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Introduction
Missouri’s multi-jurisdictional enforcement groups and multi-jurisdictional
drug task forces wield tremendous power enforcing the state’s drug laws. In 2013,
they spent a combined $5.2 million enforcing drug laws across the state and made
nearly 40 percent of the state’s more than 20,000 arrests for cannabis oﬀenses.1 2 This
funding is largely available as a result of Governor Nixon’s 2013 initiative to boost task
force funding by three million dollars.3 These drug task forces operate with little to
no supervision or transparency and routinely ignore legal open records requests for
public documents.
When my research began in October 2013, there were twenty-seven active
drug task forces. Today there are twenty-five, as the Bootheel and Mineral Area drug
task forces no longer receive funding. Missouri’s drug task forces are sustained by a
combination of funding allocated by the state legislature and Byrne Justice Assistance
Grant (JAG) funding from the Department of Justice, which began with the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988. Each year, the Department of Justice grants Missouri (and most
other states) a lump sum of money as part of the JAG program. In Missouri, this
money is largely allocated to highly militarized, multi-jurisdictional drug task forces.
Alternatively, Missouri could choose to allocate the JAG and legislative funding to
drug treatment, prevention, and education, as many other states already do.
The Missouri Department of Public Safety (DPS) controls federally allocated
(JAG) and state appropriated task force funding. Since these task forces are statesanctioned government entities receiving state funding, they are subject to Missouri’s
1 “Fiscal Year 2013 State Annual Report,” Missouri Department of Public Safety. November 2013. bit.ly/
MOJAGFY2013
2 Aaron Malin, “Revised Policy Data 2011-2013,” Show-Me Cannabis. http://show-mecannabis.com/wpcontent/uploads/2014/08/Revised-Policy-Data-2011-2013.xlsx
3 “Gov. Nixon outlines proposal to strengthen law enforcement by supporting Missouri’s multijurisdictional drug task forces,” Oﬃce of Missouri Governor Jay Nixon. February 11, 2013. https://
governor.mo.gov/news/archive/gov-nixon-outlines-proposal-strengthen-law-enforcement-supportingmissouris-multi
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Sunshine Law, which requires the state’s agencies to make their records open to the
public, with limited exceptions.4 RSMo 610 provides guidelines for the preparation and
distribution of documents that are open records. It explicitly states any member of the
public can submit a formal request for information considered “public record.”
Throughout my research, I found that Missouri’s drug task forces exhibit
a consistent pattern of noncompliance with the Sunshine Law. More than half of
Missouri’s drug task forces have completely ignored open records requests at some
point, in clear violation of Missouri’s Sunshine Law. In multiple cases, the task force
only responded to inform me that they do not have the records I requested, despite,
in some cases, a legal obligation to keep the requested records. Missouri’s multijurisdictional drug task forces operate with unprecedented power and a clear lack of
oversight, which makes the refusal to follow the state’s open records law particularly
troubling.
Drug task forces’ frequent disregard for the law, persistent lack of oversight
and accountability, and regularly inappropriate conduct lead to the conclusion that
these drug task forces should be de-funded and disbanded immediately. This report
utilizes a multitude of examples to underscore the urgent need to do so.

4 RSMo 610.010.1
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Pretending Not to Exist5
If there is a theme among Missouri’s drug task forces, it is that they consistently
fight to preserve secrecy. Perhaps the most incredible example of this opacity comes
from the city of Saint Louis. The Missouri State Highway Patrol (MSHP) published a
map and listing of the twenty-seven diﬀerent multi-jurisdictional drug task forces on
their website.6 One is listed as the “St. Louis Metro DTF.” (Law enforcement uses ‘DTF’
regularly in emails and oﬃcial documents to refer to Drug Task Forces.)
In the course of my research into Missouri’s drug task forces, I filed a Sunshine
Law request with the Saint Louis Metropolitan Police Department (SLMPD).7 Mark
Lawson, the department’s records custodian and Attorney Manager at the City of
Saint Louis Law Department, replied, “The St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department,
whose jurisdiction extends over the City of St. Louis, does not have a ‘St. Louis Metro
Drug Task Force.’ Therefore, we have no records responsive to your request. It is
possible that St. Louis County Police, which is a separate geographic jurisdiction, may
have a Drug Task Force.”8 I replied to Lawson’s email, requesting further clarification,9
as I had already obtained documents from the Saint Louis County Drug Task Force
through a diﬀerent records request.
