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Executive Summary

Introduction

In the past severa decades, the Federal government has assumed a significant role in local law
enforcement. The emergence of thisrole coincided with anincreasein drug trafficking, violent crime, and gang-
related activity in American cities during the 1980s and early 1990s. While many crimerates have dropped in the
second half of this decade, Federal involvement inlocal crime has persisted and, in many cases, intensified. This
Federal role has been complex and sometimes controversial, straddling many areas that have traditionally been
the province of state and local law government. While the Federal government’s leadership in providing
information, training, and financial assistance to state and local law enforcement authorities has been
acknowledged since the late 1960s, in the last two decades three new phenomena in Federa-loca law
enforcement cooperation have emerged on a broad scale: (1) operational collaboration in law enforcement
activitiesthrough participation in Federally-led or sponsored task forces or other aliances; (2) expanded exercise
of discretionary Federal criminal jurisdiction and use of Federal criminal prosecution to combat urban drug,
gang, and violence-related activity; and (3) facilitation of law enfor cement coordination and problemsolving at
thelocal level by U.S. Attorneys and other Federal officials. All of these phenomena have not only enmeshed
Federa law enforcement authorities as never beforein matters of local concern, but accel erated the devel oppment
of what many would describe asamore seamless and integrated national law enforcement system—asystem that
rendersincreasingly fuzzy many earlier distinctions between ‘local’ and ‘ Federd’ interests.

These developments have created three significant tensions. Firgt, there is continuing potential for
tension to surround the exercise of Federal jurisdiction in criminal mattersthat are concurrently subject to state
law. With the overall drop in many kinds of crime, and the supervision of what are often fundamentally local
investigations by Federal officials who are not directly accountable to local governments, many observers,
including anumber of Federal, state, and local law enforcement officials, Federal judges, defense attorneys, and
criminal justice experts, have become concerned about the “ Federalization of Crime,” including the crowding of
Federal court dockets, and the necessity of maintaining alarge Federal rolein ordinary urban law enforcement
relative to other pressing needs in areas such as cybercrime, counter-terrorism, and white collar crime (e.g.,
health care fraud).

Second, aslong asthis significant Federal rolein urban crime-fighting exists, thereis potential tension
about the appropriate organization and governance of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration in urban
crime control—particularly the sharing of operational responsibility for investigationsin which most personnel
and intelligence-gathering contributions are being made by local law enforcement authorities. Determining what
organizationa practices ensure the best teamwork and maximize the respective contributions of Federal and local
law enforcement has assumed great importance as opportunities for partnering have increased.

Third, operational strains may potentially emerge asaresult of Federal, state, and local law enforcement
authorities executing what are often overlapping missions and carrying out investigations in the same limited
geographic areas. Without an effective means of coordinating activities, duplication of effort and potentially
dangerous collisions of personnel may result.
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In fact, some evidence suggests that Federal and local law enforcement authorities have significantly
diffused these potential tensions by relying on a number of practical mechanisms and organizational steps.
Interviews with law enforcement personnel in three U.S. cities suggest that the potential problems noted above
have been mitigated by the following:

Relativerestraint in the actual exercise of Federal jurisdiction (duein large measureto frequent
communication between Federal and local prosecutors about jurisdictional determinationsand
judicious allocation of limited Federal resources by U.S. Attorneys).

An expanded commitment by Federal authorities, through negotiated memoranda of
understanding (MOUs) and special operational procedures, to ensure various degrees of shared
leadership, decision-making, and information-sharing within Federally-led task forces and other
collaborations, thereby ensuring significant local input into task force governance and adegree
of accountability (albeit indirect) to local governments.

Increased Federal effortsto facilitate consensus-based coordination of collaborative aswell as
non-collaborative law enforcement activities carried out by Federa, state, and loca law
enforcement authorities in American cities.

Although questions remain about the working equilibrium that appears to have emerged as aresult of
these practical arrangements and about their applicability to urban areas around the country, most Federal -local
collaborative law enforcement relationships are described by participants and observers as having a degree of
stability and acceptance scarcely conceivable two decades ago.

To better understand these devel opments, the National Institute of Justice asked Abt AssociatesInc. to
provide a historical overview of this growth in Federal-local law enforcement collaboration as a means of
addressing urban crime over the past several decades. The study was to combine a broad thematic review of
these devel opments (ultimately the years 1982 to 1999 were chosen) with arelatively intensivelook at Federal-
local collaboration as it has developed in three American cities: San Diego, Memphis, and Detroit. In these
cities, the study examined 10 Federal-local task forces and other law enforcement collaborations.

The study relied principally on government program documentation, secondary source material (chiefly
newspaper and journal articles), and interviewswith Federal government officialsto create ahistorical narrative
on the two-decades growth of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration. Approximately 35 Washington,
D.C.-based officials from the Department of Justice, FBI, DEA, ATF, and other government agencies were
interviewed on the subject generally, aswell as on specific task force programs and topics such as asset forfeiture
and trends in the use of Federa prosecution. Severa other law enforcement and academic experts were aso
consulted. To examine collaboration in San Diego, Memphis, and Detroit, study investigators made 3- or 4-day
sitevisitsand met with approximately 35 to 40 Federal and local law enforcement and prosecutorial officialsin
each city to obtain their views on the evolution of Federal-local law enforcement collaborationintheir localities.

The study focused on direct operational forms of cooperation rather than various indirect modes of
cooperation. The study generally defined law enforcement ‘collaboration’ as follows: law enforcement
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operations or operational planning involving two or more enforcement agenciesthat cross geographic or criminal
justice system agency boundaries. The study also focused on urban crimein larger American cities because: (1)
the current phenomenon of Federal-local |aw enforcement collaboration had itsoriginsin Federal assistanceto,
and collaboration with, larger city police departments; (2) such collaboration generally accounts for a larger
share of Federal investigative and prosecutorial resources than do other, less intensive or long-standing
collaborationswith local and state law enforcement authorities; (3) such joint activity isfrequently (though not
always) among the most evolved of Federal-local law enforcement collaborations and tends to function at the
cutting edge of interjurisdictional operational relationships; and (4) Federal collaboration with local and state
authoritiesin statewide, rural, and suburban contextsis often, by contrast, unstructured and episodic and usualy
occurs through so-called Multijurisdictional Task Forces (MJTFs) that, while partly Federally-funded, do not
involve Federal authoritiesin leadership roles.

