case, without the expectation of quick
convictions. Agents can work on a case
for longer than would normally be per-
mitted outside the Task Forces, resulting
in more significant arrests.

Easy and rapid access to other agen-
cies’ information: The collaboration of
personnel from various agencies results
in timely, direct, and complete access to
the information resources of all the agen-
cies involved without resort to the usual
bureaucratic procedures of formal inter-
agency requests.

Availability of a greater range of ex-
pertise: The agencies participating in
the Task Forces have different areas of
investigative strength. As a rule, no one
agency houses all the highly developed
skills that are necessary during a com-
plex narcotics case. For example, DEA
is skilled in narcotics investigations, with
particular expertise in conducting under-
cover operations. The FBI has a finely
honed ability to conduct extensive and
thorough background and on-site in-
vestigations; it can execute surveillances,
and other electronic and technical opera-
tions; and it has a superior records and
information retrieval system. Customs
is without peer in managing smuggling
investigations and tracing movements of
people and funds to and from foreign
countries, IRS is particularly strong in
determining individuals’ net worth and
in penetrating efforts to disguise owner-
ship of assets. The combination of these
talents results in a synergistic increase
in investigative ability for the Task
Forces.

Added financial resources: The Task
Force Program provides additional sums
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of money for operations and equipment.
The traditional buy and bust activity that
has been a part of street-level drug inves-
tigations allows enforcement agents to
purchase a small amount of drugs and
arrest the dealer. The Task Force Pro-
gram utilizes a more effective approach.
First, agents are permitted to expend
larger amounts of buy money without
immediately arresting a seller. The pur-
chase establishes the agent’s bona fides,
giving the agent further entree to the
drug organization. Second, larger sums
of money are available, allowing larger
buys and access to significantly higher
elements of a drug organization. Thus,
a Task Force agent may move from deal-
ing with a street-level pusher to a
wholesaler because the agent has the
money available. It is a frequent prac-
tice of drug wholesalers to require that
customers prove their bona fides by
making at Jeast one exceptionally large
purchase, because, as one defendant put
it, ‘‘the cops can never make a really big
buy.”” Now they can.

Task Force monies have also pro-
vided improved equipment for the agen-
cies involved in the Task Forces. Rented
automobiles for operational use have
been provided; technical gear and radios
have been upgraded. Radios are a con-
tinuing problem because the investiga-
tive agencies’ existing radio systems are
not compatible with one another. Task
Force funds are being used to overcome
this problem, permitting Task Force
personnel from different agencies to
communicate better during street
operations.

Mutually supportive investigations:
The history of drug enforcement is
replete with instances of investigations
by one agency being disrupted or ter-
minated because of investigations by
another agency. The Task Forces have
not eliminated these difficulties entirely:
an Atlanta Task Force case had to be
dropped when the principal target was
arrested in Texas on unrelated charges.
In another instance within the Task
Force Program, one Region’s informant
was, for a while, another’s potential
defendant. But these are the exceptions;

multiple agency and multiple district
coordination does result in mutually
supportive, rather than destructive,
investigations in most Task Force ac-
tivities.

w Greater access to grand jury time:
Grand juries serve a very significant role
in complex drug investigations. To best
apply this tool, investigators need access
to the grand jury. Having an attorney
readily available who is intimately ac-
quainted with and dedicated to the case
facilitates access to the grand jury
process.

In summary, Task Force investigations are
more successful because they benefit from the coor-
dinated application of greater fiscal, technical, and
human investigative resources.

Prosecution

When a grand jury returns an indictment, the
case moves {rom the investigative to the prosecu-
torial phase. In some ways, the mechanics of pros-
ecuting a Task Force case are no different from
those of any other drug prosecution, but there is
a significant qualitative difference.

The Task Force Advantage: The continued
involvement of a Task Force Assistant U.S. At-
torney during the investigation often means that
a sounder case is constructed and that the prose-
cuting attorney is more familiar with all facets of
the case. The Assistant U.S. Attorney’s specific
function is to ensure that the evidence obtained is
complete and admissible. The participation of
agencies with varied areas of expertise ensures that
violations of specific statutes are appropriately
charged and documented.

In addition, the Task Force Assistant U.S. At-
torneys work within a sct of guidelines designed to
maximize the impact of their prosecuting efforts on
drug operations, and not just maximize conviction
statistics. This ‘*bigger picture’’ emphasis means,
for example, that Task Force Assistant U.S. At-
torneys will use grants of immunity and plea
agreements only to develop additional information
that will contribute to indicting higher levels of drug
traffickers and dismantling their organizations,

The Task Force emphasis on collaboraticn
with State and local law enforcement and on cross-
designation of attorneys provides a greater range
of forums for trying cases. By exercising the op-
tion of taking a case to a Federal or a State court,
the prosecutors can best apply the combined powers
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of the two systems. For example, New York State
penalties for criminal possession of small amounts
of drugs are more severe than the Federal penal‘ties,
and it may be preferable to use the more punitive
venue.

A Successful Beginning

The preceding comments on Task Force
operations should not be taken to mean that the
Task Forces are operating without flaws or dif-
ficulties. There are problems. Coordination is not
perfect and there are examples of crossed wires in
the Task Force operations. Appropriate office space
has been difficult to obtain. The inability to place
Task Force Coordinators and, at times, other per-

sonnel together has inhibited cooperation. Some
districts report minimal support from their core
cities. Differing agency policies result in unequal
roles and responsibilities for Coordinators, and
chains of command sometimes conflict.

It is a tribute to the dedication of the
personnel in the field that, despite such prob-
lem areas, the Task Forces are operating in
a manner different from, and superior to, what
has existed in the past. The operations at
all phases, from the origination of cases to their pros-
ecution, are devoted to bringing to bear the
resources of many agencies against major drug traf-
ficking organizations; and they are beginning to
register significant successes.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report

Task Force Goals and

Objectives: First-Year
Progress

The goal of the Organized Crime Drug En-
forcement Task Force Program, as stated in the
Guidelines, is:

To identify, investigate, and prosecute
members of high-level drug trafficking
enterprises and to destroy the operations
of those organizations.

Subordinate objectives designed to meet this
goal vary between Task Forces, depending on the
profile of trafficking organizations in each Region.
Four specific objectives or areas for special emphasis
are required, however, of all Task Force Regions.
These areas are: 1) to pursue high-level targets,
2) to enhance Federal agency coordination and
cooperation, 3) to enhance cooperation and coor-
dination between Federal agencies and State and
local agencies, and 4) to stress financial investiga-
tions, seizures, and forfeitures.

Each Task Force has progressed toward these
objectives. This chapter discusses each objective in
more detail. In order to illustrate how Task Forces
have translated these objectives into action, case
examples and quotations from Task Force Program
administrative trip reports are presented. These
quotations are comments gleaned from interviews
with Task Force participating personnel and ex-
cerpts from outside observers’ reports.

High-Level Targets

The number one objective of the Task Force
Program, as stated in the Guidelines, is:

To target, investigate, and prosecute in-
dividuals who organize, direct, finance,
or are otherwise engaged in high-level
illegal drug trafficking enterprises, in-
cluding large scale money laundering
organizations . . .

The Guidelines further define targets, specify-
ing that Task Forces are to attack ‘‘major drug traf-
ficking organizations.”’ This includes any group

“‘where a sizable number of individuals is involved
in the trafficking or there are large actual or poten-
tial profits gained from the trafficking.’’ The kinds
of organizations and individuals identified as ap-
propriate for targeting—traditional organized crime
groups, other groups engaged in organized drug
operations, and individuals or small groups who
use their professional status to trade in narcotics
or dangerous drugs—are described in Chapter 1
of this report. But what makes an organization or
an individual high-level?

High-Level Organizations

Task Forces do not target or devote their
resources to investigating and prosecuting minor
criminals such as street-level pushers. Rather, the
emphasis is on eliminating the elements in an
organization that make drug dealing possible.
These are the high-level kingpins who make the
drug organization function. Without the organiza-
tions, the street pusher is out of business.

The case selection process is where a poten-
tial target organization is examined to determine
whether it qualifies as a high-level target. In
general, the size of the organization and the quan-
tity of drugs it deals in serve as measurements of
the significance of an organization. Because of
differing environments throughout the country,
however, the Guidelines also provide that ‘‘each
core city United States Attorney, in consultation
with his or her Advisory Committee, may establish
more specific criteria (such as minimum quantities
of a given substance) to be applied within a Task
Force area,’” in determining whether a target is
high-level.

It is apparent, for instance, that in rural mid-
America fifteen pounds of marijuana may be a
significant amount in terms of its impact on society
and the local economy. But fifteen fons might be
of comparable significance along the Gulf Coast,
where importation and transshipment take place.
It is the impact on the social and economic welfare
of the community that stands as a significant
criterion in case selection, and each Task Force is
given some latitude in making that determination.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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THE
RAID

This case, ‘“The Raid,”” responds to the
mandate to pursue high-level drug trafficking
organizations, and illustrates:

s A high degree of interagency
collaboration;

m Extensive use of attorneys during an
investigation;

m Importance of the varied expertise of
different agencies; and

s Task Force ability to sustain a major
investigation over a long period of
time.

In early 1983, twelve smugglers coming
from a Colombian ship were arrested as they
moved from the San Francisco Bay up onto a
beach. Each carried a duffel bag full of cocaine;
and some were armed. They were arrested by
Task Force agents from the FBI, DEA,
Customs, and IRS. The arrests were based on
violations of statutes enforced by Customs, and
Customs directed the operation.

The fact that agency arrest teams were in
the area was not an accident—the FBI had
gathered critical information from a wiretap;
Customs had carefully monitored the comings
and goings of the ship’s crew; DEA’s back-
ground investigations had established the con-
nection of the defendants to one another; and,
as the investigation progressed, IRS had thor-
oughly investigated the suspects’ dollar expendi-
tures, their incomes, and their unlawful money
maovements.

The raid was one of the most effective,
quick-hitting, and safe operations that has oc-
curred in the San Francisco district in recent
years. It could only have been conducted with
complete coordination and cooperation between
the agencies and the complementary use of

their resources. Task Force agents and attor-
neys worked around the clock to obtain and ex-
ecute appropriate court orders and warrants.

The method of investigation successfully
encouraged the organization to continue to
believe that this was merely a happenstance
Customs arrest, and not an orchestrated effort.
The professional conduct of the raid allowed
continued operation of the electronic
surveillance, which revealed the person whe
controlled the narcotics loads.

The initial accomplishments were over-
shadowed by the arrests that occurred a month
later, growing out of the raid. One hundred
fifty agents from Federal and local agencies
were assembled into teams and given instruc-
tions on the conduct of the operation. In a
carefully coordinated move, they arrested
twenty-five more members of the organization.
The organizational level of those arrested was
far above that of the smugglers arrested earlier.

The electronic and physical surveillance,
and the cooperation and communication be-
tween the various agencies and their counter-
parts in other districts, netted over 500 pounds
of cocaine, plus firearms and silencers. Elec-
tronic surveillance also established the direct
link between the smugglers and their principal
Colombian connection, a matriarch living in
Buena Ventura, Colombia.

If the initial raid and its arrests had
followed the pattern of law enforcement in the
past, the entire investigation could have ended
with the arrest of the twelve smugglers—minor
offenders. Before the Task Forces, single agen-
cies rarely had the support necessary to conduct
full-scale investigations into entire organiza-
tions. However, the Task Forces, because of
their mandate and structure, can work a drug
case to its apex. Thus, this entire smuggling
organization was literally uprooted from the
Northern District of California and has ceased
to operate.

O
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Case Initiation Form Information as Indicators
of High-Level Targets

The Task Force Case Initiation Form is the
form used to report the measurements of an
organization’s importance, its relevance as a target,
and the importance of each person identified as a
principal prospective defendant within the case. By
reviewing the Case Initiation Form data it can be
determined whether the targets are indeed high-
level.

One of the measurements of principal pro-
spective defendants is their organizational rank.
Almost 30 percent of the identified principal pro-
spective defendants fall into the largest category,
“Top leader.”” An additional 25 percent are ““Mid-
level leaders.”’

‘The fact that there are over 2,000 potential
principal defendants listed for 467 cases indicates
that the cases focus on organizations, not indi-
viduals. About one-half of the targeted organiza-
tions are non-traditional criminal groups that have
been put together for the express purpose of deal-
ing in drugs. An additional 39 percent are tradi-
tional organized crime groups which engage in drug
trafficking along with other types of criminal ac-
tivity. Prison gangs and outlaw motorcycle gangs
are targeted in 30 cases. (These and other data
describing the nature of Task Force target or-
ganizations are provided in the data charts in
Chapter 6.)

Another aspect of the high-level nature of
Task Force targets is their international in-
volvement. Most narcotics originate overseas. An
international organization procures and transports
the drugs to distributors in the United States.
The financing of these drug transactions in-
cvitably results in the transfer of huge amounts of
maney between the United States and a variety of
foreign jurisdictions. On an even larger monetary
scale, major drug dealers acquire vast profits which
they cannot use without “‘laundering,’’ a process
that usually involves international financial
transfers. Consequently, most major drug dealing
organizations arc involved with foreign juris-
dictions for the procurement of the drugs for sale,
for the laundering of their proceeds, or for
both.

Indicative of the high-level nature of
the targets, almost hall of the Task Forces’
cascs listed on Case Initiation Forms are in-
ternational in scope. The remaining half arc
almost all “‘multi-district’’ cases, indicating that
they are also geographically extensive. One at-
tribute of the Task Force Program is that it has
sufficient resources and the tenacity (o permit

thorough and aggressive pursuit of the international
aspects of cases far beyond what has been true in
the past.

Penalties as Indicators of High-Level Targets

Major targets merit major penalties. The
Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organiza-
tions (RICO) and Continuing Criminal Enter-
prise (CCE) statutes were enacted to provide
appropriate penalties for major offenders. These
statutes are intended to remove high-level drug
traffickers and organized crime leaders from
active roles in their criminal enterprises and to
deprive them of both their ill-gotten assets and the
means for continuing to operate or influence those
enterprises. These statutes provide for substantial
penalties including fines, forfeiture of property,
and, for CCE violations, mandatory prison terms.
Forfeiture applies to any property or contractual
rights that afford the defendant a source of influence
over the enterprise. The Task Forces are seeking
indictments under these statutes whenever possi-
ble. Task Forces are also attempting to combine
diverse charges, without violating the principle of
double jeopardy, in order to maximize the deter-
rent effect of prosecution and to minimize the con-
victed trafficker’s ability to continue any illegal
activities.

When Case Initiation Forms were completed,
the Task Forces expected that over 33 percent of
the cases would result in RICO charges, and two-
thirds would include CCE charges. At the end of
the first year of Task Force operations, ninety
persons had been indicted under the RICO statute;
seventy-one, under CCE. Fifty-one Task Force
cases resulted in RICO or CCE indictments, or
both, in 1983. This is well over one-third of the 139
such cases approved by the Department of Justice
during the same period. Department of Justice
figures reflect a significant growth in the number
of RIGO and CCE prosecutions approved during
the past year.

The Task Force Program is insistent on
ensuring that drug traffickers be penalized; it does
not insist that they be charged with drug felonies.
As the Guidelines state, ‘It is not necessary that
every Task Force prosecution include specific
drug charges, but every Task Force prosecution
must be drug-related. That is, the specific charges
may be tax, RICO, currency, or other non-drug
violations, as long as the targets have been iden-
tified as major drug violators and otherwise meet
the Task Force standards.”’ By the end of 1983,
44 of the Task Forces’ 264 indictments contained
no drug charges.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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The Professionals and Other Individuals

Just as organizations vary in size and scope,
so may the activities of the individuals who
participate in the illegal drug trade. On one hand,
there are many individuals who provide crucial
services to drug organizations. In particular, these
tend to be the people who finance the operations
or assist in laundering funds. These people may
never ‘‘touch the drugs,’” but without their services
the organizations could not flourish. In many in-
stances these backers and launderers are not an in-
tegral part of a single organization. Indeed, they
may perform their services for several or-
ganizations. But they qualify as targets in their own
right.

On the other hand, the volume of drug
trade may not be as significant in the case of some
individuals who are targeted by the Task Forces,
but consideration must be given to the impact of
their activities on the social fabric of their com-
munities. This is particularly the case with those
individuals who use their positions of public trust
to participate in illegal drug trade. An individual
doctor who, for profit, improperly prescribes drugs
may be involved in relatively insignificant amounts,
but the betrayal of professional standards and trust
have a serious and adverse effect on our society.
The same applies to the dentist or pharmacist who
participates illegally and for profit in the drug
trade. No less destructive are the corrupt public
officials who profit from drugs and, regardless of
the volume of drugs involved, they are also deemed
to be appropriate targets for Task Force opera-
tions.

As reported in the Case Initiation Forms, at
least 17 Task Force cases have targeted corrupt
public officials; another 8 are directed at
medical/pharmaceutical practitioners. Financiers
and money launderers are targeted in over 150
cases. The Case Initiation Forms do not provide
for identification of the numbers of other
professionals—bankers, lawyers, accountants,
etc.—who are betraying the public’s trust, but
those data will become available in subsequent
reporting.

Reaching Higher Levels: The Use of Plea
Agreements and Immunity

In order to improve their abilities to at-
tack ever higher levels within the drug trafficking
communities, Task Forces are using plea
agreements and grants of immunity. The Task
Force Program uses these devices only to direct
enforcement efforts at higher level targets. These
arrangements are used to obtain a defendant’s

promise to cooperate in providing informaticn
about other criminal activities of which the de-
fendant is aware. Since many of the high-level
targets do not involve themselves personally with
drugs, charges are often difficult to prove without
the sworn testimony of individuals who have first-
hand knowledge of the targets’ roles. With such
testimony, cases against the hidden criminals can
be made or reinforced.

Often the extent of the defendant’s coopera-
tion and the value of the information determine the
nature of the agreement. A prosecutor’s incentive
to use these arrangements is greatly increased if
there is a good prospect that the cooperating in-
dividual will provide information to incriminate
someone else, at a higher level and on more serious
charges. '

To ensure that these arrangements do
not reduce the impact of the Task Forces on
prosecutions, the Guidelines provide that ‘‘in every
case in which there is a plea agreement, a
plea must be made to at least the most serious
charge in the indiciment unless the United
States Attorney in whose district the case is
pending personally approves a plea to a lesser
charge.”

One Task Force district developed a standard
plea agreement, which is now widely used in other
jurisdictions. The standard agreement provides that
the defendant must:

1)  Provide information concerning «// past
illegal drug activity and assets, not just
specifics concerning ventures about
which the government already has
knowledge;

2) Cooperate fully and completely with
government agents and prosccutors;

3)  Testify truthfully before any grand jury
proceeding and at all trials;

4)  TForfeit all drug-related assets; and

5)  Successfully complete a polygraph ex-
amination to confirm that all informa-
tion provided is complete as well as
truthful.

One trafficker who became the ‘‘bencficiary’’
of such an agreement will serve at least ten years
in prison, will be deprived of all the fruits of his
drug activities and his ability to continue to in-
fluence drug enterprises, and will be obliged to
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serve the government as a witness in testi-
fying about other narcotics activities of which he
is aware. His continuing and known role as a
government witness and informer will also
serve as an effective barrier to his reentry into
the community of narcotics criminals. The
punitive aspect of the prosecution is served,
and law enforcement is provided with a power-
ful tool in the investigation of higher level
targets.

Examples of High-Level Targets in Task
Force Cases

The following examples of successful Task
Force cases illustrate Task Force targets, as in-
dividuals and as organizations, and what constitutes
high-level targets.

s One principal defendant was a high-
level target in his own right, a “Top
leader’’ in a large organization, respon-
sible for the importation of tons of
cocaine over the past three years. While
he could have been indicted in mid-1983,
the Task Force continued its inves-
tigation until the organization was more
fully identified, resulting in the simul-
taneous indictment of fifty key figures,
enough to severely cripple the organi-
zation.

» Another case focused on the
“‘respectable’’ people—businessmen,
lawyers, etc.—who were making for-
tunes on marijuana importation. The
Task Force financial investigation ap-
proach resulted in multiple indictments
of over fifty people, of whom six were
charged with CCE violations. (See
““Moneybags,”” p. 66.)

a An outlaw motorcycle gang heavily
engaged in PCP and methamphetamine
sales was another Task Force target. The
result was multiple indictments against
the bikers, including several of the
gang’s national officers.

= A drug ring operating out of a Federal
prison was rounded up by a Task Force
operation, resulting in the indictment of
eight inmates and fifteen of their
assoctates in five States. (See
¢ Jailbirds,”” p.55.)

a An entire heroin organization—
shippers in Italy and importers,
distributors, and dealers in the United
States—was the target of a major Task
Force case, resulting in indictments of
ten key figures in the United States.
Some of the organization’s other
members in [taly have already heen ar-
rested and are awaiting trial.

s A West Coast organization that grew
from school-yard sales to a multi-million-
dollar, multi-ton marijuana importation
and distribution organization became a
target, and Task Force agents and at-
torneys have identified and prosecuted
over a dozen top and middle leaders in
the organization.

m Ten years of corruption by a free-
wheeling sheriff were brought to an
abrupt conclusion by a Task Force in-
vestigation that netted eighteen assorted
drug dealers, gambling and prostitution
operators, and murderers and extor-
tionists, including the sheriff and his
assistant. (See ‘‘The Sheriff and the
Dealer,” p.44.)

Not all of the Task Forces’ cases reflect
so dramatically the high-level characteristics of
the targets as some of these. Not all of the opera-
tions are as vast in scale. As Task Force Advisory
Committees may determine what constitutes a
high-level target in the context of the drug
trafficking and the drug usage problem within a
Task Force Region, the cases may appear less strik-
ing. But they are all of value within the regional
context.

Summary

Task Forces are attacking high-level targets
on many fronts in order to eliminate the or-
ganizational structures that make possible the
retailing of drugs in our society. This approach
distinguishes the Tagsk Forces’ efforts from
more traditional efforts at interc'cting drugs at
the border or policing the retail distribution of
drugs. Those traditional efforts have a legitimate
place in the nation’s effort to eliminate drug traf-
ficking, but they will be most effective only if ef-
forts such as the Task Forces’ are successfully
directed against the criminal organizations re-
sponsible for maintaining the supply and distri-
bution of these substances. Removing the
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THE

SHERIFF
AND THE

DEALER

This case, ‘‘The Sheriff and the Dealer,”’
responds to the Task Force mandate to target
corrupt public officials, and illustrates:

m The use of diverse agency skills and
techniques;

s Financial investigation to substantiate
drug-related charges; and -

a Prosecution of non-drug charges to
convict drug offenders.

In a county considered to be a haven for
certain operators of illegal schemes, the Sheriff
was widely believed to use his office for im-
proper purposes. One of the principal operators
was the Dealer, who controlled gambling, pros-
titution, and other rackets. The Dealer and the
Sheriff were both said to have ties to La Cosa
Nostra, and both were believed to be involved
in drug dealing.

Following up on an FEI lead, the Task
Force selected the case for investigation and
assembled a team composed of the FBI, DEA,
IRS, Customs, a city police department, State
Police, and the State Highway Patrol.

As a result of undercover negotiations, a
deal was made for delivery to the Dealer of 800
kilos of cocaine, by airdrop, to a farm he con-
trolled. The Sheriff and his Chief Deputy
agreed to provide protection for the delivery,
with a number of the Dealer’s associates acting
as a ground crew.

Although the participants had threatened
to kill any ‘‘feds’” who might intervene at the
time of the delivery, the combined forces of the
Federal, State, and local agencies were able to
arrest eight men, some heavily armed, at the
farm and nearby as they awaited the delivery.
No shots were fired. Among those arrested were
the Sheriff, his Chief Deputy, and the Dealer.
One of the weapons seized was a .44-caliber
magnum revolver, loaded with exploder ammu-
nition, known as the ‘‘cop killer.”” Additional
exploder cartridges were found at the scene,

Task Force agencies conducted extensive
investigations of the principals before and after
the arrests at the farm. They were able, for ex-
ample, to document some of the Dealer’s illegal
transactions back as far as 1977, when he made
a payment on a boat he used for importing
marijuana,

A grand jury returned numerous indict-
ments in this case. The principal indictment,
returned in December 1983, charged the Sheriff,
the Chief Deputy Sheriff, the Dealer, and eight
others with numerous counts, including viola-
tion of the RICO statute, murder, extortion,
conspiring to kill Federal enforcement officers,
cocaine importation, marijuana cultivation, cor-
ruption, and firearms violations. Other indict-
ments included several counts of perjury.

This multi-agency Task Force effort was
the first time in recent years that a dent was
made In rampant public corruption in that area
and serves as a warning that the Task Force
will succeed where others have failed.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report

organizational capability of drug dealers is a lengthy
and expensive process. The results, however, justify
the costs.

Federal Agency Coordination
and Cooperation

One of the four specific Task Force objectives
stated in the Guidelines is:

To promote a coordinated drug enforce-
ment effort in each Task Force area, and
to encourage maximum cooperation
among all drug enforcement agencies . . .

Progress toward this objective varies by locality and
from agency to agency, depending primarily on
historical considerations, but both coordination and
cooperation among agency representatives have un-
questionably improved throughout the Task Force
Program.

