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Executive Summary 

Purpose Fourteen federal Strike Forces operate around the country to plan and 
coordinate a unified federal effort against organized crime. The Chair- 
man, Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, Senate Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, requested that GAO determine whether Strike 
Forces have increased interagency planning and coordination of federal 
investigations and prosecutions of organized crime. 

Background The Justice Department began establishing Strike Forces in late 1966 
and early 1967. Strike Forces were to combine the skills and resources of 
investigative agencies and federal prosecutors in teams focusing on 
organized crime in specific geographic areas. Strike Force prosecutors 
are Department of Justice Criminal Division attorneys, rather than 
attorneys from U.S. attorney offices. However, Strike Forces are 
required to coordinate with U.S. attorney offices, which also prosecute 
organized crime cases. (See pp. 8 to 10.) 

As required by the Attorney General, Strike Force executive commit- 
tees-headed by U.S. attorneys-are to (1) review federal efforts 
against organized crime, (2) formulate and implement programs and 
plans to break up organized criminal activities, and (3) devise ways to 
facilitate communication among federal agencies fighting organized 
crime. Since 1988, U.S. attorneys have also been responsible for develop 
ing written strategic plans for efforts against organized crime and annu- 
ally updating them. (See p. 11.) 

During this review, GAO visited eight Strike Forces around the country, 
interviewed officials from various organizations having Strike Force- 
related responsibilities, and reviewed relevant records. 
(See pp. 12 to 13.) 

Results in Brief Federal initiatives against organized crime, including Strike Forces, have 
led to many prosecutions and convictions of traditional organized crime 
leaders. However, all of the mechanisms required by the Attorney Gen- 
eral for planning and coordinating a unified federal effort against organ- 
ized crime are not being fully used. Also, over the years, U.S. attorneys : 
have reported conflicts and competition with Strike Forces and they, as 
well as a presidential commission, have recommended merging Strike 
Forces into their offices. The Attorney General is currently considering 
this option. 
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Regardless of the organizational arrangement chosen, however, it is 
essential that federal resources be applied in a well planned, coordi- 
nated, and managed effort against organized crime. Making appropriate 
management judgments on the success of current or future efforts is 
largely dependent on accomplishing the difficult task of developing 
measures for assessing the effectiveness of anti-organized crime efforts. 

GAO’s Analysis 

Planning and Coordination GAO reported in 1977 and 1981 that Strike Forces were not achieving a 
planned and coordinated, multiagency effort against organized crime. In 
this review, GAO found that national oversight of Strike Forces has con- 
tinued; Strike Force-level executive committees have not functioned as 
intended, but Strike Force attorneys have sometimes informally coordi- 
nated with investigative agencies primarily on a case-by-case basis; and 
U.S. attorneys have not fully complied with a requirement to develop 
strategic plans. (See pp. 15 to 21 and 26.) 

The Organized Crime and Racketeering Section, Department of Justice, 
and the National Organized Crime Planning Council have provided a 
national management structure for the federal organized crime program. 
They have facilitated top-level program planning, oversight, priority 
setting, and coordination. (See pp. 17 to 18.) 

To help achieve Strike Force-level planning and coordination, the Attor- 
ney General requires that the U.S. attorney in each Strike Force city 
form and head an executive committee that includes the Strike Force 
attorney-in-charge and key investigative agency officials. Executive 
committees are required to review and plan federal enforcement efforts 
against organized crime and devise ways to facilitate communication 
among the agencies involved. (See pp. 16 and 19 to 21.) 

As it did in its 1981 review, GAO found that none of the Strike Forces 
visited during this review had an executive committee operating as 
required. However, Strike Force attorneys have sometimes informally 
coordinated efforts in their regions, generally on a case-by-case basis, by 
serving as intermediaries among investigative agencies. In addition, 
fewer than half of the affected U.S. attorneys had filed strategic plans 
for fighting organized crime 9 months after the Attorney General 
required that they be submitted. (See pp. 20 to 21 and 26.) 

Page 3 GAO/GGD-3987 Strike Forces 



Executive Summary 

Conflicts Between Strike 
Force and U.S. Attorneys 

A 1970 presidential Advisory Council and U.S. Attorney Advisory Com- 
mittees in 1974 and 1987 recommended integrating Strike Forces into 
U.S. attorney offices. According to the 1987 Advisory Committee report 
to the Attorney General, determining which investigations involve 
organized crime is difficult early in investigations, resulting in conflicts 
over prosecutive jurisdiction between Strike Forces and U.S. attorneys. 
The then heads of the Criminal Division and Organized Crime and Rack- 
eteering Section opposed a merger, primarily because they feared attor- 
neys would be shifted away from organized crime cases. 
(See pp. 21 to 24.) 

After the 1987 Advisory Committee and Criminal Division officials had 
submitted proposals to the Attorney General, the Advisory Committee 
proposed a compromise wherein merger would not occur but U.S. attor- 
neys’ influence over Strike Forces would be increased. The Attorney 
General implemented the compromise, issuing a January 1988 order 
aimed at improving federal efforts against organized crime, including 
coordination between Strike Forces and U.S. attorney offices. The order 
makes U.S. attorneys responsible for preparing annual ratings that 
assess the performance of Strike Force attorneys-in-charge. The first 
performance ratings are not due until June 1989. (See pp. 24 to 26.) . 

The question of whether or not to merge the Strike Forces with U.S. 
attorney offices is again being evaluated by the Attorney General. In 
addition, the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 requires a study by the 
Director, Office of National Drug Control Policy, in consultation with the 
Attorney General, of possible reorganizations within the Justice Depart- 
ment, including the Strike Forces. (See pp. 26 to 27.) 

Effectiveness Measures The Justice Department has not developed measures to assess the effec- 
tiveness of Strike Forces. The Organized Crime and Racketeering Section 
chief agreed that measures of effectiveness for Strike Forces would be 
desirable. However, he said that Justice has consulted evaluation 
experts but has not found a system that would better assess perform- 
ance than current procedures that provide for communications and vis- 
its with local Strike Forces and reviews of their case initiation reports 
and prosecutive memoranda. (See pp. 16 and 18.) 

GAO recognizes the difficulties involved in measuring the effectiveness of 
law enforcement efforts, but asserts that improving effectiveness meas- 
ures for anti-organized crime efforts would greatly assist the executive 
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branch and Congress in making informed decisions on the attack on 
organized crime. (See p. 28.) 

Recommendations GAO is making no recommendations. 