The study further focused on weapons, gangs, and drugs as the chief subjects of urban crime; as the
major targets of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration over the past two decades, they have been accorded
the most resources. (By contrast, other areas such as organized auto theft or domestic violence have also received
considerable Federal attention, but are less representative of the trends in question, and have received less
priority from Federal investigators or prosecutors).

The study was constrained by the relatively small number of cities visited and interviews conducted,
which may not be representative, either individually or collectively, of the range of collaboration experiences
across the country in urban settings. Due to time and resource constraints, the researchers could not interview
many of the public beneficiaries of collaboration (elected officials, community groups, ordinary citizens) or
knowledgeable local observers from the press or academia.

The Historically Limited Role of the Federal Government in Local Crime Control

Federal law enforcement could not have expended its role in local crime control without a steady
enlargement of Federal crimina jurisdiction. While the Founding Fathers narrowly circumscribed such
jurisdiction, Federal Civil Rights legidation following the Civil War, aswell as broader interpretations of the
Constitution’s Commerce Clause in the late 19" and 20" Centuries, resulted in Federal law enforcement
authorities being able congtitutionally to address virtually any criminal activity by the early 1970s, including
drug and firearms trafficking at the local level.

Exercise of this jurisdiction—permitting Federal prosecutions to be launched against various crime
targets—became increasingly attractive. The greatest attractions were the procedural advantages of Federal
prosecution relative to its state counterparts, particularly when used in longer-term investigations against
criminal organizations or high-level individual targets. Use of the Federa grand jury, availability of limited
Federal immunity, easier access to electronic surveillance, liberal use of accomplice testimony, and more
effective witness protection programs provided incentivesfor increased use of Federal prosecution against urban
crime targets well before substantive penalties for Federal drug and weapons violations were increased in the
1980s, and well before critics of the “Federalization of crime” were heard from in the 1990s.
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There are fundamental incentives and disincentives for Federal-local law enforcement collaboration.
Among theincentives are understaffed Federal agencies' need for additional manpower and geographic coverage
to investigate effectively awide range of crimes, and local authorities’ need for legal authority to move beyond
their own jurisdictionsto pursue certain criminal suspects and activities. Federal agencies also need good local
intelligence, and local police officers want access to longer-term investigative methods and surveillance
equipment. Key disincentivestypically include divergent organizational culturesand personalitiesthat can prove
difficult to blend; mutual wariness about sharing sensitive investigative information (with Federal agents
especialy concerned about potential police corruption); and police departments’ reluctance to part with their
officers’ services for a lengthy period of time. These issues remain potent factors in how Federal-local law
enforcement collaboration is approached today.

The Growth of Federal-Local Law Enforcement Collaboration in Investigating and
Prosecuting Urban Crime, 1982-1999

Momentum for increased Federal-local law enforcement collaboration received a boost from the 1981
Attorney General’ s Task Force Report on Violent Crime. The report included 64 recommendations designed to
leverage Federal resources to combat the nation’s violent crime problem. Among these were suggestions to
expand the use of Federal prosecution against felons arrested with weapons, employ the Federal Racketeer
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations (RICO) statute against gangs, and encourage U.S. Attorneys to help
develop coordinated Federal, state, and local responsesto violent crime. The report marked the beginning of a
new eraof Federal-local law enforcement collaboration, punctuated by anumber of new legal and programmatic
departures in the coming two decades.

1982-1985: A New Foundation IsLaid. Many of thetask force's recommendations were realized the
following year with creation of Law Enforcement Coordinating Committeesin each Federal judicia digtrict, the
National Center for State and Local Law Enforcement Training at the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center, and the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program (OCDETF). Thelatter program created
aliaison and funding framework that permitted Federal, state, and local law enforcement agenciesto collaborate
on individual high-level Federal drug prosecutions. In addition to these developments fostering greater
coordination and collaboration, the Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1984 contained anumber of incentives
for increased collaboration and use of Federa prosecution, including monetary asset forfeitures, preventive
detention for certain Federal defendants, and tough new penalties—including mandatory minimum sentences—
for certain drug and firearms crimes.

1986-1987: The Rise of theWar on Drugs Creates Further I ncentivesfor Collaboration. Thewar on
drugs and public preoccupation with crack cocaine led to passage of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 and
further legidative and policy implementation favoring Federal-local law enforcement collaboration. Chief among
these was the strengthening of the DEA State and Local Task Force Program (started in the late 1970s) and its
formal integration into the national drug enforcement strategy. At the same time, the 1986 Act expanded the
range of forfeitable assets under Federal civil forfeitureactionsand created aprogram for collaborating Federal,
state, and local law enforcement agenciesto share assets. Finaly, the Act created more stringent Federal drug
and violent crime penalties that further increased pressures to use Federal prosecution to address certain
dimensions of urban street crime. One prosecutorial initiative that emerged that year wasthe Bureau of Alcohal,
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Taobacco, and Firearms' Project Achilles, which emphasized use of tough Federa firearms statutes to target
armed violent offenders.

1988-1989: Fear of Drugsand Violent Crime Leads to Additional Support for Collaboration. The
1988 Anti-Drug Abuse Act continued to ratchet up drug and violent crime penalties, but perhaps the most potent
inducement for the use—or threatened use—of Federa prosecution against urban street crime was the
implementation of the new Federal Sentencing Guidelines. The Guiddlines, and the several mandatory minimum
sentences incorporated into them, gave defendants a strong motivation to render ‘substantial assistance’ to
prosecutors in exchange for a reduced sentence (this prosecutorial advantage was used to maximum effect by
Federal and state prosecutors alike, with the latter able to threaten to send a defendant to Federal prosecutorsif
cooperation were not forthcoming). Other developmentsin the late 1980s that tended to increase Federal-local
law enforcement collaboration were the growth of state and locally-led M JTFsfunded by the newly-established
Edward Byrne Memorial Law Enforcement Assistance Program, and the creation of High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Areas (HIDTAS) in five key areas of the country. While most MJTFs featured only episodic
collaboration with Federal law enforcement authorities, many task forces devel oped strong working relationships
with Federal agencies and received valuable training in the process. HIDTAs were initially focused on drug
interdictionin ‘ gateway’ regions of the country, but soon cameto act as coordination umbrellasthat encouraged
joint local-Federal problem-solving and strategic deployment of resources across various collaborations.