Coordination and cooperation are essential
to successful Federal drug enforcement efforts
for many rcasons, but two are of particular
importance. First, organizations trafficking in
narcotics are likely to have violated statutes
in multiple jurisdictions. Second, Federal law en-
forcement agencies have different and sometimes
overlapping jurisdictions for drug enforcement.*
The Task Force challenge is to bring the

*

IRS enforces the Internal Revenue Code, Title 26;
parts of Title 12, Banks and Banking; and, along with
Customs, investigates individuals and companies
which fail to file proper Gurrency Transaction Re-
ports or Reports of Foreign Bank or Financial Ac-
counts under Title 31. Customs, in addition to its
Tite 31 authority regarding Cash Movement Inven-
tory Reports, has broad search and seizure powers
at the borders under Titles 18, 19, 21, 22, and 49,
which cover smuggling, possession, exportation and
importation, and the Arms Export Control Act. DEA
enforces The Controlled Substances Act, Title 21.
The Coast Guard, under Title 14, enforces U.S. laws
on the high scas und waters subject to U.S. jurisdic-
tion and may assist any Federal agency or State when
requested; Coast Guard officers and Petty Officers are
aiso officers of Customs. The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Fircarms enforces the Gun Control and Firearms
Acts, Titles 18 and 26. Under Title 28, U.S. Mar-
shals have the same authority as any particular county
sheri[l. In addition, they have the power to seize assets
under several provisions in the U.S. Code and have
primary responsibility for relocating protected Federal
witnesses. The FBI enforces portions of all sections
mentioned above. Indeed, it has responsibilities
under almost all sections of the c¢riminal code and
concurrent jurisdiction with DEA over Title 21.

N

appropriate authorities and highest level of exper-
tise in each location and jurisdiction to focus jointly
upon drug trafficking organizations.

The Process and Degree of Coordination

The Task Force Program allows agencies
to synchronize investigations during Task Force
Coordination Group meetings. There, decisions
are made on how and when informants will
be used; how, when, and where electronic in-
terception will be most beneficial; and when
potential defendants will be made aware that
they are subjects of investigation. The tradi-
tional approach of arresting a subject as soon
as a charge is ready has been replaced by the
Judicious use of lesser counts for developing in-
formants and a coordinated effort to pursue the
most significant charges against higher level targets.
Many agencies had adopted this approach to case
development before the Tusk Force Program was
established, but the Task Force structure has
promoted coordinated efforts in many more in-
stances.

The degree of Task Force coordination has
resulted in many efficiencies. First, the Task
Force Program enables more efficient use of
Federal resources by combining agency expertise
and focusing it on common targets. In one current
investigation, the expertise of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI) in Title III wiretaps is
being pooled with the undercover skills of the
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the
financial skills of the Internal Revenue Service
(IRS), and the border records capabilities of the
U.S. Customs Service. A standard procedure in
raids conducted by one Task Force is for DEA
to take custody of all drugs; ATF agents, all guns
and explosives; IRS, all records; and FBI, all
else. This specialization speeds evaluation of
evidence and shortens the chain of evidentiary
custody.

Second, the Task Force Program reduces
duplication of agencies’ efforts because the scope
of a Task Force investigator’s inquiries has ex-
panded beyond the limits of one agency’s juris-
diction. While interviewing a potential defendant
or witness about a tax matter, a Task Force IRS
agent routinely asks about firearms and other
matters relating to the broader inquiry. In this
way, cither an ATF agent is spared having to
conduct an unfruitful interview with the same
subject or is alerted to a new avenue of investiga-
tion.

Third, closer case coordination helps to en-
sure that maximum impact is obtained from all
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possible charges. Task Forces are credited with
coordinating the timing of joint investigations
in a way that avoids the problems formerly
encountered by agencies operating on widely
varying investigative timetables. Different types
of investigations take different lengths of time;
the agencies participating in the Task Force
Program have agreed to avoid pursuing their
own charges in a multi-agency case until all
agencies have completed their investigations.
In order to maximize the effect of financial
investigative tools, other agencies may pro-
long investigations and delay indictments
until IRS, for example, has completed its
case. This results in enhanced, comprehensive
investigations leading to prosecution of the
most serious charges against principal defend-
ants.

“‘According to the U.S. At-
torney, there have been
many instances of agen-
cies deferring arrests so a
multi-agency effort can be
mounted to seek out higher
targets.”’

This timing of investigations is being used
by four Federal agencies in a current cocaine
and firearms investigation. The primary target
could be arrested immediately on drug and gun
charges, but surveillance continues and the arrests
are postponed until the more significant IRS
charges are ready. Without Task Force coor-
dination, agencies may damage each other’s
investigations by exclusively pursuing their own
charges. Developing a schedule of arrests allows all
investigations to be concurrently and optimally
completed.

Increased Interagency Cooperation

The Task Force Program has not only
created a forum for improved interagency co-
ordination, it has also opened new communication
channels. Periodic Task Force Coordination Group
meetings and constant interaction among in-
vestigators reinforce an orientation toward com-
mon investigative goals. Frequent. contact has pro-
moted the development of mutual trust and greater
intelligence sharing among Task Force agents
and attorneys. This increased cooperation has

improved the targeting of criminal organiza-
tions.

““There are still a number of
interagency problems, but the
Task Force gives the agencies

an opportunity to get their dif-
ferences on the table for
discussion and, in most in-
stances, resolution.”’

In many instances, new interagency rela-
ions have been developed. Daily contact between
ATF and IRS has prompted what both agencies
describe as substantial information sharing. The
FBI has offered to include Treasury agencies in its
training at several Task Force locations. DEA, IRS,
and ATF are conducting surveillances and inter-
views together. At Customs, the Task Force Pro-
gram has sparked renewed interest in drug cases.
To capitalize fully on this interest, Customs has
been authorized, on a case-by-case basis, to
conduct drug investigations under DEA super-
vision.*

In those Task Forces where agents are
co-located, they brief each other regularly on
recent and upcoming interviews. This practice
did not exist before the Task Force Program and
still is not followed in any systematic way by
agents outside the Task Forces. Within the Task
Forces, it provides agents with better access
to each other’s experience, judgment, and
creativity in developing investigations and in-
creases opportunities for coordinated case
development.

The Task Force Program has also improved
relations at management levels. Federal agency
marnagers are now more aware of how they can best
assist each other. For example, a DEA Task Force
Coordinator, a senior supervisor with many years
on the job, had never met the local FBI Special
Agent in Charge (SAC) before the Task Force was
created. They met through the Task Force and now
frequently give joint speeches on drug enforcement
efforts. If a conflict or misunderstanding should oc-
cur between the FBI and DEA, this newly
developed personal relationship may offer a ready
means for resolving it.

* Sec Chapter 3, p. 24, for an explanation of Title 21
designation.
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‘‘There has been movement
toward greater cooperation.
The DEA Coordinator
acknowledged that DEA is
working for the first time with
ATF and the U.S. Marshals
Service. An IRS agent in-
dicated a more cooperative
spirit on behalf of his agency,
# saying that while IRS always

wants to make a tax case, it 1s
now willing to assign people to
drug cases in the full knowl-
edge that not all of them will
yield tax charges.’’

The Task Force emphasis on interagency
cooperation extends to equipment as well as infor-
mation and expertise. In recent Task Force cases,
for example, DEA has made a briefcase camera and
a drug-sensing dog available to the FBI. The FBI's
advanced surveillance equipment has made several
cases that were otherwise at a standstill. Aircraft
for investigations, always difficult to come by, are
shared between Task Force agencies. Such shar-
ing was the exception prior to the Task Forces.

Before the Task Force Program, agencies were
sometimes ignorant of each other’s inner workings,
procedures, and practices. One agency would not
know, for example, how much money another
agency could spend to purchase information or
evidence without first securing the approval of its
headquarters. Now the limitations are known and
solutions readily cross agency lines. The increased
contact among agencies resulting from the Task
Force mandate has led to a better understanding
of each other’s roles, capabilities, and limita-
tions. Each agency now knows exactly what kinds
of information other agencies need, as well as
the types of cases on which they are currently
working and the kind of assistance they need or can
provide.

The Role of U.S. Attorneys

The core city U.S. Attorney is charged with
coordination of each Task Force. The U.S. At-
torney defines this function personally and performs
it through three primary contact points, the local
agency SAQs, the other U.S. Attorneys in the Task

Force Region, and a senior Assistant U.S. Attorney
named Task Force Coordinator.

The relationship between the U.S. Attorney
and the core city SACs has, in most cases, a history
predating the Task Force Program. At a minimum,
the U.S. Attorney has been the chief prosecutor of
their previous cases. They clearly recognize their
interdependence, and what they make of it in the
Task Force context is reflected in the production
of major cases, in the conduct of local press con-
ferences announcing the cases, and in the day-to-
day conduct of the Task Force Coordination
Group.

The core city U.S. Attorneys began by
developing with their district counterparts the
regional analyses used in Task Force planning. At
the inception of the Task Force Program, they
visited each of the district U.S. Attorneys or met
with them as a group. As a result of those meetings,
in some cases assets were reallocated for more ef-
fective coverage, usually from the core city to a
district, thus establishing favorable relationships.
Some U.S. Attorneys have continued to hold
regional meetings. Others have delegated these
district relationships to their Assistant U.S. At-
torney Task Force Coordinator, stepping in only
when there are unresolved conflicts. The U.S. At-
torneys at the twelve core cities recognize their
obligation for ultimate coordination of the Task
Forces.

““Task Force attorneys and
agents are able to spend more
time developing cases in a
thorough manner. The
caseloads are much lower, and
there is less pressure to bring
indictments at the earliest op-
portunity. Presumably, this
will result in greater depth of
investigation, the ability to
reach higher into the targeted
organizations, and more H

substantial cases. It also
creates a working environment
that is more conducive to
establishing rapport among
agents and between agents and
attorneys.’’
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The Federal enforcement agencies, by re-
quirement (and some local agencies by invi-
tation), each name a full-time Agency Task
Force Coordinator. The most effective commu-
nication and coordination instrument in the
field is the Coordination Group meetings, called
at regular intervals by the Assistant U.S. At-
torney Task Force Coordinators. An example
of one such meeting as reported by an out-
side observer follows:

This weekly conference is said by
Coordinators to be the heart of the
Task Force. It is conducted as a brown-
bag lunch, and, while waiting
for Task Force quarters, the host agen-
cy is rotated. All Coordinators were pre-
sent at the ninety-minute meeting at
DEA.

The discussion was structured around
Task Force cases. No new nominations
were discussed or made, although this
is clearl, a function this forum accom-
plishes. All core city and certain district
cases were discussed. The procedure was
informal, the leadership shared, and the
tone was friendly, even bantering, when
issues of agency bias or turf were raised.
Up-to-the-minute case development de-
tails were discussed; requests for cross-
agency personnel assignments were en-
tertained; a new method used by smug-
glers was described and some specific in-
telligence was shared; and a Task Force
raid plan for that afternoon was re-
viewed.

The case-oriented agenda did not pre-
vent administrative and other manage-
ment issues and irritations from being
aired. But it placed them in an ap-
propriate perspective—their effect on
Task Force cases. Every agency joined
the discussions in this productive and
hard-hitting forum, a prime example of
the catalytic effect that Task Forces are
seeking and working toward.

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Department of Justice agencies provide almost
two-thirds of the Task Force investigative strength
of 1,000 agents. Three hundred thirty-four of the
Justice Department investigators are Special Agents

of the FBI. Although replacement of FBI agents
assigned to Task Force duties is particularly time-
consuming due to stringent selection, training, and
indoctrination requirements, the Bureau has ful-
filled its Task Force Coordinator and agent al-
locations at virtually all core cities. Most Task
Force agents seem to come from among those
few Special Agents who have had training or
experience in narcotics enforcement.

““It is difficult to judge the ef-
fect of the Task Force on
FBI-DEA relations, because
the expansion of FBI juris-
diction into drug enforcement
occurred over the same period
of time. The concurrent
changes in jurisdiction and

in the organizational rela-
tionship of the two agencies |{
obviously have had a major
impact, and it is difficult to
isolate the effect of the Task
Force alone on their relations
in the field, but they do work
better together than ever

before.’’

A number of factors make the FBI a domi-
nant element in Task Force operations. Having
acquired drug jurisdiction a year before pro-
gram start-up and already having extremely
strong investigative capabilities, the FBI was
suddenly an important element in the narcot-
ics enforcement scenc. Its historical focus on
organized crime enhanced its position in deal-
ing with related drug clements, particularly
of the type targeted by the Task Force Pro-
gram.

In return for the critical inventory of in-
vestigative skills that the FBI brought to the
Task Force Program, the Burecau is learning
more about financial investigations from IRS and
Customs and, in particular, is learning narcotics
investigations from DEA. Tt is a developing rela-
tionship, dependent now on the willingness and
ability of DEA and FBI field personnel to forge their
assets together into doubly effective tools against
drug crime.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report

Although this report discusses Task Forces in
general, some variations merit individual comment.
An observer reported the following remarks of one

FBI SAC:

The SAC said he is “*. . . not about to
let a major operation like this Task Force
flounder for lack of good personnel.”’
Task Force spirit and Task Force
guidelines are fine, but ‘‘people make
them work.”” According to the SAC,
three parts made up this successful
model: 1) the U.S. Attorney and the
SACs had to commit, 2) they each had
to give it their best people, and 3) ‘‘the
very best supervisor from each agency
had to be in charge.”

The SAC gains confidence in the Task
Force daily. He is proud of the joint
raids, the case development work, and
the arrests to date, although he believes
“‘systems for intelligence development
have yet to jell.”” He finds the FBI to be
a recipient of as well as contributor to
Task Force benefits. ‘““Working this
closely with IRS and U.S. Customs
we’ve Jearned some strange and wonder-
ful stuff.”” And “‘the Task Force contacts
in certain cities have turned out to be
better than the FBI'’s.”

The FBI SAC knew his positive ap-
proach had been appropriate when DEA
and the Treasury agencies began asking
to participate in local FBI firearms and
other training. They were happily
accepted.

Although this level of involvement has not
been realized at all twelve Task Forces Regions,
it provides a predictive model with convincing
results. Successful major prosecutions from Task
Forces working in this team model can strongly af-
fect the development of coordination in other
districts and at core city Task Force headquarters.

The FBI has made vast contributions to Task
Force investigations. It is apparent that the
acknowledged resources, expertise, informants, and
investigative strategies amassed in seventy-five
years of »-perience will be fully brought to bear as
the agency develops new expertise in narcotics
investigations. Some Bureau rules and customs
resist the adjustments necessary to Task Force

teamwork, particularly those involving security,
reporting and supervisory channels, and location
of the work force.

The FBI’s institutional maturity is helping to
shape the operational and administrative methods
of the Task Forces:

m Every person-hour of agent time is
closely identified, and the Bureau in-
struction to ‘‘give the Task Force 100
percent of its programmed agent time’’
is carefully complied with. This practice,
monitored by the FBI Task Force Coor-
dinator, typically results in more than
the agreed-upon number of agent per-
sonne] serving the Task Force investiga-
tions, particularly in weeks when major
Task Force raids or surveillances take
place.

m FBI Task Force Coordinators have
held national meetings and, as a group,
seem to well understand their respon-
sibilities as coordinators for a Task Force
Region. They have visited FBI offices in
their respectively assigned districts and
are consistently aware of district cases.

s FBI Coordinators regard formal train-
ing and training coordination as an im-
portant part of their task. In some cases,
they have arranged participation in local
FBI courses for Task Force personnel of
all agencies, raising agent proficiency
and bringing Task Force personnel
closer together.

s Management-oriented FBI represent-
atives view themselves and the other
Coordination Group members as the ar-
biters of quality control. They discuss
and attend to such issues as size and
importance of potential target organi-
zations, opportunity for successful pro-
secutions, and the agent-hour invest-
ment a case may be expected to require.
They also add experience in the technical
aspects of case development and a re-
spect for planned buildup of local nar-
cotics violator intelligence bases to the
Task Force committec-management
model.

The local SAC closely controls the usefulness
to the Task Force of the FBI Coordinator. Where
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the SAC encourages appropriate district con-
tact, the Coordinator knows and can influence
district investigations. In cases where the Coor-
dinator is housed at the Task Force, relations
between the other Task Force agencies and
the FBI are enhanced. Overall, the FBI has
35 percent of Task Force investigative strength
and is involved in 75 percent of Task Force cases.

Drug Enforcement Administration

While the FBI fields the largest single
Task Force contingent, this represents a small
proportion of FBI agent strength (4.3 percent).
DEA’s 274 Task Force professionals represent
almost 15 percent of its agents. DEA has worked
hard to fill this large Task Force complement
and, at the same time, maintain the uphill
battle against narcotics crime in which the agency
was already deeply engaged.

Notwithstanding some problems growing
out of an internal reorganization as well as
its new obligations to the Task Forces, DEA
works effectively in the Task Force Program.
Longstanding internal and interagency issues
are confronted and are resolved or dismissed
in the interest of getting on with business.
According to Task Force first-year statistics,
DEA and FBI are cooperatively involved in
296 Task Force cases (70 percent of the Task
Force caseload); DEA and Customs, 196
(46 percent).

DEA’s narcotics investigation experience,
knowledge of drug distribution organizations,
and close working relationships with State and
local authorities have made DEA absolutely
essential to every Task Force. DEA has ini-
tiated more Task Force cases than any other
agency, and DEA agents and supervisors have
moved purposefully into the Task Force model.
Its local intelligence bases and informants have
been shared with other Task Force agencies
with remarkable effect in case after Task Force
case.

In addition to functioning as a prime case
initiator for the Task Forces, DEA has made
a major contribution to the Program by sharing
its special investigative expertise. DEA agents
and supervisors have shared their intelligence
and informants in ways that were critical to
enabling Task Forces to get the desired fast
start. Their unselfish counsel and demonstra-
tions of proficiency on the job have already
taught state-of-the-art drug investigation pro-
cedures to scores of Task Force agents and
attorneys.

DEA field personnel express enthusiasm over
many aspects of the Task Force Program and its
added resources. They have been quick to capitalize
on agency-specific expertise such as Customs/IRS
financial investigations and FBI surveillance
capacity.

““IRS and DEA have excep-
tionally good relations as they
did before the creation of the
Task Force. IRS coordination
with ATF and FBI has been
improved since the Task Force
has existed.”’

DEA Group Supervisors manage agents and
cases and, along with their assigned agents, are
responsive to Assistant U.S. Attorneys and to the
other Task Force agencies. Meanwhile, DEA Task
Force Coordinators are developing their roles in
the Task Forces. The SACs to whom they report
generally prefer that the DEA Coordinators not
move to the Task Force offices. DEA Coordinators’
supervisory responsibilities have been removed,
even for Task Force personnel and cases, and their
influence over district investigations is somewhat
proscribed by DEA boundaries. Their expertise is
welcome and their experience essential to weekly
Task Force Coordination Group meetings. The in-
teragency liaison role they perform is crucial, but,
particularly for those who do have desks at the Task
Force offices, it is difficult to serve both the Task
Force and the DEA SAC effectively.

DEA agents are usually assigned temporarily
to the Task Forces, moving in and out with their
cases or when their particular skills or informants
are required. The intra-agency boundary is far
more difficult to define and maintain at DEA, where
narcotics investigation is the agency mission out-
side as well as inside the Task Force Program. Daily
records are kept to be sure personnel assets assigned
to the Task Forces total at least the authorized
allocations.

DEA Task Force participants and SACs
praise the Task Force Program stance that
maximizes 1najor prosecutions rather than
drug-bust counts. Inspectors and other evaluators
within DEA no longer use the traditional arrest
counts to measure the productivity of Task Force
agents and have substituted more meaningful
criteria.
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Some DEA field personnel regard the Task
Force investigations as successful by their own
standards. As one DEA agent related:

This year’s success would not have hap-
pened, even if the same dollars were
available, without the Task Force. There
is broad sharing of information that
would not have occurred, and the
benefits are geometric in proportion to
Task Force activity. We could never
have accomplished what we have with
just the money.

DEA has 28 percent of Task Force in-
vestigative personnel and is involved in a total of
403 cases, representing 86 percent of the Task Force
caseload.

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms

Like the other Treasury Department agencies,
ATTF quickly and enthusiastically joined the Task
Force Program. ATF’s potential contribution to
narcotics investigations is more limited by statute
than is that of Customs or IRS, but in most Task
Force Regions the agency is shaping an interesting
and valuable role for itsell; ATF is the major
participant in cases against outlaw motorcycle
gangs.

Because outlaw motorcycle gangs are
notorious dealers in dangerous drugs, the Task
Force Program has targeted these gangs. It
is difficult to apply the potent Task Force fi-
nancial investigations, seizures, and forfeitures
to bikers’ gangs whose assets are often tempo-
rary and whose life style leaves no audit trail.
Task Force Coordinators, including ATF Coor-
dinators, have agreed that bikers, by virtue of
their record of random violence usually involv-
ing the criminal use of guns, are perfect targets
for ATF investigators. All of these cases involve
two or more districts and most are interre-
gional.

More than any other of the investiga-
tive agencies, ATF orientation and cfforts center
on the core city. The ATF Task Force Co-
ordinator usually supervises a dedicated agent
group. This force is typically located within
the core city—a full-time investigative squad
run by the ATF Coordinator.

The ATF Coordinator’s dealings with the
districts outside the core city arc often more dis-
tant than thosc of the other agencies. This difference
may lie in the most obvious organizational
distinction—ATF is the only agency participat-

ing in the Task Force Program that program-
matically requires the Coordinator to also be
a direct supervisor. This has obvious advan-
tages for command and control, and most Co-
ordinators are making good use of their
squad.

ATF overall is short of agent personnel
and had virtually none trained in narcotics before
the Task Force Program’s inception. It has ap-
parently cut other functions to fill the Task Force
slots. The agency does need, and in many loca-
tions is getting, help from other Task Force
agencies in learning to conduct investigations
centering on narcotics, rather than alcohol, to-
bacco, and firearms. At the same time, ATF’s
knowledge of the criminal use of firearms and ex-
plosives and its ability to trace guns have proved
invaluable to Task Force investigations. In a Task
Force raid in West Virginia, {or example, an ATF
agent confiscated 45 guns, 10,000 rounds of am-
munition, several pounds of dynamite, and a hand
grenade.

The agency has been against any moves
toward a lead Task Force agency and is strongly
in favor of co-location of all Task Force personnel.
ATF has 71 agents (or 7 percent) of Task Force
overall investigative strength and is involved in 161
cases, 34.5 percent of the Task Force total.

Internal Revenue Service

If DEA, in addition to its principal func-
tions, is the Task Force banker, and ATF its
weapons specialist, then IRS is the Task Force
financial expert. Its Criminal Investigation Divi-
sion agents arc called on to analyze the docu-
mentary evidence collected, in greater or lesser
volume, in almost all Task Force cases. In addi-
tion, the Task Force Program provides an alloca-
tion of five IRS Intelligence Research Specialists
to the Treasury Financial Law Enforcement Center
(see Chapter 3, p. 62).

When a new case is accepted by the Task
Forces, IRS typically compares all subjects and
businesses for overlaps with existing IRS inves-
tigations, screens for violations of IRS statutes, and,
if appropriate, initiates a request for tax
grand jury approval. As new organizations and
prospective defendants appear in ongoing Task
Force cases, IRS follows the same procedures as
for newly initiated cases. IRS is also an initiator
of Task Force cases. Either on its own or, more
often, as a member of a Financial Task Force
(described later in this chapter), IRS nominates
major financial cases which appear to be narcotics
rclated. The IRS Coordinator is readily available
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to Task Force agents as more specific inquiry
develops.

The access that IRS agents have to Federal
tax information and the subsequent use of tax
information in the investigation and prosecu-
tion of non-tax crimes are not yet widely ap-
preciated, even within the law enforcerr%ent‘com-
munity. A new understanding of this tightly
proscribed but powerful capability has made
IRS the most celebrated addition to the Task
Forces. Tax information access is proving to
be a powerful Task Force tool. Other IRS
contributions include the whole gamut of in-
vestigative techniques, and its clearly defined,
non-overlapping statutory authority has encour-
aged other agencies to place great trust in
IRS’s capabilities.

““The Task Force not only
assisted IRS in cutting

some of its own red tape
(by expediting IRS review
and approval procedures) .
but also assured IRS that its
tax counts would be included
in the prosecution, even

if they took longer to
develop than DEA’s drug
charges. Additionally, the
fact that the investigation
was part of a Task Force
case helped obtain faster
responses to requests for
assistance from offices in
other districts.’’

In order to be a fully effective Task Force
member, IRS has gone a long way toward
streamlining its procedures for approval of Tit_le 26
charges. These now bypass review by. regional
counsel and go directly to the Tax Division of the
Department of Justice for approval. This has re-
duced the time required for review and approval
from as long as six months to as little as three days
in emergencies, making other agencies mucl} more
willing to entertain tax charges associated with the
drug charges in Task Force cases. As a rgsult of
these changes, IRS is now deeply involved in most
Task Force cases.

As Task Force agents, IRS criminal in-
vestigators can initiate more cases. They also work
on more cases initiated by other agencies and are
brought in at earlier stages. IRS contributes to
broader cases than those involving pure money-
flow. This has made work more interesting for IRS
Task Force agents and more effective in terms of
major coordinated prosecutions.

IRS Task Force Coordinators see their func-
tions as:

s Coordinating activities with other
agencies within the Task Forces;

« Ensuring that the cases being worked
are appropriate and that resources are
applied effectively to those cases;

u Coordinating with the U.S. Attorneys
in all Task Force districts to make sure
IRS resources are applied effectively;

w Advising Assistant U.S. Attorneys
about what JRS can do and should be
doing in Task Force cases; and

w Participating in Coordination Group
mectings to review case proposals and
the development and progress of cases
from an IRS perspective.

