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THE MEXICAN CONNECTION

FRIDAY, FEBRXTAIIY 10, 1978

U.S. Senate,
Subcommittee to Investigate

Juvenile Delinquency of the
Committee on the Judiciary,

Washington^ B.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 :10 a.m., in room

2228, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John C. Culver (chairman

of the subcommittee) presiding.

Staff present: Stephen Kapp, staff director; Josephine Gittler, chief

counsel ; and Cliff Vaupel, assistant counsel.

STATEMENT OE HON. JOHN C. CULVER, A U.S. SENATOR EROM IOWA

Senator Culver. Today, the Juvenile Delinquency Subcommittee

begins its oversight hearings on U.S. drug enforcement operations.

For a number of years, the subcommittee has been involved in Fed-

eral drug enforcement legislation. It played a major role in the devel-

opment of the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control

Act of 1970—in particular its titles II and III—the Controlled Sub-

stances Act and the Controlled Substances Import Act. Since that time,

the subcommittee has conducted numerous hearings on the regulation

of controlled drugs and on the criminal penalty structure for illicit

drug trafficking and dealing.

Hard drug abuse has leveled off somewhat in this country since it

hit its peak a half dozen years ago, and the national anxiety over the

problem has abated. But make no mistake about it, addiction is still

a major problem in this Nation and smuggling of dangerous drugs

remains an incredibly big business.

The General Accounting Office estimates that illegal drugs cost the

Nation an estimated $10 to $17 billion each year in losses from drug-

caused crime, enforcement expense, treatment and rehabilitation prO'

grams, and the loss of productive work by drug dependents.

But dollar figures don't begin to tell the story of the tragic toll of

drug abuse in terms of human misery, broken homes, victims of drug-

related crime, and wasted lives—including those of children and youth.

We are fully aware that enforcement is not and cannot be the only

answer to drug abuse. Congress recognized in 1970 that efforts to cut

drug supplies through enforcement must be accompanied by efforts

to reduce demand through programs in drug prevention, treatment

and rehabilitation, as well as overall policies to deal with the social

(1)



causes wliicli lead individuals to escape into a life of chemical

dependency.
While enforcement is by no means the total answer to the drug prob-

lem, it is an indispensable part of that answer. Sound, enforceable

laws and efficient administration of those laws can make a significant

difference in the supply as well as the availability of dangerous sub-

stances. And history has shown that when the supply is restricted to

any significant degree, reduction in drug usage follows.

The hearing today and the second one that is scheduled for April 19

are being held to update Congress on the status of current en-

forcement programs and problems. A principal focus will be on the

control of heroin, a leading priority of U.S. drug agencies for many
years.

Since the early 1970s, when the so-called French connection was
broken by enforcement actions and by the Turkish opium ban, world
narcotic trafficking patterns have shifted dramatically.

Now a major share of the illegal traffic in hard drugs is coming into

this country over our Southern border. Most of the heroin currently

reaching American streets comes from IMexican sources. Other dan-

gerous drugs are smuggled in from South America, and there is

still some traffic in opiates from Southeast Asia.

The subcommittee is particularly interested in joint United States-

Mexican efforts to eradicate poppy fields south of the border and to

crack down on trafficking operations at their source.

President Carter is now considering a reorganization of border

control agencies to improve the efficiency of drug interdiction, and
this is another subject that is of interest to this subcommittee.

How effective are present enforcemxent programs in controlling the

flow of hard drugs into this country? To what degree are the efforts

of the various agencies sharing responsibility properly in drug en-

forcement and are their efforts being coordinated ? What is the status

of our joint efforts with other countries in narcotics control, and are

present laws adequate or is new legislation needed ?

For answers to these questions, we have invited todaj^ representa-

tives of the White House, the Justice Department's Drug Enforce-
ment Administration, and the Department of State.

Today's hearing will deal specifically with international efforts

to halt the drug at or near the source—through opium eradication

or through foreign enforcement activities with a particular em-
phasis on activities in tlie main source country, Mexico. At our next

hearing, representatives of these and other agencies will answer
questions about efforts to halt the drug flow at the border.

Our first witness this morning is Dr. Peter Bourne, Special As-
sistant to the President for Health Issues as well as Director of the

Office of Drug Abuse Policy.
Dr. Bourne, we are very pleased to welcome you here this morning

before the subcommittee. I understand you have a prepared
statement.

In the interest of time if you care to summarize, we will put the

whole statement in the record. If you would like to read the state-

ment, that is permissible, of course, as well.



Then, we would lilve to have some time to pose some questions to

you because we do have a heavy program of witnesses this morning.

So you may begin.

STATEMENT OP DR. PETER BOURNE, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE
PRESIDENT FOR HEALTH ISSUES, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF DRUG
ABUSE POLICY

Dr. Bourne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I would like to read my
statement. It is brief.

It is a pleasure to appear before this subcommittee for the first

time to discuss what we feel is the most important international proj-

ect in the field of drug control, the joint ]Mexican-American effort to

eradicate narcotic raw materials and halt diiig trafficking.

Before I get into this topic, however, I would like to publicly thank
3^ou, Senator Culver, and the other members of this subcommittee as

well as the members of the full Judiciary Committee, for their over-

whelming support for enactment of legislation which would permit

us to ratify the Convention on Psj^chotropic Substances.

As you know, the United States signed this treaty in 1971 but has

not become a party to it for a variety of reasons. The convention will

assist us in cooperating with other governments to monitor the world-

wide manufacturing and the flow of such drugs as amphetamines,
barbiturates, and hallucinogens.

We will be able to determine where diversions occur and spot areas

of overproduction. In addition, it will strengthen our position vis-a-vis

narcotics producing countries who, understandably, I believe, have
asked why the U.S. Government is eager to have stricter controls

placed over narcotics raw materials, such as opium and coca, but is

apparently unwilling to take measures which would affect drugs manu-
factured within our Ijorders. With your help we will be able to inform
the international community that we are willing to assume this obliga-

tion for the common goal of more effective drug control.

As an aside, Mr. Chairman, I will be addressing the United Nations
Commission on Narcotic Drugs in Geneva next week and I think it will

enormously enhance the leverage that we have in getting cooperation

from other countries to show that we are now doing our part in mov-
ing toward ratification of this convention.
The President and the Congress have given me the responsibility to

make recommendations in the areas of policy guidance and coordina-

tion for those Federal departments and agencies performing acti-

vities in the drug field, both domestically and internationally. I there-

fore have the duty to work with my colleagues in the concerned
agencies to set objectives and establish priorities for Federal programs
and to insure that these programs are performed in a coordinated
manner.
One of the most important efforts we have made in this area was

through the six policy reviews we have undertaken during the past
year. In cooperation with the concerned departments and agencies,

we have looked at Federal demand reduction programs, narcotic
intelligence, drug law enforcement, regulatory and compliance pol-
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icies, and perhaps of greatest interest to this subcommittee, border

management and international narcotics control.

Since you will be reviewing the whole question of border man-
agement at another hearing, I would like to address the international

Narcotics Policy Eeview and indicate some of the directions we think

the Federal activities will follow over the next few yeare.

Often in the past the U.S. Government has looked upon the drug
problem as one affecting only this countr^^—the American disease

—

as it was called. Slowly we have come to the realization that, in

fact, drug abuse is of worldwide proportions, affecting both de-

veloping and developed countries throughout the globe. We recognize

now that our actions alone cannot begin to successfully address the

existing situation. Drug control is of necessity an international

activity and responsibility.

We have begim, therefore, to work more closely through bilateral

and multilateral means with producer, transiting, and consumer coun-

tries as well as with the concerned international organizations, to

mount a concerted effort towards controlling this problem. Effective

programs are being mounted in Burma, Thailand, Columbia, and other

countries facing control proljlems. At the same time we have noted the

increase in drug abuse, particularly heroin addiction, in Western
Europe, and we are working with those governments to stem the

flow of narcotics into that region, and develop prevention, treatment

and rehabilitation programs.
At the same time we are asking these developed countries to provide

assistance to producer nations, either directly or through multilateral

channels, to destroy these substances at the source where the greatest

impact can be made.
While the United States has worked with governments in all parts

of the world to insure better drug control, we have given the greatest

attention to the Mexican program since it so directly
_
affects our

country. The most dramatic gains registered in the Mexican-Ameri-
can drug program are in the area of crop eradication and law en-

forcement assistance—the so-called supply reduction. The efforts

taken in Mexico to destroy narcotic raw materials, such as the opium
poppy, before they enter illicit channels are the most effective and
cost efficient means of decreasing the flow of drugs such as heroin

into the United States.