1990-1992: Violent Crime Spawns Highly Directed Collaboration by Federal Authorities. With the
start of the 1990s, a significant upswing in violent crime and street gang activity prompted a new wave of
Federal-local law enforcement collaboration that was even farther removed from traditional Federa crime
priorities. Collaborations with a local focus ranged from Project Triggerlock, a high-volume Federal
prosecutoria initiative against criminalsinvolved in firearmsviolence, to the Weed and Seed Program, designed
to marry community-focused human services programsto intensified, neighborhood-targeted law enforcement
activities. A significant shift of Federal law enforcement resources toward local crime concerns also occurred
with the FBI's creation in 1992 of its Safe Streets Violent Crime Initiative. Under SSVCI, special task forces
were launched around the country to attack violent crime and street gangs, using the FBI's long-standing
strategies against criminal organizations.

1993-1999: Effortsto | nstitutionalize the Partnership Concept. The Department of Justice embraced
the concept of Federal, state, and local law enforcement partnerships, and strongly encouraged continued
deepening of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration. Top-down direction gave way to greater shared
decisionmaking and operational responsibility. Emblematic of thistendency wasthe 1994 Anti-Violent Crime
Initiative, which tasked U.S. Attorneys around the country with facilitating the devel opment of locally-tailored
anti-violent crime strategies in cooperation with state and local authorities. The AVCI aso led to the
establishment or strengthening of a number of Federal-local violent crime task forces. Federal firearms
prosecutions witnessed a resurgence with Project Exile in Richmond, Virginia, and several clones around the
country, athough state law enforcement and prosecutorial authorities increasingly played a more central
coordinating and referring role. Asthe 1990s ended, among the most striking phenomenain Federal-local law
enforcement collaboration were the facilitative problem-solving and coordination roles played by U.S. Attorneys
and the Executive Boards of HIDTAS. Both served as key ‘ conveners' whose broader perspectives on local
crime problems and high-level palitical clout could help generate consensus strategies about local law
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enforcement priorities. HIDTAs aso provided ‘deconfliction’ services to a wide range of collaborations—
mandatory notification of imminent Federal law enforcement actions across an entire region, thereby preventing
duplicative or hazardous collisions of different investigations.

Why Federa-local law enforcement collaboration took root defies unitary explanations. Certainly
legidation, policies and programsissuing from Washington—often based on local experimentation—were the
driving force. Yet relatively few Federal law enforcement authorities or police departments were initially
enthusiastic promoters of collaboration despite its evident benefits; disincentives and inertia were simply too
strong. Money served asacrucial lubricant to collaboration, whether in the form of program operating expenses,
police overtime, and/or asset forfeitures. Over time, increasing numbers of police chiefs could be heard at
Bureau of Justice Assistance-sponsored conferences saying that they would welcome Federa operational
assistance in dealing with drug trafficking and violent crime. But the real change may have come with the
passage of time, the Justice Department’ s emphasis on partnershipsin the 1990s, and the greater comfort level
with collaboration achieved by increasing numbers of participating Federal, state, and local law enforcement
authorities.

Organizational and Prosecutorial Dimensions of Federal-Local Law Enforcement
Collaboration in Perspective

What this has meant in terms of the proliferation of Federal-local task forces and other collaborationsis
significant. Today, there arelarge national Congressionally-funded task force programs aswell asdiscretionary
grant programs supporting Federal-local law enforcement collaborations. Both underpin many kinds of
Federally-led and state- or locally-led collaborations (see Figure A).
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Figure A. Types of Federal-local Law Enforcement Collaboration

National Task
Force Programs

Grant-funded
Programs/
Demonstration Projects

Special Initiatives /
Informal Collaborations

Umbrella Coordination
Mechanisms

Federally led
collaborations

P FBI Safe Streets
Violent Crime
Initiative.

P DEA State and
Local Task Force
program.

P ATF Project
Achilles (includes
some formal task
forces).

P Special programs or
task forces funded by
the Bureau of Justice
Assistance (BJA)
through discretionary
grants [e.g., Washington
(D.C.) Metropolitan Task
Force].

P Other special Federal
grant programs (e.g.,
SACSI)

P Some U.S. Attorney Anti-
Violent Crime Task
Forces (continuing with
decentralized funding).

P Also, case-specific
collaborations (including
case-targeting initiatives)
between Federal, State,
and/or local agencies
(e.g., some Achilles- and
Exile-type
collaborations).

P DEA Mobile Enforcement
Team program.

P Some Project Achilles
collaborations.

P HIDTASs (regional
executive boards).

P OCDETF (district
coordination groups
and case-specific
collaboration).

P Law Enforcement
Coordinating
Committees (LECCs).

P Regular Federal judicial
district law enforcement
coordination meetings
facilitated by U.S.
Attorneys.

State- or
locally led
collaborations

P Byrne Program-funded
Multijurisdictional Task
Forces (MJTFs) (only
25% have formal
Federal agency
participation).

P Also, demonstration
projects funded by BJA
(e.g., Organized Crime
Narcotics Trafficking
Enforcement Program).

P MJTFs with episodic
Federal participation on
investigations.

P Special local initiatives
or coordinating groups
(e.g.,
Methamphetamine
Task Force in San
Diego).

Although larger numbers of Federal drug, weapon, and gang prosecutions have doubtless accompanied
the growth of Federa-local law enforcement collaboration, the magnitude of this phenomenon is hard to
determine, since aggregate statistics on Federal investigations and prosecutions do not indicate which were the
product of task force or other collaborative work. It is also impossible to discern from aggregate Federal case
processing statistics precisely what proportion of Federal casesinvolves concurrent jurisdiction crimesthat could
or would have been prosecuted by state authorities. Still, in the context of concerns about the “ Federalization of
crime,” it ishelpful to put in perspective the magnitude of growth in Federal drug and weapons investigations
and prosecutions in recent years.