Agency Comments GAO discussed the facts presented in this report with the Organized 
Crime and Racketeering Section chief, and he generally agreed with the 
facts presented. However, in accordance with the Subcommittee’s 
request, GAO did not obtain written comments on a draft of this report. 
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Strike Forces Established to Combat . 
erg- Crime 

As of February 1989, the Department of Justice had 14 federal Strike 
Forces located around the country to fight organized crime by planning 
and coordinating investigative and prosecutive efforts against these 
criminal groups. The Chairman of the Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations, Committee on Governmental Affairs, United States Sen- 
ate, requested that we assess how well the Strike Forces have worked to 
increase interagency planning and coordination of federal investigations 
and prosecutions of organized crime groups. 

Organizational Roles As field offices of the Organized Crime and Racketeering Section (OCRS), 

in the Federal Effort 
Organized Crime Strike Forces work with investigative agencies in fed- 
eral efforts against organized crime. In addition, U.S. attorney offices 

Against Organized and the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces have responsi- 

Crime 
bilities in the fight against organized crime. 

Organized Crime and 
Racketeering Section 

In 1964, the Attorney General established OCRS within the Department 
of Justice’s Criminal Division to (1) coordinate enforcement activities 
against organized crime, (2) initiate and supervise investigations, (3) 
accumulate and correlate intelligence data, (4) formulate general 
prosecutive policies, and (5) assist federal prosecuting attorneys located 
in U.S. attorney offices throughout the country. 

Strike Forces In late 1966 and early January 1967, the first “field office” operation of 
ocxs was established in Buffalo, New York. With the cooperation of the 
U.S. attorney, the Buffalo “Strike Force,” as it became known, brought 
together a team of cxxs attorneys and agents from various federal inves- 
tigative agencies to mount a coordinated, planned attack against local 
organized crime. The team jointly (1) identified the power structure of 
the local organized crime family, (2) targeted individuals whose removal 
would most severely damage criminal operations, and (3) initiated pros- 
ecutions that they believed would likely succeed and seriously curtail 
the activities of the criminal organization. The Buffalo Strike Force 
operated until November 1968. Through its team approach, indictments 
were brought against more than 30 persons involved in organized 
crime.’ 

‘As reported in Howard Abadimky’s Organized Crime (Nelson-Hall: Chicago, 1987), p. 297. 
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chapter 1 
Strike Forces Established to Combat 
orgain Crime 

Because of the success achieved in Buffalo, the Attorney General 
decided to locate permanent Strike Forces throughout the country. 
These Strike Forces concentrated their efforts on “traditional” organ- 
ized crime, also known as “La Cosa Nostra” or the “Mafia.” Between 
1968 and 1983, OCRS established 19 federal Strike Forces, including reac- 
tivating the Buffalo Strike Force. Four Strike Forces have been closed 
and the one in New York City was merged into the U.S. Attorney’s 
Office for the Southern District of New York. As of February 1989,120 
Strike Force attorneys, who are Justice Department employees of OCRS, 
were assigned to 14 Strike Force offices and 11 suboffices.* OCRS had 18 
attorneys on its headquarters staff. 

ocns sets policy and monitors, directs, and evaluates the-Strike Forces, 
The OCRS chief allocates the attorneys among the Strike Forces and pro- 
vides information to the Assistant Attorney General of the Criminal 
Division, who has final authority to open and close the offices. 

The Attorney General has charged the 14 Strike Forces with supervising 
organized crime matters within their assigned regions, which generally 
overlap more than one federal judicial district. In a series of orders dat- 
ing back to 1970, Attorneys General have required that Strike Forces 
coordinate their work with US. attorneys. This requirement was reem- 
phasized and strengthened in a January 1988 order. Strike Force attor- 
neys-in-charge must now report both to the US. attorney in their 
headquarter’s city and to 0~~s. They must also participate in meetings 
and operations of U.S. attorney offices as principal advisors for organ- 
ized crime matters. Federal investigative agencies are to submit to Strike 
Forces organized crime cases that require extensive investigation or 
need the resources and facilities of a Strike Force. All other cases, 
including less extensive organized crime cases, should be submitted to 
the U.S. attorney. 

The Attorney General’s guidelines for the relationship between Strike 
Forces and U.S. attorneys require interaction between the offices from 
commencement to conclusion of cases. However, OCRS must also be 
involved at key points during cases and when the Strike Force attorney- 
in-charge and the U.S. attorney disagree. If disputes do arise between 
the two, Strike Force attorneys can appeal to OCRS. If OCRS disagrees with 

*Appendix I lists Strike Force offices and suboffices. The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 authorized 
additional attorney positions for use in asset forfeiture/civil enforcement, of which 13 have been 
allocated to Strike Forces. None were on board as of February 1989. 
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chapter 1 
Strike Forces Established to Combat 
Organbd Crime 

the U.S. attorney’s position, it forwards the matter to the Assistant 
Attorney General of the Criminal Division for final resolution. 

When a Strike Force begins a case, they must send a case initiation 
report to the U.S. attorney and OCRS for approval. When a Strike Force 
wants to use court authorized electronic surveillance, the U.S. attorney 
must agree to it before the request is forwarded to the Criminal Division 
of the Justice Department for a final decision on whether to submit the 
request to the Attorney General for approval. Before prosecution, Strike 
Force attorneys must send a prosecutive memorandum describing how 
the case will be prosecuted to the US. attorney and v and obtain 
their approval. U.S. attorney approval must also be obtained for docu- 
ments to be filed with the court to initiate Strike Force cases. Addition- 
ally, the U.S. attorney is to determine the composition and duties of the 
litigation team, one or more of whom must be a Strike Force attorney. 
The U.S. attorney must also approve negotiated settlements and sen- 
tencing recommendations at the end of a case. 

Strike Force attorneys, like U.S. attorneys, do not have authority over 
investigative agencies. Rather, Strike Force offices are primarily 
involved in prosecuting cases that investigative agencies have devel- 
oped. Strike Force cases generally involve the following sequence of 
events: (1) initial investigation by a law enforcement agency, (2) review 
and acceptance of the case by the Strike Force, (3) indictment by a 
grand jury, and (4) prosecution by Strike Force attorneys. In addition, 
investigators sometimes need prosecutors’ assistance early on in the 
investigations to obtain legal authorizations for certain investigative 
techniques. Also, when an investigative grand jury is used, Strike Force 
attorneys and investigators work together in conducting the investiga- 
tion for the grand jury. The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) initi- 
ated 55 percent of all cases that the Strike Forces were involved in from 
October 1980 through October 1986. The remaining cases were initiated 
by various agencies, including the Internal Revenue Service (IRS); 
Department of Labor (DOL); Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms 
(BATF); Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA); U.S. Customs Service; 
Immigration and Naturalization Service; Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission; U.S. Postal Service; U.S. Marshals Service; and U.S. Secret 
Service. 