A field of illegally grown poppies is stationary, relatively easy to

detect, and vulnerable to eradication before opium, morphine, or

heroin is produced. On the other hand, once the substance has been

converted to heroin, it can be hidden and smuggled through our 12.-

000 mile border with little difficulty. This is not to denigrate the fine

work which has been done by DEA, Customs, and State and local

enforcement officials. Rather, it highlights the need to strengthen

their efforts while at the some time cooperating with the producer

countries to halt the growth of these plants before the narcotics they

contain are in the illicit distribution system.

For this reason we are strongly supportive of crop and income sub-

stitution programs, in conjunction with enforcement initiatives, in

countries such as Burma and Thailand where the cultivation of the



poppy has been traditional and alternative cash crops and activities

must be developed.
Likewise, we encourage eradication projects in nations such as

ISIexico where this growth is fostered by organized criminals interested

only in profit.

We believe that supply reduction j)rograms serve several purposes.

By limiting availability, the purity of heroin on our streets is re-

duced. This makes experimentation less dangerous and results in fewer

overdose deaths. In addition, there is a constriction of the illicit dis-

tribution network, often limiting supplies to current users. This

therefore results in fewer new heroin addicts. Finally, when the lack of

heroin becomes acute, many consumers are encouraged to seek

treatment.
It is clear that for the past few years Mexico has been the main

source of most of the heroin entering the United States. Large quanti-

ties of cannabis are grown there, and there has been substantial trans-

sliipment of cocaine from South America to the United States.

One of President Carter's first initiatives upon taking office last year

was to meet personally with President Lopez Portillo to discuss a wide

variety of common concerns we have with our neighbor. High on the

list was the drug control situation. At that time both Presidents

pledged their unvravering support for joint efforts to stop this traffic.

Likewise, Secretary Vance and Attorney General Bell have met with

their counterparts in Mexico to develop strategies to deal with this

problem.
Finally, Peter Bensinger, Mathea Falco, Robert DuPont, and I have"

made a number of visits to Mexico to insure a coordinated approach
toward our combined efforts. Likewise, Mexican officials have come
to Washington to discuss the same issue. The ongoing activities of the

Mexican and American Governments in the field of drug control

must rank among the most exemplary forms of international coopera-

tion existing in the world today.

The Congress, in giving the Director of ODAP coordinative re-

sponsibilities, recognized that past U.S. drug control efforts had
unfortunately been negatively affected by inter-agency disputes. Pre-

vious administrations attempted to deal with this problem through

the establishment of a series of committees which seldom, if ever,

met and which became so unwieldy as to be unproductive. We have

determined that the most effective way of ensuring real coordination

and cooperation is by having periodic meetings, usually every 2 weeks,

of the pricipals most deeply involved in this area.

Therefore, Mr. Bensinger, Ms. Falco, Dr. DuPont and Mr. Chasen,
and I meet often to discuss our activities. Inevitably, tlie Mexican
situation is one of the main topics on our agenda. I will leave it to

those individuals to provide you with details on the programmatic
aspects of their work, but I would just like to underscore that while

disagreements sometimes, although rarely, surface, we do have an
effective mechanism for resohdng them quickly and going forward.

No matter how close the cooperation exists among the Federal
agencies concerned with the Mexican program, without the full and
firm support of the Mexican Government, all our efforts would be



worth little. That Government must be warmly congratulated for its

"work and for the resources it has devoted to this problem. And while
Xve supply support to their efforts, it must be noted that their con-
tribution to this program exceeds our own.
What has been the result of our intense activities? There has been

a decrease in heroin availability in our country; the herom that is

available is loss pure; the price has gone up; and, most importantly,
there has been a 40 percent decrease in heroin overdose deaths during
the past year. I think this is truly remarkable progress.
As for the future, we look forward to continuing our cooperation

with the Mexican Government in crop eradication programs, law en-
forcement advisory activities, and demand reduction projects. We
hope to see greater emphasis placed on the identification and the
breaking up of major trafHcking networks which supply the growers
the tools, both financial and physicial, to undertake poppy and can-
nabis cultivation.

President Carter has emphasized his continuing interest in work-
ing with the Mexican Government to insure that our common eft'ort

toward reducing the supply of and the demand for drugs will be
successful. I believe that with the continuing support of the Congress
we will be able to do this.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Culver. Thank you very much, Dr. Bourne.
As Director of the Office of Drug Abuse Policy you are respon-

sible for the overall policy guidance and coordination in this area
of our international narcotics control. Viewed from this perspective,
how important is this current eradication program in Mexico?

Dr. Bourne. From our perspective it is the highest priority and
this is a view that I think is shared by the principals in each of the
agencies who will bo testifying after me. With the overwhelming
bulk of the heroin coming to this country in the last several years
being of Mexican origin, the ability to eradicate the opium poppy
there is absolutely cnicial.

I think our success over tlie last year or so not only reflects the cru-

cial element that Mexico provides, but also the fact that if we can
deal with that source we can really deal with the heroin problem in

this country overall.

Senator Culver. Could you give us some specific information as to

how effective that eradication program has been in reducing the
amount of heroin available to the United States ?

Dr. Bourne. I think in the administration we see two general goals
for our drug program. Perhaps this is the most important. That is to

reduce the deatlis, the health hazards and tlie social cost of drug use.

The second is to reduce drug consumption overall on the principle

that not using drugs is better than using drugs, whether or not they are
directly liarmfid to you.
Taking the first "criteria, I think that we have been exceptionally

successful with the Mexican eradication program. We've had roughly
a 40 percent drop in death rates in the United States from heroin in

the last year and I think that although we still have a number of
tragic deaths continuing, we have made substantial progress. If we
can reduce still further the flow of heroin into this country, we will



have jjone a A^cry, very long way toward eradicating the continuing

tragedy of those deaths that still do occur.

if you look at the second criteria, the continuing flow of heroin,

there' is still heroin coming to this country. It is probably at about
the lowest level, judged by purity, that it has been in about 7 j'ears.

However, we are not going to rest where we are I'ight now. We would
like to get it down to zero. However, T think we have made dramatic
progress and I think it is overwhelmingly a result of this eradication

program in ^Mexico.

Senator Culver. Dr. Bourne, you mention that both the quantity

as well as the purity of heroin have gone down in this country.

"What are the implications of this trend to the average heroin user?

Dr. Bourne. When purity goes down, a number of tilings happen.
First, you have an enforced detoxification on the street. When people

are using less j)ure heroin, the extent to which they are addicted grad-
ually goes down so that when they do not have immediate access to

heroin, they do not get as sick as they did previously, and for some
people that makes it much easier for them to just drop out of the

heroin market. This is particulary true when the general availability

of heroin declines and also because the pressures on an addict in terms

of Avhat he has to do as far as raising the money to get the heroin he

needs, and the problems become that much greater, and so there is a

tendency for him just to say "Well, the hassle is too great, I'll stop

using heroin."

If the level to which he is addicted has gone down as the purity

goes down, it is much easier for him then to stop using on his own.
Reduction in purity and an increase in price concomitantly make it

that much harder to get good heroin; it often tends to drive people

into treatment programs with a higher degree of frequency.

Apart from the people who stop using heroin, a certain number will

switch to other drugs. Some will turn to alcohol. Soane will turn to

barbiturates. Some will turn to cocaine.

Although we would rather that people would not cio anything
that would be self-destructive—we would rather they would not use

any drugs—I think we perhaps can draw some comparison or an
analogy with perhaps watching television all the time. We would
rather that they were watching cartoons than f>ornography. I

think it is a step in the right direction if people have, in fact, moved
from using heroin to using drugs that are less physically dangerous
to them and are less likely to kill tliem and that feed less into tlie

financial profit of organized crime.

So, I think the progress that we have made to this date in reducing
the purity of heroin on the street has a very dramatic effect in a num-
ber of different areas in improving the situation for addicts.

Senator Culver. As you know, the United States and the Mexican
Governments are currently involved in negotiations concerning the

continuation of this important eradication program, its nature and
scope in the future, and the level of U.S. participation.

What is your understanding of the current status of these

negotiations ?

Dr. Bourne. I was in Mexico last month with Ms. Falco and Mr.
Arellano who will be testifying later. We met with the Mexican At-
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torney General, with the INIexican Minister of Defense and a number
of other INIexican officials. The current status is that we have achieved

with the resources we have committed and the resources they have
committed, a certain level of success. There remains, however, a sort of

irreducible minimmn that we have apx^roached and the question is:

Are we to be satisfied with the current level of accomplishment or

are we willing to commit greater resources to push the availability of

heroin even lower ?