To begin with, in recent years only about 4 percent of all felony convictionsin the United States were
obtained in the Federal system. Moreover, in 1994 fewer than 31,000 felony cases were filed in Federal court,
whilefelony filingsin state courtstotaled well over 1.7 million. Thismeansthat relatively recently, felony cases
initially filed in Federal court accounted for only about 1.8 percent of thetotal preliminary stage felony casel oad
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inthe country. Evenin the area of drug crime, Federal felony drug convictions—asignificant number of which
resulted from Federal prosecutions of major international drug trafficking activity rather than prosecutions of
mid- to upper-level dealersoperating in particul ar urban neighborhoods—represented asmall (4.9%) proportion
of the total felony drug convictions in the United States in 1996. A higher proportion of felony firearms
convictions—approximately 9 percent in 1996—issued from Federal courts, but thisstill meant that morethan 9
out of 10 felony firearms convictions were handed down by state courts that year.

Nevertheless, for U.S. Attorneys and the Federa courts, changes in the Federal investigative and
criminal law caseload during the period 1982 to 1999 have proven significant. The proportion of defendants
charged with Federal drug offenses asthe most serious charge more than tripled during this period. At the same
time, the proportion of Federal defendants charged with illegal firearm possession and transfer offenses asthe
most serious charge increased nearly fourfold. It is precisely this allocation of the Federal prosecutorial and
judicial workload in recent years, particularly in light of the general downturn in crime, that has had critics
asking whether other Federal prioritiesarerelatively under-resourced. Still, this consistently small Federal share
of the nation’ soverall criminal casel oad evidences ahighly selective exercise of Federal jurisdiction, driven by
unavoidable Federal resource constraints and principles of prosecutorial discretion designed to be flexibly
applied in individual circumstances.

Federal-Local Law Enforcement Collaboration in Investigating and Prosecuting Urban
Crime: Three Cities’ Experiences

The development of Federal-local 1aw enforcement collaboration addressing urban crime has manifested
itself in significantly different ways in various cities around the country. Despite a common stimulus from
Washington, each urban area has had its own unique set of crime problems rooted in particular political and
social environments.

San Diego isknown asacity and county with ahigh degree of Federal, state, and local law enforcement
collaboration going back many decades. Federal-local law enforcement collaboration got off to astrong start in
the 1970s and has generated many highly developed and smoothly operating task forces with a strong
institutional identity and large numbers of local ‘alumni.’

Memphis developed Federal-local law enforcement collaboration incrementally, starting with alimited
number of collaborations built on personal relationships and ending up with stronger institutional partnering
commitmentsled by the U.S. Attorney, the District Attorney General, and FBI and DEA Supervisory Agentsin
Charge.

Detroit experienced along period of noncollaboration starting in the mid-1980s and extending to 1994
when a new mayor, police chief, and U.S. Attorney collectively forged new, highly collaborative ties, which
strengthened a number of task forces and other collaborations.
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Figure B. Collaborations Examined in This Study
The 10 task forcesand other Federal-local law
Task Forces and Other Federal-Local enforcement collaborations studied for this report
Collaborations Examined embrace a wide range of funding programs and
4 Collaborati organizationa forms. As shown in Figure B, three
Gangvro(ig:tsgrin?;s 'erla:Iialg)?'(r:]es Gang Group (San Diego) gang_focu_sed task forces, four violent cnmeufocg%d
Gang Task Force (Memphis) collaborations, and four drug-focused collaborations
were examined. Interviews with collaboration
participants centered around the organization of the

Violent Crime and Firearms-Focused Collaborations
U.S. Attorney's Violent Crimes Task Force (Memphis)

Strategic Sexual Initiative on Assault (Memphis) collaborations, leadership issues, decisionmaking,
Detroit Achilles Task Force (Detroit) communications, and management of concurrent
Violent Crimes Task Force (Detroit) jurisdiction by prosecutors assigned to or involved
Drug-Focused Collaborations with the collaborations.

Narcotics Task Force (San Diego)

Drug Enforcement Task Force (Memphis) . .

DEA Group 6 Task Force (Detroit) While the parameters of the study did not
DEA Group 5 Task Force — REDRUM (Detroit) afford work observationsto be conducted or surveysto

be deployed, a number of important generalizations
emerged concerning successful operation of Federal-
local law enforcement collaborations and the management of concurrent jurisdiction decisions.

Insights into the Effective Operation and Impact of Federal-Local Law Enforcement
Collaboration Against Urban Crime

Although necessarily impressionistic based on the limited venues and collaborations visited, the
composite picture of Federal-local collaboration that emerged from theinterviewsin the three cities neverthel ess
reveal ed something about the kinds of operational factorsthat appear to promote or impede collaboration. It also
revealed the degree to which collaboration appeared to have a meaningful impact on the law enforcement
organizations and urban communities it was serving. The insights that follow are preliminary in nature and
suggest the need for more rigorous analysis through in-depth studies of individual task forces or other
collaborations as well as the use of surveys, work observations, and focus groups to better gauge the attitudes
and behaviors of task force participants.

Structuring and Management of Task Forces and Other Federal-Local Law Enforcement
Collaborations Against Urban Crime. Given the variety of task forces and other Federal-local law enforcement
collaborations—particularly their different missionsand local environments—attempting to identify model forms
of organization or ‘best practices carries certain dangers. However, many of those interviewed did identify
practices they believed were positively correlated with the operational success of task forces. The magjority of
interviewees cited these as important attributes of successful task forces. Some of these characteristics might
apply to other collaborations, including less formal coordinated case targeting initiatives:

High-level participating agency commitment
Ultimate operational authority in one agency, together with uniform paperwork protocols
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Joint Federal-local |eadership on executive or control boards and at the operational unit level
Shared Federal-local strategic problem-solving and decisionmaking

Co-location of Federal and local law enforcement personnel to promote teamwork and trust
Federal and local task force supervisors with appropriate |eadership and interpersonal skills
Maximum feasible information-sharing

Sharing of credit and rewards

Use of assigned or dedicated Federal and/or state prosecutorial liaisons

Management of Decisions Concerning Concurrent Jurisdiction. Whilethereisoften apresumptionin
favor of Federal prosecution among Federal-local task forces based on their mission, infact, aninitial decisionto
prosecute a case in Federal or state court—or a decision declining Federal jurisdiction once an investigation is
well underway—often involves acomplex weighing of factors, ranging from the relative prosecutorial resources
availableinthetwo jurisdictionsto procedural, evidentiary, and substantive penalty advantagesin each system.
Other important factors include whether state or Federal prosecutoria priorities are implicated and whether a
case has connectionsto alarger crime context being addressed by another state or Federa prosecutorial team. All
of the Federal prosecutorsinterviewed attested to the nuanced nature of jurisdictional decisionsand the difficulty
of making generic determinations across multiple cases, even when aided by national and local U.S. Attorney
guidelines.