U.S. Attorneys U.S. attorneys are appointed by the President for a 4-year term with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. They are the chief federal prosecutors 
in the 94 federal judicial districts. They are subordinate to the Attorney 
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chapter 1 
Strike Forces Established to Combat 
OrganhA Crime 

General and their litigative efforts are subject to his supervision. 
Because U.S. attorneys are subject to removal by the President, not Jus- 
tice, and are geographically separated from Justice headquarters, they 
have traditionally operated with much autonomy. U.S. attorneys have 
much operating independence because of their position in their local 
community and the expectation that they will address the crime condi- 
tions within their jurisdictions. As a result, U.S. attorneys have signifi- 
cant discretion in prosecutive policies and the management of their 
offices. 

Generally, each U.S. attorney office has a criminal and a civil unit, and 
each unit prosecutes and litigates cases within its respective area. 
Although 94 U.S. attorney offices currently exist, only 93 persons hold 
the position because 1 U.S. attorney, located in Guam, administers the 
activities of the judicial districts in both Guam and the Northern Mari- 
ana Islands. 

The Attorney General has also required the U.S. attorney in each of the 
Strike Force cities to form and head an executive committee that 
includes the Strike Force attorney-in-charge, the FBI special agent-in- 
charge, key IRS officials, and key officials from other agencies having 
enforcement responsibilities for organized crime. The executive commit- 
tee is responsible for the following: (1) reviewing federal efforts against 
organized crime, (2) formulating and implementing programs and plans 
to break up organized criminal activities, and (3) devising ways to facili- 
tate communication among federal agencies fighting organized crime. 

In addition, under the Attorney General’s January 1988 order, U.S. 
attorneys are responsible for developing written strategic plans for fed- 
eral efforts against organized crime and annually updating them. 
Finally, the 1988 order requires that U.S. attorneys in Strike Force head- 
quarters cities prepare annual ratings that assess the performance of 
Strike Force attorneys-in-charge. 

Organized Crime Drug Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces, headed by U.S. attor- _ 

Enforcement Task Forces neys, were established in fiscal year 1983 to identify, investigate, and 
prosecute high-level drug traffickers. The task forces are intended to 
destroy high-level drug operations by adding new federal resources and 
fostering coordination and cooperation among the various involved 
agencies’ investigators and prosecutors. Agencies participating in the 13 
drug task forces around the country include U.S. attorney offices, DEA, 

FBI, U.S. Customs Service, BATF, IRS, U.S. Marshals Service, U.S. Coast 
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Chapter 1 
StrikeForceeE&abiisbedto combat 
OganiEedme 

Guard, and state and local law enforcement agencies. Because both 
traditional organized crime and nontraditional groups, such as Asian 
crime gangs, are involved in drug trafficking, some overlap exists 
between Strike Force and drug task force efforts. According to the OCRT, 
chief, the triggering mechanism for coordinating the two offices’ activi- 
ties is the U.S. attorneys’ review of case initiation reports filed by Strike 
Forces. 

Objectives, Scope, and The Chairman of the Senate Governmental Affairs Permanent Subcom- 

Methodology 
mittee on Investigations requested that we review Strike.Force opera- 
tions. As agreed with the Subcommittee, our objective was to determine 
if the Strike Forces had increased interagency planning and coordination 
during the investigation and prosecution of organized crime groups. 

We did work at the Justice Department, DDL, and the FBI headquarters in 
Washington D.C., and at law enforcement agencies in 8 of the 14 Strike 
Force cities (Brooklyn, Chicago, Kansas City, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, 
Newark, New Orleans, and San Francisco). We selected these locations to 
respond to the Subcommittee’s interests and to reflect differences in 
Strike Force size, geographic location, and type of organized crime 
threat. 

To determine the role of Strike Forces in planning and coordinating fed- 
eral efforts against organized crime, we 

l reviewed Attorney General orders, guidelines, and memoranda gov- 
erning Strike Force operations; and 

. interviewed officials in the Justice Department’s 0~~s. 

To determine if the Strike Forces are increasing interagency planning 
and coordination of federal investigative and prosecutive efforts against 
organized crime, we 

. interviewed appropriate officials at Justice’s OCR& Strike Forces, U.S. 
attorney offices, the FBI, and DEA; as well as at DDL, IRS, local police 
departments, state and local crime commissions, District Attorneys 
offices, and a State Attorney General’s Office; 

. reviewed reports and statistical data regarding Strike Force budgets, 
resource allocations, and achievements; 

l examined the February 18,1987, and February 25,1974, United States 
Attorneys’ Advisory Committee reports concerning the relationship 
between Strike Forces and U.S. attorney offices; 
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Chapter 1 
Strike Forces Established to Combat 
Organized Crime 

. attended April 1988 hearings on organized crime held by the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations; 

. attended a December 1988 National Organized Crime Planning Council 
open session in Newark, New Jersey, and reviewed the minutes for the 
field visits and the Washington, D.C., follow-up meetings (with material 
related to ongoing cases deleted) from Council sessions in San Francisco, 
Los Angeles, Boston, and Newark; and 

l interviewed the OCRS chief and a deputy, four U.S. attorneys and two 
assistant U.S. attorneys in January and February 1989 regarding the 
effect of the January 1988 Attorney General order that revised the rela- 
tionship between Strike Forces and US. attorneys. . 

We discussed the facts presented in this report with the CXRS chief, and 
he generally agreed with the facts as given. His views are incorporated 
in the report where appropriate. However, in accordance with the Sub- 
committee’s request, we did not obtain written comments on a draft of 
this report. 

We did our audit work from September 1987 through March 1989 and in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
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Chapter 2 

Strike Force Organizational bcation Is 
Under Review 

Federal initiatives against organized crime, including Strike Forces, have 
led to many criminal prosecutions and convictions of major organized 
crime figures. However, not all mechanisms for planning and coordinat- 
ing a unified federal effort against organized crime-as required by the 
Attorney General-are being fully used. In February 1989, the Attorney 
General announced that he is considering merging the Strike Forces into 
U.S. attorney offices. We do not know the potential effect of this organi- 
zational change or the sufficiency of current planning and coordination 
efforts. Judging the success of current or future efforts against organ- 
ized crime is, in large part, dependent on accomplishing the difficult task 
of developing measures for assessing effectiveness. . 