IRS Coordinators typically report to the local
IRS SAC but are housed at the Task Force. The
fact that IRS regional boundaries do not coincide
with Task Force boundaries complicates the coor-
dination of activities in the districts. In most in-
stances, IRS Coordinators are not agent supervisors
but manage the case activities of IRS agents \yho
are assigned to the Task Forces on a full-time
basis. Agents are co-located with the Task Force
or are available for co-location at the direction of
the Assistant U.S. Attorney Task Force Coordi-
nator.

Some real issues come between IRS’s po-
tential investigative power and what it has been able
to deliver. The most serious limitations have their
basis in statute and/or department regulations:

a Statutes make it a crime for IRS
emplc yees to make a willful disclosure
of information contained in individual
tax files. Since this constraint applies un-
til IRS has received permission from the
Tax Division to participate in a grand
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Jury investigation, it inhibits open ex-
change of information during develop-
mental stages of an investigation. Out-
side the Task Forces, IRS is perceived
to be of little help in developing targets
for subsequent investigation. Once
grand jury approval has been obtained,
IRS is able to cooperate fully and openly
share tax information. Procedures have
recently been implemented that will
strcamline the process by which IRS and
the Department of Justice authorize a
grand jury investigation.

None of the Task Force investigative
agencies have common boundaries with
the judicial districts. This creates ad-
ministrative problems for all and special
problems for IRS. For example, if a
grand jury has jurisdiction over two or
more IRS districts, both of the District
Directors must approve the grand jury
application. Even in the single district
case, approval of the Tax Division often
becomes the critical path, leaving other
agencies reluctant to cooperate in
generating tax cases.

Some Task Force Coordinators and
agents, while praising IRS’s role on the
Task Forces, find the agency a limited
partner for drug investigations because
of its customary reliance on overt ac-
tivities, not a suitable approach for drug
work. There are times when it is wise to
allow simultaneous overt and covert
operations, as the combination of the two
may often yield greater results. Tracing
narcotics proceeds with the assistance of
the tax grand jury can result in “stirring
up’’ activity, such as the liquidation of
assets or drug inventory out of fear of
discovery or seizure. Overt investigative
techniques, however, can also Jjeopardize
the secrecy of an ongoing covert opera-
tion, causing suspects to flee or even risk-
ing the well-being of agents working
under cover,

Other issues affecting IRS’s participation are:

» IRS Special Agents are being asked to

utilize their financial expertise in the
tracing and disposition of narcotics pro-

ceeds without necessarily conducting a
criminal tax investigation. ‘Treasury
Department managers look to IRS to
bring tax cases. They are willing to allow
IRS to assist other agencies in cases that
may not result in such charges, but if this
sort of assistance is predominant in
IRS’s association with Task Forces,
managers may rethink their commit-
ment of resources to the Task Force
Program.

» IRS believes that co-location of agents
working on a case provides the principal
opportunity for Task Force progress. As
the agency most often called upon to be
the Task Force ““custodian of records,’’
IRS believes it can only hold them prop-
erly and still make them immediately
available if all agents are co-located,

IRS has 18 percent of Task Force investigators
and at year’s end had Participated in 318 (68 per-
cent) Task Force cases.

U.S. Customs Service

Customs is a full partner in the Task Forces,
limited only by personnel shortages at some core
cities. It participates with IRS in various Finan-
cial Task Forces that generate new narcotics-
connected cases and performs other case develop-
ment and investigative tasks as assigned. Under the
Task Force Program, thirty-three additional
Customs Intelligence Research Specialists are
assigned to the Treasury Financial Law Enforce-
ment Center (TFLEC), located at U.S. Customs
Headquarters in Washington, D.C.

TFLEC is responsible for collecting, cor-
relating, and analyzing data obtained under the
reporting provisions of the Bank Secrecy Act.
"Through analysis of the financial data and related
information, TFLEC independently identifies
priority financial investigative targets that meet
Suspect transaction criteria. This information is
then provided to field operational units, including
Task Force elements, for investigation into the
source and origin of the funds. TFLEC analysts
continue to develop new investigative methods,
such as the Mirror Image Program Task Force F ile,
which will enable each Task Force to display master
file data directly on its own computer. For exam-
ple, evidence and information generated by an in-
vestigation can be tracked and extracted chrono-
logically by name, subject matter, code name, and
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association through special search queries (also see
Chapter 5, p.62).

The U.S. Customs Task Force Coordinator,
in addition to the functions called for in the
Guidelines, provides entree, in all legally appropriate
cases, to the Title 31 tools—Cash Transaction
Reports, Currency or Monetary Instruments
Reports, and foreign bank deposits. The Customs
Coordinator is the Task Force’s primary point of
contact with TFLEC for purposes of screening ac-
cused individuals and banking institutions and for
originating Bank Secrecy Act investigations. The
Customs Coordinator reports to the local SAC and
is formally charged with coordination of Customs’s
participation throughout the Task Force Region.
Most Customs Coordinators do not supervise the
Task Force Customs agents but do coordinate their
Task Force investigative work.

Customs personnel strongly support housing
Task Force personnel together. The Task Force
Program principle of decentralization does not lend
itself to the establishment of a cohesive national
identity and centralized management. Customs
SACs< and Task Force Coordinators insist that in
this decentralized environmecnt, unified identities
within each T'ask Force are essential. Neither they
nor agent personnel of other Task Force par-
ticipating agencies claim co-Jocation will guarantee
cooperation or coordination, but they all concur
that it cannot be as fully achieved without it. With
142 Task Force agents, Customs, when it reaches
full strength, will represent 14 percent of the in-
vestigative forces. Customs is currently involved
in 48 percent of Task Force cases.

Other Agencies

U.S. Marshals Service
U.S. Coast Guard
Immigration and Naturalization Service

These three agencies participate in the Task Forces
in varying capacilies according to local and national
requirements.

The U.S. Marshals Service has a Deputy
Marshal, usually with the rank of inspector, as-
signed to every Task Force as a ““liaison official”’
as called for in the Guidelines. The liaison role ranges
widely from location to location but usually con-
sists of coordinating services according to requests
from the Assistant U.S. Attorney Task Force Coor-
dinators. These include tracking and arresting
fugitives, witness protection, prisoner movement,
warrant service, seizure and management of prop-

erty, and participation in raids and searches. These
functions become more vital as Task Force cases
move into the later stages of prosecution.

Without Task Force personnel funding, the
Coast Guard has provided full-time representatives
to several Task Forces. These personnel provide
valuable services ranging from legal work (two are
attorneys) to coordination of Coast Guard activities
where they might affect development of Task Force
cases. The Task Force case management system
operates on an advanced computer system obtained
by the Coast Guard using Task Force funds.

The Immigration and Naturalization Service
(INS) is available to Task Forces as needed. On
the national level, INS participates in an advisory
capacity when its particular interests and expertise
coincide with Task Force requirements.

Summary

At this early stage of Task Force Program
evolution, coordination of case development and
prosecution is generally effective. When uninhibited
cooperation is slow to occur, it is not permitted to
imperil the selection, investigation, and prosecu-
tion of solid drug cases.

Notwithstanding some contrasting agency
positions over authority and jurisdiction, Task
Force associations and interactions have brought
considerable cooperation to investigative and
prosecutorial arenas where it was previously absent.
As might be expected, the principal Federal
agencies, each with a different mandate and
institutional history, approached Task Force case
development differently. The Task Force concept
requires these differing approaches to converge in
commonly regulated methods to reach common
goals. Requirements in the Guidelines for coordina-
tion of effort are reasonably explicit. Wherever
coordination was slow to come, the issue has been
forced.

The imposition of the Task Force on the
agencies compels a certain amount of cooperation.
But most often, cooperation has stemmed from the
opportunity to work in concert toward goals of
national significance. As the number of success-
ful T'ask Force prosecutions grows, mutually sup-
portive investigative methods are reinforced and
are becoming institutionalized.

In many of the cases discussed, respondents
said that the Task Force difference rested in the
ability to orchestrate cases through a range of
Federal jurisdictions (of different agencies, or dif-
ferent districts within a given agency) in a manner
not otherwise possible. Even in the least developed
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This case, ‘‘Jailbirds,”” is consistent with
the Task Force mandate to target prison gangs,
and illustrates:

w Inter-district coordination and coop-
eration;

s Heavy and early attorney involve-
ment;

m Multi-agency cooperation; and

w Importance of Task Force funds
(for necessary travel and translation
expenses).

Agents in a major eastern city learned
from an informant that one of the city’s drug
convicts, now in a Federal prison in the
Midwest, was continuing to deal in drugs by
using the telephone in the prison’s Alcohol

. .| Treatment Unit (ATU), where he was being

held. On the basis of this and other informa-

| tion, a Task Force Assistant 1J.S. Attorney ob-

tained a warrant for a tap on the ATU phone,
to be monitored by agents from DEA and FBIL.
The tap soon revealed that a flourishing
organization was operating out of the ATU,
and authorization was obtained to extend the
intercept in order to capture as much detail as
possible.

The prison tap authorizations included
seven inmates as targets. Although a sign
posted over the ATU telephone warned that
calls might be monitored, the inmates con-
ducted what turned out to be a substantial drug
trade, often using code language but frequently
talking ‘‘in the clear.”

The taps revealed that a former inmate of
the same prison, now completing his sentence
at a halfway house in Miami, was serving as a
source of supply for his former fellow inmates.
He was free to leave the halfway house during
the day, when he would obtain the drugs that
had been ordered and ship them to the prison
or other destinations. Elements of the entcrprise
were eventually discovered in Tennessee, In-
diana, Kentucky, Illinois, New York, and
Georgia.

To substantiate the information obtained
by the phone tap, warrants were obtained and
a search was made of the ATU prisoners’
cubicles. The search turned up drugs and
records relating to drug transactions. The
search also prompted the prisoners to alert their
cohorts to the situation by telephone, and, of
course, those phone calls were also intercepted
and provided additional evidence for the case
against the conspirators.

These prisoners, all located in a unit sup-
posed to provide treatment for alcoholics, were
able to continue to deal in drugs on the out-
side, through their confederates. They were
able to maintain a steady flow of drugs into the
prison, where the price of the drug was seven
to eight times greater than on the outside.

The entire investigation had to be carried
out away from the prison itself, and with the
awareness of only the highest prison admin-
istrators. In addition to involving the two Task
Force investigative agencies (FBI and DEA), it
required the full attention of an Assistant U.S.
Attorney from the eastern city and one from
the Midwest, where the prison was located. Ad-
ditional investigative support was drawn from
several other jurisdictions where the operation
had spread its tentacles.

In all, over 8,500 phone calls were in-
tercepted, about half of them in Spanish. Task
Force resources made it possible to employ
translators who could provide rapid reports of
the calls’ contents, enabling the investigative
team to meet the court’s reporting require-
ments, and to permit prompt follow-up of
perishable leads.

The operation culminated in the filing
of two indictments, one in the East and
one in the Midwest. Together the two indict-
ments charged eight present or past inmates
of the prison and fifteen of their colleagues
outside with conspiracy to possess and
distribute narcotics, attempt to possess, dis-
tribution of narcotics, and use of wire com-
munjcations to facilitate narcotics transac-
tions. Trials were promptly scheduled for early
1984.
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of the Task Forces there are positive elements that
relate to new types and levels of Federal agency
cooperation, and they are directly attributable to
the Task Force Program.

““One current investigation is a
good example of how the Task
Force prompted interagency
cooperation where there prob-
ably would have been none.
The case involves a major mari-
Juana and cocaine trafficking
organization with ten to fifteen
subjects, and the Task Force is
aiming for CCE charges and
substantial asset forfeitures.
IRS initiated the investigation
and, using intelligence pro-
vided by ATF, developed most
of the evidence in the earl
stages. Through the Task
Force, IRS requested assistance
from DEA, and together the
two agencies developed some
good informants and began to
make significant inroads into
the organization. Outside the
Task Force framework, IRS
might not have asked for DEA
participation lest, when the
case came to court, the drug
charges replace the tax counts

IRS had developed.’’

In essence the Task Force Program is another
in a series of attempts to harness the separate and
distinct capabilities of Federal enforcement agen-
cies and ermnploy them jointly, this time specifically
against the tightly knit network of narcotics
racketeers, financiers, and traffickers. The plan has
been well received in most locations and from agen-
¢y to agency. The Treasury agencies have em-
braced the Task Force Program, with only one
reservation—that it not be directed by any De-
partment of Justice entity other than the U.S. At-

torneys. DEA, having just undergone a centraliz-
ing reorganization which also placed it under the
FBI Director, has attempted to share its drug in-
vestigating mandate without lesing its identity. The
FBI has, to a large extent, tasked the core city SACs
to help develop the Task Forces as they see fit.

The U.S. Attorneys have quietly played a
guiding role in Task Force development. In all cases
they have selected top coordinators and assigned the
best Assistant U.S. Attorneys they had or could hire.
They have increased their commitment to drug law
enforcement. In core cities and districts they have
guided and supported their fledgling Task Forces
with evenhandedness and effective public relations
techniques, resulting in a consensus among SACs
and Coordinators that the U.S. Attorneys have pro-
vided outstanding leadership in the establishment
and early operation of the Task Force Program.

All agencies have honored the Task Force con-
cept by assigning excellent agents and giving them
hoth the leeway and support necessary to be ef-
fective within the Task Force framework. The
strong motivation within all agencies to mount an
organized effort against the emergency of drug
abuse has taken priority over turl concerns or
resistance to change. The Task Force Program does
work; its cost effectiveness can only be determined
over the coming years as the cases so far developed
reach the courtroom stages.

State and Local Law
Enforcement Participation in
the Task Force Program

One specific Task Force objective stated in the
Guidelines is:

"To work fully and effectively with state
and local drug enforcement agencies . . .

To facilitate the collaboration with State and
local law enforcement elements, the Task Force
Program encourages, where appropriate, the cross-
designation of Federal attorneys and State and local
attorneys; the deputation of Statc and local police
officials as Special Deputy U.S. Marshals; the pay-
ment of certain overtime, travel, and per diem costs
for State and local officials engaged in Task Force
work; and the signing of agreements to set forth
the nature of the understanding between the Task
Forces and the State and local jurisdictions. While
not without some shortcomings, State and local
cooperation with the Task Force Program has been
successful and productive.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report

Cross-Designation of Attorneys

Task Forces use cross-designation in widely
varying ways. Cross-designation has not taken place
at all in several Task Forces, while in others it is
highly developed and utilized. The practice rmakes
it possible for designated Federal attorneys to par-
ticipate in State court prosecutions, or for State
attorneys to participate in Federal prosecutions. In
one district, four State or local prosecutors have
been designated as Special Assistant U.S. Attorneys
for participation in certain cases, and one Assist-
ant U.S. Attorney has been designated as a State’s
attorney under the State’s statute. The situation
there is well described by one of the State’s
attorneys who participates in the Task Force
Program:

Up to a few years ago, State and Federal
agencies accused everybody of stealing
their work product. When we were able
to bring in the U.S. Attorneys at a very
carly stage, we used them to help us set-
tle disputes among agencies and didn’t
worry about who would get the credit.
It takes a long time to train a policeman
not to be suspicious of Federal agents.
One of the things we have been able to
do is to call the U.S. Attorney’s office
and get the Assistant U.S. Attorney’s
word that, whatever happens, the officer
will continue to be involved in the case.
He’ll be able to go on the raids, get his
picture in the paper, sit at the witness
table, testify, all that. It just helps wipe
out that reluctance to talk to Federal
agencies.

The present State’s attorney was an
Assistant U.S. Attorney who worked for
the U.S. Attorney. He sold him on the
concept that’s now spreading around the
country—cross-designation. Now, early
in the investigation, the wholc dynamic
is changed. It doesn’t matter whether it’s
Federal or State. We’ll be sitting at the
trial table, whichever court it goes to.
Now it’s no problem which jurisdiction
we go to, and the political dynamic is
better, because we won’t be accused of
not being able to handle the big case,
because we will be there.

Since the inception of the Task Force Pro-
gram, the increase in the number of cross-desig-

nated State and local prosecutors serving as special
Federal prosecutors has been dramatic. According
to records maintained by the Executive Office for
U.S. Attorneys (EOUSA), there were normally
about 40 such cross-designations on record in a
given month in early 1983, By September, the
number had doubled and by the end of the year,
there were 137. Most of the new cross-designations
are in support of Task Force cases.

Accurate figures for the numbers of Federal
attorneys cross-designated to participate in State
or local prosecution are not available. EOUSA does
monitor this activity, however, and reports that all
such cross-designations currently reported are
within the Task Force Program.

Not all Task Forces are utilizing the cross-
designation approach extensively or effectively.
Some jurisdictions do not find it necessary or
desirable to share prosecutorial responsibilities. In
some instances, cross-designation attempts have
been frustrated by the length of time required to
process requests for Federal designation of State and
local prosecutors. An extensive background in-
vestigation is required before a nominated attorney
may be designated as a Federal prosecutor; thus,
the case may be completed before the background
investigation.

The Task Force cross-designation effort has
caused a substantial increase in the number of State
and local prosecutors who are active in Federal
courts, resulting in enhanced collaboration between
Federal prosecutors and their State and local col-
leagues. Though most Task Forces do not make
full use of cross-designation, they do maintain close
working relationships with State prosecutors and
decide jointly what kinds of charges to place in State
or Federal courts.

Deputation

In order to make possible the full participa-
tion of State and local personnel in Task Force in-
vestigations, Task Forces are encouraged to have
cooperating State and local investigators deputized
as Special Deputy U.S. Marshals. Deputation
enables State or local police officials to function as
law enforcement officers outside their normal
Jurisdictions. Thus, as a Special Deputy U.S.
Marshal, a local police officer from Denver can
participate legally in investigative work in Cali-
fornia or Florida; a West Virginia State Police
officer’s authority to pursue a case’s investiga-
tion does not end abruptly at the Pennsylvania
State line. Deputation enhances State and local
law enforcement officers’ ability to participate
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in Federal investigations. It also provides the
Task Forces with a substantial additional pool of
personnel.

Frequently—estimates vary, but the fre-
quency Is high—drug cases originate at the State
or local level. A police officer makes a bust and
subsequent developments expand the case. The
police department shares its information with DEA
or another Federal agency, in order to obtain in-
formation on the pusher’s other criminal activity,
for instance, and a larger case is begun. As the
Federal agencies become involved, violations of
Federal statutes, which sometimes carry heavier
penalties than State laws, come to light. The re jult
may be prosecution in a Federal court. Such
Federal prosecutions have often not reflected the
substantial contributions of the State and local
forces, because their investigative role may have
been inhibited. With a broader policy of deputa-
tion, their role is expanded. Not only are those
agencies credited more properly for their contribu-
tions, but, with deputation, the State or local officer
may testify as a local police officer and as a Special
Deputy U.S. Marshal.

This practice did not begin with the advent
of the Task Forces. It is part of Task Force Pro-
gram policy, however, to encourage the use of
deputation.

Payment of Overtime and Other Costs

State and local law enforcement agency
budgets are often stretched to the limit. In order
to encourage greater participation of these agen-
cies in Task Force operations, the Task Force Pro-
gram budget provides funds to help these agencies
meet the costs of participation. These funds are used
in two ways. One is the payment to State and local
law enforcement agencies for overtime costs in-
curred when their personnel are involved in Task
Force operations. The other is the reimbursement
to those agencies for travel and per diem costs in-
cidental to Task Force operations.

The FY 1983 allocation for payments to State
and local Jaw enforcement agencies was $1,628,000,
the tetal amount of which was obligated prior to
the end of the fiscal year. The FY 1984 allocation
is twice that amount. Each Task Force has an
allocation of funds for this purpose, which is not
to be exceeded. A reserve fund is maintained in
Washington to permit an appropriate response to
special or emergency needs.

Sixty-four agreements for Federal reim-
bursements to State and local agencies were signed
by the end of 1983. They range from $1,500 to

$90,000. These agreements provide that person-
nel assigned to Task Force operations may be reim-
bursed with Federal funds for overtime costs (not
to exceed in any year 25 percent of the salary of
a GS-10, Step 1, per person) and for travel and per
diem costs incurred. In many instances, the Federal
payment of these expenses is highly effectiye in
enabling State and local enforcement agencies to
participate fully in Task Force operations. One FBI
SAC, noting that there was extensive cooperation
with the local police department even before the
inception of the Task Force Program, added that
“‘the Task Force money for overtime and expenses
has made a world of difference.”’

A number of jurisdictions, however, are not
able to take advantage of this provision. Some
State and local jurisdictions have laws prohibiting
the use of funds from other jurisdictions as salaries
for law enforcement personnel, but in some of those
cases payment of travel and per diem expenses may
be covered by Federal funds. In some other in-
stances, State and local agencies have declined to
accept proffered Federal funds, fearful of a loss of
their independence. This attitude, however, has not
diminished the contribution of those agencies to the
Task Force Program. Numerous jurisdictions have
cooperated wholeheartedly with the Task Force
Program without Federal reimbursement
agreements.

Enhanced Collaboration

Atlanta: On invitation from the Task
Force in Atlanta, the Georgia Bureau of
Investigation (GBI) assigned a GBI of-
ficer as a full-time member of the Task
Force Coordination Group. The officer
works at the Task Force office and is a
full participant in the deliberations of the
Task Force Coordination Group.

The GBI’s Investigations Division has a com-
plement of about 250 agents, of whom 40 are
assigned to the Narcotics Unit (although about 100
are involved in narcotics investigations). As of last
November. two of the GBI’s narcotics agents were
assigned full-time to work on Task Force cases.
When the Task Force found an urgent need for
additional personnel for a case in Savannah, the
GBI Task Force Coordinator was asked for help.
“How many and when?”’ he asked. Fie was told
that nine agents wouid be very helpful, as soon as
it could be arranged. Nine agents were on duty the
following morning in Savannah. The GBI has
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informed the Task Force that it will commit as
many personnel as the Task Force requests.

This is not a one-way street, benefiting only
the Task Force. The GBI Coordinator points out
with pleasure that Task Force participation makes
all the difference in pursuing narcotics traffickers.
Not only is it a matter of greater fiscal resources,
permitting bigger buys and access to higher levels
of the drug organization, but it also provides a
wider range of resources and abilities, and an ex-
tensive network that enables a Georgia case to be
coordinated with one in California in a manner
never before possible.

Wheeling: An integral part of the Task
Force in the Northern District of West
Virginia is the West Virginia State
Police, which has assigned six officers to
the Task Force on a full-time basis. This
situation is a prime example of sym-
biosis. The DEA has a small comple-
ment in the State of West Virginia. The
State Police has limited numbers of per-
sonnel, too, and does not have access to
the expertise and the resources that the
Federal agencies can command. Com-
bining personnel and other resources
result in a much greater return for each
dollar invested, for both the Task Force
and the State Police.

Not only does the State Police bring person-
power to the effort, it also constitutes an invaluable
source of intelligence, at a local level, that the
Federal officers cannot match. Awareness of what’s
going on in the community is valuable intelligence,
as illustrated by one case where State Police officers
learned, through “neighborhood gossip,’” that an
unsuspected individual was spending enormous
amounts of money. In less than a year, this per-
son bought more than $1.5 million worth of real
estate. A bit of scriziiny revealed that the source
of income was narcotics dealings, and he is now
the subject of a Task Force vestigation. In another
case, a man with a West Virginia address was
arrested in Florida. The man had a great deal of
money, which Florida authorities assumed was
legitimately acquired. But, when a routine check
was made in West Virginia, it was determined that
the man had no known source of income there
either. The result was a new narcotics investigation.

An example of the extent to which Federal,
State, and local officers can and do complement
each other’s work is the following roster of par-
ticipants in a marijuana search raid in the vicinity

of Parkersburg, in November 1983. Present were
four West Virginia State Police, three IRS Special
Agents, one FBI Special Agent, two county sheriffs,
and two local police officers: a total of twelve people
from five agencies, of which two were Federal, one
State, and two local. Each agency had its own role,
responsibility, and expertise, and all worked closely
together as a Task Force team.

The six full-time, Task Force-assigned West
Virginia State Police officers have all been made
Special Deputy U.S. Marshals, affording them
access to sensitive and legally protected investigative
information. Here, as elsewhere, however, their
supervisors, who are not so deputized, may not
receive that information. While it is not normally
desirable for an investigator to withhold informa-
tion from a superior, the West Virginia State Police
permits the situation in the interests of better drug
prosecutions,

Detroit: The Michigan State Police is
developing into an integral part of the
Task Force mechanism. A police lieu-
tenant attends Task Force meetings on
aregular basis, and a complete two-way
dialogue is growing, according to the
U.S. Attorney in Detroit.

‘The Michigan State Police has placed one full-
time person in the Task Force office in Detroit, who
facilitates the exchange of information and serves
as a coordinator. Both Michigan State Police and
Detrcit Police Department persannel are active in
Detroit’s Task Force cases. The Michigan State
Police lieutenant has subsequently become a full-
time coordinator-member of the Great Lakes Task
Force.