I think there is a serious question in terms of the point beyond which
it ceases to be cost effective. Obviously one can eliminate the most
easily identified poppy fields as quickly as possible and as cheaply

as possible. We now have opium being x)lanted in more hidden loca-

tions and in smaller plots, and the cost of getting rid of residual heroin

opium cultivation costs substantially more than it costs to get rid of

those more readily accessible fields.

The Mexican Government has prepared a detailed proposal of a

stepped-up program to go after the remaining opium cultivation. We
are now reviewing that proposal and looking at which areas we feel

we might legitimately be able to expand our support into.
_

The review is being conducted by our Embassy in ^Mexico and the

State Department and by the DEA here in Washington. We hope that

we will be able to work out some specific new agreements with them m
the next few months.

I think that we are very committed, at the very least, to the continua-

tion of our activities at the present level. The question is, how much
more do we feel it is worth in investing resources to step up addi-

tionally what we are currently doing.

Senator Culver. What is your sense of the political climate m
Mexico as to their willingness to continue a strong U.S. involvement

in this mutual effort ?
. . ,

Dr. Bourne. I think it has been our experience with Thailand, with

Burma, and with other countries, that unless the country itself feels

that it is in its own interest to do something about the drug program,

that you do not get any cooperation at all.

I feel that some time ago, 2 years or so ago, that the INIexican Gov-

ernment really decided that this, in fact, was not just an American

problem and that it created a serious problem for Mexico also in a

number of different ways.
It funneled large amounts of money into the hands of people who

they did not want to have money any more than we did. It creates

instability in the economy of the regions where opium is grown. It

spills over out of the distribution system into their own communities

and their own young people become addicted. I think that as that be-

came apparent to the Mexican Government, as it has done to other

governments around the world, their commitment to deal with the

problem at least equals our own.
I think that this issue, to a large extent, is viewed somewhat sepa-

rately from other aspects of our relationship with IMexico and they

feel they have a vested interest in this issue in dealing with it, quite

apart from considerations of other issues that we are discussing.

Senator Cul\t:r. At the present time the United States and Mexico

have an almost unprecedented set of bilateral problems and concerns.



They are very sensitive issues. There is the issue of illegal aliens and
tlie question of arms traffic. There is the price of natural gas. And, of

course, there is the most recent request for the sale of F-5E fighters.

AVitliin the context of these overall negotiations, what priority,

in your judgment, does the Carter administration place on the con-

tinuation of the eradication program ?

Dr. Bourne. I think it would be hard to rank these issues in terms

of relative priorities. I think that it is safe to say that drugs ranks

along with those other issues as a priority item. I base this on the fact

that in the discussions that President Carter had with President

Lopez Portillo back last February, that those issues together with
narcotics were the primary topics of discussion. When Vice Presi-

dent Mondale was in Mexico last month, these issues, together with
narcotics, were discussed.

It's hard to say where narcotics ranks relative to any one of those

other specific issues. I do not think perhaps anybody could make that

judgment.
But it is clearly in the same category in terms of being a priority

issue both for us and for the Mexicans.
Senator Culver. Certainly our concern about a vigorous eradica-

tion program in Mexico would have to be very high on our list of

priorities, would it not ?

Dr. Bourne. Yes, it would.
I would like to add. Senator, that it really is a mutual situation.

As I said in my testimony—and I think it is not always appreciated

in this country—the Mexican Government is currently committing
more resources to this program than the United States is. I think that

is very good evidence of the concern that they have for this problem
and their willingness to do something about it and not feel that

theyTe doing it only at our request.

Senator Cuiat.r. You know when we talk about security—about
them wanting F-5E airplanes to further our mutual security—I think
we should keep it in mind that a continuation of serious drug addic-

tion in this country affects our ability to defend ourselves and main-
tain a credible deterrent in terms of the fundamental health of this

Nation.

We could talk all we want about beefing up NATO and arming our
allies but if we do not have generations of young people free of this

insidious business, then we are not going to be much of a threat to

anybody.
So, when we start swapping our respective security requirements, I

hope our definition of national security is broad enough to encompass
properly something more than just a numbers game about how much
we spend on defense or military assistance, but that includes an evalua-

tion of our drug problem, its implications to the real health and secu-

rity of this country.
This goes to the very heart, in my judgment, of whether we can

maintain a credible deterrent. So, I certainly hope that in the calculus

of the consideration of our security that this factor will weigh heavily.

This should not discount for a moment the very sincere and com-
mendable efforts of the Mexican Government taken on their own initia-

tive in recognition of their own self-interest in ridding themselves of
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the obvious evils and dangerous consequences of drug traffic emanating

from their own society.

Of course Mexico is not the only country where opiates are produced.

Dr. Bourne, I am interested in know^ing whether you believe that the

relative success of the Mexican eradication program will lead pro-

ducers in other opium producing nations like Burma and Thailand to

begin supplying the United States market ?

Dr. Bourne. That risk always exists. We are trying to head off that

problem by dealing with these other countries that currently produce

opium so that we can develop effective eradication programs there

prior to Mexico ceasing to be a source and prior to these other coun-

tries becoming a potential alternative.

I think we now have a level of cooperation with the Thais and the

Burmese that we never have had previously. The Burmese Government
has worked extremely effectively to interdict the opium caravans com-

ing down out of the other states and we are extremely optimistic

about dealing with that problem. Somewhere perhaps close to 60 per-

cent of the ffow of opium out of the region has been reduced, although

there is still a substantial amount coming from there. Most of it

at the present time is going to Europe.
I think in the long run, our success in preventing alternative

sources will have to do with our effective development of intelligence

so that we can identify new sources before they become major culti-

vation areas. We are putting a great deal of effort into that.

We have a problem with the Golden Triangle in Asia and with the

Afghanistan-Pakistan border in that they are also two areas of the

world where opium has been grown traditionally for hundreds of

years. Once we have an acceptable arrangement in terms of reducing

cultivation in those two areas, then we will be looking only at totally

new areas where cultivation is being started for the first time, such

as occurred in Mexico.
I think on that basis, if our intelligence is good and if we can spot

new areas of cultivation very early, then we can go in and say to the

governments where the opium is being grown, "We want to deal with

this before it becomes a major problem." Then we can bring to bear, I

think, pressure from the other countries also that are now very in-

volved in this problem. If w^e can do that, hopefully we can effectively

stop other sources developing and substituting for the current Mexi-

can source.

Senator Culver. Eeturning to that situation in Mexico, in addition

to our eradication program, of course. Dr. Bourne, we also provide

law enforcement assistance to the Mexican Government.
Could you briefly describe this program for us ?

Dr. Bourne. Mr. Bensinger will be describing this in greater detail,

but this largely relates to the training of and the gathering of intel-

ligence and various types of assistance to Mexican law enforcement
agencies.

We have provided fairly substantial manpower support particu-

larly at the times when the cultivation periods were at their peak and
when the eradication effort was most intense. We have sent DEA
agents down tliere 07i TDY to provide support to the Mexican author-

ities in the areas where the eradication was going on.
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We liave also worked veiy closely with the Mexican Government to

try to identify some of the major traffickino- networks that have been

shipping the really largo amounts of heroin out of Mexico. I think

there has been substantial success in identifying some of those traf-

ficking networks in working with the Mexican Government to build

tiie kind of evidence that is necessary to move eliectively in the judi-

cial system against those people.

Senator Gulver. Dr. Bourne, you mentioned in 3'our statement the

work of thi^ subcommittee with regard to the Psychotropic Substances

Act of 1978. This committee is interested in exploring what steps the

ITnited States can do in addition to what we ha^^e discussed to assist

other countries in their eiibrts to bring about a greater control of
drug traffic and its problems. Do you have any additional specific

suggestions as to what measures this Go\'ernment could take beyond
what we are currentl}^ doing to assist foreign nations in the interna-

tional efforts to control dangerous substances?

Dr. Bourne. I would like to reiterate the importance of the Psycho-
tropic Convention. It isn't just that it will help to control the interna-

tional shipment of these drugs, but it is very clear to me that there is a

very difficult credibility gap we have at the present time in that we
were vei-y prominent in promoting the development of this conven-
tion originally in 1971 and we pushed other countries into signing it

and into ratifying it—now 7 years later, we are one of the few major
countries in the world that has not ratified it. So other countries say

to us "How come you are telling us not to grow opium when you are

not even willing to sign or ratify the Psychotropic Convention?'' So
I think there is an extremely important symbolic message that we
will be able to communicate to the rest of the world by ratifying this

convention.