Lawson never replied.
After a month, I submitted a formal Sunshine Law request containing five
variations of the name “St. Louis Metro Drug Task Force” in an attempt to provide
SLMPD every opportunity to understand what was being requested.10 Due to the
5 Aaron Malin, “Saint Louis Police Attorney Denies Existence of Drug Task Force That He Represents,”
Show-Me Cannabis. June 3, 2014. http://show-mecannabis.com/2014/06/saint-louis-police-attorneydenies-existence-of-drug-task-force-that-he-represents/
6 Appendix A
7 Appendix B
8 Appendix C
9 Appendix D
10 Appendix E
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specific response from Lawson, I was concerned SLMPD simply called their task force
by a diﬀerent name. My original request asked for certain documents pertaining to
the “St. Louis Metro Drug Task Force,” which is the exact phrasing used on the map
published by the Highway Patrol. If the SLMPD called their task force something else,
they would technically be correct in stating they don’t have records on the “St. Louis
Metro Drug Task Force,” though they would certainly be undermining the spirit and
intent of Missouri’s Sunshine Law.
Lawson responded a week and a half later to indicate a search for the phrase
“drug task force” had been fruitless. He claimed no one he talked to was aware of
the existence of a drug task force and promised to ask another senior employee. He
closed by saying he wasn’t sure how he could “produce records of the non-existence
of something.”11
Two weeks later, Lawson responded once more, saying he “brought this up
to the Chief of Police” who “doesn’t know what the Missouri Highway Patrol could
be referencing.”12 This seemed odd, considering the ‘non-existent’ task force Lawson
personally oversees spent $200,000 fighting the War on Drugs in 2013.13 In fact, through
additional Sunshine Law requests to the Missouri Department of Public Safety (DPS), I
obtained documents confirming the existence of the task force, as well as their receipt
of hundreds of thousands of dollars of taxpayer funding. The 2013 Grant Details Report
on the SLMPD Drug Task Force lists the Chief of Police as the Project Director of the
task force, which gives him “direct oversight over the proposed project.”14 Furthermore,
the first page of the 2012 Grant Details Report lists the “authorized oﬃcial” legally
responsible for accepting over $200,000 a year in funding for the task force as Mark
Lawson himself.15 After receiving these documents from DPS, I emailed Lawson one
11 Appendix F
12 Appendix G
13 Appendix H
14 Appendix I
15 Appendix J
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last time, asking him to explain this contradiction, but he never replied.16
The lengths to which the Saint Louis Metropolitan Police Department went
to avoid providing public records are troubling. Drug Task Forces in Missouri are
entrusted with more power and are subject to less accountability than traditional law
enforcement agencies, which suggests a need for greater transparency. The actions
of the SLMPD fly in the face of Missouri’s Sunshine Law, and unfortunately antics
like this are not limited to a single drug task force. Another task force in Missouri
colloquially referred to as “MUSTANG” has come up with their own method to make it
diﬃcult to file and obtain lawful Sunshine Law requests.

16 Appendix K
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Unjustified Costs and Redactions17
I filed a lawful Sunshine Law request on Monday, July 24, 2014, to explore the
general activities of the Mid-Missouri Unified Strike Team/Narcotics Group (MUSTANG),
which is administered by the Cole County Sheriﬀ’s Department. The request included
standard language requiring advanced notice of any records fees in excess of $10,
in accordance with the Sunshine Law. The individual handling the records request
informed me their hourly rate to process requests was $25.89 but did not state how
many hours the request would require.18 The request needed a very limited response:
three documents, totaling 28 pages, which could be accessed readily from an online
records program kept through DPS. As such, I did not expect the request to take more
than fifteen minutes to fulfill. To my surprise, I received an email several days later
informing me that I owed $70.03 to cover two and half hours of research fees plus
copying expenses.19 Since I explicitly asked MUSTANG to alert me of fees in excess
of $10, I objected to the bill and asked why I was charged for two and half hours of
research time.20 The oﬃcer said the charges covered locating the data, printing the
reports, and redacting information that could jeopardize criminal investigations.21
Once I was able to access the documents, I realized the redacted details were
actually part of public record and that the redactions were not justified by RSMo
610.100.3. One of the documents MUSTANG provided overlapped with a document I
had already received from DPS. MUSTANG chose to redact basic information about
the function of the task force, including the number of agencies participating in the
task force and their source of funding. MUSTANG further claimed they took advice on
what to redact in the documents from DPS despite the same information appearing
17 Aaron Malin, “MUSTANG Drug Task Force Hates Transparency, So Here’s a Big Serving,” ShowMe Cannabis. July 19, 2014. http://show-mecannabis.com/2014/07/mustang-drug-task-force-hatestransparency-so-heres-a-big-serving/
18 Appendix N
19 Appendix O
20 Appendix P
21 Appendix Q
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without redactions on a document DPS themselves had provided.