It appears that there are a number of practices that may be associated with better management of
concurrent jurisdiction matters:

Clear articulation of Federal district prosecutorial guidelines and their communication to local
prosecutors.

Close monitoring by senior Federal prosecutors of a U.S. Attorney’s office intake decisions for
consistency and soundness.

High-level institutionalized communication between a U.S. Attorney’s Office and local district
attorneys' offices about the handing of classes of concurrent jurisdiction cases.

Designation of prosecutorial liaisonsin both Federal and local prosecutors' officesto communicate
at amore frequent operational level about the handling of such classes of cases.

Clear, open communications between Federa and local prosecutors and notification protocols for
Federal decisions to accept or decline individual cases.

Effective Facilitation of Local Law Enforcement Coordination Against Urban Crime. In an era of
Federal-local partnerships and collaboration, the unique power of U.S. Attorneysand HIDTAsto stimulate and
enforce coordination and problem-solving among disparate Federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies
has taken various forms. Sometimes, the Justice Department has mandated certain strategic planning exercises
under the aegis of U.S. Attorneys, such as the recent 1999 directive requesting each U.S. Attorney to consult
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with law enforcement colleagues to devel op an integrated firearms violence reduction strategy in each judicial
district. Ontheir own, U.S. Attorneys have a so wielded their ‘ convening’ power to stimulate collective problem-
solving of local crime problems. HIDTA Executive Boards have sought formally to induce certain agency
strategic planning, coordination and deconfliction activities.

Whilethesefacilitation efforts can take avariety of formsbased on local circumstances and the personal
stylesof U.S. Attorneysand HIDTA Board members, interviews with law enforcement officialsin San Diego,
Detroit, and Memphis suggested that certain of these efforts had proven more successful than others based onthe
following factors:

Commitment of U.S. Attorneys or HIDTA Directors to spend time getting personally acquainted
with other local agency representatives.

Cultivation by U.S. Attorneysor HIDTA Directors of an atmosphere of cooperation and openness
among various agencies.

Dedication of U.S. Attorneys or HIDTA Directors to making coordination and strategy meetings
frequent and substantive gatherings where practical information (including resource issues) are
exchanged by the participants.

Encouragement of Federal and local law enforcement authorities by U.S. Attorneys or HIDTA
Directorsto capture and analyze various kinds of crime data, either through their own investigators
or with the help of outside experts.

TheEffect of Urban Crime Collaboration on Law Enforcement Organizationsand Operations. While
no systematic studies have been conducted on these effects with respect to Federally-led (as opposed to state- or
locally-led) task forces, most individuals interviewed in the three cities attested to the following as the key
benefits of collaboration:

Greater geographic mobility of law enforcement participants.

Greater mutual access to diverse sources of intelligence, permitting better problem-solving.
Greater mutual exposure to diverse investigative skills and methods.

Increased ability of police to make larger-scale purchases of evidence and information.
Increased police access to higher quality equipment, especially surveillance equipment.
Police access to overtime funds allowing for more complex, longer-term investigations.
Better coordination of law enforcement activities between Federal and local authorities.
Breaking down of stereotypes about Federal and local law enforcement personnel and skills.
Diffusion of skills and information to home agencies that are members of a collaboration.

The Community I mpact of Federal-Local Law Enforcement Collaboration Against Urban Crime.
The impact of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration on communitiesis extremely difficult to ascertain
based oninevitable problems of attributing changesin certain types of crime or other phenomena (particularly in
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large cities) to specific law enforcement activities. Task forces are dynamic in nature, atering their structure
and/or goals to adapt to crime, financial, and political influences. Although a handful of impact-oriented
evaluations of Byrne MJTFs have been conducted, none has been able to say with certainty whether the advent
of task forces or aparticular shift in task force tactics has had an appreciable impact on drug trafficking or drug
abuse in a particular area. Even the effect of local drug task forces on outcomes such as arrestsis unclear. No
impact study of Federally-led task forces has been undertaken, although the DEA recently took a close look at
the impact of its MET Program, finding the datainconclusive.

Anecdotally, most task force participants interviewed in the three cities were enthusiastic about the
impact of task force and other collaborative work, particularly regarding gangs. Several individual gangs have
been significantly disrupted or dismantled through long-term investigations, many of them featuring use of
electronic surveillance. Other interviewees pointed to successes with firearms prosecutions, where numerous
violent recidivists were convicted of one or more gun crimes and given substantial sentences. Although Project
Exile and its progeny have proven controversial on Federalism grounds to some law enforcement officials,
amost al interviewed participants in violent crime, gang, and drug task forces and other collaborations were
very positive about the impact that selective use of firearms charges has had in prosecuting and incarcerating
particularly dangerous individuals and gangs.

The Future of Federal-Local Law Enforcement Collaboration

At the dawn of a new century, the maturation of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration in
American cities begs the question of whether this phenomenon will deepen and intensify, particularly if crime
rates continue to fall or plateau. There are reasons to believe that it will.

First, these collaborations serve specialized needs and are frequently directed at longer-term
investigations addressing higher-level criminal organizations. These organizations, particularly in the drug area,
have become more sophisticated, diversified, and geographically dispersed, blurring easy distinctions between
high-level criminal activity and ‘ street crime.” The need for Federal-local collaboration to address these threats
with complementary tools and regular information-sharing may become even more pressing in the years ahead.

Second, the need for frequent and sophisticated informati on-sharing hasincreased dramatically with the
volume and detail of crimeinformation and the rapid growth in information technol ogies (benefiting criminals
and law enforcement alike). More voluminous and frequent information flows across Federal and local
jurisdictionswill tend to keep current collaborations closely engaged and to draw closer together other Federal
and local authorities who are currently interacting on a provisional or episodic basis.

Third, while certain incentives to collaborate may diminish over time (e.g., many localities aready
utilize a number of sophisticated investigative methods and equipment, thanks to earlier Federal funding and
collaboration), other incentives—such as Federal authorities’ need for manpower and local intelligence—will
remain more or less constant. Likewise, even if the advantages of Federal prosecution diminish because state
governments adopt more aggressive laws and procedures, local partnerswill still seek to benefit from additional
Federa resources and intelligence. At the same time, a new incentive—the advantages derived from problem
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solving and examining crime problems more holistically and preventively—is likely to strengthen existing
collaborations.