Success Against 
Organized Crime 

The Strike Forces and U.S. attorneys have won convictions in many 
organized crime cases over the years, including convictions of major 
organized crime leaders. During 1988 hearings before the Senate Perma- 
nent Subcommittee on Investigations, various federal, state, and other 
witnesses attributed successes against organized crime to several fac- 
tors, including (1) the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations 
Act, (2) wiretapping authority, (3) the Witness Protection Program, and 
(4) cooperation among law enforcement agencies. 

The Strike Forces have concentrated their efforts on “traditional” 
organized crime also known as “La Cosa Nostra” or “Mafia,” which law 
enforcement agencies continue to identify as the most significant crimi- 
nal organization in the United States. Some recent successful Strike 
Force prosecutions include conviction of the head of the Boston branch 
of a traditional organized crime group, with a 45-year prison sentence; 
conviction of a Chicago organized crime group leader, with a 28-year 
sentence; and conviction of leaders in Milwaukee and Cleveland. The 
Southern District of New York, where a Strike Force was merged into 
the U.S. attorney’s office, has also successfully prosecuted traditional 
organized crime groups, obtaining the conviction of the bosses of four of 
the five New York groups, with each receiving sentences of up to 100 
years. 

Justice Department officials believe the convictions being achieved by 
the Strike Forces, U.S. attorneys, and federal investigative agencies are 
hurting traditional organized crime. They also believe that a strong con- 
tinuing enforcement effort is needed to maintain pressure on traditional 
organized crime and to dismantle other organized crime groups that 
have escalated their activities and are cause for increased concern. 
These other organizations include the Japanese Yakuza and other Asian 
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Chapter 2 
s-e Force oganizational bCatiOn IS 
Under Revim 

organized crime groups, and Jamaican crime gangs, all of which are con- 
sidered dangerous and violent groups involved in drug trafficking and 
other crimes. 

GAO Previously We previously issued two reports discussing Strike Force operations1 In 

Reported Planning and 
both reports, we expressed concern over the lack of planning and coordi- 
nation by the Strike Forces, which we attributed primarily to the fact 

Coordination Problems that Strike Force attorneys-in-charge lack authority over participants 
from other agencies. They could not direct investigative priorities, 
require agencies to make specific investigations, or assign agents and 
other resources to the Strike Forces. The investigative agencies made 
these decisions, not the Strike Forces, and the agencies decided at what 
stage in an investigation the Strike Force attorneys could become 
involved. 

We also pointed out that investigative agencies’ participation in the 
Strike Forces was uneven, Some representatives did not work full-time 
on Strike Force matters and did not work out of the Strike Force offices. 
The Strike Forces were largely dependent on the cooperation of partici- 
pating agencies and the development of personal relationships. In prac- 
tice, each participating agency was fighting organized crime as it saw fit 
and used Strike Force attorneys for advice and prosecution. 

In the 1977 report, we recommended that the Attorney General develop, 
in conjunction with the other participating agencies, agreements 
delineating each agency’s role in the Strike Force, including the role of 
the attorney-in-charge, and the commitment of resources. We also rec- 
ommended that the Attorney General seek a presidential order requiring 
the other agencies’ cooperation and commitment if he did not receive it. 

In 1981, we reported that the Justice Department had taken steps to 
address the planning and coordination problems outlined in our 1977 
report. Justice established the National Organized Crime Planning Coun- 
cil to develop national priorities for organized crime investigations and 
promote a more structured and coordinated approach to federal efforts 
against organized crime. 

‘War on Organized Crime Faltering-Federal Strike Forces Not Getting the Job Done (GGD77-17, 
Mar. 17,1977); and Stronger Federal Effort Needed In Fight Against Organ&d C rime (GGD-82-2, 
Dec. 7,198l). 
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chapter 2 
Strike Force Organimtlonal Location Is 
Under Review 

Our report also noted that the Attorney General had required the estab- 
lishment of executive committees, chaired by U.S. attorneys and includ- 
ing Strike Force heads and key investigative agency officials, to review, 
plan, and coordinate enforcement activities. However, we found that 
none of the four Strike Forces we reviewed had established an executive 
committee. Instead, the Strike Forces held informal meetings intermit- 
tently, at which they exchanged general information. These meetings 
did not result in a coordinated approach to reviewing each agency’s 
activities or in the formulation of specific priorities and targets. Investi- 
gative agencies independently developed their own priorities and targets 
on the basis of broad Justice Department priorities, and they coordi- 
nated their activities with the Strike Forces only on a case-by-case basis. 

To improve the focus and direction of the program, we recommended 
that the Attorney General establish an executive committee in each 
Strike Force and ensure that all involved federal law enforcement agen- 
cies actively participate in the committees and help to set Strike Force 
priorities and targets. Thus, our recommendation called for implement- 
ing the executive committee requirement already contained in Attorney 
General guidance. 

Although Justice said in comments on our report that it strongly 
believed efforts should be made to enhance cooperation among the 
investigative agencies and prosecutors, it said that conferences of the 
high-level officials on executive committees would not benefit, and 
might impede, cooperation and planning. Justice said that coordination 
was better handled through smaller working groups composed of attor- 
neys and representatives of agencies involved in particular investiga- 
tions. But, executive committees continued to be required. 

In our 1977 and 1981 reports, we also recommended that the Attorney 
General develop means to evaluate the effectiveness of Strike Forces. In 
both instances, Justice agreed that such a mechanism would be valuable, 
indicated that efforts were being made to develop an evaluation system, 
but cautioned that developing such a system would be extremely diffi- 
cult. In lieu of a formal evaluation mechanism, Justice was overseeing 
Strike Force performance through informal methods. In 1981, Justice 
indicated that these methods included OCRS reviews of case initiation 
reports and prosecutive memoranda and its frequent communications 
with Strike Force attorneys. In addition, Justice noted that the National 
Organized Crime Planning Council visits were a means to evaluate Strike 
Force efforts. 
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Chapter 2 
Strike Force ~tiomal hc8tb11 b 
Under Review 

Current Strike Force In our review of eight Strike Forces, we found that top-level planning 

Planning and 
and coordination has continued, but Strike Force-level executive com- 
mittees have not functioned as intended. However, Strike Forces have 

Coordination Efforts achieved some informal interagency planning and coordination, gener- 
ally on a case-by-case basis. Evaluating the success of these efforts is 
difficult because objective measures for assessing the effectiveness of 
Strike Forces are not available. 