Even the process of viewing the documents raised concerns about MUSTANG’s
lack of transparency and general relations with the public. Because I believed the
$70.03 charge for the documents was unnecessary, I chose to view the documents for
free in person at the Cole County Sheriﬀ’s Department, a legal right provided by the
Sunshine Law. Given the hostility exhibited by representatives of the MUSTANG Drug
Task Force in their previous emails, I carried an audio recorder into the inspection.
Three representatives of the department, including an armed oﬃcer, greeted me in
the conference room. When I began to photograph the records, the oﬃcer interrupted
and called out, “Hey, you can’t take pictures!” However, the Sunshine Law states:
“Each public governmental body shall make available for inspection and copying by
the public of that body’s public records,” so I continued taking pictures of each page
of the reports presented to me.22
As I flipped through the reports, I quickly realized the redactions did not comply
with the Sunshine Law. When I asked about them, the Cole County Sheriﬀ’s Department
representatives immediately became hostile. It was then that one individual said they
took advice on what to redact from an individual at the Department of Public Safety
— someone who is not a lawyer and unqualified to give legal advice. The situation
became even more heated when I pointed this out, and the representatives continued
behaving in an aggressive manner. Their conduct suggested a hostility toward basic
transparency, and their actions had a clear chilling eﬀect on the First Amendment
rights of myself and anyone else wanting to ask questions about the MUSTANG Drug
Task Force.
These incidents are not isolated; drug task forces routinely charge unjustified
fees for documents they would prefer to keep private. Even more troubling, many task
forces turn to other, more furtive tactics in an attempt to keep their records a secret.

22 RSMo 610.023.02
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Refusing to Identify23
The Northwest Missouri Interagency Team Response Operation (NITRO), based
out of Grundy County, found a solution to avoiding Sunshine Law requests for open
records: they deny being a state agency at all. On November 26, 2013, I filed a written
request for some basic records about the structure and operation of the task force.
After two months passed without a response, I called the phone number designated
as the NITRO Task Force contact number on the Missouri State Highway Patrol website.
This phone call was confusing and left me with more questions than answers.24
First, I asked if I had reached the NITRO Task Force. The person on the other end
immediately asked me to identify myself and who I was with rather than responding
to my question. When I indicated I was trying to reach NITRO, he laughed and said,
“Nope, this isn’t it.” He refused to identify himself or the building where he was located.
After he referred me to another agency, I asked once again for the man to identify
himself so I could tell the other agency who had given me their contact information.
To my surprise, the man finally admitted I had indeed reached the NITRO Task Force.
The easy manner in which the oﬃcer had bluntly lied to a stranger on the
phone about something as simple as the organization’s name immediately drew red
flags. I decided that a follow up would be necessary in order to try to make sense of
what occurred when I first attempted to contact the drug task force.

23 Aaron Malin, “This is Not a Drug Task Force: The Kafkaesque World of NITRO,” Show-Me Cannabis.
July 21, 2014. http://show-mecannabis.com/2014/07/this-is-not-a-drug-task-force-the-kafkaesqueworld-of-nitro/
24 Aaron Malin, “Drug Task Force in Rural Missouri Denies Own Existence,” Reason. November 11,
2014. http://reason.com/archives/2014/11/11/secret-drug-task-force-in-rural-missouri
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Claiming Exemption from State Law25
My follow-up requests to the NITRO drug task force once again left me with
more questions than answers. When I called their listed number again, the answering
oﬃcer indicated he sent my previous Sunshine Law request to the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF). He then specified that NITRO was not a state
agency overseen by the state government, but confirmed that it is funded through a
“grant situation.” However, quarterly status reports submitted by NITRO to DPS and
obtained from DPS for this research verified NITRO receives a series of narcotics
grants annually from the Department of Public Safety.26 The federal government does
provide some additional funding for state drug task forces, but it comes in the form
of block grants that are distributed by DPS. This means the State of Missouri is the
ultimate source of NITRO’s funding.