I think also that the United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse Control
and the United Nations Narcotic Control Commission and the other
U.N. bodies potentially can play an extraordinarily important role in

helping to get countries that are now producer countries to really

move against the trafficking sources.

In the past, some countries have been reluctant to respond when it

was only the United States because it became entangled with other
bilateral considerations that vre have with those nations and we have
worked very closely to help strengthen the effectiveness of the U.N.
bodies. We feel that in many instances pressure coming from the
U.N. organizations on these producer countries can be more persua-
sive and harder for them to refute than having only the United States
putting pressure on them.
The new Director of the Fund for Drug Abuse Control has just

been appointed. He is the former Swedish Minister of Social Services.

He is a man who has been involved in the drug field for most of his

life and he is somebody who I think will bring a great deal of dyna-
mism and entliusiasm to that agency. I will be meeting with him next
week and I look for a very enhanced role for the U.N. bodies in trying
to come to grips with this problem. I am quite optimistic that if we
can maintain our support for the U.N. activities, they can be an
extremely important element in this overall fight.

25-024—78 2
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Senator Culver. I want to thank you very much for your appear-
ance here. Dr. Bourne. I wish you well at your meetings next week in
Geneva.
Dr. Bourne. Thank you.
Senator Culver. Our next witnesses will appear as a panel. They

are Mr. Peter Bensinger, Administrator, Drug Enforcement Admin-
istration; Mr. Jacques Kiere, Regional Director, DEA, in Mexico;
David Woods, coordinator, DEA activities in the current Mexican
eradication campaign ; and Mr. Jerry Kelly, special agent, DEA, and
a veteran of several of these compaigns.

STATEMENT OP PETER BENSINGEE, ADMINISTRATOR, DRUG EN-
FORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY JACQUES
KIERE, REGIONAL DIRECTOR; DAVID WOODS, TRIZO COORDINA-
TOR; AND JERRY KELLY, SPECIAL AGENT, MEXICO CITY, MEXICO

Mr. Bensinger. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. The individual on
my immediate right is Jacques Kiere, Regional Director of DEA in

Mexico, and we have Mr. Kelly and Mr. Woods on my immediate
left.

I would submit for the record, if I may. Chairman Culver, the testi-

mony which has been prepared on this date and ti*y to summarize
the remarks that I would like to make to you and the committee.^

Senator Culver. Without objection, your written statement will be
made a part of the record.

Mr. Bensinger. I would like to associate myself, first of all, with
your remarks with respect to the concern you share for the national
security interest of the people of this country and the impact that
drugs have on our well-being. The numl>er of individuals that died
from an overdose of drugs is 5,000. The number of individuals affected

who become unproductive and who watch the world go by and who
lose their health and their sense of self-respect is in the hundreds of
thousands.

I think your remarks not only were welcome to me and the agents
of this agency, but they were needed.
The Mexican heroin, as far as DEA agents are concerned, is the

single most important and most dangerous drug of abuse.
It represents about 2 out of every 3 kilos or grams or pounds of

heroin available in the United States.

I would say that the proportion of Mexican-source heroin in the
national retail market has declined for the last two quarters of last

year and over the last 18 months, in a dramatic fashion, corroborat-
ing a general decline in heroin purity and availability from that
source.

There has not been a corresponding upsurge in the source of Asian-
supplied heroin and, as a result, there has been 11/^ tons less heroin
from Mexico in the United States in 1977 than was^'the case in 1976.
We attribute, more than any other factor, the efforts of the Mexican

Government's eradication program to this impact and to this result.

Since November of 1975, that GoA^emment has developed an ag-
gressive campaign to eradicate opium poppy cultivation through the
use of herbicides. U.S. assistance in this program has been provided,

* See p. 107 for Mr. Bensinger's prepared stateiiK-iit.
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not only in equipment and supplies and maintenance contracts, but
through the presence of U.S. personnel and also training for Mexican
law enforcement officers—over 500 have been trained by DEA in the
last several years. U.S. Customs and other Federal agencies have par-
ticipated in this training effort.

Most of the opium growth originates in the States of Sinaloa, Du-
rango, and Chihuahua, and it extends southward into bordering states.

I am summarizing now^ from page 11 of the testimony.
After arrival at collection centers, the opium gum is processed for

conversion into heroin at clandestine laboratories, known as "cocinas"
or kitchens, which are not the kind of chemical laboratory that you
miglit have thought would be tlie case if you have seen some of the
motion pictures—the "French Connection" variety with white smocks
and expeiisive equipment. They are very small, rudimentary family
operations.

After the gum is scraped off the poppy it is caked into a morphine
base and, with acetic anhydride and other materials, is converted
through a laboratory and heating process into heroin. It is subse-
quently staged and then smuggled through ports of entry and across
the border into the United States.

The time to curb the narcotics traffic, we believe, is when it is hard-
est to hide. TVHien it's in the ground and when it is at its highest and
most important purity-—that is at the source.

I would like to have another chart shown. This will reflect the im-
pact of the eradication program of Mexico over the last 3 years. You
will see reflected the numbers of acres and fields and yield of pure
heroin which has been achieved as a result of this effort.

TRIZO Eradication Statistics

1975
Nov. 23 -Dec. 14 1976 1977

FIELDS 668 31,392 44,278

ACRES 723 17,964 21,769

YIELD* 293 7,270 8,567
Kilograms - Pure

Heroin

Based on DEA's conversion formula that 2.471 acres

yields 10 kilos opium gum — 1 kilo heroin (pure)

Chart A
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In the first brief year of the program—in 197T—some 668 fiehls,

representing over 700 acres and slightly less than 30 J kilos, were
eradicated.

In 1976 a mnch greater effort on the part of the Mexican Govern-

ment took place. More extensive geographical coverage ^vith repeated

spraying at two seasons during the year reached some 17,000 acres and
some estimated 7,270 kilos.

Last year, 44,000 fields, in fact, and 21,000-plus acres and over 8 tons

of pure heroin were eradicated.

During a phase of these programs
Senator Culver. Excuse me. Do j'ou have any idea how much ex-

pansion of actual planting has occurred beginning in 1975. Was this

the potential target area or greater? Has it been expanding each year

or has there been a leveling off because of increased concern about pro-

tection, et cetera. Has the profit been a sufficient incentive to bring"

about a veritable explosion of ])lanting activity ?

Mr. Bensinger. The planting areas can be reflected in this next
chart which shows by color the areas where the principal opium grow-
ing regions exist. In Sinaloa, the zone I area, the light blue colored
geographical configuration reflects where the poppies were actually

seen and where the campaign was actually conducted in 1975.

Geographical/Seasonal Growing Changes
tSSiSJ 1975

llllll 1976== 1977

Chart B
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In 1976 we saw opium poppy growth outside of the 1975 area and
in tome new areas.

In 1977, last year, the red area reflects again expanded growing into

parts of Sinaloa, upper Chihuahua, and into the State of Chiapas and
new growing areas in Ilialisco and Guerrera,

This reflects, I think, two tilings. You are exactly right. There is

still desire to make money from a cash crop, not so much by the farm-
ers—though that is a consideration—but by the traffickers whose
funds, of course, increase literally 10-fold as they begin to collect the
I'aw opium gum from the farmers and then convert it at the labora-
tories on its way to the United States. So, they are looking for farm-
•ers either to relocate in different parts of IMexico or to recruit new
growers in areas which have not previously seen the growth of opium
poppies.

We can measure our success basically by two indicators which tra-
ditionally have been followed by this agency.

Senator CuL^^R. Excuse me. Have the traffickers gotten so big that
they are going out and buying up farms and ranches and land, then
planting or moving farmers in to plant it ? How aggressive and bold
and naked are their initiatives ?

Mr. Bensinger. They are very bold and aggressive. But let me make
an impoitant point. The farms are not as you and I would think of
farms in your home State or my home State in which we have the back
4U or 4 acres of titled x^roperty.

These opium poppy fields have grown up in the mountains generally
on Government land a]id not on private property and not close to a
village. The growing of poppies is illegal everywhere in Mexico.

Wliat the farmer would do rather than necessarily buy a farm would
be to find a new place to grow without respect for any kind of pur-
^3hase of territory.

The retail purity level of heroin has docreased and is at the lowest
level in 7 years. That says that the amount of heroin available has
shrunk and, traditionally, heroin purity has been related to injuries
and fatalities.