National Oversight of The operations of the 14 Strike Forces are overseen by OCRS and the 

Organized Crime Program National Organized Crime Planning Council, which together constitute 
the management structure for the Strike Force program. OCRS is respon- 
sible for developing, implementing, and coordinating a nationwide 
enforcement program against organized crime in major cities. Although 
U.S. attorney offices have duties related to the operation of Strike 
Forces and planning efforts against organized crime in their jurisdic- 
tions, OCRS is responsible for overseeing Strike Force activities through- 
out the Nation. As noted earlier, WRS reviews case initiation reports and 
prosecutive memoranda for all Strike Forces. It has also been developing 
a nationwide plan against organized crime and, in conjunction with the 
National Organized Crime Planning CounciI, has set national organized 
crime priorities, has monitored local conformance with those priorities, 
and has promoted coordination of effort among Strike Forces and 
between Strike Forces and law enforcement agencies. 

The National Organized Crime Planning Council was established in 1977 
to promote closer cooperation between Strike Force attorneys and law 
enforcement agencies as well as to facilitate exchange of information 
among all parties involved in organized crime investigations and prose- 
cutions. The Planning Council is to promote a more structured and coor- 
dinated approach to federal efforts against organized crime. Planning 
Council membership includes the CKXS chief as chairman; the Strike 
Force attorney-in-charge; the U.S. attorney in the Strike Force’s head- 
quarters city; and representatives of federal, state, and local law 
enforcement agencies. Planning Council meetings are generally held 
every 18 months to 2 years in each Strike Force city to review the fed- 
eral effort against organized crime. The Planning CounciI has developed 
national priorities for organized crime investigations and, during the 
Council sessions in Strike Force cities, the Strike Force members’ con- 
formance with those priorities is reviewed. Local priorities may also be 
established. 
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The Planning Council meetings have an open session with all agencies 
present that generally focuses on reviewing the overall status of work 
related to the Strike Force. This session is followed by closed sessions in 
which representatives of investigative agencies individually meet with 
local Strike Force officials and officials from OCRS to discuss current 
investigations, prosecutions, and organized crime conditions. Finally, 
representatives from investigative agency headquarters meet with CICRS 
officials in Washington, D.C., to reach a consensus on the status of the 
Strike Force’s operations and, perhaps, on those operations that should 
be modified. 

Our review of the minutes of four Planning Council meetings showed 
that they coordinated agencies’ efforts and set priorities. Both closed 
and ongoing cases were discussed during the Planning Council meetings. 
Ongoing cases generally were discussed in private sessions among single 
investigative agencies, Strike Force attorneys, and OCRS officials. C!oordi- 
nation among agencies concerning ongoing cases therefore occurred 
through the intermediary services of Strike Force and CICRS officials. 
During the closed sessions, agency officials sometimes discussed difficul- 
ties encountered with other agencies or with the Strike Force attorneys 
and actions were at times suggested to correct the problems. Broad 
investigative strategies and priorities were also discussed. Such discus- 
sions in the Planning Council meeting for San Francisco prompted a Jus- 
tice Department study of the significance of Asian organized crime. 
Later, the Acting Assistant Attorney General of the Criminal Division 
established a pilot project in four cities wherein investigative agencies 
are encouraged to present appropriate Asian organized crime cases to 
Strike Forces. 

Regarding means to evaluate Strike Force effectiveness, the OCRS chief 
said that OCRS assesses performance through (1) direct communications 
with Strike Force attorneys, (2) reviews of case initiation reports and 
prosecutive memoranda, and (3) National Organized Crime Planning 
Council visits to Strike Forces. According to the OCRS chief, Justice has 
consulted with evaluation experts over the years to develop objective 
measures of effectiveness, but it has not found a system that would 
assess performance better than the one currently in use. However, OCRS 
does use a case weighing form suggested by evaluation experts to deter- 
mine the merits of investigations and to consider Strike Force priorities. 
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Strike Force-Level 
Planning and Coordination 

While OCRS and the National Organized Crime Planning Council seem to 
have done useful top-level planning and coordination, investigative 
agency officials told us they have established their priorities and plans 
independently of the Strike Forces. Executive committees, which were 
established to formally coordinate efforts between the Strike Force 
attorneys and investigative agencies and among the investigative agen- 
cies, have still not met as intended. Instead, informal coordination has 
occurred on a case-by-case basis, with Strike Force attorneys sometimes 
holding meetings and serving as intermediaries among investigative 
agencies. 

Planning and coordination are necessary in fighting organized crime 
because cases can involve criminal charges falling under the jurisdiction 
of various federal investigative agencies, which are independent of each 
other and the prosecutive offices. Although the original Buffalo Strike 
Force planned and coordinated the work of investigative agents and 
prosecutors who were assigned to the joint “team,” Strike Forces no 
longer operate this way. They essentially are prosecutors who, for 
organized crime cases, function the same as U.S. attorney offices. 

In general, investigative agency officials said they do not want to assign 
their agents to the Strike Forces, and they gave us various reasons why 
they do not consider this to be productive. Their reasons included (1) 
the Strike Force workload is not constant and (2) investigative agencies 
need to control their own resources. 

For example, the FBI, which initiated 66 percent of all Strike Force cases 
from October 1980 through October 1986, establishes priorities for its 
investigations; decides the targets of those investigations; and operates 
its own task forces with the participation of other federal, state, and 
local agencies. FBI agents are not assigned to Strike Forces. Several FBI 
officials said that some cases are prosecuted by the Strike Forces, while 
others are prosecuted by U.S. attorney offices, depending upon the will- 
ingness and availability of attorneys to prosecute the case. 

The head of DOL'S Office of Labor Racketeering told us that DOL had 
changed its policy of assigning agents to work with the Strike Forces 
and now investigates cases independently and takes cases to U.S. attor- 
neys when Strike Forces do not meet their needs. As would be expected, 
DEA'S participation in Strike Force efforts decreased when the drug task 
force program began. DEA officials said that its involvement with the 
Strike Forces is now entirely on a case-by-case basis, with no agents 
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assigned full-time. Conversely, IRS has testified that it does assign full- 
time agents to Strike Forces. 

Several investigative agency officials told us that they seek prosecution 
from either the Strike Forces or U.S. attorneys depending upon such fac- 
tors as (1) the availability and capabilities of attorneys, (2) established 
working relationships, (3) the willingness to prosecute, and (4) the effi- 
ciency with which cases are prosecuted. The ocns chief acknowledged 
that investigative agencies’ perceptions regarding the adequacy of 
Strike Forces’ prosecutive services and personal relationships between 
the investigative officials and Strike Force attorneys can affect where 
the agencies take their cases. He said that he stresses at all National 
Organized Crime Planning Council meetings that the Attorney General 
has designated Strike Forces as the entity for prosecution of significant 
organized crime cases. 