NITRO claims to be exempt from state Sunshine laws because they are actually
a federal agency.27 However, RSMo 610.010 is very clear what entities are subject to
the Sunshine Law:
(f) Any quasi-public governmental body. The term “quasi-public
governmental body” means any person, corporation or partnership
organized or authorized to do business in this state pursuant to the
provisions of chapter 352, 353, or 355, or unincorporated association
which either:

25 Aaron Malin, “In Jeﬀerson County, Drug Cops Run Wild,” Show-Me Cannabis. July 5, 2014. http://
show-mecannabis.com/2014/07/in-jeﬀerson-county-drug-cops-run-wild/
26 Appendix L
27 Aaron Malin, “Drug Task Force in Rural Missouri Denies Its Own Existence,” Reason. November 11,
2014. http://reason.com/archives/2014/11/11/secret-drug-task-force-in-rural-missouri
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a) Has as its primary purpose to enter into contracts with public
governmental bodies, or to engage primarily in activities
carried out pursuant to an agreement or agreements with
public governmental bodies; or
b) Performs a public function as evidenced by a statutorily based
capacity to confer or otherwise advance, through approval,
recommendation or other means, the allocation or issuance
of tax credits, tax abatement, public debt, tax-exempt debt,
rights of eminent domain, or the contracting of leaseback
agreements on structures whose annualized payments commit
public tax revenues; or any association that directly accepts
the appropriation of money from a public governmental body,
but only to the extent that a meeting, record, or vote relates to
such appropriation28
Despite their assertions to the contrary, agencies like NITRO are subject to
Missouri’s Sunshine Law because they are state-sanctioned and state-funded through
the Department of Public Safety. When I contacted the Sunshine Complaint Unit within
the Oﬃce of the Attorney General of Missouri, Sunshine Complaint Coordinator Casey
Lawrence recommended I file a Sunshine Law request with the Grundy County Sheriﬀ’s
Oﬃce instead, but the sheriﬀ’s oﬃce claimed to not have access to the records.29
I also submitted two Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests through the
ATF on April 30 and June 21, 2014. As of this publication, I have not received a response
to either. Unfortunately, these problems with Sunshine Law compliance are not the
only issues I have run into with the NITRO drug task force.

28 RSMo 610.010
29 Appendix M
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Unchecked Authority
Missouri’s drug task forces, due in large part to their lack of oversight, operate
with unchecked authority. The multi-jurisdictional nature of the task forces divides
responsibility in such a way that no one is responsible for the consequences of the
actions of the task force. Even though basic principles of accountability demand
compliance with the state’s open records law, thus far Missouri’s drug task forces
have shown a consistent disregard for the Sunshine Law.
Some of the documents I obtained from DPS revealed that NITRO applied for
twenty-one search warrants in 2012.30 A judge and prosecutor signed only seventeen
of the warrants, with four eﬀectively denied. Most task forces have no problem getting
their search warrants rubber-stamped by a judge. In fact, in 2012, Missouri’s twentyseven drug task forces applied for a combined 1,231 warrants and all but eight were
authorized. This suggests the judicial branch is not checking executive power in
these cases. It also raises questions as to the cause of the rejection of the warrants
requested by NITRO.
In 2013, all twenty-seven active task forces were denied a combined seven
search warrants, and NITRO accounted for three of them. This high denial rate made
me even more curious about what set the denied warrants apart from the rest.
Statewide, 99.35 percent of task force search warrants were authorized, but less than
81 percent of NITRO’s seventeen warrants received authorization. So far, NITRO has
refused to provide any details or explanation as to why their warrants were rejected.
NITRO is not the only task force with a questionable history of misleading the public
and subverting state law.