Finally, task forces and coordinating mechanisms such asHIDTAs appear to be generally popular with
Federal and local law enforcement representatives and prosecutors—a formidable constituency. The popularity
of such collaborations hasincreased not only dueto successful joint work, but also dueto the Federal dollarsthat
flow into such collaborations. This constituency, moreover, grows larger each year with the wider circle of
Federa and local officials who participate in collaborations. Most task forces and other collaborations have
developed relatively strong organizational identities and represent asignificant political and resource investment
by Federal, state, and local governments alike; like all governmental programs, they are usually much easier to
establish than curtail or dismantle.

While the precise contours of Federal-local collaboration on urban crime will likely continue to be
negotiated at thelocal level between Federal and local participants—barring the unlikely event that Congress or
local governmentsimpose significant guidelines on collaboration—it ishighly probable that those contours will
become moreformalized and ingtitutionalized. Participantswill probably seek greater certainty and predictability
in their collaboration, seeing that these generally appear to be enhanced through the use of Memoranda of
Understanding that address issues of leadership, paperwork, overtime, and many other critical issues. External
players, including local politicians, the media, and the general public, also may demand greater documentation of
collaborative arrangements—aswell as evidence of outputs and impact—to promote enhanced transparency and
accountability. Increased formality and transparency doubtless will create short-term opposition in many
guarters—and sometimes may conflict with the interest of Federal and local law enforcement authorities to
maintain adegree of secrecy about some aspects of their operations. However, thismay bethe price of continued
vitality of collaboration in the Federal system.

In the coming years, the real challenge will be to ensure that collaboration is even ‘ smarter’ and more
coordinated, both to avoid duplication and potentially hazardous collisions between variousinvestigations and to
take greater advantage of the highly strategic and interconnected information generated thereby. Over time, itis
likely that task forces and other collaborations will independently or collectively develop interdisciplinary
analytical unitsthat can undertake neighborhood or city-wide problem-solving tasks using appropriate mapping
tools and databases. These units may well be attached or report to U.S. Attorneys' Officesor HIDTAS, wherethe
broadest possible uses and linkages can be made with the information. While akind of ‘ coordination fatigue’
may ariseasall concerned actorstry to keep abreast of case-specific and community-wide strategic developments
impinging on ongoing agency or task force work, task force participants really have no aternative but to access
as much information as possible that is relevant to the devel opment of successful investigations (and avoidance
of lower-impact activities). The challenge in these circumstances is to bundle and stratify critical data so that
timeis not wasted on the more routineinformation. It isindicative of how central Federal-loca law enforcement
collaboration in American cities has becomethat theingtitutional networksit has spawned arethelikely platform
on which such advances in analytical capabilities will be tested.
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Federal-Local Law Enforcement Collaboration in
Investigating and Prosecuting Urban Crime,
1982-1999: Drugs, Weapons, and Gangs

l. Introduction

A. Two Decades of Change in Federal-Local Law Enforcement Collaboration

For most of its 200-year history, the United States has had an uneasy system of overlapping law
enforcement agencies responsible for public safety. From thousands of municipal and county police
departments, to state police, to Federal law enforcement agencies, complex patterns of cooperation and
intricate jurisdictional lines have evolved over time as authorities have collectively sought to avoid operational
chaos and duplication, fill in particular enforcement gaps, and increase potential opportunities for strategic
planning. The growing Federa rolein this patchwork has been the most complex and controversial, straddling
numerous areas traditionally understood to be the province of state and local government. It hasalso, at times,
challenged deeply held beliefs about the Federal system and the purported benefits of having most law
enforcement officials accountable to local authorities.

Thelast several decades have seen asignificantly morevisible Federal rolein local law enforcement
emerge, coinciding with significant increasesin drug trafficking and violent crimein American cities (thelatter
subsiding in many cities only recently). The Federal government has funneled billions of dollarsto the fight
against crime, including hundreds of millions of dollars of Federal assistance to state and local governments.
More than ever, presidents and Congress have sought to take the lead in enunciating national crime policies.
And Congress has enacted many new Federal crimes—from carjacking to weapons possession in gun-free
school zones—that significantly overlap with existing state statutes. |n many ways, the mammoth 1994 Crime
Bill, withits$30 billion pricetag, ‘ three strikes' provision for seriousfelonies, funding for 100,000 additional
police officers, and tying of prison construction fundsto state enactment of mandatory sentencing schemes, is
appropriately symbolic of a period in which the Federal government came to have a crucial hand in many
aspectsof crime control at thelocal level. Inthe 1990s, many observers began to talk about the“ Federdization
of crime,” focusing on both the Federal financial role in assisting states and localities and the proliferation of
new Federal criminal legislation.

In fact, many of these phenomena had appeared as early as the 1960s and 70s. Their continuing
evolution in many ways describes a quantitative, not qualitative shift in Federal-state-local law enforcement
relations. For example, the Federal government’ sleadership rolein thefight against crime has been generally
acknowledged since passage of the Law Enforcement Assistance Act and the appointment by Lyndon Johnson
of the Presidential Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. Accordingly, the
“War on Drugs’ championed by Presidents Reagan and Bush echoed President Nixon's similar reliance on
Federal leadership to carry out his campaign of the same name many years earlier. Significant Federa
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responsibility for financing the fight against crime, meanwhile, has existed since creation of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) in 1968 | egidlation; the nearly $900 million in appropriations
for LEAA in 1975 overshadows the $500 million in annual state and local criminal justice assistance funding
that was deployed in the mid-1990s under the Edward G. Byrne Memorial Law Enforcement Assistance
Program. And while awide variety of specialized new Federa laws came into existence in the 1980s and
1990s, possibly the most significant recent expansion of Federal jurisdiction occurred many years earlier with
the creation of Federal crimestargeting extortionate credit collection (the Federa Loan-Shark statute, 1968), dll
controlled substances (the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act, 1970), and racketeering
organizations (the Racketeering Influenced Crimina Organizations (RICO) Act, 1970). In terms of their
impact on consgtitutional principles, the use of Federal prosecution, and sheer numbers of Federal criminal
indictments, such enactments can arguably be viewed as eclipsing in significance the cumulative weight of
more recent and well-publicized “Federalization” phenomenon.”