We ha ve seen a decrease in heroin purity and fatalities and injuries
now, much like Ave saw in 1972 and 1973 when the Government of Tur-
key banned the growth of opium in all of Turkey. The French con-
nection in Marseilles was broken up, and we saw a sharp falloff in
injuries in New York and a sharp falloff in heroin supply nationwide.
Our purity level and our price in 1975 is reflected on that chart.

Purity was at about 6 percent, or slightly below that, peaking in March
of 1976 at 6.6 percent, and then showed a sharp decrease through the
end of last year to 5-percent purity.

Heroin injuries and heroin deaths went this same way. Deaths
were averaging very high. That is a statistic which relates to people
dying as a result of heroin overdoses, and who have been re])orted by
medical examiners and coroners. That was at a level of between 400
and 500 per quarter, compared to the more recent report of 27:1
That compares with the previous quarter of 287 and 492 deaths

one-quarter of 1 year ago. Quarters averaged 447 during 1975 and 460
during 1976.
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Heroin Availability Indicators

Retail Heroin Purity and Price

relational

Retail

Purity

1975 197G 1977

Heroin Deaths and Injuries

Heroin

Deaths

21 SMSAs

6000

-5000

-4000

-3000

-2000

Heroin

Injuries

21 S\:SA-

As for injuries, they decreased to 2,790, compared to 2,885 during
the previous quarter and to an average of 4,644 in 1976, slightly less
than that in 1975.
We believe this significant decrease in heroin availability corre-

sponds to a decrease in heroin abuse. It's particularly pronounced in
the central part of the United States, where the impact on the reduc-
tion of Mexican source heroin is felt particularly.
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The purity is related to tlie number of fields, we believe, that have

been destroyed by the ISIexican Government. If you can look at the

puritv chart starting at 9.6 percent and going down to 5 percent after

the Turkish-French connection breakup, you will see it goes up again

as the Mexican heroin became substituted for the Turkish, only to de-

cline sharply after the initiation of the eradication campaign by the

IMexican Government in November of 1975, with the increased acre-

age from some 723 acres to 22,000 acres last year.

Those facts, in my opinion, directly correlate. Without the Mexican

eradication program, I am personally convinced, the injuries and

deaths in the United States would be far greater today than they were,

and the trend of increased use of heroin would be far greater than it

has been.

]\Ir. Chairman, I will finish with a comment on another drug of con-

cern and also action taken overseas. This is in Colombia, where recently

in October some 1,100 pounds of cocaine base, which would have been

convertible into 1,210 pounds of cocaine, were seized at a raiich called

Hacienda El 90. An Aero Commander aircraft and a number of weap-

ons were seized and the No. 2 cocaine violator in Colombia, Jaime

Cardona. was an-ested by the Attorney General of Colombia and the

forces of the Colombian Bureau of Customs utilizing three TTnited

States-furnished helicopters. Shortly thereafter, elements of the Co-

lombian Army arrested another defendant a few miles away from, this

ranch, and seized another 658 pounds of cocaine contained in 200 1-kilo

bags. These bags undoubtedly were destined for the United States and

would have been spread amongst a variety of couriers and different

tran sportation methods.
The import is this. If we can continue to see the local governments

seizin<r these quantities of drugs from the source, then thnt is a tre-

mendous advantage for us. Had the seizures reached the I"'^.S. retail

market, this quantity, diluted, could have sold for as much as $300

million. It could have broken down into more than 1,000 different

major seizures, if not in the United States, in the major cocaine-using

areas.

These two seizures in the aggre^rate represent 10 pounds more than

the quantity seized at the border by all the U.S. authorities over the

2-year period during calendar years 1975 and 1976.

The problem of drugs—particularly heroin and cocaine—is com-
plex. We have had the benefit of some additional intelligence tools and
cooperative arrangements. The El Paso iTitelli^ence Center is a fully

functioning, coordinated interairency system directed under our juris-

diction at DEA but shared with the Immigration Service, Customs,
Coast Guard, Federal Aviation Administration, and the Alcohol, To-
bacco and Firearms Bureau.
The personnel of these agencies have been assembled there for the

last 3 vears on a 24-hour-a-dav watch basis, 7 days a week. These indi-

viduals work on and resi^ond to reports of drug trafficking and/or
smuggling by land, sea, and air. They include information of inter-

est to a varietv of agencies, including those who are the principal in-

terdiction and investigative agencies in the field of narcotics and
smuggling.
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In 1976 there were a total of 53,000 lookouts. This represented a
oOO-percent increase from 1975. Both DEA and INS were leading users

of EPIC services, with over 20,000 transactions. Customs and ATF
did not have the same commitment of personnel there, but Com-
missioner Chasen and I have been meeting regularly. He intends

to beef up the participation of Customs agents and officers with an
additional complement of 10 people.

EPIC's importance is of particular impact on Mexico because they
edit qualitative information that is disseminated from analysts, agents,

xind informants that deal with traffickers in Mexico and from Mexico.

This infonnation includes methods of transportation, border sector

activities, private aircraft flying without proper registration with the

FAA and flight schedules that have been reported, reports on arms,

stolen vehicles, aircraft used in snmggling and special analyses.

The additional area I would like to call your attention to that has
developed and has been, I think, a successful development, is our co-

operation, not only with Customs and the Internal Revenue Service

and Immigration, but with the Coast Guard. Our deputy chiefs at

headquarters have established eifective liaison with the Coast Guard,
which has extended to the held and to EPIC where they man a watch
on all ships.

During calendar year 1976, the Coast Guard reported more than
3,000 transactions with the El Paso Intelligence Center. In interna-

tional waters, the Coast Guard has the authority to board vessels of

foreign origin if commerce into the United States can be established

—

this is the small vessels off-loading a mother ship operation—and if

permission to board and search is received from the country of vessel

registration. And this has been granted freely, I might add, Mr. Chair-
man, from the countries that have foreign-flag carriers, and the State

Department has been most cooperative in going to the countries of

Honduras or Venezuela or other nations which may have a flag vessel

suspected of trafficking in narcotics.

I would end my testimony, Mr. Chairman, with the remark that the

activity—ongoing activity—of the Mexican Government in the eradi-

cation program probably accounts more than anything else for the

impact on our heroin purity. The Drug Enforcement Administration
is particularly pleased and I, as the Administrator, am proud of the

investigative work done by our agents. In the Nicky Barnes case, for

example, wliich broke up the largest single drug network that I've

been familiar with in the 2 years I have been Administrator, their

work resulted in the conviction and life sentence of that principal, and
in significant sentences and fines for his associates. You have to go to

the source, as well as to the distribution links in this country. I think

that type of balanced approach is necessary. We need a strong deter-

I'ent at our border. We need assurety of punishment in our country,

but if we can reach narcotics at the source that will have the great-

est deterrent.

Senator Culver. Tliank you very much, INIr. Bensinger.

You have mentioned the cooperation we have received and its value

from the Mexican Government. In light of the present debate in the

Senate on the Panama Canal Treaty, I wondered if you could com-
ment on the level of cooperation we have received as far as this gen-

eral problem is concerned from the Government of Panama.
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Mr. Bensingek. Since I have been Administrator, cooi^eration lias

generally been good with the Panamanian JSaiional Police.

fcjenator Culver. In the course of the consideration of the canal

treaties, have any committees of the Congress requested the intelli-

gence and investigative hies of your agency bearing on allegations of

drug trafficking by officials of tlie Government of Panama i

Mr, Bensingek. Yes; indeed. In fact, on October 6, Attorney Gen-
eral Griffin Bell and I briefed the leadership of the Senate, Senators

Byrd, Iiiouye, Baker, and Goldwater, and nave provided since that

time copies of ail of our hies and mvestigative reports to the Senate
Intelligence Committee. That has been done hi accord with their

request and we have cooperated fully and provided them with all the

information that w^e have on this subject matter.

I might add that during the x>ast 7 years there have been sx)oradic

allegations, most of them hearsay, regarding members of the family
of the Panamanian Chief of State. In fact, there were articles to this

eli'ect in the Congressional liecord as far back as 1972.

Following mquiries, we did brief officials of the Senate and House
Intelligence Committee and their leadership. The Chief of State has
never been a target of investigation and we've been directed to pro-

vide continuing information to the Senate Intelligence Committee.
Senator Cul\^r. So you have provided that conmiittee with all that

iniormation tiiat you have ^

Mr. Bensinger. Yes ; indeed.

Senator C^ulver. Y'^ou are sa^dng that nothing has been hidden from
the appropriate committees of the Congress 'i

Mr. Bensinger. Absolutely not. Senator.