30 Aaron Malin, “This is Not a Drug Task Force: The Kafkaesque World of NITRO,” Show-Me Cannabis.
July 21, 2014. http://show-mecannabis.com/2014/07/this-is-not-a-drug-task-force-the-kafkaesqueworld-of-nitro/
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Crying Terrorism31
I filed a request with the Combined Ozarks Multi-jurisdictional Enforcement
Team (COMET) for their quarterly status reports, which drug task forces are required
by law to file quarterly with DPS. After submitting my request to the Administrative
Oﬃcer for the task force, I waited two months with no response. I followed up with the
Greene County Sherriﬀ’s department, who administers COMET, and received a letter
saying the “nature and complexity” of my request authorized a delay.32 Although RSMo
610.023(3) allows delays beyond three days when “reasonable cause” exists, it also
requires “a detailed explanation of the cause for further delay.” Since the quarterly
reports are available through an online portal and could have been recovered in a
matter of minutes, I requested an explanation for the delay.33
COMET used a variety of tactics to avoiding sending me these documents.
First, they accidentally sent me an email in which they discussed the best way to
avoid fulfilling my request. It also indicated that the individual I was emailing with was
also unable to contact the COMET task force, which suggests that despite being
legally responsible for the task force, the Greene County Sherriﬀ’s oﬃce has no means
of even communicating with them. Two days later, I received one of the requested
documents from COMET with much of the information illegally redacted and a note
that the other document would not be produced due to the public safety exception of
the Missouri Sunshine Law.
Specifically, COMET invoked RSMo 610.021(18) as the reason the “closed”
records wouldn’t be provided. This particular statutory exception allows records to be
closed if they contain policies or procedures “for use in responding to or preventing
any critical incident which is or appears to be terrorist in nature.” Claiming that the
31 Aaron Malin, “Local Drug Cops Invoke Terrorism to Skirt Sunshine Law,” Show-Me Cannabis.
September 21, 2014. http://show-mecannabis.com/2014/09/local-drug-cops-invoke-terrorism-to-skirtsunshine-law/
32 Appendix R
33 Appendix S
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content of these drug task force records dealt with terrorism is an obvious attempt
by COMET to evade the state’s open records laws, but it demonstrates the degree to
which many drug task forces evade public transparency.
That may be because the documents used in this research also reveal that
Missouri’s drug task forces disproportionately target cannabis, use taxpayer dollars to
lobby for policies that benefit them, and use asset forfeiture laws to police for profit.
The larger story told by these records should be troubling to all Missourians.
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Prioritizing Cannabis Arrests34
Missouri’s population uses methamphetamine, heroin, and cocaine at higher
rates than the national average. Nevertheless, the state’s narcotics oﬃcers continue
to allocate a massive share of their time and resources to cannabis oﬀenses. In
2013, eight of Missouri’s drug task forces brought more charges for cannabis than
for any other drug including methamphetamine, heroin, LSD, cocaine, or crack. The
Platte County Multi-jurisdictional Enforcement Group made more arrests for cannabis
than all other drugs combined. The St. Louis Metro Undercover Task Force brought
142 charges for the possession of marijuana. Excluding charges for possession of
paraphernalia, the next highest number of charges was for the possession of heroin,
at 121.
Despite the fact that cannabis is demonstrably safer than these other illicit
substances and a far lower priority to Missouri taxpayers, the War on Drugs waged by
Missouri’s drug task forces is largely a war on cannabis.

34 Aaron Malin, “Drug Task Force Priorities: Marijuana or Meth?” Show-Me Cannabis. May 31, 2014.
http://show-mecannabis.com/2014/05/drug-task-force-priorities-marijuana-or-meth/
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Tax Money Used to Fund Propaganda35
Missouri’s drug task forces also appear to use public money to preserve the
state’s criminal justice approach to drug policy. Each year, hundreds of narcotics
oﬃcers gather at the Lake of the Ozarks for a training conference hosted by the
Missouri Narcotics Oﬃcers Association (MNOA). Most, if not all, of Missouri’s multijurisdictional drug task forces send their oﬃcers to this conference, with some referring
to it as the only training the organizations receive all year. Missouri’s task forces spend
tens of thousands of dollars of tax money on this event each year, yet it appears there
is little to no oversight of the event. According to the Clay County Drug Task Force,
Missouri’s narcotics oﬃcers were taught the latest anti-legalization talking points in
classes such as “Marijuana Legalization - Why NOT?” Oﬃcers who attend this course
received state mandated training credit hours (Peace Oﬃcer Standards and Training,
a.k.a. POST Certification) for their attendance at the class.