The Attorney General requires Strike Force executive committees to (1) 
review federal efforts against organized crime, (2) develop and imple- 
ment plans to break up organized criminal activity, and (3) devise meth- 
ods to increase communication among federal agencies. So far, these 
committees have not achieved their objectives. Since January 1988, 
executive committees, headed by U.S. attorneys, have been required to 
meet at least monthly. Before January 1988, they were to meet no less 
than every 2 weeks. In each of the eight cities we visited, no Strike Force 
executive committee met as required. One Strike Force held meetings 
that focused on specific cases rather than on reviewing and planning the 
federal effort against organized crime in the Strike Force region. In a 
February 1989 interview, the OCRS chief observed that executive com- 
mittees had largely stopped functioning, in part because Law Enforce- 
ment Coordinating Committees may do part of their function. Law 
Enforcement Coordinating Committees, established in the early 1980s 
are not directly part of the organized crime program management struc- 
ture. They are headed by U.S. attorneys and include representatives of 
federal, state, and local law enforcement tigencies. They were formed to 
ensure that workload is properly divided and priorities are properly 
established among the participating agencies. 

Although executive committees have not met as required, Strike Forces 
have informally coordinated some federal efforts, generally on a case- 
by-case basis, with attorneys both serving as intermediaries among 
investigative agencies and holding meetings with agency officials. Strike 
Force attorneys have developed knowledge of various investigative 
agencies’ activities and have sometimes suggested the involvement of 
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additional agencies when they thought cases might benefit. Also, Strike 
Force attorneys have sometimes held meetings with representatives of 
investigative agencies to discuss multiagency cases. 

Conflicts Between 
Strike Forces and U.S. 

between the Strike Forces and U.S. attorney offices. The U.S. attorneys 
are the chief federal prosecutors in the judicial districts. They and their 

Attorney Offices assistants prosecute a wide variety of cases, including organized crime 
cases, in the same regions covered by the Strike Forces. Several Attor- 
neys General have tried to clarify each group’s responsibilities and to 
improve coordination between them. 

1970 Presidential 
Advisory Council Report 

President Nixon’s Advisory Council on Executive Organization (the 
“Ash Council”) reported in 1970 that the operation of the Strike Forces 
resulted in the creation of a direct competitor to the U.S. attorney 
offices, producing conflict, tension, and confusion.2 The Council further 
concluded that the Strike Forces had not improved cooperation, coordi- 
nation, and the exchange of information between investigative agencies. 
The Council recommended that the Strike Forces be incorporated into 
the US. attorney offices as special units, rather than reporting directly 
to Washington, D.C., and that the personnel not be diverted from organ- 
ized crime work. 

1974 Justice Department The tensions and conflicts between Strike Forces and U.S. attorney 

Report offices were cited again in a 1974 report by a subcommittee of the 
United States Attorneys’ Advisory Committee to the Attorney General 
of the United States.3 The tensions and conflicts concerned, among other 
things, (1) prosecutive jurisdiction for cases, (2) the U.S. attorney’s stat- 
utory position as the chief federal prosecutor in the district, and (3) 
lies of authority for the investigation and prosecution of organized 
crime cases. The subcommittee recommended that the existing Strike 
Forces be “‘phased out’ and consolidated into separately funded organ- 
ized crime units within the U.S. attorney’s office.” The subcommittee 
noted that the Ash Council had reached similar conclusions and 
observed that: 

21nformation regarding the Ash Council is from a 1974 report by a subcommittee of the United States 
Attorneys’ Advisory Committee to the Attorney General of the United States. 

3The report is commonly referred to as the “Thomburgh report” because Dick Thomburgh, who 
became Attorney General in August 1988, was chairman of the subuxnmittee. 
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“The Assistant Attorney General testified before Congress in 1969 that ‘While it is 
good to emphasize organized crime work. . . it is thought that the danger of compet- 
ing offices having jurisdiction of the same subject will more than offset the advan- 
tages . . . great care must be taken that [Strike Forces] do not become competing 
prosecutorial offices to those of the United States Attorneys.“’ 

The subcommittee concluded that 

‘6 

. . in the final analysis, it should be reaffirmed that the Department of Justice, as 
well as the entire criminal justice system, is well served by the presence ‘in the field’ 
of competent, energetic and largely independent U.S. attorneys and any impetus 
toward eroding their historical prerogatives can only harm the effectiveness of the 
Federal law enforcement effort.” 

. 

1987 Advisory Committee Despite Attorney General guidelines issued in 1970 and 1976 governing 

Report the relationship between the Strike Forces and U.S. attorney offices, 
reports of conflicts have continued. In February 1987, the Attorney 
General’s Advisory Committee, composed of U.S. attorneys, issued a 
report addressing the situation. The committee said that there have been 
periodic jurisdictional struggles over what cases belong to U.S. attorneys 
and what cases belong to the Strike Forces. The report concluded that 
determinations regarding which investigations involve organized crime 
are elusive, difficult to make during the early stages of an investigation, 
and invite conflicts and disagreements. 

The Advisory Committee urged the Attorney General to integrate the 
existing Strike Forces into U.S. attorney offices and reported that all 
U.S. attorneys with Strike Forces in their districts agreed with this pro- 
posal. The report proposed that Strike Force attorneys become Assistant 
U.S. attorneys (AUSA) and continue their efforts as part of dedicated, 
separately funded organized crime units in the districts where the Strike 
Forces are presently located. 

The committee listed three principal reasons why the Strike Forces 
should be merged into U.S. attorney offices: (1) the Justice Department’s 
efforts against organized crime would be revitalized and strengthened 
by adding the experience and resources of U.S. attorneys; (2) there ‘~ 
would be significant operational and administrative efficiencies, includ- 
ing cost savings; and (3) sound management and organizational princi- 
ples dictate that there should only be one chief federal prosecutor in 
each judicial district who has supervisory status over all federal prose- 
cutors within that district. The committee concluded that a merger 
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would eliminate jurisdictional disputes, end outright “turf” battles, and 
halt periodic “prosecutor shopping” by investigative agencies. 

The report cited several arguments against a merger, including the fol- 
lowing: (1) U.S. attorneys might shift attorney resources to cases other 
than organized crime, (2) U.S. attorneys do not have the capability or 
inclination to handle complex organized crime cases, and (3) Strike 
Forces are responsible for cases involving more than one judicial 
district. 