What has changed qualitatively about the Federal law enforcement role in local crime in recent
decades are two interconnected phenomena: the predisposition of Federal authorities to undertake an
operational law enforcement rolein combating serious urban crime, in collaboration with state and local police
(largely through task forces and other organizational collaborati onstargeting specific crime problems); and the
inclination of Federal prosecutors actually to exer cise existing discretionary Federal criminal jurisdiction so as
to undertake asignificant number of Federal criminal prosecutions of urban drug, gang, and violence-related
activity. A third qualitative changeof potentially great significanceisthewillingness of Federal authoritiesto
play a facilitative, coordinating role at the local level by bringing together relevant law enforcement
agencies—and in many cases, a broader range of community crime prevention actors—to engagein strategic
planning and problem solving with one another. Whilethe overall influence of these changes on urban crime
control and the recent drop in crime is subject to considerable debate given the small percentage of all U.S.
criminal prosecutions handled by Federal authorities—for example, only alittle more than four percent of all
felony convictions have occurred in Federal courts in recent years—Federal-state-local law enforcement
collaboration is frequently cited by law enforcement authorities as having made a significant community
impact.

Inthiscontext, it isuseful analytically to distinguish at least four major types of Federal cooperationin
local crime control: (1) information-sharing (ranging from dissemination of research, to circulation of
intelligence, to training); (2) financia assistance; (3) operationa collaboration in law enforcement activities;
and (4) Federa prosecution (which usualy but by no means always accompanies such collaboration). Tothis
may be added (5) Federal facilitation of strategic problem solving and operational coordination at the local
level. The last phenomenon potentially cuts across all four of the other forms of Federal activity and has
emerged only relatively recently with the proliferation in most cities of a variety of cooperative law
enforcement and crime prevention programs.

Each of thesetypes of Federal government cooperation and assistance, representing, roughly speaking,
increasing levels of Federal symbolic and practical involvement at the local level, has emerged over time and
been associated with important devel opments such as the growth of the FBI's Uniform Crime Reportsin the
1930s (#1) and the emergence of the LEAA (#2). Only in the 1980s and 1990s, however, did significant
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Federal-local collaborative operational law enforcement activity (#3) appear, along with anoticeableincrease
in Federal prosecution of many kinds of urban crime (#4), and Federal facilitation of local strategic
coordination efforts (#5) (see Figure 1). Theimpetusfor these three later developments came principally from
Washington, based on experience with a handful of local experiments, and in response to a perception—
including among some local law enforcement authorities—that state and local police urgently required
assistance to address an overwhelming risein drug- and violence-related crime. Inresponse, Congressand the
Justice Department issued a stream of new legidation, policies, and programs, urged on by a public that
demanded prompt solutions and that cared little for fine jurisdictional distinctions or discussions about
Federalism. All three of these latter phenomena have enmeshed Federal law enforcement and prosecutorial
authorities as never beforein matters of ostensibly local concern. They have al so accel erated the devel opment
of what many would describe as a more seamless and integrated law enforcement system—a system that
rendersincreasingly fuzzy many earlier distinctions between ‘local’ and ‘' Federal’ interests.

Figure 1. Significant Departures in the Growth of Federal-Local Law Enforcement Cooperation

Increasing Federal Involvement in Local Law Enforcement

1920 - 1930s Information Sharing

>
1960 — 1970s Federal Financial Assistance >
1970 - 1980s Formal Federal-Local Operational Collaboration

1980 — 1990s Federal Facilitation of Local Strategic Planning/Coordination
>
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The scope of these changes can be grasped readily by comparing, in snapshot form, certain waysin
which Federal resources supported local law enforcement efforts twenty or thirty years ago, and how such
cooperation appears today. In the 1970s, a large urban police force received significant Federal funding
through the LEAA for administrative reforms, training, technology, and many other purposes. It could also
receive a significant amount of Federally-funded and maintained criminal history information through the
Nationa Crime Information Center (NCIC) and intelligence data through continued expansion of the newly-
created Regional Information Sharing System (RISS) and the Drug Enforcement Administration’s(DEA’s) El
Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC). With the exception of a few cities like New York and San Diego, joint
operations with Federal investigative agents were sporadic and limited to a very small number of cases.
Communications between local police and Federal investigative agents and prosecutors were substantially ad
hoc, and often depended on asmall number of personal relationships. Proactive joint planning between local
and Federal law enforcement and prosecutoria officias, outside of the occasional individua case, wasvirtualy
unheard of. Except for certain large-scale drug trafficking and organized crime prosecutions, Federal
jurisdiction was seldom invoked to tackle the most prevalent forms of serious street crime.

Today, a very different picture of Federal-local law enforcement relations materializes. Technical
assistance, training, and intelligence-sharing continue with generous Federal funding from Local Law
Enforcement Block Grants and the Byrne Program, but now there also existsawide range of Federal-local task
forcesand other standing collaborative operational activitiesinvolving Federa law enforcement authoritiesina
central or leading role. Currently, alarge number of Federally-led task forcestackle drug and violence-rel ated
crimein American cities, ranging from FBI-led Violent Crime Task Forces, to DEA State and Local Drug Task
Forces, to case-specific Organized Crime and Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) collaborations
spearheaded by U.S. Attorneys' Offices. These collaborationsinvolve close communications among Federal
agencies and their local counterparts and much more intensive and sustained interaction than that found in
earlier efforts at operational cooperation. In many cases, local police officers are physically co-located with
their Federal colleagues and serve on dedicated assignments of a year or more on task forces. While so
serving, they receive special overtime pay from the Federal government for necessary after-hours work.
Meanwhile, significant Federal prosecution of weapons and drug crimes (both case targeting and referrals to
Federal prosecutors), together with focused efforts against gangs, have become a standard feature of joint
operations by Federal and local law enforcement. And in recent years, joint strategic planning on local crime
issues and structured information-sharing has become common, often facilitated by U.S. Attorneys Officesor
in some cities, the Executive Boards of regional drug crime-fighting coordinating bodies known as High
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAS).

These devel opments have created the potential for three significant tensions to emerge.