In order to discern more information about MNOA and its annual conference, I
filed several Sunshine Law requests with attending task forces and reviewed reports
from task forces I had already received. I found that the name of the conference is
redacted in a few of the later documents, yet it was not redacted in dozens of other
documents obtained earlier via open records requests. DPS only began redacting
the name of this conference from documents after I began asking questions about
conference expenditures. Taxpayers should be troubled by the fact that their money,
allocated for the training of our law enforcement oﬃcers, is secretly being used to
fund political propaganda. They should be even more concerned that there is an
organized eﬀort to conceal the practice.

35 Aaron Malin, “Law Enforcement Training Vs. Political Propaganda: The Fine Line,” Show-Me
Cannabis. June 1, 2014. http://show-mecannabis.com/2014/06/law-enforcement-training-vs-politicalpropaganda-the-fine-line/
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Civil Asset Forfeiture
Article IX § 7 of the Missouri Constitution requires funds and property seized
by government entities to be deposited in a school fund, which is to be distributed
among the state’s public schools. Missouri’s drug task forces engage in a significant
amount of seizure activity but fail to abide by the state constitution, instead utilizing
federal “equitable sharing” loopholes in an attempt to circumvent the laws of Missouri
and retain seized funds for their own equipment, salaries, and overtime.
The State Auditor’s Oﬃce released their comprehensive annual report on the
federal asset forfeiture activity of Missouri law enforcement agencies in June 2014.36
This report demonstrates the extent to which dozens of Missouri police departments
rely on asset forfeiture proceeds to fund their budgets. It indicates that multiple
agencies received federal asset forfeiture proceeds without filling out paperwork or
keeping the records legally required to do so. As a result, money and property are
being seized from Missourians without accountability or transparency. Combine that
with the incentive structure created by current federal asset forfeiture laws, which
allow local law enforcement agencies to keep 80 percent of the money seized, and
you have a recipe for abuse.
State law requires forfeiture reports to be submitted by “law enforcement
agencies involved in using the federal forfeiture system under federal law.”37 Seven law
enforcement agencies reported holding a balance of funds in their federal forfeiture
accounts on December 31, 2012, but failed to disclose any activity in 2013. Holding
federal forfeiture dollars in an agency’s bank account constitutes being “involved in
the federal forfeiture system,” yet seven law enforcement agencies in Missouri did
not supply the required documentation to the Missouri State Auditor’s oﬃce for their
annual report. This lack of compliance is a class A misdemeanor under state law, and
36 Thomas Schweich, “Compilation of 2013 Federal Forfeiture Reports,” Missouri State Auditor’s
Oﬃce. June 2014. http://www.auditor.mo.gov/Press/2014042337410.pdf
37 RSMo 513.653.1
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DPS is legally prohibited from issuing funds to agencies who have not complied.
Although Missouri state law makes “knowing failure” to comply with forfeiture
reporting requirement a class A misdemeanor, there is no evidence to suggest this
law has been recently enforced. The 2013 audit report referenced above notes that “[t]
he DPS compiled a list of law enforcement agencies using information from the POST
program and the JAG distribution lists, and notified the law enforcement agencies of
the requirement to submit reports if the agencies participated in the federal forfeiture
system.” The agencies have been notified by DPS of their requirement to comply, which
means they are guilty of a “knowing failure to comply with the reporting requirement”
and should therefore be charged with a class A misdemeanor and denied funds from
DPS as prescribed by RSMo section 513.651.1.
Of these seven non-complying agencies, one stands out as having the most
to lose by being cut oﬀ from DPS funding: the Jeﬀerson County Multi-jurisdictional
Enforcement Group (JCMEG), which received over $336,000 in funding allocated
through DPS in the last two years. JCMEG has flouted reporting requirements for
asset forfeiture not only from the State Auditor but from DPS as well.
A look into documents obtained from DPS via open records requests shed light
on how this important responsibility could have been cast aside. To maintain eligibility
for state grants from DPS, state law requires each multi-jurisdictional enforcement
group (like JCMEG) to:
(2) Establish a MEG policy board composed of an elected oﬃcial,
or his designee, and the chief law enforcement oﬃcer from each
participating unit of local government and a representative of a
hazardous materials response team or, if such team is not formed,
then a representative of the local fire response agency, to oversee
the operations of the MEG and make such reports to the department
of public safety as the department may require…

19
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These policy boards provide some of the only oversight of drug task forces, so
the law requiring them to establish a policy board serves a compelling public interest.