Omaha: An Omaha Police Department
(OPD) investigation in 1982 led to the
identification of a major cocaine net-
work. The OPD shared the case with the
FBI, and in 1983 the case was brought
to the Task Force. Labor-intensive elec-
tronic and physical surveillances made
heavy personnel demands, as did the
massive arrests of forty-four suspects in
June. Working side by side with Task
Force personnel from FBI, DEA, and
IRS were police officers from the OPD,
Bellevue Police Department, Nebraska
State Police, Douglas and Sarpy
Counties Sheriffs’ Offices, and Iowa’s
Division of Criminal Investigation and
Pottawatomie Gounty Sheriff’s Depart-
ment.
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This case, entitled ““Out West,”’ illustrates:

m Collaboration of a Task Force with
State and local law enforcement
agencies;

s Farly and intensive involvement of
attorneys during an investigation;
and

m The heavy investment of time and
resources needed to conclude suc-
cessfully a complex drug case.

In a western State, a city patrol officer
stopped a sports car for a traffic violation.
While questioning the driver, he noticed a gun
and a vial of white powder in the car. He
arrested the driver and passenger. Analysis
showed the powder to be cocaine. Later, the
passenger agreed to cooperate with law enforce-
ment officials and described his role in one of
the largest drug organizations ever to operate
in the State. He had served as the pilot for the
ring, importing over $12 million worth of co-
caine from Colombia. The cocaine was distrib-
uted in a number of western States. The ring
used several legitimate businesses to launder its
drug profits.

The city’s law enforcement system soon
found itself engaged in an investigation too big
to handle alone and sought assistance {rom the
DEA. The case was selected for the Task Force
early in 1983. As the investigation developed,
it came to include prosecutors and law en-
forcement agencies in two counties; police

departments in five cities; Task Force agents
from the FBI, DEA, IRS, and the Marshals
Service; and three Task Force Assistant U.S.
Attorneys.

Investigators used court-approved wiretaps
and other electronic means for surveillance of
the suspects’ homes and businesses. They
maintained physical surveillance of the sus-
pects’ activities and movements across several
States. Almost a year after the traffic incident,
investigators conducted raids on several of the
suspects’ homes and businesses, seizing over
$1.5 million in cash and numerous gold bars
from one residence.

A few months later, a Federal grand jury
returned a thirty-count indictment against
thirty individuals, including nine Colombian
nationals. CCE charges were filed against
two of the leaders. Nine defendants entered
guilty pleas. The others are expected to stand
trial.

The defense attorneys filed more than a
hundred pretrial motions to have wiretap
transcripts and other pieces of evidence sup-
pressed. The pretrial motions consumed almost
six months and engaged the full attention of
the three Task Force attorneys assigned to the
case. The bulk of the evidence was preserved
intact.

The investigation spanned fifteen States.
It utilized the resources and varying skills of
seven city and county law enforcement agen-
cies, four Federal agencies, prosecutors from
two counties, and three Federal attorneys. It
took more than two years, from the traffic vio-
lation incident to the beginning of the trial.
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The heavy demands on technical skills,
equipment, and personpower that contributed
to this successful operation could only be met
by joining the resources of multiple Task Force
agencies with those of these seven State and
local agencies. The ability to put together very
large teams for such purposes is extremely ben-
eficial both to the Task Forces and to the
State and local forces that, as in this case,
so frequently do the original spadework in drug
cases.

Not all Task Force offices enjoy full-fledged
cooperation from State and local law enforce-
ment agencies. There are instances where con-
cerns about integrity and levels of prolession-
alism inhibit the fuller integration of State and
local personnel into Task Force cases. A few,
and fortunately there are only a few, juris-
dictions have histories of police corruption; and
the access to huge sums of money derived
from narcotics dealing is an immense corrup-
tive power. Consequently, selectivity is often
a necessary adjunct to involvement of State
and local agencies in Task Force cases. As
onc Assistant U.S. Attorney Task Force Coor-
dinator with extensive experience as a local
prosecutor put it, ‘‘Everybody around here knows
who the crooked cops are, or the crooked DA’s
or judges. We just avoid them.”

Another obstacle can be indifference. One
Task Force, for example, enjoys a very close
working relationship with the half-dozen or so
police departments in its immediate arca. In
one nearby resort city, however, an attitude
of “live and let live” applies to the dealers
of marijuana and cocaine, who are “‘respect-
able’ people providing “‘recrcational”’ drugs
to “‘respectable’” people. The Task Force re-
ceives no cooperation in that city. The same
consideration of *‘respectability’ is found in
numerous other communities, making the work
of the Task Forces more difficult.

Summary

While the record is uneven, many
Task Force clements are still developing  the
full use of the resources represented by State
and local law enforcement personnel and pro-
secutors.  Obstacles  remain, nonethe-
less the Task Forces have made substantial
progress toward integrating their efforts with
those of their colleagues at the State and local
levels. "The results are superior investigations,
better prosecutions, and an environment of im-
proved working relationships.

Financial Investigations,
Seizures, and Forfeitures

As with many criminal enterprises, the prin-
cipal inducement to trafficking in narcotics is
money. The vast amounts of dollars that change
hands enrich the criminal traffickers but also pose
an extremely difficult problem for them. Those
dollars arc often in small denominations of ones,
fives, tens, and twenties. The small bills become
too numerous and bulky to handle inconspicuous-
ly. As large amounts of money accumulate, the traf-
ficker must convert it from cash to some other form.
Some traffickers spend excessively; many put the
cash into other asset forms, such as bank accounts
or investments; and virtually all reinvest large
amounts of money in additional supplies of drugs.

These large-scale money movements provide
law enforcement agencies with an opportunity to
detect criminal dealers. In their efforts to avoid
detection, traffickers often make illegal currency
transactions. Almost always, the traffickers fail to
pay their full share of income tax. The Task Forces
are emphasizing the use of financial investigative
techniques to:

» Identify traffickers;

& Dectermine their criminal liabilities for
illegal currency transactions and tax
evasion;

m Develop further proof of involvement
in drug traffickiitg; and

m Deprive traffickers of further enjoy-
ment of their illicit profits.

As stated in the Guidelines, the Task Force Pro-
gram’s objective is:

To make full use of financial in-
vestigative techniques, including tax law
enforcement and forfeiture actions, in
order to identify and convict high level
traffickers and to enable the government
to seize assets and profits derived from
high-level drug trafficking . . .

A number of financial investigation groups
existed prior to the Task Force Program. Their suc-
cesses encouraged the growth of additional finan-
cial investigative tcams. Many of these groups have
been incorporated into Task Force offices. Most
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Task Forces have a designated financial investiga-
tion specialist. The specialists are either Assistant
U.S. Attorneys or investigative agents who are
expert in tracking the paper trails of financial
activity. Seven Task Force core cities and several
more districts have the benefit of a Financial In-
vestigations Unit or Financial T'ask Force. Some
of these operate outside the Task Force structure.
Usually, however, the participation of a Task Force
Assistant U.S. Attorney, IRS agent, and Customs
agent is crucial to the operations of such a group.
Though five Task Forces lack financial investiga-
tion groups, there are active financial investigations
under vay in support of ongoing cases in each Task
Force Region.

Identifying Narcotics Traffickers

A particular value of one kind of financial in-
vestigation is that it can lead to the identification
of individuals never previously suspected of having
any connection with the drug trade, but who are
knowingly and willfully participating in narcotics
trafficking. These are the bankers, lawyers, or
financiers who hide behind their respectability while
enjoying the fruits of their crimes. This approach
is analogous to, but much more sophisticated than,
the instance cited earlier in this report, in which
a West Virginia man became a suspect by virtue
of having bought over $1.5 million worth of real
estate in a year without any apparent or legitimate
source of income. Unexplained money transactions
create a suspicion. That suspicion must be followed
by much additional investigation to establish
whether drugs are indeed the source of the unex-
plained income.

Pioneered on a large scale in conjunction with
the South Florida Task Force, computerized data
analyses are being used by the Task Force Program
to discover unusual patterns of money movements
through the banking system. These analyses rely
primarily on reports that banks and individuals are
required to complete at the time of certain trans-
actions. One important record of this sort is the
Currency Transaction Report (GTR), which banks
and some other financial institutions must compiete
whenever a customer engages in a cash transaction
of more than $10,000. CTRs are filed with the IRS
and recorded in a data bank. Through computer
analysis of CTRs, it is sometimes possible to iden-
tify individuals engaging in repeated transactions
of this size, and to sort out those with legitimate
reasons to do so (e.g., retail stores) from those who
remain suspect. This analysis can lead to further
investigations. Similarly, one may be able to iden-

tify bank accounts to which large amounts of cash
are frequently deposited.

Similar methods are used to analyze Currency
or Monetary Instruments Reports (CMIRs), which
must be filed when large amounts of money (over
$5,000) are taken out of the country, and the
Foreign Bank Account Reports (FBARs),which are
required of anyone with a foreign bank account
exceeding $1,000 in value. Investigators also use
other banking records such as wire transfers and
bank examination reports. Investigations of this sort
are often very time-consuming and require a high
degree of technical skill. Agents of IRS and
Customs are particularly well-equipped for such
investigations.

To support financial investigations, Customs
maintains a central data bank, with access to a
variety of Federal records such as CTRs and
CMIRs. This office, called the Treasury Financial
Law Enforcement Center (TFLEC)), is staffed with
experienced Customs and IRS analysts who can
comb the data in response to Task Force requests.
Task Force queries to TFLEC are forwarded via
Customs’ on-line computer facilities. One part of
the Task Force Program’s allocation of personnel
was to augment the staff of TFLEC with almost
forty new analysts. When asked to do so by a Task
Force, TFLEC can perform a macro-analysis, ex-
amining banking patterns within an entire Federal
Reserve area, for example, in order to find banks
whose practices are anomalous and who may be
dealing with large amounts of drug funds. This
technique has been used on a number of occasions
in Florida and elsewhere. Or, on a much smaller
scale, TFLEC can examine individual accounts or
records, or can analyze the relationships between
identified accounts.

The Task Forces are trying to identify
money launderers and drug dealers, and fi-
nancial institutions that are knowingly work-
ing with these criminals. Task Forces are still
at a relatively early stage in this area, be-
cause the processes involved are highly sophis-
ticated, technical, and time-consuming. In the
Great Lakes Task Force both Detroit and Cleve-
land have established Financial Task Forces,
composed of Assistant U.S. Attorneys, and agents
from Customs, IRS, and other agencies. Charles-
ton, South Carolina, has been highly success-
ful in applying the skills of a Financial Task
Force to the job of identifying unknown per-
sons in the narcotics trade. The Task Force
in Boston has a highly skilled team working to mine
this lode.
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Financial searches are not always successful.
The extensive data resources and analytical
capabilities of both TFLEC and the Task Force
financial investigation groups make the probability
of success far greater than before, but there are still
problems. Perhaps the most frustrating result has
been the discovery of financial irregularities that
do not relate to drug transactions. While it is con-
sidered a truism that almost all major narcotics traf-
fickers engage in financial irregularities, other
criminals also seek ways to conceal their illegal
money deals. These may be operators of gambling
or prostitution rings, for example, or oil resellers,
or pension fund ‘‘skimmers.’’ Sometimes the finan-
cial anomalies discovered lead to these other
criminal sorts. This problem has initiated a debate
as to the propriety of supporting Financial Task
Forces that may generate non-drug and non-Task
Force cases. But the attitudes of those Task Forces
that are using this approach is perhaps best ex-
pressed by one of the Assistant U.S. Attorney Task
Force Coordinators;

Our empbhasis has to be on the “‘pro-
active’’ approach, rather than creaming
the cases that just appear. You’ve got to
be willing to risk failing a lot to gain a
lot. You may put two years into mak-
ing a case, before you know for sure
whether it is the right case or not. You
don’t know what the outcome will be
when you start, or whether it is the right
case. But that is the only way you can
get the real big rewards.

Another aspect of the financial approach to
the identification of drug dealers and their transac-
tions is exemplified by the Atlanta office of the
Southeastern Task Force. With the strong en-
couragement of the U.S. Attorney in Atlanta, a
Task Force team has been touring the State,
meeting with bankers’ association groups, inform-
ing them of money-handling techniques that are
common among drug dealers, and inviting the
bankers to cooperate by volunteering information
when such practices are seen. They also remind the
bankers of the penalties that can be imposed on
banks or bankers who are shown to be participating
in money laundering schemes or failing to file re-
quired reports. Sometimes, in the wake of one of
these briefings, a banker will come forward to report
a suspicious activity, such as a ‘‘curious transac-
tion’’ or series of transactions, which leads to the
identification of new drug targets.

The ““Moneybags’’ case is an excellent exam-
ple of the way traffickers can be identified because
of their financial transactions (see p.66). In-
vestigators in this case interviewed real estate
brokers to learn who had been buying expensive
resort properties, searched court records for mort-
gage and title information, questioned car dealers
about purchases of expensive cars, and so on. In
this manner, they were able to isolate the names
of a number of big spenders and, later, to identify
smugglers among them.

Proving Drug Charges

Another purpose of financial investigations is
to buttress charges against drug traffickers. The
CGCE statute, for example, is applicable only when
it can be demonstrated that the violator has ob-
tained substantial income or resources from drug
trafficking activities. In order to perfect cases
against high-level drug dealers, knowledge of the
amount and nature of income and its disposition
is often invaluable. Careful investigation is
necessary to identify the mechanisms and the in-
dividuals involved in the laundering of drug
moneys, or those partners or other associates who
are participating in the activity.

The case of ““The Sheriff and the Dealer”’
(see p.44) is one in which financial inves-
tigation tracked the Dealer’s money transac-
tions back to 1977, in order to link the Dealer
with the purchase of a boat used in smug-
gling marijuana. This is a crucial element in
proving the smuggling charges and the long-
term nature of the Dealer’s involvement in
the continuing criminal enterprise.

This kind of financial investigation usually
works against identified targets, persons who are
known to be involved in the drug trade. These in-
vestigations can generate new targets, however, as
they progress, by showing that known trafficker
Smith, for instance, has repeated money transac-
tions with unknown individual Jones, whom later
investigation shows to be a criminal trafficker,
too.

It is often only through financial investigations
that the supposedly respectable professional
associates of drug dealers can be identified and link-
ed to criminal activity. In only a small number
of Task Force cases—less than 4 percent of the
total—have Task Forces been able to project at the
outset that the case will result in charges against
a major money launderer or financial backer.
However, as many financial investigations proceed,
a trafficker’s business associates, such as lawyers
and bankers, can be identified, and their roles
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as launderers and financiers pinned down with
clarity. o .
Financial investigative specialists examine any

available records of financial activity pertaining to
the subject of the investigatiqn. Because of laws pro-
tecting the privacy of all citizens, §uch r.ecords are
not always easily available to the investigators ex-
cept through legal proceedings such as a grand jury
subpoena. The investigators may have to rely on
other sources of information durmg.a substantial
part of an investigation (beforc_a reac‘hlfxg the grand
jury phase). This may mean identifying frequent
contacts through surveillance or telephone ‘recorfis,
and establishing the nature of thos'e relationships
through overtly available information sources. At
this stage of an investigation, the range of ﬁngn-
clal materials available is limited. Persona.l and in-
stitutional records become available in great
numbers when an investigation advances to such
a point that search warrants and S\’proenas are
possible. At that point, a Task Force’s IRS and(or
Customs agents move into high gear to deterinine
what the target’s income has bge}l, where the
money has gone, who assisted in hiding the money
and other assets, what the tax payments have been
and should have been, and what illegal currency
transactions have occurred.

Establishing Tax and Currency Violations

As long as the effect of the enforcement ac-
tion is to put major trafﬁcke'rs ‘and trafficking
organizations out of business, it is not necessary
that actual drug charges be brought. Spmetxmes tax
and currency violations can be identified and suc-
cessfully prosecuted when drug chgrges cannot be
proved. This approach is not new, its most notable
success being Al Capone. Tax v1olat.1ons can carry
substantial financial penalties and prison sentences,
often combined with seizures of assets when there
is a reasonable likelihood that the criminal would
place those assets out of the reach of the govern-
ment to avoid losing them. A single currency viola-
tion can carry a penalty of a 3500,009 ﬁne and five
years in prison, and may effectively m‘hx_blt further
drug dealing. The Task Forces are enjoined to use
these weapons in conjunction with drug c_:harges,
or when drug charges cannot be proved, in order
to disable narcotics enterprises.

For the most part the Task Forces have been
able to make narcotics counts an integral and
principal part of the indictments brought to date.
In most cases, however, tax or currency charges
are included in the same indictments. It can l?e
assumed that virtually all drug dealers fail, in

one way or another, to report gccurately t.hex.r
income from drugs. The culpability of the crimi-
nals has not changed because of the creation of
the Task Forces, but the method of addre'ssmg
their criminality has. In pre-Task Eorce times,
IRS would have pursued tax and banking charges,
Customs would have pursued currency charges,
the FBI would have pursued money and finance
charges, and DEA would have pursued drug
charges. The Task Force approach places the drug,
tax, and currency cases in the same ﬁl<? folder, and
the investigations and prosecutions reinforce each
other. . ‘

Task Forces do not always accomplish this
without some difficulty. As noted above in the sec-
tion on ‘‘Federal Agency Coordination .and Co-
operation,’’ IRS’s role is seriogsly com}?llc.ated by
a number of factors, including restrictions on
disclosure, the case review process, anc.i the con-
flict between overt and covert investigatwe: needs.
Even given these inhibitions, the contribut}on that
IRS makes to the Task Forces’ efforts is often
described by U.S. Attorneys as the greatest con-
tribution of any single agency.

Seizures and Forfeitures

RICO and CCE, the kingpin statutes, pro-
vide for forfeiture of the fruits of criminal activities
under criminal proceedings. The inten.t is to ex-
tinguish the rights of the criminal to enjoy or fur-
ther benefit from the assets or positions acquired
through illegal actions, or which have been used
to further those actions. This means that t}}e
Government may have the right to take owner§h1p
of all such assets, be they real estate, automobx%cs,
equity in a business, directorships in companies,
offices in labor unions, bank accounts, or any kind
of goods or entitlements that the cr}minal has used
in the criminal enterprise or obtained as a result
of it.

While these statutory provisions have been
available to Federal prosecutors for more than
ten years, only limited use had been n?acle
of them. The Task Force Program has given
these statutes new emphasis. It appears }hat
this emphasis on criminal forfeiture provisions
is bringing about significant rcsults.‘ The an-
ticipated RICO and CCE prosecutions fore-
cast in Case Initiation Forms are md'lcated
in Table 20, p.82. Because of the stringent
requirements of proof under these statutes, it
is likely that the actual number of RICO and CCE
indictments will be a bit lower, but these figures
are far in excess of any previous body of cases.
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Further, when neither RICO nor CCE can
be made to stand, civil forfeitures can be utilized
in many instances. Often, the use of both civil and
criminal forfeitures is desirable. Properly used they
can constitute a potent combination. Legal dif-
ferences between civil and criminal forfeiture ac-
tions afford prosecutors and investigators a range
of flexibility that can enhance the chances of both
investigative and prosecutorial success. F or exam-
ple, civil forfeiture proceedings can precede an in-
dictment, but RICO and CCE criminal forfeitures
are an integral part of the indictment. Thus, seizure
of property under civil forfeiture proceedings can
effectively ““nail down’” assets that might otherwise
be disposed of by a trafficker who is aware that the
enforcement net is being drawn around him or her.
Task Force Assistant U.S. Attorneys are encour-
aged to use these tools to prevent the flight of assets,
to secure them for the Government, to deprive the
criminal of their use, and to develop additional in-
formation about narcotics traffickers.

The Government can institute civi] pro-
ceedings to forfeit property used in furtherance of
an illegal enterprise. In addition, a civil forfeiture
can be based on an immediate demand for payment
of tax liabilities. These “‘jeopardy’’ or ‘‘termina-
tion™ assessments provide for seizures of assets of
sufficient value to satisly the violator’s tax obliga-
tion, and need not apply only to property used in
illegal activities.

Financial investigations are, of course, crucial
to an effective pursuit of forfeitures. Task Forces’
financial investigation groups can and do con-
tribute to the identification ol assets for forfeiture,
as well as the identification of the parties to nar-
cotics transactions. In addition, five Task Forces
have designated Assistant U.S. Attorneys to serve
as forfeiture specialists. Perhaps of comparable im-
portance is the constant exhortation to maximize
forfeitures. Task Forces are ““thinking forfeiture”’
in virtually every case, and are constructing their
investigations to support that approach. The results
are beginning to be seen,

The tables provided in the next chapter in-
dicate substantial increases in drug-related seizures
and forfeitures. It is not possible to attribute these
increases to the Task Force Program. First-year
comprehensive statistics of Task Force seizures and
forfeitures are set forth in Table 42, however. They
reflect a total of more than $50 million in seizures
and forfeitures of cash and property, and an addi-
tional $1.5 million in fines. As Task Force cases
move to completion, it is entirely possible that the
dollar value of the properties obtained through these

efforts will eventually exceed the cost of the Task
Force Program.

The forfeited properties themselves can and
do often contribute to the Task Forces’ workings.
Seized cars, for instance, may become superior
surveillance vehicles, because they do not look like
“‘cop cars.”’ Often the forfeited properties are sold,
bringing revenue to the Federal coffers, In some
instances, the State and local Jurisdictions share in
these benefits, which reinforces their willingness to
participate in Task Forces’ efforts.

While most investigative agencies have
authority to seize drugs, contraband, or other prop-
erties under certain conditions, the formal seizure
process is a special responsibility of the Marshals
Service. Seizures under the Task Force Program
have been substantial during the first year, but as
more cases reach fruition the demand for seizures
to be carried out by the Marshals Service is ex-
pected to increase dramatically. This increase will
result in greater amounts of properties to be main-
tained, pending final court determination of
forfeiture or disposition by the Government. The
U.S. Attorney is responsible for maintaining seized
property, with the assistance of the Marshals Serv-
ice. As the amount of properties seized increases,
maintenance requirements will become more
onerous. To manage the greater load, the Marshals

Service is developing a National Asset Seizure and
Forfeiture Program, which will support U.S. At-
torneys in maintaining properties obtained by Task
Force and non-Task Force prosecutions.

Seizures and Forfeitures as Investigative
Aids

Seizures and forfeitures can serve both
punitive and investigative ends. In addition, the
mere act of seizing properties can act as a lever for
the discovery of remarkable amounts of intelligence
about the people who traffic in drugs.

There is perhaps no better example of this
phenomenon than the “Moneybags’’ case (p. 66).
Because many of the seizures were carried out with
extremely high visibility and with maximum
publicity, many of the community’s narcotics
criminals from the respectable strata of society
became concerned that they, too, would be targeted
and prosecuted by the drug enforcement establish-
ment. As they saw how their fellow traffickers were
being stripped of their assets and taken to trial,
many of these professionals chose to come forward
and tcll all they knew, in an effort to minimize the
punishments they recognized as inevitable. Many
of these attorneys, financiers, and accountants were
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This case, ““Moneybags,’”’ began before
.the Task Force Program was initiated, but it
was reinforced by Task Force resources and the
Task Force mandate. It illustrates:

a The use of financial investigations to
identify unknown traffickers;

» Involvement with numerous foreign
jurisdictions;

m Potent and effective use of seizures
and forfeitures; and

s Task Force ability to pursue an inves-
tigation over a long period of time.

In February 1982, a Southeastern Task
Force district established a team of Federal
agents from several agencies to use a financial
approach to identify and prosecute the kingpin
financiers and organizers of drug smuggling ac-
tivities in the area. By May, the team was in
place. (At its height, with the infusion of Task
Force personnel, it included seventeen agents,
from IRS, FBI, DEA, ATF, and the State’s
Law Enforcement Division, plus seven Assist-
ant U.S. Attorneys.) A special grand jury was
empaneled to hear all testimony in the in-
vestigation and to issue subpoenas for records
from banks, businesses, real estate offices, and
law offices and other documents relating to the
flow of money.

There was no list of suspects to question,
no files to develop, and no leads, other than
the names of many low-level people. No one
knew who was at the top.

Initially, a pair of agents went to a resort
area, where many ‘‘high-rolling’’ smugglers
were said to visit. They questioned realtors and
developers to discover who had been buying ex-
pensive resort property; they searched court
records to learn of mortgages and in whose
name titles were registered; they interviewed
car dealers to find out who was buying expen-
sive imports; they questioned house and dock
builders to see who was building on waterfront
property. By late summer, they had inter-
viewed hundreds, and were beginning to un-
cover two separate drug organizations which
had beea operating without detection since
1974, importing many millions of dollars worth
of marijuana and hashish. None of the finan-
cier/organizer suspects had ever been known to
any law enforcement officials before.

In September, seizures began—$344,000
from an attorney’s account, a $100,000 piece of
resort real estate, and a fashionable $450,000
restaurant and nightclub. Seizures amounted to
over $2 million by the end of the year, in-
cluding resort property in Nantucket and a
$160,000 certificate of deposit from a bank in
the Bahamas. By mid-1983, seizures totaled
over $5 million.

The investigators determined that the two
rings had imported about three-quarters of a
billion dollars worth of drugs over the
previous ten years, from the Bahamas, South
America, and Lebanon.

An indictment against the first ring, in
May 1983, charged two men with CCE viola-
tions, and another twenty-two with various
drug, currency, and tax violations. Prior to in-
dictment, eleven men, including two attorneys,
pled guilty. Three more pled guilty before trial,
five others were found guilty, and three were
acquitted.