First, there is continuing potential for tension to surround the exercise of Federa jurisdiction in
criminal matters that are concurrently subject to state law. With the overall drop in urban violence and drug
trafficking and the supervision of what are often fundamentally local investigations by Federa officials who
are not directly accountable to local governments, many observers, including a number of Federal, state, and
local law enforcement officials, Federal judges, defense attorneys, and criminal justice experts, are concerned
about the “Federalization of Crime,” including the crowding of Federal court dockets and the necessity of
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maintaining alarge Federa role in ordinary urban law enforcement relative to other pressing needsin areas
necessitating interjurisdictional cooperation, such as cybercrime, counter-terrorism, and certain varieties of
white collar crime (e.g., securities and health care fraud).

Second, aslong asthissignificant Federal rolein urban crime-fighting exists, thereis potentia tension
about the appropriate organization and governance of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration in urban
crime control --particularly the sharing of operational responsibility for investigationsin which most personnel
and intelligence-gathering contributions are being made by local law enforcement authorities. Determining
what organizational principles and practices ensure the best teamwork and maximize the respective
contributions of Federal and local law enforcement participants has assumed great importance as opportunities
for partnering have increased.

Third, operational strains may potentially emerge as a result of Federal, state, and local law
enforcement authorities executing what are often overlapping missions and carrying out investigationsin the
same limited geographic areas. Without an effective means of coordinating activities, duplication of effort and
potentially dangerous collisions of personnel may result.

In fact, there is at least some limited evidence suggesting that Federal and local law enforcement
authorities have significantly diffused these potential tensions by taking anumber of practical organizational
steps. Interviewswith law enforcement personnel inthree U.S. cities suggest that the potential problems noted
above have been mitigated by the following:

Relative restraint in the actual exercise of Federal jurisdiction (due in large measure to frequent
communication between Federal and local prosecutors about jurisdictional determinations, and
judicious alocation of limited Federal resources by U.S. Attorneys);

An expanded commitment by Federal authorities, through negotiated memoranda of
understanding (MOUSs) and special operational procedures, to ensure various degrees of shared
leadership, decisionmaking, and information-sharing within Federally-led task forces and other
collaborations, thereby ensuring that significant local input into task force governance and a
degree of accountability (albeit indirect) to local governments.

Increased Federal efforts to facilitate consensus-based coordination of collaborative as well as
non-collaborative law enforcement activities carried out by Federal, state, and local law
enforcement authorities in American cities.

Although questions remain about the working equilibrium that appearsto have emerged as aresult of
these practical arrangements, and their about applicability to all kinds of urban areas around the country, most
Federal-local collaborative law enforcement relationships are described by most participants and many
observers as having attained a degree of stability and acceptance scarcely conceivable two decades ago.
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To better understand these developments, the National Institute of Justice asked Abt AssociatesInc. to
provide a historical overview of this growth in Federal-local law enforcement collaboration as a means of
addressing urban crime over the past 15to 20 years. Asdiscussed bel ow, the study focused on broad thematic
trends that were then examined at ground level in three different citiesin the United States.

B. Background, Scope, Limitations, and Organization of the Study
Background and Methodology

Thisstudy arosefrom arequest by the National I nstitute of Justice to examine broad trendsin Federal-
local law enforcement cooperation over the past several decades. Subsequent discussionswith NIJ determined
that the study should focus on Federal -local cooperation ininvestigating and prosecuting various crimes dueto
the difficultiesin terms of time and budget of attempting additionally to examine the role of Federal financial
assistance and the impact of cooperation on such institutions as courts, corrections, and probation and pretrial
services. It wasfurther determined that the study should complement an examination of national developments
with alook at how these devel opments unfolded in alimited number of local environments.

For reasons discussed in more detail below, it was further determined to focus on Federa-loca law
enforcement collaboration in larger American cities, where operational collaboration was manifested. Based
on further recommendations from NIJ about possible cities to visit, it was agreed to focus on San Diego,
Memphis, and Detroit. These cities were chosen for a variety of reasons, including their geographic
distribution, their different population sizes and demographic characteristics, their different crime problems
and rates, the presence of significant Federal criminal court caseloads, and the fact that in recent years—though
not necessarily in the more distant past—significant efforts at Federal-local l1aw enforcement collaboration had
emerged. All of the cities, therefore, were places where, to a greater or lesser extent, at least some active
collaboration wasin evidence. Finaly, for reasons discussed below, it was determined that the study would
cover the years 1982 to 1999.

Based on these parameters, the study tracesthe evolution of changesin Federal-local law enforcement
collaboration during these years, looking at two different levels. First, the study examines developmentsat the
national level, paying close attention to legislative, policy, and program innovationsthat have had asignificant
impact on theway that Federal, state, and local law officials now collaborate in investigating and prosecuting
urban crime. Second, the study examines these developments at the local level, concentrating on how these
changes have actually unfolded in threelarge American cities—San Diego, Memphis, and Detroit. The study
also profiles 10 Federal-local law enforcement collaborationsin the three cities and attempts to draw certain
conclusions about factors that have enhanced and inhibited effective collaboration in those locations.

The study relies principally on government program documentation, secondary source material (chiefly
newspaper and journal articles), and a number of interviews with Federal government officials to create a
historical narrative on the two-decades growth of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration. Approximately
35 Washington, D.C.-based officials from the Department of Justice, the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI), Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (ATF), and
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other government agencies were interviewed on the subject of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration
generaly, aswell as on specific task force programs and topics such as asset forfeiture and trendsin the use of
Federal prosecution. A number of other expertsfrom the law enforcement community and academiawere also
consulted. To present the overview of Federal-local law enforcement collaboration in San Diego, Memphis,
and Detroit, the study relied on 3- or 4-day site visits to each of the cities, during which the study’s
investigators met with approximately 35 to 40 Federal and local law enforcement and prosecutorial officialsin
each city to obtain their views on Federal-local law enforcement collaboration over the past 17 years. These
individualsincluded direct participantsin 10 task forces or other Federal-local law enforcement collaborations
(including FBI, DEA, and ATF agents), U.S. Attorneys, district attorneys, and local police, senior HIDTA
officialsin Detroit and San Diego, and a small number of other interested observers.!

Scope

The study focuses on three broad types of Federal-local collaboration that have emerged as major
phenomenain American citiesonly in the past two decades: (1) operational collaboration through task forces
and other investigative and prosecutorial alliances; (2) expanded use of Federal prosecution to tackle certain
kinds of urban violent and drug-related crime; and (3) high-level facilitation by Federal authorities of local
coordination and prablem-solving efforts, many of them built around urban task force activities. While other
forms of Federal cooperation and assistance have continued and gaine