Despite this importance, documents from a site monitoring visit/compliance check
conducted by DPS in March 2014 indicate JCMEG did not have an established policy
board.38 This means there was no supervision of the actions and policies of this task
force. Without a proper organizational structure, JCMEG appears unable to comply
with Sunshine Law requests.
When I filed Sunshine Law requests with JCMEG in November 2013, Corporal
Chris Hoﬀman, the commander of the task force, was extremely hostile in his response.
Upon receiving the requests, Corporal Hoﬀman began his response by mocking the
open records request and sarcastically thanking me for my “oﬃcial-sounding email,”
then pointedly answered each question I had presented in my Sunshine Law request.39
I responded with requests for clarification to his answers, but never heard back. After
two months with no word from Corporal Hoﬀman, I decided to follow up, indicating
that, pursuant to RSMo 610.023.3, a response to a Sunshine Law request was required
within three business days. Corporal Hoﬀman finally replied, saying he planned to
have answers to the request “forwarded to [me] at our convenience.”
The Sunshine Law exists because legislators decided Missourians have a
right to basic information about how their government agencies enforce laws and
spend their tax money. When state oﬃcials openly mock the Sunshine Law, they are
disrespecting one of the tenets of good governance in a republican society while
simultaneously proving its necessity. The Sunshine Law lays out guidelines to ensure
transparency, including provisions of law that require timely responses to requests for
information.
I informed Corporal Hoﬀman of this provision and requested a response within
three business days, as required by state law. After almost six weeks of back and
38 Appendix U
39 Appendix V
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forth conversations about the original request, Corporal Hoﬀman told me to contact
the Jeﬀerson County Sheriﬀ’s Oﬃce instead. Had JCMEG observed the state law
requiring it to organize a policy board for oversight, it might be more likely, or more
able, to comply with the state open records law.
Another drug task force taking advantage of its lack of accountability by skirting
transparency is MUSTANG. Preliminary documents indicated this task force seized
more than $60,000 in 2013. Under the federal equitable sharing program, MUSTANG
sends the cash to the federal government, which then returns up to 80 percent of the
funds to the task force.
Missouri’s Constitution requires all asset forfeiture proceeds to go into a shared
fund for Missouri’s schools. However, Missouri law enforcement agencies circumvent
the state constitution by partnering with federal law enforcement agencies, such as
the DEA or ATF, and forfeiting the property under the less stringent federal statutes.
The 80 percent share these groups receive back from the federal government should
be used to improve our state’s education system, but instead pays drug task force
oﬃcers’ salaries and overtime. This practice is hardly limited to these cases; Missouri’s
drug task forces divert hundreds of thousands of dollars from Missouri’s schools each
year by using the federal equitable sharing loophole.

21
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Call to Action
More than half of Missouri’s drug task forces openly violate Missouri law.
Statewide multi-jurisdictional drug task forces have almost no actual oversight and
regularly act as if they are above the law. Of the task forces who responded to my
lawful Sunshine Law requests for their quarterly reports in 2013, only three could
provide the documents in less than one week. Twelve task forces eventually complied
willingly, but three resisted strongly or did not respond in the time period required by
law. (A full breakdown of responses by each task force can be found in Appendix T.)
This kind of wanton disregard for the laws of Missouri should not be tolerated among
the very individuals we trust to enforce them. Law enforcement should be held to high
standards and should be held accountable when they violate the law themselves.
It is time to de-fund drug task forces in Missouri and use that state and federally
allocated funding elsewhere. Drug task forces have succeeded at reducing neither
the supply nor the demand for various illegal drugs, and their actions come at a
terrible cost to the areas in which they operate. We must prioritize our spending so
that organizations that blatantly lie to the public and break the law are unable to
access these funds. Despite millions spent on these drug task forces in the past
decade, Missouri’s communities are no safer as a result. To the contrary, communities
across Missouri will be safer and freer if these reckless, unaccountable agencies are
no longer in operation.
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Appendix A
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