An indictment against the second ring
charged four defendants with CCE violations,
and nineteen others on related offenses. Of the
major figures, one pled guilty to CCE and
other charges under a plea agreement. Another
pled guilty to tax, drug, and currency viola-
tions; four pled guilty to a variety of charges;
four were found guilty by a jury on all counts;
two others were found guilty on drug and cur-
rency charges; and one was acquitted.

In cooperation with Antiguan authorities,
a fugitive kingpin defendant was located and
extradited, and his $900,000 boat seized. Infor-
mation from defendants who were now coop-
erating with the investigation made it possible
to obtain a superseding indictment against
this man, now including CCE violations and
multiple counts of conspiracy and drug viola-
tions, plus forfeiture of all drug profits and
interests.

Other international judicial assistance was
sought from several foreign jurisdictions, in-
cluding the Island of Jersey, the Bahamas, and
Hong Kong. Materials from these proceedings
contributed to the convictions.

As of the end of 1983, the investigation
was continuing, with more indictments an-
ticipated, and still other organizations being
discovered. It is expected that over one hun-
dred traffickers will be prosecuted as a result of
this operation.
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previously considered beyond reproach. But when
the heat of massive seizures and arrests surround-
ed them, they appeared, as if from nowhere, in
substantial numbers.

The Task Forces are still developing their
abilities to derive the greatest benefit from
such investigative subtleties. The effect cited
here is not always the rule. It cannot be an-
ticipated that a rash of seizures will inspire
the managers of traditional organized crime
groups to step forward and confess. But this
kind of lightning strike ‘can bring gratifying
results in those communities where respected
professionals have been enriching themselves
through criminal narcotics activity. Task Forces
are able to carry this off more effectively be-
cause of their demonstrated ability to identify
and seize assets, and because they constitute

a forum, among themselves, for the sharing
of newly developed techniques and approaches.

Summary

The roles of financial investigation, and of
seizures and forfeitures, in law enforcement are not
new. The Task Force Program brings to them,
however, two special and effective dimensions. The
first is that the special skills of diverse agencies are
combined to make these investigations effective,
timely, and mutually supportive. The second is that
all Task Forces are enjoined to *‘think financial,”’
in terms of investigations and in terms of seizure
of assets. The effect of these two factors is that the
Task Forces show promise of a higher level of
application of these techniques than has previ-
ously existed, resulting in superior enforcement of
narcotics laws.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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Drug Use and
Enforcement Data

Data Collection Methodblogy

The type of investigations and prosecutions
the Task Forces were designed to undertake—high-
level, organizational, and financial—require more
time to investigate and prosecute than simple in-
terdictions or traditional buy-bust drug cases. The
Department of Justice estimates that the pre-
indictment phase of a Task Force investigation
alone requires eighteen to thirty months, and the
indictment to verdict phase from two months to a
year. (See Exhibit 1, p. 18.)

Some 200 pre-indictment cases were selected
from ongoing investigations during the first six
months of 1983, along with approximately 60 newly
initiated Task Force cases. Together these cases ac-
count for virtually all of the 1,232 indictments re-
turned. By December 1983, sentencing was com-
plete in only twelve Task Force cases. This first-
year statistical evaluation, therefore, is skewed
toward initial investigations and away from ad-
judication or sentencing data. Mature data re-
garding the relationship between investigations and
prosecutions cannot be gathered until well into the
second year of operations.

The initial Task Force data base exhibits the
usual start-up problems, such a: developing specific
definitions for the various categories, determining
the points at which data should be consolidated for
reporting purposes, and establishing data transmis-
sion methods which are compatible with sccurity
requirements. Some categories of data that seemed
to create collection problems were, in fact, easy to
collect. For example, the problem of collecting and
processing indictment information was resolved by
centrally collecting and analyzing all Indictment
Forms as they were returned. Some items that
seemed simple, like number of arrests attributable
to the Task Force Program, are so obscured by
overlapping jurisdictions that accurate statistical in-
formation is difficult to compile.

Some information categories specified by
Congress and estimated herein, such as “‘the
number of drug trafficking organizations

. . . dismantled,”’ are highly subjective and depend
on the criteria selected for their expression. Other
categories requested by Congress are available in
the Task Force data base but are new categories
with no basis for comparison. New categories in-
clude seizures, indictments, and convictions at-
tributable to the Task Force Program. Further-
more, this start-up year information provides a
weak basis for comparison in subsequent reports.
Monthly or quarterly summaries may better iden-
tify future trends of investigative and prosecutorial
progress.

Almost all narcotics abuse data lack
completeness since the data indicate only in-
cidence known to enforcement authorities. (The
Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Crime Sur-
vey is a notable exception.) Attempts to identify
trends from street availability or price and purity
indices are reported here as required. These at-
tempts often fall short due to a myriad of uncon-
trollable variables such as growing conditions at
the source or foreign law enforcement will and
capacity.

The statistics, therefore, are presented
cautiously in the following section. No inference
can be drawn that the Task Forces in their first year
have had more than moderate, local effect on
market and user figures. Much of the Task Force
data, particularly the level of persons indicted and
the type of charges brought, appear to represent
new and important contributions to drug law
enforcement.

Anccdotal data from the twelve Task Force
Regions may enable the reader to evaluate the first
year of operations and judge which approaches can
be further exploited and which deterrents to Task
Force case development can be better controlled.
The method by which this information was
gathered is described in Appendix B. The field
research design is subjective and depends for va-
lidity on the recollections and selection of data by
trained but human observers. Yet these observa-
tions may, when carefully studied, be more useful
than the first-year statistics.
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National Drug Data Tables

The following tables reflect national data for each of the three Inni i
) ; ate : years beginning with 1980. The tabi
are arranged in three categories: Importation/Production and Market (, g), Usg and Abuse (3-2) aanej
Drug Law Enforcement (6-12). The data source is identified for cach table. Law enforcement dat’a are

based on Federal activity. Note that Tables 7, 10, 11. and 12 ivi
. , 10, 11, . e divided 5 i
all other tables reflect results by calendar year (CY). e divided by fiscal year (FY), while

Table 1
Importation/Production

CY 80 Cy 81 ., CY 82 CY 83
Heroin (metric tons) 3.95 3.89 4.08
Cocaine (metric tons) 34-45 45-54
Marijuana (metric tons) 10,200 9,600 12,340
Dangerous Drugs (MDU)* 3,340 3,030

*Million dosage units

Source: DEA, NNICC, Narcotics Intelligence Estimates, 1981, 1982,

Table 2
Retail Price

CY 80 CY 81 CY 82 CY 83
Heroin (§ per milligram) $2.21 $2.34 $2
: ) . . .31 2.50
'Purlty (percent) 3.8 3.9 5.0 $5 0 83
Cocaine (§ per pure '
”milligram) .71 .79 71
Marijuana ($ per kilo) $1,320.00 $1,320.00 $1,320.00 $880.00

(E) Estimated

Source: Heroin, DEA Letter; Cocaine, DEA, “Domestic Drug Situation,’” October 1982; Marijuana,

DEA, “The Hlicit Drug Situation in the U.S. ‘Through September 1983.”’

. T Y ‘ ~ Ininr T o
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Table 3 Table 5
Numbe: 0? Users* Overdose Deaths
1
CY 80 CY 81 CY 82 CY 83 i CY 80 CY 81 CY 82 CY 83
i 492 (E 492 (E 500 (E) 500 (E) j Heroin 898 927 924 900* (E)
Conain 0580 ® 11,900 % Cocaine _169 _19¢ _202* 280" (F)
l\/f:rai}wlana 31,450 31,460 Total 1,067 1,121 1,126 1,180* (E)
Dangerous Drugs 14,010 16,600
70 —_— 71
*Excludes New York Gity
"In thousands | (E) Estimated
(E) Estimated Source: Heroin, DEA Letter; Cocaine, DEA, “*The Illicit Drug Situation in the U.S. Through
Source: NIDA, ADAMHA Letter and National Survey on Drug Abuse, Population Projections, ’ September 1983.”
1982.
|
Table 4 3
Emergency Room Mentions | Table 6
» Drug Arrests
CY 80 CY 81 CY 82 CY 83 3
CY 80 CY 81 CY 82 CY 83
i 8,710 9,667 12,640 11,500 (E)
eron 4 150 4,781 6,180 6,500 (E) Heroin 2,033 2,452 2,921
NFC?”C 4128 4,678 5,293 5,350 (E) Cocaine 4,069 4,288 4,393
Darljuana Druegs 17,025 15,909 15,134 13,483 (E) ) Marijuana 2,947 3,735 3,680
angerous g ’ Other 3077 g1 9ye
i Total 12,126 12,896 12,676 13,000 (E)
(E) Estimated
‘ (B) Estimated
Source: DEA, “The Illicit Drug Situation in the U.S. Through September 1983.” ; Source: DEA, Olffender-Based Transaction System.
|
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Table 7
Indictments
FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83
Heroin 1,055 897 783 960
Cocaine 1,728 1,694 1,889 2,461
Marijuana 1,266 2,245 2,414 2,449
Other 943 751 1,085 1,006
Total 4,992 5,587 6,171 6,876
Source: Department of Justice, EOUSA data.
Table 8
Convictions
CY 80 CY 81 CY 82 CY 83
Heroin 1,144 1,088 1,157
Cocaine 1,737 2,001 2,115
Marijuana 1,142 1,380 1,535
Dangerous Drugs 1,228 1,350 1,162
Total 5,251 5,828 5,969 11,241%

*1500 attributed to improved reporting

Source: DEA, Offender-Based Transaction System.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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Table 9

Drug Seizures*

CY 80 CY 81 CY 82 CY 83
Heroin (kilos) 268 231 305 495
Cocainc (kilos) 4,797 3,205 9,763 18,027
Marijuana (kilos) 1,773,098 3,078,696 3,022,551 1,948,771
Dangerous Drugs (MDU) 37,389 139,936 13,998 21,056

73
*Includes seizures, purchases, and samples
Source: Coast Guard, plus DEA data for all other agencies.
Table 10
Other Scizures*
FY' 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83

DEA 39,382 64,657 106,656
Other Federal 54,753 _96,338 84,083
Total 94,135 160,995 190,739 235,000 (E)

—————————— e

*In thousands of dollars
(E) Estimated

Source: DEA daa.
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Table 11
Forfeitures*
FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY 83
7 2,944 39,588 38,099 (E)
6,793 12,949 39,58 28,000 (&
DEA ral 35,831 96,338 83,764 ‘1)/(:,3.;; ({;
Othelr Feders 4’7’6‘74 109,280 123,352 214,611 (E
Tota 2,62
*In thousands of dollars
(E) Estimated
Source: DEA data.
Table 12

—— . ts*
Jeopardy-Termination Final Assessmen

FY 80 FY 81 FY 82
IRS 32,300 81,400 153,600

*In thousands of dollars

: : ¢ Fetimate. 1989
Source: DEA, NNICC, Narcotics Intelligence Estimate, 1982,

'Y 83
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Task Force Data Tables

The following tables present Task Force Program activities through December 31, 1983, as reported
by the Task Force Regions. Tables 13 through 23 summarize Task Force ases initiated. The data are
derived from Task Force Case Initiation Forms. Tables 24 through 33 summarize Task Force data as
reported on Indictment Forms. Tables 34 through 37 present data reported on Sentencing Forms. These
tables indicate the disposition of charges against individuals whose Task Force prosecutions are com-
plete and who have been sentenced. Task Forcc-gcm‘ratc(l seizures, forfeitures, and fines are detailed
in Tables 38-42. The case momitoring systen, from which most of these data derive, is described in Ap-
pendix A,

In the first year of operation, the Task Forces initiated 467 cases. There have been 264 separate
indictments returned in 1920 cases against 1,232 individual defendans. The defendants have been charged
with a wide range of offenses including 71 charged under the Continuing Criminal Enterprise (CCE)
statute and 90 charged with violating the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations (RICO) statute.
By the close of QY 1983, 337 defendants had been convieted and 216 of the
been sentenced as a result of Task Force investigations and prosecutions.

On the tables the Task Force Regions are identified as follows:

convicted defendants hacl

GL Great Lakes NC North Cenural

GC Gulf Coast NW Northwest

LA Los Angeles/Nevada SC South Central

MA Mid-Adantic SE  Southeast

MS Mountain States SW Southwest

NE New England FL. Middle and Northern

NY New York/New Jersey Districts of Florida

Organized Crine Drug Enforcement Task FPoree Program Aunnual Report
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Table 13

Type of Criminal Organization
Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983

Percent-
Total  age of
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL Cases Cases
LCN 2 1 0 7 9 12 0 60 2 0 0 3 37 7.9
Drug Trafficking N
Organization 2423 10 25 15 15 13 29 24 25 10 8 12 233 49.9
Other Criminal |
Group 7 15 15 9 4 9 9§ 18 6 18 18 10 11 149 31.9
Motorcycle Gang 3 1 I 6 3 3 0 3 ¢+ 3 1 | I 30 6.4
Prison Gang 0 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 1.9
Registrant 0 1 1 0 6 0 4 6 2 0 0 0 9 1.9
Other 0 2 0 1 o 1 0 0 6 1 0 0 0 5 1.1
(N =467)
Legend

LCN—"*La Cosa Nostra,” traditional organized crime families.

Drug Trafficking Organization—Organizations whose primary purpose is drug teafficking.
Other Criminal Group—Organizations involved in felony crimes whose members also engage in drug

trafficking.

Motorcycle Gang—Organizations controlled by motoreycle clubs.
Prison Gang—Organizations controlled by prison inmates.
Registrant—Persons who subvert legal authority over controtled substances.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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Table 14
Scope of Criminal Organization
Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983

Percent-

Total age of

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL Cases Cases

International 17 22 19 93 721 23 10 5 15 13 16 10 201 43.1
Multi-District 16 17 7 24 7 12 9 36 22 99 15 2 7 214 45.8
Single District 3 2 1 5 0 5 1 6 8 5 9 1 6 5 9.4
Not Designated 1 20 0 0 1 1 1 0O 1 0 0 0 7 1.7
(N =467)

Legend

International—Criminal activities that include substantial international drug trafficking.
Multi-District—Criminal activities in two or more Federal Judicial districts,
Single District—Criminal activities limited to one Federal Judicial district.

Table 15
History of Criminal Organization
Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983

Percent-
Total age of
GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL CQCases Cases

Long-Established 25

Relatively New,
Growing 9

Not Designated 3

27 11 41 15 27 17 37 18 28 929 18 15 301 64.4

313 10 9 10 16 12 16 17 6 I 6 138 29.6
3 3 1 0 2 1 4 L5 2 0 3 28 6.0

(N = 467)

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Foree Program Annual Report
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i Table 17
D f Viol Ta})lér%i-na] Organization Principal Prospective Defendant’s Organizational Role
egree of Violence of Crimi 7 Pe
Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983 : Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983
Percent- Percent-
Total age of Total age of
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL Cases Cascs Defend- Defend-

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL  ants ants

Extremely Violent 9 6 4 12 3011 12 4 4 6 3 4+ 3 81 17.3

Top Leader 66 83 34 67 33 53 41 87 45 63 49 27 39 685 33.1 79
H = D 2 -~ 3 q 3 D] [ 24 D] 7
Moderately Violent 7 19 7 1§ 6 7 16 12 6 18 125 6 I3 8.7 Mid-Level Leader 56 76 11 64 38 43 67 60 37 40 46 13 49 600 29.0
. yo - ~ I - B - 29 0
Minimally Violent 17 11 6 17 10 9 4+ 24 14 16 12 5 10 155 33.2 . Major Financial
Considered Backer 17 5 4 3 9 9 4 7 1 14 2 17 83 4.0
Not Considere
e . I = ! K 3 : .0 .
Violent + 5 9 g 5 7 1 o193 4 83 8.4 Major Money
- > yepn g s ( 4 o~ | - ~
Not Designated 0 0 0 0 s | | 01 0 0 14 3.0 Laundever 12 9 } 5 1 4 7 7 10 15 11 6 92 4.4
(N = 467) ' Major Enforcer 5 42 1 15 0 3 2 8 1 I 0 33 1.6
Major Supplier/
Distributor 40022 20 22 25 33 49 73 117 97 66 13 8 585 28.2
Legend Key Contact 1o
Sources 14 13 5 7 3 10 10 20 12 11 + 7 117 5.6
Extremely Violent—{requent assaults, murders. o 7
Moderately Violent—some assaults or murders, substantial intimidation. Corrupt Public
Mirimally Violent—intimidation, threats, no known murders. Official 9 7 0 0 | 0 | 5 0 0 1 9 3 99 1.1
Not Considered Violent—no known threats or violence.
Other 15 12 14 4 0 21 69 50 3 13 35 3 16 255 12.3
(N =2,072)
Noter The total number of principal prospective defendants is 2,072, Some perform more than one role.
C
i
P
| }
! A
i
;
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Table 18
Drugs Involved

Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983

Percent-
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL g;)sli eégacs:s[
Heroin 13 & 8 16 2 12 17 5 7 7 5 3 1 104 22.3
Cocaine 34 34 18 33 20 29 92 44 93 37 20 15 16 345 73.9
Hashish ¢ 2 0 5 2 3 1 1 t2 2 2 1 26 5.6
Marijuana 14 30 6 12 14 17 428 12 31 19 14 9f 222 47.5
PCP 23 0 4 0 1 0 3 0 5 0 11 20 4.3
Methamphetamine 6 9 2 10 8 4 5 5 4 5 1 3 0 62 13.3
Methaqualone 6 2 2 1 0 1 2 3 1 6 4 16 35 7.5
Pharmaceutical 2 1 1 2 4 1 0 4 0 3 0 VA 18 3.9
Other 0 2 0 4 60 4 3 3 0 2 0 10 19 4.1
(N =467)

Note: More than one drug is involved in many cases.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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Table 19
Type of Criminal Activity
Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983

Percent-

Total age of

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL Cases Cases
Importation 18 33 19 26 12 25 22 30 22 18 18 16 21 280 60.0
Manufacture 3 8 4 13 5 2 10 9 310 2 5 3 77 16.5
Distribution 36 38 24 46 23 31 34 51 35 44 28 18 20 428 91.6
Crop Cultivation 0 4 0 6 2 0 0 3 3 8 2 5 2 29 6.2
Diversion 10 1 $ 2 0 2 0 4 1 22 20 4.3
Street Sales 19 22 5 20 10 24 6 23 1 21 12 3 6 172 36.8
Financial Backing 18 17 13 12 5 25 20 19 10 19 17 6 10 191 40.9
Money Laundering 200 24 15 18 1t 17 16 27 17 26 20 15 1 237 50.7
Other 16 1 1 r 0 5 2 1 1t 0 3 5 27 5.8
(N =467)

Note: More than one type of activity is involved in many cases.

Organized Grime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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Table 20 « Table 21

Prospective Charges ; Law Enforcement Agency Involvement*
Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983 Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983
Percent- ‘ Percent-
Total age of ‘ Total age of
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL Cases Cases GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL Cases Cases
Title 18: RICO 15 16 5 11 4 12 13 27 14 8 15 5 16 161 34.5 FBI 32 3 18 34 22 28 16 43 28 37 30 15 10 349 74.7
!

82 Title 18: ITAR 12 14 3 13 6 7 4 13 14 13 13 6 1 119 95.5 * DEA 21 42 24 48 22 34 29 48 31 46 27 18 13 403  86.3
Title 18; Firearms 9 9 2 7 4 3 5 9 10 11 6 4 0 79 16.9 . IRS 27 36 23 24 17 19 13 49 23 35 26 15 11 318  68.1
Title 18: Hobbs Act 9 6 3 0 1 1 0 4 0 4 1 0 9 24 5.1 Customs 15 28 23 33 6 11 10 21 28 7 22 13 5 222 47.5
Title 18: Tax ATF 12 32 8 13 14 it 3 21 16 13 13 4 1 161 345

Conspiracy 0 0 0 0o 0o 0 0 o0 6 0 o 0 O 0 0

Marshals Service 11 30 2 2 4 3 3 3 1 2 2 4 1 68 14.6

Title 21: CCE 33 35 16 36 13 26 24 38 22 27 25 15 {1 321 68.7
Coast Guard 6 5 2 2 0 4 0 0 0 i 3 4 1 28 6.0

Title 21: Manufacture 3 10 5 20 5 5 9 8 6 14 3 5 2 97 20.8
Assistant U.S.

Title 21: Distribution 34 38 22 47 23 31 30 49 35 45 27 16 14 411 88.0 Attorneys 34 34

3 92 45 23 32 29 49 16 47 24 19 13 387 829
Title 21: Importation 12 30 13 23 13 23 21 27 26 20 19 17 14 258 552 - Organized Crime
Strike Force 0 1t 2 5 0 13 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 2 5.6
Title 21: Conspiracy 35 41 25 49 22 35 29 50 36 43 26 17 20 430  92.1 P
o State Investigators 7 14 5 12 13 12 7 8 4 16 16 19 124 26.6
Title 26: Tax b .
Violations 28 31 14 23 14 14 15 37 21 32 27 16 13 285  61.0 State Prosecutors 4 2 1 4 6 5 0 3 0 6 2 1 0 3 75
Title 31: Currency | ; County/Local
Violations 16 210 9 19 4 16 11 22 17 7 17 15 %3 177  37.9 Investigators 713 4 9 15 11 16 15 8 22 8 3 5 136 291
i
Other 2 12 4 5 1 2 2 10 3 6 6 7 3 63 135 ! County/Local
Prosecutors 2 7 6 4 5 4 2 0 3 0 1 1 36 7.7
(N = 467)
| Foreign Govern-
ment 0o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Note: More than one charge is anticipated in many cases. Other 2 1 3 1 0 7 0 188 0 2 2 0 2 38 8.1

(N = 467)

* ““Agency Involvement’’ indicates participation in Task Force cases by respective Federal, State, and local
gency _ i ¥
!y law enforcement and prosecutorial agencies,

Note: More than one agency is involved in almost all cases.

. . 1 . ey 2 B N Yy “ e [Enioreo st Taelke Fareo 171 e A . Ip .
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Table 22
Investigative Techniques*
Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983

Percentage of Cases

Total Cases

Undercover or Sting 294 63.0
Title III 188 40.3
Immunity 230 49.3
Tax Grand Jury 211 45.2
Other Grand Jury 323 69.2
Parole into U.S. 3 0.6
Extradition 22 4.7
Financial Investigation 322 69.0
Witness Protection 138 29.6
Other 84 18.0
(N = 467)

* Major techniques to be employed during investigation and prosecution as anticipated at the time
of case initiation. No regional breakdown is indicated for reasons of investigative sensitivity.

Note: More than one investigative technique was used in most cases.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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) Table 23
ProsBeFtlve Seizures and F orfeitures
Cases Initiated through December 31, 1983

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW Sc

Total

Percent-
age of

SE SW FL CQCases Cases

Type of Property

Seizure of Drugs Likely 11

Seizure/Forfeiture

(Money) 22
Seizure/Forfeiture

(Asset) 28

Type of Judicial Action

RICO (Criminal) 11
CCE (Criminal) 27
Other Criminal 0
RICO (Civil) 0
Title 21 (Givil) 2¢
Title 26 (Civil) 6
Other Civil 0

Title 31 (Criminal or
Civil) 0

Note: Categories are not mutually exclusive,

27

24

33

27

16

22

15

[

24

13

10

28

27

31

26

16

37

11

14

14

1

19

15

15

20

28

19

13

15

19

27

41

24

35

34

30

22

24

23

28

25

18

23

12

21

11

14

11

13

11

14

247 52.9
239 51.9
298 63.8
103 22.1
242 51.8
28 6.0
10 921
325 69.6
103 922.1
2 04
49 10.5
(N = 467)
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Indictments

Table 24
pe of Criminal Organization
Returned through December 31, 1983

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL

Percent-
Total  age of
Indict- Indict-
ments ments

LCN 0 0 0 3

Drug Trafficking
Organization 10 2 10 48

Other Criminal

Group 0 27 1 1
Motoreycle Gang 0 0 0 14
Prison Gang 0 0 0 0
Registrant 0 0 o 0
Other 0 5 0 0

Legend
LCN—“La Cosa Nostra,’’ traditional

1 1 3 0 0 2 o0

2 6 12 14 10 11 5

14 3 1 0 0 4 1

organized crime families,

10 3.8
130 49.
71 26.9
23 8.7
3 1.1
0 0.0
31 117
(N = 264)

Drug Trafficking Organization—Organizations whose primary purpose is drug trafficking.
Other Criminal Group—Organizations involved in felony crimes whose members also engage in drug

trafficking.

Motorcycle Gang—Organizations controlled by motorcycle clubs.
Prison Gang—Organizations controlled by prison inmates.
Registrant—Persons who subvert legal authority over controlled substances.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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Table 25
Scope of Criminal Organization
Indictments Returned through December 31, 1983

Percent-
Total  age of
Indict- Indict-
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL ments ments
International 6 15 10 9 1 8 13 10 14 9 6 3 4 108 40.9
Multi-District ¢ 13 1 19 9 1 5 12 10 7 1 0 1 83 31.4
Single District 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 3 1 3 0 44 16.7
Not Designated 0 0 o0 0 0 0 1 o0 0 0 0 0 o0 1 0.4
(N = 264)
Legend
International—Criminal activities that include substantial international drug trafficking.
Multi-District—Criminal activities in two or more Federal judicial districts.
Single District—Criminal activities limited to one Federal judicial district.
Table 26
History of Criminal Organization
Indictments Returned through December 31, 1983
Percent-
Total  age of
Indict- Indict-
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL ments ments
Long-Established 9 16 4 58 4 8 11 14 10 135 3 3 158 58.7
Relatively New,
Growing 0 12 6 6 6 1 8 4 14 5 1 3 9 68 25.8
Not Designated 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 ¢4 6 0 1 0 o 8 15.5
(N = 264)

~
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Table 27
Degree of Violence of Criminal Organization
Indictments Returned through December 31, 1983

Percent-

Total age of

Indict- Indict-

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL ments ments

Extremely Vielent
Moderately Violent
Minimally Violent

Not Considered
Violent

Not Designated

Legend

0 2 0 5 3 2 7 2 4 3 0 0 3 31 11.7
1 13 4 43 1 3 8 9 9 11 1 0 0 103 39.0

4 1 4 6 6 2 2 1 9 3 4 2 2 56 21.2

5 12 2 7 0 2 0 0 2 1 2 4 0 37 14.0
0 6 1 1 14 3 3 1 0 4 1 0 2 36 13.6

(N = 264)

Extremely Violent—Frequent assaults, murders.