Responding to the first argument, the committee said that its proposal 
provides that the U.S. attorneys establish organized crime units staffed 
by a number of AUSAS at least equal to the number of Strike Force attor- 
neys transferred, with the AUSA positions being dedicated and separately 
funded as they are for drug task forces. They responded to the second 
argument by pointing out that U.S. attorney offices already develop and 
prosecute major complex cases in various areas, including cases involv- 
ing organized criminal activity investigated by the drug task forces. 
Thirdly, although Strike Forces’ geographic scope includes more than 
one judicial district, they rarely prosecute cases outside the districts in 
which they are located. The committee concluded that integrating Strike 
Force attorneys into U.S. attorney offices would retain all of the benefits 
of the current program but in a less costly, more efficient operation, 
without the burden of jurisdictional disputes. 

Assistant Attorney 
General and OCRS View 

In separate memoranda, a former Assistant Attorney General of the 
Criminal Division and the ocas chief gave the Attorney General their 
views on the merger proposed in the Advisory Committee’s 1987 report. 
The Assistant Attorney General, who was previously a U.S. attorney, 
opposed the merger. He said that his experience indicated that U.S. 
attorneys would find it difficult to keep individual prosecutors assigned 
to organized crime cases, which can take a long time to develop, when 
seemingly more pressing needs exist. In addition, he noted that U.S. 
attorney offices had received staffing increases since 1981 and, under 
the Attorney General’s guidelines, they have authority to pursue organ- 
ized crime efforts if they so desired. He did not object to them doing so. ~ 

The ocas chief cited several reasons why a merger would be ill-advised. 
The chief raised concerns regarding personnel. He said that experienced 
prosecutors are essential to the development of organized crime cases. 
However, he said that many of the senior personnel currently working 
for Strike Forces would leave if a merger occurred, because service 
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within the US. attorney offices would not be consistent with their goals 
as career criminal prosecutors. Similar to the Assistant Attorney Gen- 
eral’s position, the OCRS chief also said that experience indicates that 
U.S. attorneys shift experienced personnel out of units dedicated to spe- 
cific crime problems. Consequently, assigning the same identifiable 
expert personnel to an organized crime unit for a long term would be 
difficult to achieve. He noted that the Advisory Committee’s proposal 
did not contemplate audit or control devices to assure long-term dedica- 
tion of the same staff members throughout organized crime case investi- 
gations and prosecutions. 

The chief expressed concern regarding whether U.S. attorneys would 
continue to achieve the successes that have flowed from the Strike 
Forces’ efforts. Although some US. attorneys have achieved substantial 
successes against organized crime in recent years, he raised a concern as 
to whether this would necessarily be true in all US. attorney offices in 
the future. In light of what he considered would be dysfunctional conse- 
quences of a merger, he suggested it would be inappropriate to abandon 
a program of proven success for one lacking such a record. He also indi- 
cated that U.S. attorneys had not been adequately communicating with 
Strike Forces. For instance, some U.S. attorneys have not held the exec- 
utive committee meetings that the Attorney General’s guidelines direct 
them to chair. 

Finally, the OCRS chief said experience does not support the Advisory 
Committee’s claims regarding continuous contention between the U.S. 
attorney offices and Strike Forces. He said that disputes rarely arose 
that required use of the procedures specified in guidelines for settling 
jurisdictional disputes between the two offices. 

New Attorney General 
Order 

The 1987 Advisory Committee’s report and the Assistant Attorney Gen- 
eral and OCRS chiefs memoranda stating their views were given to the 
Attorney General in 1987. Additional papers were provided by both par- 
ties, and the Advisory Committee proposed a compromise in which 
Strike Forces would not be merged into US. attorney offices, but U.S. 
attorneys’ influence over Strike Force operations would be increased. 
The Attorney General issued an order on January 20,1988, that 
reflected this compromise position. The order is intended to enhance 
federal efforts against organized crime partly by improving coordination 
between the Strike Forces and U.S. attorney offices. 
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The new order repeated various provisions of previous guidelines. It 
also expanded on some previous requirements and directed certain 
actions, such as the following: 

Within 90 days of the order’s issuance, U.S. attorneys in districts where 
Strike Forces are located were required to submit to the Attorney Gen- 
eral plans for addressing organized crime. The plans were to be devised 
with the participation of the local Law Enforcement Coordinating Com- 
mittees and the Strike Force executive committees, if any, and were to 
be updated annually. 
The Strike Force attorney-in-charge was to consult, brief, and partici- 
pate with the U.S. attorney in a variety of ways on different matters 
relating to organized crime. 
Executive committees were required to meet at least monthly rather 
than every 2 weeks as under the 1976 order. 
The Strike Force was to be housed in close proximity to the U.S. attor- 
ney’s office. 
The U.S. attorney in the headquarters city of each Strike Force was 
made responsible for preparing the annual performance rating for the 
Strike Force attorney-in-charge. The Assistant Attorney General of the 
Criminal Division is to be the reviewing official. 

In discussions with GAO and in April 11,1988, testimony before the Sen- 
ate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, the OCRS chief said that 
the new order essentially reemphasized what was already contained in 
previous Attorney General guidelines governing the relationship 
between the Strike Forces and U.S. attorneys. He said that the only sub- 
stantive change was that the U.S. attorney was now responsible for 
annually assessing the performance of the Strike Force attorney-in- 
charge. Further, he said that the effect of this change was offset to some 
extent because the Assistant Attorney General of the Criminal Division 
will be the reviewing official for Strike Force heads’ performance 
ratings. 

We interviewed four U.S. attorneys and two AUSAS 1 year after the 
order’s issuance to obtain preliminary information regarding the order’s 
effect. These officials said that the basic relationship between the two . 
offices had not yet been altered by the Attorney General’s order. The 
OCRS chief believes the new order does increase US. attorneys’ influence 
over Strike Forces. However, he had not seen a significant change in 
behavior, which he attributed to the order basically reflecting actual 
practices that already existed. 
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We believe the 1988 order provision requiring US. attorneys to rate 
Strike Force chiefs has the greatest potential among the 1988 order pro- 
visions to seriously alter the relationship between Strike Forces and U.S. 
attorney offices. However, the procedures governing the performance 
rating process were not promulgated until December 1988 and the first 
performance ratings are not due until June 1989. It could take several 
rating cycles before it is known whether this will alleviate the conflicts 
between Strike Forces and U.S. attorney offices. 