Senator Culver. Back to that Mexican situation. When did the Mex-
ican Government initiate the opium poppy eradication program?
AVhat year ?

Mr. Bensinger. Traditionally—and I would think you could iden-

tify' opium's growth in Mexico in the 19ii0's and 19o0's—with the pres-

ence of some Chinese immigrants—and in the 1940's and 1950's—opium
and some heiroin was being made available to the Southwestern part
of the United States. In the 1950's there was a larger supply.
An eradication or destruction campaign handled basically on foot

by the Mexican Army and the Mexican authorities took place in the
1960's and 1970's—as the Turkish supply decreased—to cope with the
greater production of opium coming forth from Mexico. In Novem-
ber 1975, the Mexican Attorney General's Office, which was responsible
for the overall campaign against narcotics, adopted an aeriel herbicide
program. Helicopters were made available from the State Department
and contracts were set between the Government of Mexico and private
contracting firms to provide helicopter pilots. They embarked upon a
major effort to provide eradication of opium—not by foot, where only
a few thousand fields could be reached—but, in fact, by air.

Senator Culver. How much has the Mexican Government expended
on this program? Do you know what their current annual expenditure
is?

j\Ir. Bensinger. Jacques Kiere and Mathea Falco could correct me
in this, but I think at the level of approximately $50 million a year.

Senator CuL^^R. What have they already expended ?

Mr. Kiere. This has been going on for 2 years.
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Senator Culver. At the same level ?

Mr. KiERE. Yes.

Senator Culver. How much has the U.S. Government spent in its

assistance ?

Mr. Bensinger. The U.S. Government's assistance, total assistance,

has been in the neighborhood of $9 to $12 million a year. I believe $50

million is the total. This was for equipment, supplies, and services. I

think that would be an accurate figure.

Senator Culver. Does anyone else want to elaborate ?

Mr. KiERE. Yes. The State Department expends between $10 and
$12 million a year to supply the Mexican Government with United
States made helicopters which are then turned over to provide for

maintenance contracts for the mechanics who are going to handle the

helicopters and to increase the communications capability of the

Mexican Government and a number of contracts that are related to

that.

This entire package is turned over to the Mexican Government and
contracts are managed by the Mexican Attorney General's Office.

Senator Culver. So it has been at the level of $9 to $12 million a

year for the last 3 years, is that right ?

Mr. KiERE. Per year
;
yes.

Senator Culver. And what has been the total ?

Mr. Ktere. Somebody mentioned $50 million.

Mr. Benstnger. That I think represents the total that has been made
available to the Mexican Government overthe last 5 years. I certainly

could be corrected on the accuracy of that information.

Senator Culver. This assistance has financed helicopter procure-

ment, maintenance crews, contracts. What other hardware has been

provided?
Mr. Bensinger. Aircraft. We can provide you with a list.

Senator Culver. Can you describe tlie form of oui- technical assist-

ance for the record and Jbreak that out in more detail ? We would like

that.

The record will be kept open for insertion of this information.

[Material to be supplied by State Department follows :]

Aircraft Granted to Mexico for Use in International Narcotics Control

1. Airplane, Short Take-off and Landing (STOL), de Havilland Model DH-6
(Twin Otter).:

Quantity : 1.

Mission : Multi-purpose transport of personnel and cargo to unimproved
airstrips in forward operating areas. Two ton payload plus STOL charac-

teristics required.
Justification : No aircraft of U.S. manufacture available to meet require-

ments. Canadian DeHavilland Model DHC-6 only available aircraft to per-

form mission. Has standard Pratt & Whitney engines as used on helicopters.

2. Airplane, fixed wing, Beech Model A-200

:

Quantity : 1.

Mission : Personnel transport to provide movement of 8 to 10 men strike

forces to remote areas; move traflBckers from place of arrest to Mexico
City ; multi-mission transport when not needed for strike forces or prisoners.

Justification : Beeech Model A-200 judged best suited for mission. Has
standard I'ratt & Whitney en.gines as used on helicopters.

3. Airplane, fixed wing, Cessna Model 206 11

:

Quantity : 12.

Mission: Visual reconnaissance aircraft for use in rugged mountainous
environment.



21

Justification : Cessna Model 206 II judged best suited for mission. Mexican

mechanics already acquainted with Cessna equipment and Cessna spare

parts available in existing inventories.

4. Airplane, fixed wing, Rockwell Shrike Commander Model 500S :

Quantity : 2.

Mission: Aerial photographic aircraft for use in Multi-Spectral Photo-

graphic Poppy Detection System.
Justification: Rockwell Shrike Commander Model 500S is only suitable

U.S. manufactured aircraft to perform mission. Standard airframe modifica-

tions available to convert this aircraft for photographic mission.

5. Airplane, fixed wing, Fairchild Heli-Porter

:

Quantity : 2.

Mission: Short take-off and landing (STOL) aircraft urgently required

for rapid supply of equipment, expendables and personnel to remote and
relatively inaccessible areas of Mexico.

Justification: Fairchild Heli-Porter was only STOL aircraft of U.S.

manufacture capable of mission and immediately available for urgent use.

Has standard Pratt & Whitney engine used on helicopters.

6. Airplnne, fixed wing jet, Cessna Model 500 Citation

:

Quantity : 1.

Mission : A high-speed personnel transport (7 to 9 place) capable of oper-

ating from small intermediate airfields urgently needed to equip Mexican
Attorney General's Ofiice with capability to reach distant areas of Mexico
for the purpose of supervision, inspection and control of operational units in

the field.

Justification : Cessna Citation selected as best compromise of costs, speed

and field lengths required for operation. The Cessna Citation is only known
small jet capable of operating from fields of only 2,.500 feet. It is least ex-

pensive aircraft of its type manufactured in United States.

7. Helicopter, 15 place. Bell Model UH-IN :

Quantity : 4.

Mission : Multi-purpose personnel/cargo transport to remote, mountainous

areas of Mexico where no landing strips exist to supply opium poppy eradica-

tion efforts.

Justification : Bell Model UH-IN (military version similar to commercial

Model 212) only U.S. manufactured helicopter capable of mission.

8. Helicopter, 15 place, Bell Model 212

:

Quantity: 17.

Mission: Multi-purpose personnel/cargo transport and spray aircraft to

operate in remote, mountainous areas of Mexico where no landing strips

exist to supply opium poppy eradication efforts.

Justification : Bell Model 212 (or military UH-IN) only U.S. manufactured
helicopter capable of mission. Economies of standardization realized as

Models 212 and 206 liecame "back-bone" of poppy eradication effort.

9. Helicopter, 5 place, Bell Model 206

:

Quantity : 22.

Mission : Multi-purpose/cargo transport and spray aircraft to operate m
remote, mountainous areas of Mexico where no landing strips exist to supply

opium poppy eradication efforts.

Justification: Bell Model 20G is best suited U.S. manufactured helicopter

for mission. Bell Model 206 has high degree of standardized parts with Bell

Model 212 above. Economies of standardization realized as Models 206 and
212 became "back-bone" of poppy eradication effort.

Senator Cul\t3r. Mr. Kelly and Mr. Woods you both have had first-

hand experience in the implementation of this pro<^ram in Mexico, is

that correct?

Mr. Woods. That is correct.

Mr. Kelly. That is correct.

Senator Culver. What has been the U.S. role in visual reconnais-

sance and how has it changed, if any, during the last 2i/^ years ?

Mr. Bensinger. Perhaps, Mr. Chairman, I could comment from a

policy standpoint and tlien Mr. Woods and Mr. Kelly could comment
on the operational aspects.
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DEA oriojinally, with the invitation and support of the Mexican

Attorney General's Office, participated in the reconnaissance and spot-

tino; of fields with our pilots and spotters in Mexico and the reporting

of these fields to the Mexican Attorney General's Office in which IMexi-

can officials and American agents were in planes together to find out

where they were located.

Then the Mexican helicopters were flown initially by American-

contracted personnel, not DEA personnel, but I believe the firm's

name is Evergreen. They provided pilots. Most of them were Vietnam
veterans and they flew the helicopters and provided the actual spray

over the fields, and then the Mexican Government increased its own
capabilities through training. They not only flew their own helicopters

but also provided their own pilots to carry out the missions.

DEA's role in terms of ]Droviding the pilots and spotters changed
last September so that all of the basic aircraft used in finding the fields

of poppies are Mexican and they are in Mexico. We do have an op-

portunity to ride in those planes in order to assist them in verification

and comparison of intelligence in the fields.

There has been a dimunition of U.S. presence.

Senator Culver. Mr. Woods and Mr. Kelly, do you want to talk

about the program from your experience ?