Moderately Violent—Some assaults or murders, substantial intimidation.
Minimally Violent—Intimidation, threats, no known murders.

Not Considered Violent—No known threats or violence.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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Indictments Returned through December 31, 1983

Takle 28

Defendant’s Organizational Role

Percent-

Total age of

Defend- Defend-

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL ants ants
Top Leader 1237 10 28 8 11 23 30 8 16 9 1 200 16.2
Mid-Level

Leader 4 3 1 33 66 5 19 50 11 10 2 3 242 19.6
Major Financial

Backer 1 2 2 4 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 14 1.1 -
Major Money

Launderer 4 4 2 3 0 0 2 3 0 5 3 0 27 2.2

Major Enforcer 0 12 0 2 1 2 7 1 2 0 0 0 27 2.2
Major Supplier/

Distributor 0 62 4 75 9 10 58 18 32 18 O 0 287 23.3
Key Contact to

Sources 0 21 4 7 2 6 5 15 2 7 2 5 79 6.4
Corrupt Public

Official 0 6 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 0.8

Other 23 78 15 56 31 24 42 79 37 39 49 12 486 35.4

(N = 1,232)

Note: Total number of persons indicted is 1,232. Some defendants performed more than one organizational

role.
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P

89

OO



i
|
! | Table 30
Drugs Ch Tal:ile. 291 dict ¢ ] Type of Criminal Activity
. arged in Indictmen i 31, 1983
Indictments Returned through December 31, 1983 o Indictments Returned through December
Y Percent-
Percent- Total age of-
Total  age of- Indict- Indict-
Indict-  Indict- « GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL ments ments
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL ments ments
i i 1 5 3 4 5 98 37.1
90 Heroin I3 2 31 1 3 19 g4 1 1 0 o o 59 99 3 Importation 5 15 2 12 3 4 17 6 7
i : 3 7 6 0 4 2 5 4 0 0 0 35 13.3
Cocaine e T T T Manufacture o ¢
Hashish 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 o 1 1 7 9.7 Distribution 9 22 10 63 12 8 18 16 27 16 4 3 5 213 80.7
Marijuana 5 11 1 1 6 4 4 ¢ 77 9 9 4 67 254 : Crop Cultivation 0 1t 0 0 1 0 0 o0 0 0 0 1 o0 3 1.1
‘ {
iversi 0o 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0
PCP 0 0 o0 2 0 0 o 0 0 0 o0 o 3 11 ?{ | Diversion 0
P Street Sales 5 5 ¢ 8 4 4 5 7 5 7 0 1 0 51 193

Methamphetamine 0 9 0 11 3 0 1 0 ¢ 3 0 0 o 24 9.1
Financial Backing 2 2 1 12 0 4 8 3 11 2 0 i 9 48 18.2

Methaqualone 0 ¢ o0 1 0 1 1 3 3 1 0 o0 15 5.7
Pharmaceutical 0 1 o9 0 2 0 0 o 0 0 0 o0 o 3 L1 Money Laundering 3 4 2 3 2 2 4 5 14 5 1 3 1 49 18.6
- 0 1 0 1 6 2 0 3 0 13 4.9
Other 0 0 1 4 0 0 3 i I 1 0 0 o 11 4.9 Other 2 2 0 2
(N = 264)
(N =264) !
Note: Many defendants were charged with more than one type of criminal activity.

Note: More than one drug is charged in some indictments.

R

ey i
o s e
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Table 32

Law Enforcement Agency Involvement*
Indictments Returned through December 31, 1983

e

Table 31
Defendants by Charges
Indictments Returned through December 31, 1983

Percent-

Total age of-

Indict- Indict-

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW §C SE SW FL ments ments

Total Percent-
Defend- age of
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL ants Charges

R At T g Ty

. FEI 8 23 7 64 9 4 8 11 25 16 8 4 1 188 71.2
Title 18: RICO 0 40 0 5 0 5 17 19 0 3 0 0 O 90 7.3
DEA 229 7 60 3 9 16 17 27 18 7 4 9 208 78.8
Title 18: ITAR 2 20 3 33 9 0 0 29 15 9 0 1 O 121 9.8
IRS 9 14 2 40 2 3 4 13 11 6 7 5 0 116 43.9
Title 18: Firearms 0 10 0 1 1 2 8 6 11 4 0 0 O 43 3.5
5 09 Customs 4 16 5 45 0 1 8 4 13 0 7 5 3 111 42.0
itle 18: Hobbs Act o 3 ¢ 0 0 O o0 O O 0 0 0 O . |
e o ! , ATF 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 o0 3 3 2 2 90 16 6.1
Title 18: Tax i
1ceonspiracy 2.7 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 20 29 24 ! j Coast Guard 0 0 0 0 0 1 1t 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 1.5
: 1 71 5.7 Organized Crime
tle 21: CCE 2.9 2 11 8% 5 12 11 4 3 7 1 t rganized Crime
e Strike Force 0 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 12 45
Title 21: Manufacture 0 12 9 6 0 0 1 0 14 4 0 0 O 46 3.7 |
r State Investigators 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 o0 5 1.9
Title 21: Distribution 11 138 11 100 71 36 53 80 65 42 58 11 19 695 56.4
; State Prosccutors 0 0 o0 2 0 2 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 10 3.8
Title 21: Importation 0 9% 0 10 2 14 28 40 22 4 5 9 15 296 24.0 ‘ :
; : County/Local
Title 21: Conspiracy 40 195 30 160 82 54 138 164 79 73 58 10 20 1,103 89.5 : : Investigators 0 3 6 8 8 8 15 17 7 19 8 3 9 182 68.9
i '
. E County/Local
Title 26: Tax 3 : y
Violations 6 8 2 8 0 1 1 11 t 3 3 3 0 47 3.8 : » Prosccutors 0 6 11 33 7 1 1 g 1 12 0 0 3 83 314
:i .
Title 31: Currency 19 5 ' 1 Forcign Government 0 0 0 10 3 4 2 1 0 2 2 0 15 5.7
Violations t1 0 6 2 0 0 O 4 0 0 6 0 O . .
Gther 0 0 o0 10 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 o0 5 1.9
Other 6 39 27 121 41 14 28 69 29 11 7 5 2 399 32.4
; (N = 264)
(N =1,232) B
!
j ‘ * More than ovne agency was involved in most cases. U.S. Marshals Service and U.S, Attorneys are
Note: Many defendants were indicted under more than one charge. ; assumed to be involved in all cases.
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Investigative Techniques*

Indictments Returned through December 31, 1983

Total Percentage of
Indictments Indictments
Undercover or Sting 147 55.7
Title I1I 68 25.8
Immunity 130 49.2
Tax Grand Jury 46 17.4
Other Grand Jury 133 50.4
Extradition 6 2.3
Financial Investigation 75 28.4
Witness Protection 103 39.0
Informant(s) 183 69.3
Mutual Assistance Treaty 3 1.1
Extended Surveillance 132 50.0
Other 20 7.6

* Major techniques to be employed during investigation and prosecution

as anticipated at the time of case initiation. No regional breakdown is

indicated for reasons of investigative sensitivity.

Note: More than one investigative technique was used in most cases.

Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program Annual Report
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Table 34
Defendant’s Pleas

Charges Disposed of through December 31, 1983

Percent-
Total age of
GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL Pleas Pleas
Guilty 2 46 17 47 15 1 9 13 39 12 O 0 &5 206 32.6
Nolo
Contendere 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 1 0.2
Not Guilty 0 112 14 93 52 3 0 18 39 3 9 0 49 424 67.2

(N=631)

Note: Total number of persons whose cases were disposed of is 260. Many of them entered multiple pleas.

Table 35
Disposition of Defendant’s Charges
through December 31, 1983

Percent-
Total  age of
Disposi- Dispost-

LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL tions tions

GL GC
Convicted 2 82
Acquitted 0 7

Dismissed (Gov- 0 52
ernment

Motion)

Dismissed (Non- 0 18
Government
Motion)

17

0

14

60 32 4 9 24 42 25 9 0 53 359 56.9
8 2 0 0 3 01 0 0 1 22 3.5

68 28 2 0 4 36 20 0 0 O 225 35.7

(N=631)

Note: Total number of persons whose cases were disposed of is 260. Multiple charges against a defendant

are frequent.
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Table 36 Table 37
Acquittals by Charge Convictions by Charge
Charges Disposed of through December 31, 1983 Charges Disposed of through December 31, 1983

Percent-

Total age of

Convic- Convic-

GL GC LA MA MS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL tions tions

Total Percent- ;‘
Acquit- age of !
GLGCLAMAMS NE NY NC NW SC SE SW FL tals Acquittals

T eyt

R ——

e R S

Title 18: RICO oo 00 000 0 0 0 0 0 +5 Title 18: RICO 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 419
Title 18: TTAR ¢ o0 00 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 | Tide 18: ITAR 0 4 0 6 6 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 2 22 10.2
Tide 18: Firearms 00 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 Title 18: Fircarms 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 105
Title 18: Hobbs&ct 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 5 Fide 21 CCE e 0 6 0 2 0 oo o S
Tig‘;jfl;irfgf 000 00 0 00 0 0 0 o0 o o 0.0 | Title2: Manufacure 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 O 3 0 0 0 0 5 2.3
Title 91: CCE 000 00 0 00 0 0 0 o0 o o 0.0 | ; Title 21: Distiibution 0 9 1 15 7 2 0 1 16 6 3 0 13 73 33.8
Title 21: Manufac- L Title 21: Importation 0 12 0 6 0 1 0 0 11 1 2 0 11 44 20.4
rare ¢ oo e o000 00 000 0.0  Title 21: Conspiracy 1 43 8 922 17 1 7 13 3 12 4 0 28 159 736
Title 21: Distribution 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.5 Tite 31: Gurrency
Title 21: Importation 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 9.0 Violations o 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 23
Title 21: Conspiracy 0 4 0 8 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 16 72.7 | Other 0 8 5 11 2 0 0 3 7 5 0 0 0 41 19.0
Title 26: Tax | (N = 216)
Violations 000 000 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Title 31: Currency Note: Total number of persons convicted was 216. Many were convicted of multiple charges.

Violations 000 00 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Other 010 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.5
(N =22)

St
.2

Note: Total number of acquittals is 22.

T - o T™ o D - . . - . . o - .
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ok Table 39
Table 38 Non-Drug Assets Seized
Drugs Seized ' through December 31, 1983

through December 31, 1983

Region Cash (§) Property (§)
Drugs Seized :
Heroin Cocaine Marijuana ’
Region (Kilos) (Kiles) (Kilos) Great Lakes 1,982,377 4,232,130
Gulf Coast 1,055,700 1,422,000
Great Lakes 33 668
Los Angeles/Nevada 416,640 312,500
Gulf Coast 30 73,450
Mid-Aclantic 964,110 2,966,975
Los Angeles/Nevada 145 6
Mountain States 1,581,727 164,000
Mid-Atlantic 15 94,128
New England 1,137,925 3,333,082
Mountain States 9 1,726
New York/New Jersey 265,000 30,000
New England 39 93,773 -
North Central 1,031,696 1,178,375
New York/New Jersey 3,219 12
Northwest 1,892,100 1,005,994
North Central 413 7,530
South Central 0 0
Northwest 657 11 ;
! Southeast 1,465,600 5,338,500
South Central 756 76
i Southwest 2,834,250 930,305
Southeast 2,424 20
Southwest 8 10,000 Totals 14,627,125 20,913,861
Totals 47 7,748 281,400 ;

TN, vt 1 v i
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Table 40 _Table 41
Non-Drug Assets Forfeited ; Fines Assessed
through December 31, 1983 through December 31, 1983

Forfeitures : Region Fines (§)

Region Cash (§) Property (§) '
Great Lakes 288.000
Great Lakes 741,180 1,395,284 Gulf Coast 555000

100 Gulf Coast 5,600 107,100 Los Angeles/Nevada 0 101
Los Angeles/Nevada 448,000 2,500,000 Mid-Atlantic 397 400
Mid-Atlantic 157,500 70,500 Mountain States 5.000
Mountain States 0 0 New England 20.000
New England 40,000 33,000 New York/New Jerscy 85000
New York/New Jerscy 74,950 247 445 North Central 45.000
North Central 85,108 886,000 Northwest 0
Northwest 0 1,211,000 3, South Central 150000
South Central 177,200 933,800 ; Southeast 50.000
Southeast 1,168,037 2,486,370 j Southwest 0

Southwest 0 300,000 3
K Total 1,595,400

Totals 2,897,575 10,170,499

|
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o Table 42

w Drugs, Cash, and Property Seized

2. and Fines Levied in OCDE Task Force Cases in 1983

o

&

e (a) (b) (©) (d) (e) 0 (b+d+h  (c+e)

g Drugs Seized Other Seizures Forfeitures Totals

o (by kilos) Cash Property Cash Property Fines Cash Property

S Region Heroin Cocaine Marijuana €)) ) *® % $ )] $)

a; Great Lakes 2 33 668 1,982,377 4,232,130 741,180 1,395,284 288,000 3,011,557 5,627,414

3

(% Gulf Coast 4 30 73,450 1,055,700 1,422,000 5,600 107,100 555,000 1,616,300 1,529,100

3

5 Los Angeles/Nevada 0 145 6 416,640 312,500 448,000 2,500,000 0 864,640 2,812,500

y_]

2 Mid-Atlantic 1 15 94,128 964,110 2,966,975 157,500 70,500 397,400 1,519,010 3,037,475

—y

g; Mountain States 0 9 1,726 1,581,727 164,000 0 0 5,000 1,586,727 164,000

cg, New England 8 39 93,773 1,137,925 3,333,082 40,000 33,000 20,000 1,197,925 3,366,082

2

3 New York/New Jersey 27 3,219 12 265,000 30,000 74,950 247,445 85,000 424,950 277,445

>

3

g North Central 5 413 7,530 1,031,696 1,178,375 85,108 886,000 45,000 1,161,804 2,064,375

=

_{? Northwest 0 657 11 1,892,100 1,005,994 0 1,211,000 0 1,892,100 2,216,994

3

o South Central 0 756 76 0 0 177,200 933,800 150,000 327,200 933,800
Southeast 0 2,424 20 1,465,600 5,338,500 1,168,037 2,486,370 50,000 2,683,637 7,824,870
Southwest 0 8 10,000 2,834,250 930,305 0 300,000 0 2,834,250 1,230,305
Totals 47 7,748 281,400 14,627,125 20,913,861 2,897,575 10,170,499 1,595,400 19,120,100 31,084,360
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Exhibit 6

Task Force Cases, Indictments, Convictions,
and Estimated Potential Defendants in 1983
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Task Force Cases, Indictments,
and Convictions for Last Half of 1983
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Other Presidential Initiatives

Although the Task Force Program is a signili-
cant achievement in itsell, it is not an isolated
presidential initiative. In 1982 the President an-
nounced a Commission on Organized Crime, a
Governors Project on eriminal justice reform, and
a new fraining program for law enforcement per-
sonnel. He also called for expansion of the Federal
prison system and enactment of Federal anti-crime
legislation. This chapter briefly discusses the prog-
ress of these undertakings.

President’s Commission
on Organized Crime

One clement of the President’s program—
one that will make substantial short-term and long-
term contributions to the development and refine-
ment of the Federal Government's strategy to com-
bat organized crime—is the President’s Commis-
sion on Organized Grime. Established by Exceutive
Order on July 28, 1983, the Commission consists
of nincteen presidential  appointees, who are
“distinguished  Americans  rom  diverse
backgrounds and professions with practical ex-
perience in eriminal justice and combating organ-
ized erime.” A list of members appears at the end
ol this section.

The terms of the Exceutive Order require the
Commission 1o undertake six principal tasks:

1y To make a full and complete national
and region-by-region analysis of organ-
ized erime:

2y To define the nature of traditional
organized crime as well as emerging
organized crime groups, the sources and
amounts of organized erime’s income,
and the uses to which organized crime
puts its income;

Organized Grime

R M

3)  T'o develop in-depth information on the
participants in organized crime
networks;

4)  To evaluate Federal laws pertinent to the
effort to combat organized crime;

1]

(5
~—

To advise the President and the Attorney
General with respeet to its findings and
actions which can be undertaken to im-
prove law enforcement efforts directed
against organized crime; and

6)  To make recommendations concerning
appropriate administrative and legis-
lative improvements in the adminis-
tration of justice.

In addition, the Commission is required to
report to the President from time to time as re-
quested, and to submit a final report by March 1,
1986.

Over the course of the next two years, the
Commission will constitute a potent new weapon
in the Federal Government's arsenal against
organized erime, Although other national commis-
sions and committees—notably the Kefauver Com-
mittee in the 1930s, the President’s Commission
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of
Justice in the 1960s, and the Senate Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations—have performed
valuable services in exposing specilic aspects of
organized eriminal activity, this Commission pro-
vides the first opportunity for a comprehensive and
thorough investigation devoted  exclusively (o
organized crime in s many manifestations
throughout the country. By conducting public hear-
ings in numerous cities across the United States,
and by making use of a variety ol investigative
techniques. the Commission can alert the public
to the scope and pernicious effeets of organized
erime in American society. These hearings will also

Drug Enforcement Task Foree Progeam Annual Report
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amass the kinds of information that will ultimately
enable the Commission to present detailed findings
on organized criminal activity and to develop an
integrated national program for the elimination ol
such activity.

Although the mandate of the Commission
extends to all aspects of organized crime, the Com-
mission has recognized from the outset that it
must devote considerable time and resources to the
subject of drug trafficking in the United States and
abroad. At the first open meeting of the Commis-
sion on November 29, 1983, Attorney General
William French Smith, Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation William H. Webster, and
Administrator of the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration Frances M. Mullen, Jr., indicated that
the impact of organized crime in international drug
trafficking was an area that particularly warranted
the Commission’s attention. Their testimony, and
other information available to the Commission,
prompted the Commission to select three priority
areas as an initial focus for its investigation:

1} Narcotics importation and distribution. This
area is likely to be a particularly fruitful
avenue for the Commission to explore.
Apart from the fact that drug traffick-
ing is one of the most pervasive and prof-
itable activities conducted by organized
crime, investigation of this area may
reveal the extent to which criminal en-
tities other than the traditional La Cosa
Nostra families have participated in and
profited from such activities.

2)  Laundering of profits from illegal operations.
Because organized crime depends on a
variety of techniques for laundering its
profits from drug trafficking and other
illegal enterprises and reinvesting those
profits in legitimate enterprises, the
Commission will seek to acquire a de-
tailed understanding of laundering
techniques, both to improve its
understanding of organized crime ag an
economic phenomenon and to develop
recommendations for counteracting
those techniques.

3)  Infiltration of legitimate businesses. Over the
years, many members and associates of
organized crime have found it conven-
ient to acquire interest in legitimate
enterprises through both legal and illegal
means, in order to enhance their profits

and to disguise their true means of
livelihood. The Commission will ex-
amine this area closely to determine
which responses by law enforcement are
most likely to make legitimate businesses
less tempting targets for infiltration by
organized crime.

To date, the Commission has begun to assem-
ble a staff of lawyers and investigators with substan-
tial background in the area of organized crime, and
to select the methodologies and investigative tech-
niques most suitable to the Commission’s opera-
tions and activities.

Members of the Commission

Judge Irving R. Kaufman, Chairman of the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Gircuit;
Phyllis T. Aranza, a Lieutenant with the Homicide
Division of the Houston Police Department; Jesse
A. Brewer, Jr., Deputy Chief of the Los Angeles
Police Departinent; Carol Corrigan, a Deputy
District Attorney in Alameda County, California;
Justin J. Dintino, Executive Officer of the New
Jersey State Police; William J. Guste, Jr., Attorney
General of Louisiana; Judith Richards Hope, a
lawyer in Washington, D.C., and former Associate
Director of the White House Domestic Council;
Philip Manuel, President of an investigative con-
sulting firm in Washington, D.C., and former chief
investigator of the U.S. Senate Permanent Subcom-
mittee on Investigations; Thomas F. McBride,
Associate Dean of the Stanford University Law
School and former Inspector General of the Depart-
ments of Agriculture and Labor; Eugenc H.
Methvin, a Senior Editor of Reader’s Digest; Edwin
L. Miller, Jr., District Attorney in San Diego
County, California; Manuel J. Reyes, a lawyer and
Exccutive Vice President of the Board of Directors
of Miami International Hospital; Representative
Peter W. Rodino, Jr., Chairman of the U.S. House
Committee on the Judiciary; Charles H. Rogovin,
a Professor at the Temple University Law School
and former President of the Criminal Justice
Associates; Barbara A. Rowan, a lawyer and Presi-
dent of an investigative consulting firm in Alexan-
dria, Virginia; Frances A. Sclafani, Chief Ad-
ministrative Assistant District Attorney for In-
teragency Liaison in Suffolk County, New York;
Samucl K. Skinner, a lawyer in Chicago, Illinois,
and former U.S. Attorney for the Northern District
of Illinois; Potter Stewart, a retired Associate Justice
of the U.S. Supreme Court; and Senator Strom
Thurmond, Chairman of the U.S. Scnate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary,
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The Governors Project on
Organized Crime and
Narcotics Trafficking

In his October 14 amnouncement, President
Reagan singled out a special initiative for the - a-
tion's Governors:

This Administration will launch a proj-
ect ... that will enlist the Nation’s
Governors in bringing about needed
criminal justice reforms. For example,
without effective enforcement of local
and State statutes against various kinds
of racketeering like illegal gambling, this
vital source of revenue for organized
crime will never be fully dried up. This
Governors Project will attempt to bring
to the attention of the States the impor-
tance of such initiatives as well as serv-
ing as a sounding board for the Gover-
nors’ concerns,

The Department of Justice undertook the
coordination of the Governors Project. On March 1,
1983, the National Governors' Association (NGA)
voted 10 endorse the President’s program, which
included the Governors Project. Similar en-
dorsements were Jater passed by the Southern
Governors” Association and the Republican Gover-
nors’ Association.

Besides endorsing the program, NGA called
upon the States to undertake increased drug educa-
tion and drug enforcement efforts. Two NGA pro-
posals, increased military interdiction efforts and
standardization of State drug laws, have since been
addressed in part by the formation of the National
Narcotics Border Interdiction System (NNBIS) and
the Department of Justice’s approval of the develop-
ment of a State guide for drug law reform.

The Governors Project is designed o act as
a Federal liaison and to provide a steady flow of
information to Governors. Project stafl com-
municate regularly with the Organized Grime Drug
Enforcement Task Forces, NNBIS, and the Glyn-
en training program. Beginning February 28, 1983,
wne Weekly News Summary, a timely, comprehensive
compilation of current events relating to Federal
drug enforcement, has been distributed to the Ofty-
five State and territorial Governors and to the U.S.
Attorneys in the twelve core cities. The Project has
also endeavored to provide Governors with specific
information on State criminal justice reform. For
example, at the request of Governor Mark White,

the Governors Project is providing research and in-
formation for a comprehensive proposal for
criminal justice reform in Texas. During the past
twelve months, Project staff have responded to in-
quiries originating from Maryland to American
Samoa, providing information on criminal justice
reform, law enforcement cquipment, the Task
ioree Program, and other State concerns.

The Project serves as a special link on drug
cujorcement between the Governors and ap-

propriate Department of Justice offices. Project staff

meet regularly with NGA staff and have also met
with State officials in Tllinois, Maine, Maryland,
Michigan, Nevada, New Jersey, Ohio, Penn-
sylvania, Tennessee, and Texas. Recently. NGA
and the National Griminal Justice Association pro-
posed to publish a manual for improving State
legislation aimed at attacking the drug problem in
*ach State. The Governors Project secured a com-
mitment for a grant to fund the guide from the
Federal Justice Research Program.

The Governors Project has assisted in arrang-
ing discussions in Washington and in the States be-
tween Governors and between Department of
Justice officials and State officials. At the NGA's
request, the Project arranged for funding for a con-
ference on **The Use of the Military in Controll-
ing Hlegal Drugs.”” Held under the auspices of the
NGA and the National Criminal Justice Associa-
tion, representatives of thirty-one Governors joined
in discussions with the nation’s chief Federal drug
enforcement officials. In addition, the Governors
Project has worked to complement the Law En-
forcement Coordinating Committees, which offer
opportunities for Federal, State, and local drug en-
forcement officials to meet their counterparts.

Due in part to the high level of cooperation
demonstrated by the Governors Project and NGA,
the Attorney General has recently called for the
establishment of an intergove rnmental affairs of-
fice. Beginning this year, the Governors Project will
continue its liaison efforts as part of the new Office
of Legislative and Intergoverntuental Affatrs.