One other new requirement, that U.S. attorneys in districts where Strike 
Forces are located file a plan for combatting organized crime, has not 
been fully implemented. The U.S. attorneys were to file their plans for 
addressing organized crime within 90 days of the January 1988 order. 
In response to our inquiry, the OCRS chief said that fewer than half of the 
U.S. attorneys had filed the plans with OCRS as of January 1989. ocns 
has been developing a national plan for the organized crime program on 
the basis of the plans that it has received. 

Recent Developments Recent developments emphasize the close relationship between Strike 
Force and U.S. attorney office activities. During a 1988 Senate hearing 
on organized crime, several witnesses indicated that organized crime 
groups, including traditional and non-traditional crime groups, are 
becoming more involved in drug trafficking. Drug trafficking by organ- 
ized crime is within the purview of Organized Crime Drug Enforcement 
Task Forces that are headed by U.S. attorneys, while traditional organ- 
ized crime has been the major focus of Strike Force operations, at least 
until recently. In a pilot project authorized by the acting Assistant 
Attorney General of the Criminal Division, Strike Forces are expanding 
their focus in four cities to include Asian organized crime. With these 
trends, the distinction between drug task force and Strike Force mis- 
sions may blur. 

Part of the current strategy for attacking organized crime involves dis- 
mantling the organizations through the seizure and forfeiture of assets 
and other civil remedies. Congress recently indicated that high priority 
should be given to the enforcement of civil sanctions against organized 
crime groups and drug networks. The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 
requires that the Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy, 
in consultation with the Attorney General, report on possible reorgani- 
zations within the Justice Department, including the Criminal Division, 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement task forces, and Strike Forces, that 
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could facilitate this objective. The act requires a report to Congress in 
November 1989. 

In February 1989, the Attorney General announced that he is inclined to 
merge the Strike Forces into U.S. attorney offices, saying that they often 
unnecessarily duplicate the work of U.S. attorneys, are sometimes 
staffed with inexperienced lawyers, and often run into conflict with fed- 
eral prosecutors. Before merging the Strike Forces, the Attorney General 
said he wants to “make sure it won’t hamper our effort against organ- 
ized crime.” The head of the Criminal Division at the Justice Department 
is studying the proposal to merge the Strike Forces. 

Conclusions Since their inception in late 1966 and early 1967, Strike Forces have 
achieved many successful prosecutions of traditional organized crime 
group leaders. However, in this review and in earlier reports in 1977 and 
1981, we found that the Strike Forces have not fully met expectations 
for planning and coordinating federal efforts against organized crime. 
Justice has taken several actions to improve the planning and coordina- 
tion process. CKRS and the National Organized Crime Planning Council 
have provided top-level planning and coordination by setting national 
priorities and monitoring Strike Force activities. However, attempts to 
formalize planning and coordination of efforts at the individual Strike 
Forces through executive committees have not worked as intended. 
Instead, informal coordination that generally focused on specific cases, 
has sometimes occurred through the Strike Force attorneys. In addition, 
at the time we completed our audit work, fewer than half of the U.S. 
attorneys had submitted strategic plans for combatting organized crime 
as required by the January 1988 Attorney General order. Given the 
unavailability of effectiveness measures, we do not know whether the 
extent of planning and coordination that occurs is sufficient, or whether 
the lack of adherence to Attorney General requirements is causing any 
adverse effects. 

US. attorneys have also successfully prosecuted organized crime cases. 
Over the years, however, U.S. attorneys have reported conflicts and 
competition with Strike Forces and they, as well as a presidential com- 
mission, have recommended merging the Strike Forces into their offices. 
The availability of two prosecutive offices enables investigative agen- 
cies to turn to the U.S. attorney offices when they are not satisfied with 
Strike Force services. However, it is unclear whether this arrangement 
has impeded the Strike Forces’ ability to plan and coordinate federal 

’ efforts against organized crime in their regions. 
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Several proposals have been made to address problems in the relation- 
ship between Strike Forces and U.S. attorneys by merging Strike Forces 
into U.S. attorney offices. In each instance, however, the Attorney Gen- 
eral decided against merger. Rather, guidelines and orders were issued 
requiring increased coordination between these offices. In January 1988, 
the Attorney General issued an order that fell short of merger but gave 
U.S. attorneys in Strike Force headquarters locations potentially signifi- 
cant control over Strike Forces by making them responsible for prepar- 
ing annual performance ratings for the Strike Force attorneys-in-charge. 
If fully implemented, this order could improve the relationship between 
Strike Forces and U.S. attorney offices. However, it is too early to tell 
whether this change will be effective. 

. 

The Attorney General is currently reexamining the advantages and dis- 
advantages of merging Strike Forces into U.S. attorney offices. The 
Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy is required to 
report to Congress in November 1989 on this and other Justice organiza- 
tional issues. Advantages associated with a merger might include rein- 
forcing the US. attorneys’ position as the chief federal law enforcement 
officials in their judicial districts. It would also restrict “prosecutor 
shopping” and thereby perhaps increase the ability to coordinate mul- 
tiagency investigations, and eliminate conflicts and tensions between the 
two prosecuting entities. Disadvantages ,might include reducing long- 
term devotion of staff to organized crime cases if U.S. attorneys shift 
staff to other priorities. Also, as new U.S. attorneys periodically are 
appointed, U.S. attorney office interest in and capabilities related to 
organized crime might fluctuate. 

In summary, we believe that the war against organized crime deserves 
careful planning, coordination, and centralized management and moni- 
toring by the Department of Justice. Regardless of the organizational 
structure employed, it is essential that the resources applied to efforts 
against organized crime are used in an effective manner. Thus, the 
Attorney General must ensure that prosecutors and investigative agen- 
cies cooperate and communicate with each other, and work as partners 
to implement a unified federal attack on organized crime. Similarly, it is 
essential that, regardless of the organizational structure employed, Con 
gress be kept apprised of the results and effectiveness of those efforts. 
We recognize the difficulties involved in measuring the effectiveness of 
law enforcement efforts, but improving effectiveness measures for anti- 
organized crime efforts would greatly assist decisionmaking by the exec- 
utive branch and Congress. 
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Location of Strike Forces and Their Suboffices 

Strike Forces 
Boston 

Brooklyn 

Buffalo 

Chicago 

Cleveland 
Detroit 

Kansas City 

Las Vegas 

Los Angeles 
Miami 

Newark 

New Orleans 
Philadelphia 

San Francisco 

Suboffices 
New Haven 
Providence 

Rochester 
Syracuse 
Milwaukee 

. 

Atlanta 
Fort Lauderdale 
Tampa 

Camden 

Houston 

Honolulu 
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