Mr. Woods. In terms of spotting missions that are now being taken

by the Mexican Government, the U.S. Government has approxi-

mately 11 observers in Mexico who fly in various aircraft on a

daily basis. Their aircraft are piloted by "Mexican pilots and each air-

craft has a Mexican observer in it. In those aircraft that are available,

we have placed a DEA observer. The three men work very closely

together to identify the fields and to maintain records of the locations

of these fields. That information, of course, is turned over to the

Mexican zone coordinator who sets priorities and targets the fields for

destruction at a later time.

Senator Culver. What has been our role in eradication ? Has that

changed in any way ?

Mr. Woods. Our role in eradication is practically nonexistent. We do

not participate in the actual eradication operations. We might fly in

one of the support helicopters to witness a spray operation. But we do

not actively participate. We are not operating equipment. We are not

involved in mixing herbicides or anything of that nature.

Senator Culver. What about our role in subsequent evaluation of

the effectiveness of the eradication program itself ?

Mr. Woods. The information obtained by the DEA paiticipants in

the field is evaluated both within Mexico and at the regional office, and
in the DEA Headquarters. A determination is made as to the effective-

ness of the program and the accuracy of the information provided to

the U.S. Government.
Senator Culver. You presently have a system for such evaluation ?

Mr. Woods. We have a system within the DEA. The information is

evaluated in Mexico by the regional intelligence office and in head-

quarters, again, by the intelligence office.

Senator Cul^t:r. AVliat percentage of fields are actually overflown to

determine the effectiveness of the program ? ^Yhat is the nature of your
spot check ? "Wliat gives you a high degree of confidence ?
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Mr. KiERE. Mr. Chairman, may I discuss the organization and the

type of rsporting that we are getting from the field ?

Senator Culver. Certainly.

Mr. KiERE. You asked earlier about the amount of funding that the

United Scates is providing to this program.
The campaign itself is an extremely complex logistical problem. The

Mexican air fleet consists of some 38 rotary-wing aircraft and approxi-

mately a similar number of fixed-wing aircraft that do the

reconnaissance.

Since the U.S. Government input in the program runs around $10
million a year, and since the results of that cami^aign are so crucial,

DEA'S involvement through men like Mr. Kelly and Dave Wood, who
is a program manager, has been to gather information on the day-to-

day operations in the field. That is, Mr. Kelly's job is to fly with the

Mexican pilots and spot the fields, going back after a period of time

and verifying that the field has actually been destroyed, that the

herbicide is working ; this is what gives us in the Mexico City head-

quarters—gives Mr. W^ood—the opportunity to gather these statistics,

and then to properly represent to the U.S. Government the actual

operational eiliciency of the campaign.
There are other ways to measure : for instance, the aircraft avail-

ability, the flight time over the target, and the use of herbicides. But all

of tliese hgures are genuinely meaningless if in the long run the poppy
helds are not spotted properly and eradicated properly.

This is the role that we feel we need to play in the Mexican eradica-

tion campaign and continue to play in that campaign.
Senator Culver. How much personnel has DEA committed to the

campaign? Dr. Bourne made reference to a figure in his earlier

testimony.

How much has the ISIexican Government committed ?

Mr. Kiere. DEA commits twice a year for a period of 45 days each.

I'm sorry, its 90 days each.

It is approximately 20 DEA personnel that come on a temporary
basis and participate and then return to their posts.

Of these, a number are support personnel. So that, in fact, we have
generally approximately 9 to 10 observers that are actually doing the

Hying with the Mexican Government.
The Mexicans, on their side, including the pilots, the mechanics, and

the observers, have a commitment of around 300 personnel attached to

the campaign.
Senator Culver. How does the utilization and employment of the

DEA personnel in the present campaign differ from their participa-

tion in previous campaigns ?

Give us some sense of the phasing of your involvement and the pace
of the Mexican assumption and resx^onsibility for the program.
Mr. Bensinger. There have been changes in the participation, in

terms of practice just within the last several months in this year as

compared with previousl}'. I think the change would be probably best

described this way. I would describe them in principle and Mr. Kiere
can fill in along with Ivlr. Woods.
The number of indiv iduals is fewer. The presence or nonj^resence

.at some of the forward bases has been somewhat restricted. This is
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where the helicopters are refueled and then go out on missions. The
overall ability to be i^resent in each and every mission aircraft for

reconnaissance and verification has been lessened.

We have no intention or desire to participate in the eradication per

se. But from an intelligence standpoint of finding out where the grow-

ing areas are, evaluating the efficiency of the mission, and working
with our counterparts in spotting labs, clandestine airstrii^s, and other

smuggling and growing patterns, that is helpful.

Jacque, you may, or Dave may want to elaborate on any of the more
specific changes.

Mr. KiERE. Senator, the largest change, or at least the first indica-

tion that there was going to be a change in the DEA presence, occurred

in September 1977. The Mexicans requested that v/e no longer useDEA
aircraft to do some of the reconnaissance. Thoir concern was, and
rightfully so, that the presence of an American aircraft over their

sovereign soil might create some political problems for them. We
agreed that our seven aircraft that were being used for reconnaissance

would not be flown but would stay on the ground. However, on the

other hand, we would expect to have opportunities to sit in the Mexi-

can aircraft to conduct our reconnaissance that way.

In that instance, we did lose a certain amount of the flexibility that

we had in flying over areas, insuring with our own eyes that the eradi-

cation has properly taken i)lace.

The next restriction came during a conference that we were holding

in Dallas, Tex., preparing our persomiel to go down, at Avhich time we
were asked to cut our participation into coming for a period of 2 weeks

and then no longer to participate in the campaign.
Senator Culver. When was that?

Mr. KiERE. January 13, 2 days before the personnel were to be de-

ployed in the country. Since then we have negotiated with the At-

torney General's Office and our people are presently at a lower number
participating in the reconnaissance missions that are taking place at

this time. We would deploy them in the bases as before.

Senator Culver. 'Wliat's that ?

Mr. KiERE. We will deploy them at the bases as we did before.

Mr. Bensinger. I would add this. Senator Culver.

This is a subject of some sensitivity. Certainly the availability of

our personnel in any foreign country should be carefully weighted, not

only by the desires of the host country but by our own agency. Our
objective is to have the greatest impact on the opium poppy growing

outside the United States as is possible. That is best accomplished by

the actions, I think, tlnat have been taken by the Government of Mex-
ico for the last 2 years.

The January 1978 statistics, since this change in policy, have not

been encouraging in terms of fields sprayed. We have seen the reduc-

tion in 1978 compared to 1977 of some 4,000 fields.

The campaign may have had a later start. The Mexican Government

wanted to do a more national reconnaissance effort, in this year as

compared to last year and defer spraying until they had a look-see at

the entire overall geographical, topigraphical opium poppy growing

area.

But the total hectares that were reached decreased by 75 percent, m
part due because probably fewer fields have been seen that were stilL
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being cultivated because the campaign has been successful in the past

2 5^ears. But also in part, too, because the mission undertaken by the

Mexican Government in 1978, as they defined it, may have changed.

It may be in part due to some information response that I think Mr.

Kelly and INIr. Woods could more adequately describe, having just

recentlv arrived from Mexico.

Mr. Woods. Senator, for the first time in tlie history of the eradica-

tion program, the Mexican Government decided to delay the intensive

spraying operations and decided to fly throughout the entire Republic

with approximately 19 aircraft in order to determine, first, the extent

of the poppy cultivation in INIexico and to determine if poppies were

not being grown out of normal growing areas and to look at areas in

the eastern part of the Republic that have never been searched in the

past.

This has to date resulted in a heavy commitment to the reconnais-

sance program and perhaps a lessening in the commitment to the eradi-

cation campaign.
You can see by this map that the majority of fields in the last 2 years

have been found on the western slope of the Sierra M-adres. This year

the reconnaissance program will extend all the way to the northeast

section of the Republic. The chances of finding poppies in that area

are very remote. The growing conditions are not conducive to growing

poppies. It is an entirely difl'erent type of area.

I think this has had some impact on the eradication statistics to date.

Senator Culver. You mean just the misplacement of resources has.

had that effect?

Mr. Woods. Perhaps the reconnaissance program has not allowed

them to make the commitment to the eradication program that they

would have last year at this time.

Mr. Bensinger. What concerns me, Senator, is that a small area of

cultivated flowered fields makes a lot of heroin. I know that the INIexi-

can Attorney General's Office and the Government are committed. We
are encouraging them to swing into the eradication cycle as soon as

possible because if they miss, by chance, the eradication opportunity

to spray when the fields are flowering—which would be particularly

true in the south—then the opium can be harvested and converted into

the morphine base and into heroin.