Training Law Enforcement
Personnel

The development of advanced, specialized law
enforcement training for Federal, State, and local
investigators and prosecutors is critical to the suc-
cessful investigation and prosecution of organized
criminal groups and high-level drug trafficking
enterprises. Task Foree investigations and prosecu-
tions demand complex, long-term efforts on the
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part of law enforcement personnel. Investigators
and prosecutors must be trained to use effec-
tively the full panoply of sophisticated investi-
gative techniques and legal sanctions in order to
reach the highest levels of the wealthy, insulated,
violence-prone organizations that illegally traffic
in drugs.

"The President provided for this training in his
anti-crime program. Specifically, the President
called for the establishment of a National Center
for State and Local Law Enforcement Training at
the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center in
Glynco, Georgia. This Center would complement
the excellent training programs already offered by
the FBI, DEA, ATF, and U.S. Customs Service
for Federal, State, and local law enforcement per-
sonnel. The establishment of this National Train-
ing Center was based on the realization that while
primary responsibility for law enforcement rests
with State and local governments, the Federal
Government could significantly assist them by,
among other means, providing training in those
areas where Federal investigative agencies have
unique expertise.

The Center is now fully operational. It offers
advanced, specialized training to State and local
law enforcement on a shared cost basis utilizing
existing Federal resources and facilities. Approxi-
mately twenty-one different law enforcement
courses are offered in areas such as white-collar
crime. drugs and narcotics, financial and under-
cover investigative techniques, fire and arson, cargo
thefts, and fraud, as well as in other legal, technical,
policy. and management arcas. A total of 800 State
and local law enforcement officers received train-
ing at the Center in FY 1983. Of this number, 375
State and local officers received training about
organized crime and drug enforcement. The State
and local officers who have been trained, especially
those who function as operational and technical
specialists, greatly value the training. They state
that they rely on the expertise of the Federal
Government to keep abreast of emerging trends and
developments in law enforcement.

By implementing a national policy of coor-
dinated training, the National Training Center
contributes significantly to the development of pro-
fessional investigative networks and a spirit of in-
tergovernmental cooperation. Congress long ago
recognized the value of intergovernmental coopera-
tion and coordinated training programs among
Federal, State, and local agencies in the realm of
drug enforcement when it passed the Controlled
Substances Act in 1970 (21 U.S.C. 873(a)). The
National Training Center has already served to pro-

vide information not readily available to State and
local law enforcement agencies, such as intelligence
data and national trends in law enforcement, and
to limit fragmentation. duplication, and
parochialism in law enforcement. This national
training forum, through which information is
disseminated and communication encouraged, 1s
critical both to the successful operation of the Task
Forces, which rely heavily on State and local par-
ticipation, and to law enforcement generally.

In addition to the training offered to State and
local law enforcernent personnel through the Na-
tional Center for State and Local Law Tnforcement
Training, the Justice and Treasury Departments
offer over 260 law enforcement courses to State and
local officers. In FY 1983, the DEA and FBI pro-
vided drug-related training to 4,794 State and local
officers. This training included a variety of courses
ranging {rom forensic chemistry to financiai in-
vestigative techniques such as tracing of funds,
banking operations, and financial transactions.
Moreover, 1,000 State and local law enforcement
officers attended the FBI's cleven-week National
Academy Program, which included training in the
management of complex drug investigations and

in the investigation of international Jaundering of

drug money. Also, DEA and FBI training person-
nel have developed an eight-hour block of instrue-
tion with supporting audio-visual material that pro-
vides Federal, State, and local officers in the ficld
with an introduction to narcotics and dangerous
drugs.

The Fourteenth Major Drug Traffickers Pros-
ccution Gonference (November 7-10, 1983), which
highlighted the operation of the Task Forces, was
attended by 326 Federal, State and local in-
vestigators and prosecutors. Substantive lectures
and workshops focused on using Racketeer In-
fluenced and Corrupt Organizations (RICQO), Con-
tinuing Criminal Enterprise (CCE), tax, bank
scereey, and forfeiture statutes in the prosecution
of major cases and on conducting undercover
operations, financial investgations, and clectronic
surveillance in major drug investigations.

A Special Drug Task Force Seminar was con-
ducted on October 25 to 27, 1983, by the Depart-
ment of Justice Advocacy Institute for sixty-nine
Assistant U.S. Attorneys assigned to the twelve
Task Force Regions. The seminar provided ad-
vanced training in the use of Tite 26, Title 3,
RICQO, and CCE statutes. In addition, the seminar
dealt with the prosecutorial problems attendant in
obtaining foreign cvidence, disclosing grand jury
material, acquiring and managing assets subject to
criminal or civil forfeiture, and conducting tax
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investigzations, undercover operations, clectronic
surveillance, and investigative grand juries.

Federal Prison System
Housing Expansion

Correctional Facilities

Another of the presidential initiatives ad-
dressed the concern that already overcrowded cor-
rectional institutions could not absorb the expected
increase in inmate population, and $18 million was
appropriated to construct additional housing at ex-
isting correctional institutions. The specific insti-
tutions were selected because of existing capacity,
central service, and site compatability. Funds are
applied as necessary to cover design and construc-
tion costs of the housing units in various regions.
The following is a discussion of each project:

Memphis, Tennessee, Federal Correctional Insti-
tution. A 104-bed housing unit was designed to
match the existing housing at this new institution,
built in 1977. Site work is complete and construc-
tion work is now under way. The unit is a two-story
split-level, designed for ease of supervision. The
projected activation date is December 15, 1984,

Petersburg, Virginia, Federal Correctional Insti-
tution. This 150-bed camp facility will provide
permanent housing for the minimum security in-
mates, who are housed outside the main facility.
It is a three-story, five-level structure with cubicles
to partition inmate sleeping areas. Construction has
begun, with expected activation on February 15,
1985.

Ashland, Kentucky, Federal Correctional Insti-
tution. This 100-bed housing unit is a departure
from the existing struc. ves at Ashland, which were
built in the 1930s. The it will not have long,
hard-to-patrol corridors, but inmate rooms
clustered around a large multipurpose area. Con-
struction has started, with activation expected on
December 15, 1984,

Butner, North Carolina, Federal Correctional
Institution. The 100-bed, two-story housing unit
is designed to blend with the existing structures.
Bidding is complete and construction is expected
to begin soon. The expected activation date is
February 1985,

Tallahassee, Florida, Federal Correctional Insti-

tution. This 98-bed housing unit will provide
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private rooms in addition to the existing dormitory-
style housing. Grading work is under way. The
housing unit was scheduled for bid in January 1984,
with expected activation in February 1985.

Leavenworth, Kansas, U.S. Penitentiary. 'The 90-
bed segregation unit for Leavenworth will encom-
pass secure outdoor recreation and offices as well
as 90 segregation rooms. The first design was not
approved and a new design concept is now being
made final. Activation is expected in September
1985.

Oxford, Wisconsin, Federal Correctional Insti-
tution. A minimum security outside camp for
104 inmates will be built at Oxford rather than the
originally planned 70-bed witness protection unit.
A site adaption of a recently built camp in El Reno,
Oklahoma, is being used for this facility. The camp
will include facilivies for a visiting area, food pre-
paration, and recreation. The bid date was Janu-
ary 1984, with activation proposed for July 1985.

Detention Facilities

The Federal eriminal justice system depends
upon the availability of local and State detention
services for confinement of persons arrested for
Federal offenses. Without local support and
cooperation, the Federal Government would be re-
quired to establish and operate detention facilities
for unsentenced prisoners in an estimated 240
Federal Court cities throughout the United States.
At present, an estimated 31 percent of all U.S.
Marshals Service prisoners are housed in over-
crowded Federal institutions. Federal Court cities
are the primary metropolitan areas where local
detention space for Federal prisoners is unavailable
or extremely limited. Only 46 percent of Marshals
Service prisoners can presently be located in Federal
Court cities, and 34 percent of the local jails hous-
ing these prisoners are under court order for over-
crowding and substandard conditions of
confinement.

In order to ensure the availability of sufficient
detention space that complies with national stand-
ards in local facilities, the Department of Justice
implemented the Cooperative Agreement Program
(CAP) in 1982. Through CAP, the Marshals
Service can make funding available to local or State
facilities housing Federal prisoners for the purpose
of upgrading, expanding, or constructing detention
facilities with the mandatory provision that the
recipient local or State government will guarantee
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to provide for the housing and care of Federal =~ Mid-Adantic (Serious Detention Space: Shortages).
prisoners for a specified period of time. CAP A CAP agreement with the Baltimore City Jail was
uses Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs),  negotiated to provide a total of 90 beds for a period

that the Marshals Service was forced to spend from  to house illegal alien material witnesses. CAP funds
four to five hours a day transporting prisoners to  are being utilized to construct a recreation and ex-

T

which require that the Marshals Service enter
into multiyear, long-term, guaranteed prisoner
housing agreements with local and State au-
thorities.

While there are approximately 4,000 non-
Federal detention facilities located throughout the
United States, CAP is designed to assist only those
facilities (approximately 300) that are essential to
the Marshals Service’s ability to support the Federal
Courts. CAP is not a grant program. The Mar-
shals Service selects those localities where adequate
housing and care of Federal prisoners must be ob-
tained in accordance with agency operational
priorities. The program encompasses the upgrading
of institutional programs, services, and conditions
of confinement as determined necessary through
the application of established national standards for
detention facilities.

In 1983, the Task Force Program appropria-
tion made available a total of $6.6 million to CAP
in order to ensure that sufficient detention space
would be available in those Task Force cities where
severe inmate housing shortages for Federal
prisoners currently exist. The Administration’s law
enforcement initiatives on violent crime and drug
trafficking would be severely hampered without
adequate detention space to accommodate the
prisoner loads generated by the Task Forces. This
additional funding for CAP generated a total of 437
guaranteed bed spaces for Federal prisoners (at an
average cost of §15,103 per bed) in eight Task Force
Regions. Five of the eight Regions now receiving
CAP assistance had been experiencing severe deten-
tion space shortages.

A detailed discussion of the specific costs and
benefits derived from Task Force funding is pro-
vided below:

New England (Serious Detention Space Shortages).
A CAP agreement with Essex County (located in
the Boston area) for the Salem and Lawrence
Detention Facilities to provide 25 guaranteed beds
for five years was finalized at a total cost of
$250,000. Both of these jails were built in the ecarly
1800s, an.! were under court order for sanitation,
safety, and emergency deficiencies. Federal
prisoners account for 17 percent of the daily popula-
tion. CAP funds are being utilized to install a new
kitchen and infirmary, renovate the inmate dining
hall, and purchase communications and security
screening equipment.

of ten years at a cost of §1 million. The facility,
built in the mid-1800s, was under court order for
overcrowding and lack of inmate recreational space.
Continued access to this facility was essential to the
Marshals Service’s ability to support the Federal
Court. At one time, all Federal prisoners were
ordered removed due to the court-ordered popula-
tion ceiling. As all local jails throughout the
Maryland, Washington, D.C., and Virginia areas
arc severely overcrowded, the district would have
had to transport its prisoners to the Metropolitan
Correctional Center in New York City on a daily
basis. CAP funds are being utilized to renovate and
upgrade an inmate gymnasium, and construct a
50-bed housing unit.

Gulf Coast (Serious Detention Space Shortages).
A CAP agreement was negotiated with the
Cameron County Jail, located in Brownsville,
Texas, to obrain 150 beds for [iftecn years at a total
cost of $2 million. The facility, built in 1976, is
under court order and cited by the Texas State
Commission on Jail Standards for overcrowding,
poor lighting, inadequate staff supervision of in-
mates, and lack of smoke alarm equipment. The
project will double the jail’s bed space to 140 beds.
The Cameron County Jail is essential to support
of the illegal alicn border apprehension program.

North Central. The Marshals Service negotiated
a CAP agreement with the Banderburgh County
Jail, located in Evansville, Indiana, to provide 20
beds for a period of ten years at a cost of $250,000.
The facility is under litigation in the U.S. District
Court for inadequate medical care, as well as lack
of recreation and exercise facilities. This is the only
facility available in this arca which services a
Federal Court in Evansville. At present, 98 per-
cent of the prisoners must be housed in In-
dianapolis, which is 140 miles from the Evansville
Federal Court. CAP funds are being used to con-
struct an outdoor exercise area and an indoor
multipurpese room for inmates (for exercise, a
library, and religious services), to install com-
munications cquipment for the visitors area, and
to purchase fire, emergency, and inmate recrea-
tion equipment.

Northwest (Severe Detention Space Shortages).
The loss of the King County, Seattle, Jail (which
was under court order for overcrowding) meant
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and from court from McNeii Istand, The Marshals
Service was able to negotiate a CAP agreement with
Pierce County, which was constructing a new
detention facility. Construction plans were modi-
fied, and 60 beds were added and guaranteed for
Federal prisoners for a period of fifteen years at a
cost of $2,225,000. The Pierce County Jail is a
45-minute drive from the Federal Court in Seattle.

Los Angeles/Nevada. A CAP agreement (total cost:
$65,000) was also finalized with the Colusa County

Jail, located 60 miles from Sacrainento. Both the

Sacramento and Reno areas are experiencing severe
housing shortages, and Colusa County’s 32
guarantecd beds will be used to handle overflow
population. CAP funds are being used to enclose
an outdoor exercise yard as a permanent recrea-
tion area; enlarge the sallyport; and purchase laun-
dry and kitchen equipment, perimeter fencing, and
fire-retardant mattresses.

Florida (Severe Detention Space Shortages). Due
to the influx of illegal aliens, State and local [acilities
throughout the State are severely overcrowded.
Detention space for Federal prisoners in the

Jacksonville area was virtually nonexistent, and

Duval County, under court order for overcrowding,
was unwilling to participate in CAP. As a result,
CAP agreements funded by the Task Force Pro-
gram were negotiated with two facilities for a total
ol $804,500. Baker County agreed to provide 20
guaranteed spaces for a period of fifteen vears, and
Nassau County agreed to provide 15 beds for a

period of ten years. Approximately 33 percent of

Baker County’s population are Federal prisoners,
and the facility had been cited by the State Fire
Marshal for lack of safety and emergency equip-
ment. Baker County will enlarge its kitchen, pur-
chase {ood service equipment, renovate its com-
munications center, purchase laundry equipment,
and construct a new physical plant. Nassau Gounty
will construct a 24-bed minimum security wing,
renovate and expand the kitchen area, construct
an infirmary, and install fire safety equipment.

Southwest. With the remaining $5,500 in Task
Force funding, a CAP agreement was negotiated
with the Valencia County Jail, located approx-
imately 25 miles from the Marshals Service office
in Albuquerque, New Mexico, to acquire 25
guaranteed beds for a period of five years. The ad-
ditional $14,500 required was obtained from Jobs
Bill funding. The bed space was necessary in order

ercise yard and install additional lighting in inmate
areas. Federal prisoners account for approximately
60 percent of the facility’s population.

Anti-Crime Legislative
Initiatives

The process of mounting a successful cam-
paign against organized drug trafficking requires
not only the coordination and cooperation of the
investigative and prosecutorial resources of the ex-
ecutive branch of the Federal Government, but also
the coordination and cooperation of the legislative
branch. Congress’s commitment to the Task Force
Program was quick and unstinting. Funding was
provided within seventy days following the Presi-
dent’s announcement of the Program. Now, addi-
tional congressional action is required to enable the
Task Forces to reach their full potential. There is
an urgent need for criminal law reforms.

Many provisions of Federal criminal law have
become hopelessly outmoded. Federal bail laws
have created a *‘revolving door’” system of justice
in which drug offenders arrested by Federal agents
arc sometimes released on bail before agents have
completed the paperwork associated with the ar-
rest. Many offenders have contacts with drug traf-
fickers overseas; so release on bail provides an
opportunity to flee the United States and escape
prosecution, an opportunity that is often scized.
There are today more Federal drug fugitives than
there are Federal drug agents. Federal bail laws
contribute to this incredible statistic.

Federal sentencing practices have been called
a “‘national scandal,”’ and shocking disparities in
sentences handed down by Federal judges have led
many to question whether there is any equity in
the justice system. In addition, the sentences have
virtually no relation to terms of imprisonment
because of the parole system, which generally
releases prisoners who have served no more than
one-third of their sentences. The time has come for
“truth in sentencing.”

Forfeiture of the instrumentalitics and pro-
ceeds of drug trafficking offers tremendous poten-
tial for breaking up drug trafficking rings by strip-
ping away the money and other property used to
carry out, and derived from, their schemes. Un-
fortunately, weaknesses in Federal forfeiture laws
prevent law enforcement officials from making
maximum use of this law enforcement tool in many
drug cases.
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Federal drug laws also nced to be strengthened
to prevent diversion of legitimate drugs into illicit
channels and to improve the ability of Federal
authorities to stop the money laundering operations
through which the profits of drug syndicates are be-
ing maneuvered to disguise the illicit origin of such
monies.

The President’s Comprehensive Crime
Control Act of 1983

On March 16, 1983, President Reagan sub-
mitted to Congress a 42-part, omnibus anti-crime
package, the Comprehensive Crime Control Act
of 1983. These measures would make the urgently
needed criminal justice reforms discussed above and
address other law enforcement problems outside the
drug area.

The Senate Judiciary Committee moved
expeditiously on the President’s anti-crime bill
(S. 829), holding hearings in May and early June
1983. In July, the Senate Judiciary Committee
reported (by a vote of 13 to 1) the bulk of the Presi-
dent’s crime package as S. 1762. In addition, the
Committee reported three major parts of the Presi-
dent’s anti-crime package as separate bills: S. 1763,
habeas corpus reform; S. 1764, exclusionary rule
reform; and S. 1765, reinstitution of capital punish-
ment. All of these measures were passed by over-
whelming votes in the full Senate.

The House of Representatives has yet to act
on H.R. 2151, the companion bill to S. 829. The
Subcommittee on Crime of the House Judiciary
Committee has, however, reported H.R. 4901,
which contains a number of the forfeiture and drug
penalty reforms set out in Titles III and V of S.
1762. Several other proposals in the President’s
package have received consideration in the House
as separate measures, including the insanity defense
reform.

Summary of the Drug-Related
Provisions

Many provisions of S. 1762 would assist in
Federal drug enforcement.

Title I, Bail Reform, would amend the Bail
Reform Act of 1966 to permit Federal Courts to
consider danger to the community in setting bail
conditions and to deny bail altogether where a
defendant poses an especially grave danger to
others; tighten the criteria for post-conviction
release pending sentencing and appeal; provide for
revocation of release and increased penalties for
crimes committed while on release; and increase
penalties for bail jumping.

Title 11, Sentencing Reform, would revise the
sentencing system to establish a determinate sen-
tencing system with no parole and limited ‘‘good
time’’ credits; promote more uniform sentencing
by establishing a commission to set a narrow sen-
tencing range for each Federal criminal offense; re-
quire courts to explain in writing any departure
from sentencing guidelines: and allow defendants
to appeal sentences which are harsher than com-
mission guidelines and the Government to appeal
sentences which are more lenient than commission
guidelines.

Title 111, Forfeiture Reform, would strengthen
Federal criminal and civil {orfeiture laws by pro-
viding for forfeiture of profits and proceeds of
organized crime (RICO) offenses; criminal
forfeiture in all narcotics trafficking cases; expanded
procedures for ‘‘freezing’ forfeitable property
pending judicial proceedings; forfeiture of substitute
assets where assets originally subject to forfeiture
have been removed from the reach of the Govern-
ment; forfeiture of land used to grow, store, and
manufacture dangerous drugs; and expanded use
of efficient adminmistrative forfeiture procedures in
uncontested cases.

Tule V, Drug Enforcement Amendments, would
strengthen Federal penalties applicable to narcotics
offenses; reduce the regulatory burden on law-
abiding manufacturers and distributors of legi-
timate controlled substances; and strengthen the
ability of DEA to prevent diversion of legitimate
controlled substances to illegal uses.

Title IX, Foreign Currency Transaction Amend-
ments, would improve Federal laws designed to pre-
vent international money laundering by adding an
“atternpt’’ provision to existing laws prohibiting
transportation of currency out of the United States
in violation of reporting requirements; by strength-
ening penalties for currency violations and authoriz-
ing payment of rewards for information leading to
the conviction of money launderers; and by clari-
fying the authority of Customs agents to conduct
border searches related to currency offenses.

Tuile X, Miscellaneous Violent Crime Amendments,
contains amendments that would be helpful to Task
Forces, including Part A, to cstablish Federal
Jjurisdiction over murder-for-hire and crimes in aid
of racketeering; Part B, to cstablish Federal juriscic-
tion over solicitation to commit a crime of violence;
Part D, to establish a minimum mandatory five-
year sentence for use of a firearm in a Federal crime
of violence; Part E, to establish an additional,
minimum mandatory five-year sentence for use of
armor-piercing bullets in a Federal crime of
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violence: Part F, to expand 18 U.S.C. 1201 1o
include kidnapping of Federal officials; Part G, to
establish a new Federal offense for crimes against
family members of Federal officials; Part M, to
amend cxtradition of foreign fugitives laws; and
Part O, to establish Federal jurisdiction over rob-
beries and burglaries directed at pharmacies and
others registered to dispense, manufacture, or
distribute controlled substances. (Part O is a con-
gressionally initiated proposal.)

Title X1, Serious Non-Violent Offenses, includes
two provisions of benefit to Task Forces: Part B,
to amend 18 U.S.C. 2232 to cover warning the sub-

jeet of a search; and Part H, to improve penalties

for trafficking in drugs, weapons, or other contra-
band in Federal prisons.

Title XTI, Procedural Amendments, includes four

provisions ol interest to Task Forces. These are Part
A, to lower from sixteen to fifteen the age at which
a juvenile may be prosecuted as an adult for serious
crimes of violence and drug trafficking offenses;
Part B, to amend wiretap laws to permit emergency
wiretaps in life-endangering situations and expand
the range of predicate offenses to include child
pornography, illegal currency transactions, and
crime against victims and witnesses; Part E, (o
authorize government appeal of new trial orders:
and Part F, to improve the Witness Security Pro-
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gram through codification of case law and other
changes.

Other Anti-Crime Provisions

8. 1764, Exclusionary Rule Reform, would create
an exception to the application of the exclusionary
rule to prevent suppression of evidence where it can
be shown that officers were proceeding in good faith
and with objectively reasonable belief that they were
acting in compliance with the law.

8. 1765, Redstitution of Capital Punishment,
would establish constitutionally permissible pro-
cedures for imposition of the death penalty in cer-
tain homicide, treason, and espionage cases.

The Task Forces are committed to pen-
ctrating and breaking up the drug trafficking
syndicates, which are responsible for the importa-
tion and dissemination ol the vast majority
of illegal drugs being used in this country.
As documented clsewhere in this report, the
Task Forces are starting to produce dramatic
results. However, these results are clearly cir-
cumseribed by the cexisting Federal criminal
laws within which the Task Force Program
must operate. Congressional action on the crim-
inal justice reforms proposed by the President
will help the Task Forces to achieve their full
potential.
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Conclusions

T

This Annual Report inventories the first-year
operations of the Task Force Program. Behind the
concrete accomplishments cited here are some
remarkable changes that have taken place in the
process of identifying, developing, and prosecuting
significant drug cases. This rcport pinpoints and
explains those changes. Their principal elements
are summarized in the following list of Task Force
advantages. These include:

s Capacity to synchronize multiple inves-
tigations against common target organ-
lzations;

m Partnership of investigators and attor-
neys during early investigative phases;

m Agents and attorneys who are familiar
with drug investigations;

s More immediate access to grand jury
time;

m Easier access to other agencies’ exper-
tise, resources, and records, and quicker
response from Washington and other
regions to requests for assistance;

a Greater collaboration between Federal,
State, and local law enforcement
agencies;

s Additional funds for purchase of
evidence and other investigative
expenses;

s Greater availability of modern surveil-
lance and communications equipment;
and

s Investigative and prosecutorial orches-
tration of case development, resulting in
multi-agency and interregional coordina-
tion of timing, responsibilities, and
actions.

These new advantages result in:

m Economy of effort—the ideal agents
and equipment at the right place, at the
right time;

m More significant seizures and forfei-
tures, and broadened use of financial
investigations;

s Better cases against higher level targets
and the time to investigate and prosecute
them in depth;

s Enlargement and enhancement of the
narcotics and dangerous drug intelli-
gence data base; and

m A cooperative law enforcement envi-
ronment where Federal, State, and local
agencies can act in concert on investiga-
tions and prosecutions.

These first-year results have advanced the
Program toward its ultimate goal—disruption of
the major drug trafficking organizations. The Task
Force Program’s progress toward this goal may not
yet be extensive. This reflects not on the Program
but on the problem. The U.S. drug market, ap-
proaching $100 billion annually, cannot be expected
to yield to first-year assaults. But in just a year,
the Task Forces have tested and validated a new
concept, one of centralized direction, decentralized
management, and coordinated efforts, that has cer-
tainly damaged and may eventually undermine the
high-rolling drug businesses.

Most of those associated with this Program
support it enthusiastically. There is little compla-
cency, nor is there room for it. The Task Forces
are still in their infancy. Those involved in the Task
Forces are very proud of what has been accom-
plished so far, but no one believes that the design
cannot be improved. The Department of Justice
will continue to work with all participants to make
needed improvements, but it is important not to
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lose sight of the fact that the Program is up and
running, and has to its credit much that clearly
could not have been accomplished without the Task
Force approach to investigations.

If first-year trends continue into the second
year, the expense of operating the Task Force Pro-

gram may well be exceeded by the value of the
forfeitures, fines, and seizures generated by Task
Force cases. The foundation is laid. The signifi-
cant penetrations already effected will bring about
Fhe dismaptling of even more major drug traffick-
Ing organizations during the coming year.
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Appendix A
The Case Monitoring System

Among the first activities of the Task Force
Program was the formation of a committee to assess
what Task Force case information should be col-
lected and how the identified information needs
could best be met. The committee consisted of the
Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal and
Justice Management Divisions, a U.S. Attorney
from a core city Task Force, the Director of the
Executive Office for U.S. Attorneys, the Task Force
Administrator, and a representative of each of the
Task Force investigative agencies.

The committee wanted to create an informa-
tion system that would satisfy the management
needs of the Associate Attorney General, U.S.
Attorneys, the OCDETF Working Group, and the
regional Task Forces. In addition, the information
system had to provide the data necessary to evaluate
Task Force Prograra performance. The resultant
Case Monitoring System consists of four standard
reports: the Case Initiation Form, the Indictment
Form, the Sentencing Form, and the Monthly
Report.

The Case Initiation Form (CIF) serves two
primary functions. First, it provides the core city
Task Force Coordination Group with the informa-
tion necessary for determining if a case meets Task
Force case selection criteria. Second, it provides the
preliminary data for the records of both the Assist-
ant U.S. Attorney Task Force Coordinator and the
Task Force Administrative Unit in Washington,
D.C.

In the districts, the CIF is filled out by the
Task Force Assistant U.S. Attorney assigned to the
case in close consultation with the case agents.
Copies of the CIF are then distributed to all district
Special Agents in Charge (SACs) of the agencies
participating in the Task Force. When appropriate,
copies are also distributed to officials of participating
State and local law enforcement agencies for review.
The U.S. Attorney for that district then reviews
the CIF and certifies that all district SAGCs have
initialed copies of the form.

The CIF is then forwarded to the Assistant
U.S. Attorney Task Force Coordinator in the core
city for review by the Task Force Coordination

Group. If the case is accepted, the CIF is initialed
by all Agency Coeordinators and the Assistant U.S.
Attorney Task Force Coordinator and is signed by
the core city U.S. Attorney. The Task Force Goor-
dinator then sends a copy of the CIF to the Task
Force Administrative Unit in Washington for entry
mnto an automated system.

The second report in the Case Monitoring
System is the Indictment Form. The form updates
and provides more in-depth case information at the
point where an indictment or an information has
been returned by a grand jury.

As with the Case Initiation Forms, the Indict-
ment Form is completed by the Task Force case
attorney in consultation with the case agents.
Copies of these forms are also distributed to all
district SAGs and certified by the U.S. Attorney.
The Indictment Form is then forwarded to the
Assistant U.S. Attorney Task Force Coordinator
for review by the core city Coordination Group,
providing the opportunity for closer coordination
ol the Task Force cffort. A copy of the Indictment
Form is attached to the next Monthly Report and
sent (o the Task Force Administrative Unit.

tach time a defendant in a Task Force case
is sentenced a Sentencing Form is completed. This
form provides trial results and other case outcome
data. The Sentencing Form reports on charges,
convictions, and sentences, and provides data on
the types, quantities, and values of forfeited assets.
The form also requires a brief narrative on the
case’s impact on the criminal organizations in-
volved and a discussion of any unusual aspects of
the case.

The Sentencing Form is also completed by the
Task Torce case attorney immediately after the
sentencing of each defendant in a Task Force case.
The Sentencing Form is then forwarded to the Task
Force GCoordination Group for review. A copy of
this form is attached to the next Monthly Report
and submitted to the Task Force Administrative
Unit.

The final instrument in the Case Monitoring
System is the Monthly Report. The report is a
narrative memorandum providing a monthly
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update of significant Task Force activities and
problems in each district and in each Task Force
Region. Each month, the Task Force Administra-
tive Unit sends cach Region a Monthly Report
Form and a list, by district, of all active Task Force
cases.

Each district is required to submit its Monthly
Report to the Assistant U.S. Attorney Task Force
Coordinator. The Task Force Coordinator consoli-
dates the information received in the memoranda

from each of the districts into a single Monthly
Report. This memorandum reflects the activities
and issues of the Task Force in the entire Task
Force Region. The Task Force Coordinator sub-
mits the memorandum to the Administrative Unit.

The Administrative Unit, as the central re-
pository of the case data, is able to provide the
national focus necessary for the Associate Attorney
Gereral to manage and assess the Task Force
Program.
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Appendix B
Research Methodology

Requirements for this and subsequent Annual
Reports were introduced by the President in these
words:

I will ask that the Attorney General be
required to submit a yearly report to the
people through the President and the
Congress on the status of the fight
against organized crime and organized
criminal groups dealing in drugs. This
requirement, although simple and in-
expensive, will establish a formal mech-
anism through which the Justice De-
partment will take a yearly inventory of
its efforts in this area and report to the
American people on its progress.

Congressional conferees then agreed on spe-
cific requirements for a report which includes both
quantitative and qualitative analyses of each year’s
progress (F10:632, Congressional Record - House,
December 20, 1982).

Quantitative indicators required are those
which measure reduction of supply (including data
on importation or production), number of abusers,
treatment and admission statistics, overdose death
figures, and price and purity indices. Enforcement
activity is to be measured by amounts of seizures
and forfeitures, arrests and convictions by violator
type, and an assessment of damage to trafficking
organizations.

These data have been provided directly by
various agencies within the Department of Justice,
or are extracted directly from Department of Justice
publications such as the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration’s ‘‘Quarterly Analysis’’ or the Bureau
of Justice Statistics’ Source Book of Criminal Justice
Statistics and the Executive Office for U.S. At-
torneys’ annual reports. Other statistics are from
a new data base consolidating Task Force infor-
mation. Although the Task Force data base is new
and incomplete, the data available appear to be
unbiased and robust enough to support the
observations and conclusions offered in this report.
All data are complete or estimated through
CY 1983.

The qualitative information requested by
Congress includes examples of successful law
enforcement and prosecution efforts based on
information exchange, allocation of resources,
and coordination between agencies (Federal, State,
and local). These data were acquired by a small
team composed equally of Justice Department per-
sonnel and research consultants. Private,
face-to-face interviews of approximately one
hour’s duration were conducted with 362 Task
Force members and other intercsted parties ar
seventeen U.S. locations between October 17 and
December 15, 1983.

The interview sample was intentionally biased
to include more management and attorney person-
nel than agents and consisted mostly of persons at
the twelve core cities who coordinate the respec-
tive Task Forces. Twenty-nine Task Force person-
nel from four (non-core city) districts, Buffalo,
Wheeling, Las Vegas, and Washington, D.C.,

were interviewed. This represents 8.58 percent of

the total whereas 46.7 percent of full-time profes-
sional personnel are located at districts; 24.5 per-
cent of persons interviewed, however, had Task
Force responsibilities throughout their respective
Regions.

Persons to be interviewed were preselected by
title: the U.S. Attorney, agency Special Agents in
Charge (SAGs), the Assistant U.S. Attorney Task
Force Coordinator and each Agency Task Force
Coordinator, agents, the Strike Force Chief, and
State, county, or local law enforcement officers or
prosecutors. No requirements were specified other
than conducting interviews with U.S. Attorneys
and Assistant U.S. Attorney Task Force Coor-
dinators. Although almost all Agency Task Force
Coordinators were interviewed, Assistant U.S.
Attorney Task Force Coordinators were free to
select the local sample of Assistant U.S. Attorneys,
SAGCs, supervisors, Federal agents, and local law
enforcement officers and attorneys. Some follow-up
interviews were then scheduled by the interviewers
based on local observations and the content of the
prescheduled interviews. Task Force agents as
opposed to all other categorics constituted 21.2 per-
cent of the total sample.
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Interviews were loosely structured around a
field interview guide developed for this purpose.
Responses were manually recorded in narrative
form during and after each interview and organized
with interview team analyses and comments into
regional feeder reports. Attribution of quoted or
paraphrased responses was avoided in order to
enhance the depth and spontaneity of response. See
Exhibit 8 for a numerical array of personnel inter-
viewed by agency and location.

Congress also authorized additional, unspeci-
fied measurements. Some such measurements have
been defined and are included with the specified
qualitative and quantitative data.

A summary of the statistical data appears in
Chapter 6. The evaluation and analysis of qualita-
tive results make up the body of this report, par-
ticularly Chapters 3, 4, and 5. Case examples, from
which readers of the report may draw their own
conclusions, appear in Chapter 5.

Exhibit 8
Number of Interviews by Agency and Location

Location

O'O.
O '\%QO \CI% :
O & S & O3 &
SHSIATIT QS
AT A
SR/ Y SRR

~I

4] 1| 3| 4| 4| 6] 1|5 3] 5
— | 4| 4| 4| s5]10] 1] 7 4| 2
40 1| 4] 2] 3| 6] 2| 2 4| 2
— 2] 1] 2] 11 3] 1] 1 30 1
— 1| 1] 2| 2( 5] 2| 2 4| 2
— 2 1| 1] 1] 1]—=]|= 1] 1
— | 1|=|= 1] 1] 2]1 1)1
— —| 1= 2| 7]|— — 1
1 1|—1—] 2/=]— — | =

1312312322722 )|46(23 (23! 2 |26]22

Interviews

7 | Justice Dept.

o

Treasury Dept.
USAO
3131 21 3| 2| 2 51 | FBI
20 27 1) 41 3| 2 55 | DEA

3 4] 2| 2| 4| 2| 47 | IRS

20 2| —| 1} 2] 1 23 | ATF
21 41 1] 1{—1t 1 30 | Customs
1 I)—| 1 1 1 13 USMS
— | — -1 1 1 1 11 USCG
— == 1 1 1 14 Other t
ry 1y 2y 23 21 1 13 | State/Local

2012411321121 |19 | 363 | Total

* T.as Vegas personnel were interviewed at Los Angeles.
t Includes Strike Force, Financial Task Forces, “*Operation Greenback.”
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Appendix C
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement
Task Force Program Budget for 1983

Funding for the Task Force Program was ini-
tially requested in a 1983 Budget Amendment. The
Department of Justice received its entire Task Force
Program request except for funds associated with
the Presidential Commission on Organized Crime.
The total Task Force Program appropriation [or
FY 1983 was $127.5 million. Of this amount
$92,569,000 was allocated for law enforcement ac-
tivities, $11,731,000 for prosecutorial expenses,
$23,000,000 for correctional facilities, and $200,000
for the Policy and Management Division. A
reprogramming of $500,000 from the prosecution
allocation later provided funds for the establishment
of the President’s Commission. Funding for the
Task Force initiative provided for 1,630 additional
personnel in FY 1983.

Task Force funds allocated to law enforcement
activities provided operating expenses for in-
vestigators, clerical staff, and associated support
within the Department of Justice necessary to the
twelve Task Force Regions, totaling $42,225,000
and 760 positions. Operating expenses were also
provided for Federal agencies outside the Depart-
ment of Justice, totaling $14,716,000 and 500 posi-
tions. The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
and Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) were
allocated funds for automated information svstems,
sophisticated voice privacy communications and
surveillance equipment, and some long-range air
support. The Task Forces have worked in close
cooperation with the State and local law enforce-
ment personnel and were provided $1,628,000 in
FY 1983 for such expenditures as extraordinary
overtime, specialized equipment, and other
operating costs incidental to State and local involve-
ment in Task Force operations.

The resources for the DEA Air Intelligence
Program, $2,000,000, provided for the purchase
of ore long-range, cabin class, twin-turbine-engine
surveillance aircraft with sufficient fuel and
maintenance for missions necessary to South
American operations in support of the Task Forces.
To strengthen DEA’s intelligence networks, an
associated processor was installed at the El Paso In-
telligence Center (EPIC). For the same reason

DEA’s PATHFINDER system was extended to in-
clude all DEA division offices. DEA replaced equip-
ment from the DEA Teleprocessing Systemn
(DATS) and expanded this system to seventecn
overseas locations.

The FBI has strengthened its basic informa-
tion systems with its 1983 allocations. Funding has
enhanced FBI field investigative productivity
through the purchase of tempest-tested intelligent
terminal clusters for the Organized Crime Infor-
mation System (OCIS) and the Investigative Sup-
port Information System. Implementation of the
Field Office Information Management System
(FOIMS), a system designed to permit secure
handling of all FBI investigative information, has
also begun. Finally, the FBI has purchased voice
privacy equipment to meet its technical field equip-
ment needs. These FM radio privacy systems
thwart interception of agent communications
and have been held by field agent personnel as
the highest priority operational equipment
need.

Funding for the Task Force Program’s pros-
ccution activity, $11,731,000 and 340 positions,
covered expenses for the attorney, paralegal, and
clerical personnel necessary to ensure that evidence
gathered on Task Force cases was legal y obtained
and properly prepared and presented in grand jury
sessions and in the trial and appellate courts in each
of the Task Force Regions. Funding was also pro-
vided here to meet the increased costs associated with
the fees and expenses of witnesses utilized in the
presentation of Task Force cases. In addition to the
reprogramming of prosecution funds to establish the
Presidential Commission on Organized Crime,
another $1,600,000 was transferred to increase
funding for the Cooperative Agreement Program
(CAP), which is managed by the U.S. Marshals
Service.

Excluding the CAP reprogramming, the Cor-
rections Activity received resources of $23,000,000
and ten positions. CAP funds have been provided
for the construction and renovation of State and
local jail facilities through cooperative agreements
guarantecing the Federal Government bedspace in
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local jails. The initial appropriation language
specified that of the total $127.5 million ap-
propriated to the Task Force Program, $18 million
remain available until expended for construction
of new facilities and for constructing, remodeling,
and equipping buildings and facilities at existing
detention and correctional institutions. Of the $18
million thus allocated to Federal prison system ex-
pansion, $5,914,000 was obligated in 1983 and
$14,743,000 wrs carried into 1984. For a discus-
sion of the current status of both the CAP and
Federal prison system expansion projects, see
Chapter 7.

The Policy and Management Division was
originally allocated $200,000 for the Governors
Project and the Annual Report. The Governors
Project was provided wiu: $100,000 to help coor-
dinate Federal efforts with State and local enforce-

ment programs, to create a forum for States to tell
the Federal Government of their concerns about
organized crime, and to supplement the Law En-
forcement Coordinating Committees. The re-
maining $100,000 in the Policy and Management
Division covers expenses associated with the
preparation and publication of the Task Force Pro-
gram’s Annual Report,

Of the total 1983 Task Force Program ap-
propriation, $108,218,000 was obligated in FY
1983. The unobligated balance at the end of the
year that was carried forward into FY 1984 totaled
$18,143,000. Of this amount $3.4 million remains
available for FBI undercover expenses and DEA
automated data processing needs, and $14,743,000
remains available for the Bureau of Prison’s prison
expansion project. The unobligated balance laps-
ing at the end of FY 1983 totaled $1,139,000.
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Appendix D
Personnel Allocations

199 Exhibit 9

OCDE Task Force Attorney, Agent,
and Support Position Allocations

District AUSAs FBI DEA [RS* Customsf ATF{ USMS
Attorney Support Agent Support  Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support  Agent Support

Great Lakes

Kentucky, E 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Michigan, E 8 6 13 5 9 1 13 5 9 2 6 | 1
Michigan, W 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ohio, N 4 3 8 2 5 0 3 0 5 1 0 0 0
Ohio, S 2 1 3 0 2 1 4 0 0 Q 0 0 0
Pennsylvania, W 3 2 4 ! 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
West Virginia, N 1 1 | 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
West Virginia, S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals: 20 15 32 8 20 2 27 5 14 3 6 1 l
Gulf Coast

Louisiana, E 3 2 4 ! 8 3 2 0 3 1 0 0 0
Louisiana, M 1 | 2 0 2 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0
Louisiana, W 1 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mississippi. S 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Texas, E 1 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Texas, N 2 1 4 1 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
Texas, S 7 5 7 4 15 7 6 3 5 1 6 0 |
Texas, W 3 2 4 0 3 0 6 0 2 0 0 0 0
Touals: 19 14 26 6 33 10 22 3 11 2 6 1 I
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District

Los Angeles-
Nevada

California, C

Nevada

Totals:

Mid-Adantic

Delaware

District of Columbia 2

Maryland
Pennsylvania, E
Pennsylvania, M
Virginia, E

Virginia, W

Totals:

Colorado
Idaho (mobile)
Montana

Nebraska
(and lowa)

North Dakata
(mobile)

South Dakota

Utah

Wyoming (mobile)

Totals:

AUSAs

Attorney Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support

DEA

Customsf

9 6 21 5 13 2 12 2 12 2 7
2 1 4 1 3 0 2 0 2 1 0
11 7 25 6 16 2 14 2 14 3 7
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 1 3 2 3 0 1 0 0 0 0
4 4 11 4 6 1 h] 2 10 2 3
6 4 11 2 8 3 4 0 6 l 0
! 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 2 3 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0
l 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
17 12 32 8 20 3 14 2 16 3 3
6 4 7 3 7 1 4 1 2 0 1
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 ] 4 ! 5 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 1 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11 8 17 4 18 1 6 1 2 0 1
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L!l ’
; District AUSAs FBI DEA IRS* Customs ATFf  USMS District AUSAs FBI DEA IRS* Customsf ATFf  USMS
Attorney Support Agent Support Agent Suppert Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support :? Attorney Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support
New England : Northwest
Connecticut 3 2 6 1 5 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 q Alaska 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maine 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 3
California, E 3 2 5 1 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 7 5 10 5 11 4 4 2 8 2 l 0 1 L
| ifornia. N 3 2 2 5
NewHampshie 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ;  Colifornia, § ooy e 99 b
124 New York, N 2 1 5 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 Guam 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 125
New York, W 2 1 5 1 2 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 -, Hawaii 9 1 3 0 3 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Rhode Island | 1 3 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 ;‘ Oregon 1 | 3 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 b
1 Washington, E 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
g
Totals: 16 11 29 7 23 6 13 2 13 2 1 0 1 i Washington, W 2 1 3 0 3 0 | 0 2 0 0 0 0
b
!
| Totals: 16 § 2 5 22 3 13 2 1l 2 5 I 1
New York-New ! lk
Jersey 3 }
New Jersey 5 4 10 2 5 2 5 0 4 1 0 0 0 South Central
New York, E 8 6 37 9 32 7 7 3 16 2 5 1 1 :
(New York, E)3 / ’ . Arkansas, E I | 30 2 P00 0 0 0 0
(New York, S)§ 8 6 7 |
; Arkansas, W 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals: 21 16 47 11 37 9 19 3 20 3 5 1 1 Illinois, § 1 1 | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
; Kansas 1 1 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 ] 0
North Central | . Kentucky, W I | 20 10 1 0 0 o 0 0 0
llinois, C ! 1 10 301 30 0 0 o 0 0 ‘ Mississippi, N 0 0 00 0 4 g9 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hlinois, N L L R i . Missouri, E 5 4 7 3 6 2 4 2 2 0 4 1 1
(Indiana, N)§ ;
) Missouri, W 2 1 3 1 2 | 2 0 2 0 0 0 0
(Indiana, S)§ 3 2 6 1 5 | 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 ; :
(Towa, N)§ o 0o 0o 0o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ? - (Oklahoma, N)§ !
(lowa, S)§ 1 ! 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (Oklahoma, E)§
Min.esota 2 ! 500 2.0 2.0 2 0 0o 0 0 Oklahoma, W 1 1 30 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wi in, E 2 1 4 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
sconsin Tennessee, W 1 | 1 0 2 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin, W 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals: 14 12 23 4 {6 5 12 2 4 0 4 1 1
Totals: 17 12 30 6 22 7 19 3 15 2 6 | 1
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District AUSAs FBI D *
— AL0A8 £l DEA IRS Customst ATFf  USMS ' District AUSAs FBI DEA IRS* Customst ATFf  USMS
Attorney Support Agent Support A : - I - — — —
gent Support Agent Support Agent S 't Age "
PP gent Support Agent Support Attorney Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support Agent Support
Southeast
Florida
AA](b a, ¥ i
2bama, M ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 0o o o g | Florida, N 32
Florida, !
Alabama, N 1 1 2 0 I 0 20 0 0 00 0 | Florida, M 4 3
r orida, M
Alabama, § 1 1 3 0 3 :
B 1 :
126 | o 000 0 o - Florida, S 2
(Georgia, N)§ 7 5 9 5 12 3 6 3 4 5001 ! ! 127
Puerto Rico
(Georgia, M)§
. Virgin Islands
Georgia, S 1 1 3 0 1 0 | 0 0 0 0 0 0
(North Carolina, E)}§ 2 I 3 1 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 v Totals: 9 6
(North Carolina, M)§
Nt T ' ! . . e .
(North Carolina, W)§ 1 1 j * IRS has assigned support personnel positions ta the core cities for use within each Task Force in the manner
} determined by the core city IRS management. Five IRS support positions are assigned to the Treasury
South Carolina 3 2 3 0 4 2 2 0 4 1 0 0 0 } Financial Law Enforcement Genter.
Tennessee, E 1 1 0 0 0 0 % t Thirty-three additional Customs support personnel are assigned to the Treasury Financial Law Enforcement
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 : Center, Washington, D.C.
Tennessee, M 1 1 3 0 9 9 | 0 ‘ - : . B . ) . o . .
< 0 0 ] 0 0 i i ATF has retained a pool of 17 agents (25 percent of its total) for use in any district on a person-year
1 hasis as needs arise.
Totals: 18 14 26 6 25 8 16 3 8 2 5 1 ] § In districts grouped together by parentheses, the United States Attorneys, Task Force agency SACs, and
: the Assistant United States Attorney Task Force Coordinator for the Task Force in which the districts
i are located are to meet and determine how the Task Force positions are to be allocated. In some instances,
in order to adhere to the guidelines, it will be necessary to not allocate any positions to one or more of
Southwest the districts in a grouping.
Arizona 3 9 6 9 7 | 3 0 ) | 0 0 . ;‘ g
- i 2
California, S 7 5 13 4 12 3 6 2 10 2 5 1 i i
New Mexico 1 1 3 0 3 i | 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sl ) 4 g
Totals: 11 8 22 6 22 5 10 2 12 3 5 I 1 ; E
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Appendix E
Members of the Working Group on
Drug Supply Reduction

Associate Attorney General
U.S. Department of Justice

Administrator
Drug Enforcement Administration

Director
Federal Bureau of Investigation

Executive Secretary
Cabinet Council on Legal Policy

Director of Drug Abuse Policy Office
Office of Policy Development

General Counsel
Department of Agriculture

Associate General Counsel
Legislative and Regulation
Department of Commerce

Deputy Assistant Secretary
Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics
Department of Defense

Deputy Director
National Institute of Drug Abuse
Department of Health and Human Services

Deputy Solicitor
General Law Division
Department of the Interior

Deputy Assistant Se<retary
Office of the Assistant Secreta:. I»v Budget and Programs
Department of Transportation

Commandant
United States Coast Guard

Assistant Secretary for Enforcement and Operations
Department of the Treasury
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Commissioner
United States Customs Service

Deputy Director for Operations
Central Intelligence Agency

General Counsel
Central Intelligence Agency

Associate Director for Economics and Government
Office of Management and Budget

Assistant Secretary

Bureau of International Narcotics Matters
Department of State
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Appendix F
Members of the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement
Task Force Working Group

130 Associate Attorney General
Chairman

Deputy Associate Attorney General
Executive Director

Assistant Attorney General Assistant Attorney General
Tax Division Criminal Division
Assistant Commissioner (Enforcement) Director
United States Customs Service Executive Office for United States Attorneys
Director Chief
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms Office of Operations

United States Coast Guard

Director Assistant Secretary
United States Marshals Service (Enforcement and Operations)
Department of the Treasury

Administrator Assistant Commissioner
Drug Enforcement Adm nistration (Criminal Investigations)

Internal Revenue Service

Assistant Attorney General Director .
Justice Management Division Federal Bureau of Investigation
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Appendix G
Members of the Washington Agency Representatives Group

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Criminal Division Chief, Narcotics and Dangerous
Drug Enforcement Drugs Section
Administration:

Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Operations

Chief, Operations Management
Staff

Member, Operations Management
Staff

Federal Bureau of Investigation: Deputy Assistant Director,
Criminal Investigative
Division

Chief, Task Force
Organized Crime Section

Supervisor, Task Force
Organized Crime Section

Supervisor, Task Force
Organized Crime Section

Office of the Associate Attorney Deputy Associate Attorney
General: General

Staff Director, Task Force
Administrative Unit

United States Marshals Service: Assistant Director for
Operations
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
United States Coast Guard: Acting Assistant Chief,
Operational Law Enforcement

Division

Chicf, General Law Enforcement
Branch
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms:

Internal Revenue Service:

Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Enforcement
and Operations:

United States Customs Service:

Special Agent in Charge,
Office of Law Enforcement

Program Manager/Special Agent,
Office of Law Enforcement

Director, Criminal Investigations
Division

Chief, Special Enforcement Section

Senior Analyst/Special Agent,
Special Enforcement Section

Enforcement Policy Advisor

Senior Special Agent,
Interagency Liaison and
Support Section

Chief, Investigative Operations
Branch
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