Senator Culver. At what time do the fields have to be sprayed for

eradication to be effective ?

]Mr. Kelly. Senator, traditionally, the fields have been planted

either—that is for this part of the campaign—in late December,

middle December, for harvesting somewhere around April 15. That is

using what the Mexicans call their cutoff date. If they have not eradi-

cated by that time the field more than likely will have been harvested.

This is why
Senator Cul\t:r. April 15 ?

]\Ir. Kelly. More or less, that is the date-

Senator Cul-vtsr. Wliat is the earliest that you can see it with con-

fidence and spray it ?

Mr. Kelly. If the field were planted, let's say, in mid-December,

you would be able to identify that by about the first week in January.

Senator Culver. So, from the first of Januai-y to April 15, it's open

season for spraying ?
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]Mr. Kelly. Yes. That would be considered

Senator Culver. Now you are in the middle of February and you are

concerned that they have not been spraying enough, is that right?

They have been looking but not spraying, is that right?

Mr. I^LLY. I can speak only for zone I, which is depicted on the

chart. I was in Kuiiacon on January 13. 1 have been in this campaign
for 2 years, less the spring campaign last year.

I can say that they were conducting spring missions in Kuiiacon at

this time. "Our agents actually accompanied them on some of the mis-

sions. Now there is a decrease, as has been pointed out. There are

several reasons or possibilities that have been pointed out.

From my experience there, this year I have flown from Choith all

the way down through Mathetlon. In the Choith area from, say Choith
on dov/n south to Kuiiacon with the Sinaloa Elver and the Bordagama
area and the Mesa Larga, 2 years ago at this time, we flew that area for

the first time. There were literally thousands of fields in that particular

area that I have just described.

This 3^ear there is a decrease in the amount of fields we have seen.

You have to understand that when you are working these areas,

there is a tremendous lot of logistics involved in order to get men,
equipment, helicopters, and herjjicides into tliese areas. There is a lot

of time involved in that so this may be part of the decrease in the

fields sprayed. We don't know this because we have not been able to

participate as we were able to do last year at this time. These are

questions that, of course, are in my mind and the minds of the other

gentlemen also.

Senator Culver. Mr. Kelly, you are, of course, a veteran of several

of these campaigns. What percentage of the current group working
in Mexico are veterans.

Mr. Kelly. From the DEA standpoint?

Senator Culver. Yes.

Mr. Kelly. J. J. Rivera has been there before. Joe Asoya has been

there before.

Senator Cul^tsr. Give us a rough percent.

Mr. Kelly. I would say probably 50 percent.

Senator Culver. How long is a normal tour of duty for one of our

people who is assisting in this eradication project?

Mr. Kelly. It will run from 45 days to 90 days.

Senator Cur.w.R. In your view, Mr. Kelly, would it be preferable to

have permanently assigned personnel working with the Mexicans in

these efforts ?

i\[r. Kelly. In my opinion, it would be. Yes; definitely.

Senator Culver. You think it would be ?

]Mr. Kelly. Yes.
Senator Culver. It would be better for the personnel to stay down

there rather than go in and out?

Mr. Keu.y.Ycs.
Senator Culver. As I understand, in the last campaign you were to

be assigned to zone I headquarters in a job that did not involve flying

every day. Is that correct ?

I\Ir. Kelly. That was for this part of this campaign, sir.

Senator Culver. What did you do ?
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Mr. Ketja-. Wo didn't do anything this year, as wc did last year,

because of the reconnaissance niission and everybody participated in

that. However, had the campaig-n been conducted with our participa-

tion as it was in the past, then we would have had a zone coodinator

and myself who would, in my position, have been evaluating the sta-

tistics "tliat vrore coming in as to the fields and where the fields were

located and if the Mexican had carrested campesianos in the areas and

brought them in for interrogation and then we may have had access to

their report.

Senator Culver. Did you fly on any of the reconnaissance missions ?

Mr. Kelly. In the past I have ;
yes.

Senator CurAT-R. How about this year ?

Mr. Kelly. Yes.

Senator Cm^^R. You did this year ?

]\Ir. Kelly. Yes.

Senator Cttlver. Were the Mexican officials willing to let you fly on

anv mission that you wanted to ?

Mr. Kelly. I can say in all truth that I experienced no problerns

with the chief pilot, Cajpt. Carlos Kaufi'man, Lie. Cruz Lopez, and Lie.

Carios Garca. They have been extremely cooperative with me. I have

been able to fly on "any flight that I particularly cared to fly on and to

go into anv zone that I particularly wanted to go into.

Senator" Culver. If we no longer assign spotters to go along on the

IMexican reconnaissance flights, would a few people like yourself, Avho

were ])ormanently located in Mexico, going on flights of your clioice,

be sufficient to assure the necessary accountability to the American

l^eople for the expenditures on this program and the money that Amer-
ican taxpayers are investing ?

Mr. Kelly, I can say this for zone I, because that is where my ex-

perience has been. These pilots fly 7 days a week and they are on 20

days and off 10. In zone I we have a continuing program of 7 days a

week. I would tliink that in order to adequately cover that with enough

time off for our own personnel that we should have somewhere near

three to four ]-)eople in that zone. That would be my own off-the-top-of-

my-head guess.

Senator Culver. Three or four in zone I ?

Mr. Kelly. Yes. As for the other zones, I don't know.
Senator Culver. Mr. Woods ?

Mr. Woods. Senator, let me say this. One of the concerns that we
have in ^Mexico is to adequately represent to the Embassy and to DEA
Headquarters and to committees such as this, the realistic evaluation

of the success of the program.
It is possible that if we were to operate with less men than we now

have, the information we provide would be suspect.

By reducing our participation down to two or three men throughout

the country aiid flying in missions of our choice, we might be lending

an air of reliability to figures which are really suspect. I think per-

sonally, as managing the particular program, we need a minimimi of

nine sets of eves and ears. We are talking about having the ability of

flying througliout the entire Republic, participating in flights of ap-

proximately 37 helicopters. I really don't think that with less person-

nel flying that we would be able to adequately represent the integrity

of the program.
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Senator Ctjla^r. Mr. Kiere, as Regional Director for DEA in Mex-
ico City, could you describe our activities in support of Mexican en-

forcement actions against drug laboratories or traffickers ? Could you

give us some description of that aspect of your program there ?

Mr. Kiere. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
We have an enforcement program which works on a bilateral basis

with representatives of the Federal judicial police. And we have

created a Mexican task force in which our people work hand-in-hand

with representatives of that agency identifying, investigating, and

finally causing the arrest and conviction of some of the major narcotic

violators in the organization.

We at the same time have an intelligence gathering and exchange

program by which we ask the Mexicans to gather some intelligence

which wiirbe useful in destroying the narcotic organizations and at

the same time providing them with some of the information that we
have on smugglers so that the arrest can be made in Mexico.

All of these programs are going extremely well. We have had no

problems in terms of cooperation and some of the results have been

excellent. Laboratories are seized on a regular basis. Thirteen labora-

tories to date since November of last year, which is a significant num-
ber. Some major violators are either arrested or are fugitives and are

being sought after very actively.

Senator Culver. Do any of your American personnel engage in ac-

tion operations such as raids and arrests ?

Mr. Kiere. No, Mr. Chairman. We are prohibited by the Mansfield

amendment and our own guidelines from doing anything that would

infringe on the sovereign rights of the country of Mexico, and obvi-

ously we have no police authority in Mexico. Our role is one of liaison

exchange of information.

Senator Citl"vt:r. Are they present for interrogation ?

Mr. Kiere. No ; they are not.

Senator Culver. One of the commandants of the Mexican Federal

Judicial Police told our investigator that he needed more information

on the drug trafficking by Mexican nationals operating in our country

to aid him in making'cases against the trafficking organizations on the

Mexican side of the border. Would you care to comment on this, and

are we providing this information ?

Mr. Kiere. We are, sir, and I can understand his concern. Nobody
ever really gets enough information in this kind of business. The fact

is that we do exchange information. We have assigned people to this

particular commandant's area on a temporary basis to work hand-in-

hand with him.
Some of our information is not necessarily applicable in Mexico. I

think this must l>e the trouble. Some of that information is not hard

enough evidence for them to act upon.
But by investigating these things, we can achieve some notable

results.

Mr. Bensinger. I would add, if I could Mr. Chairman, that probably

the most famous heroin distributing ring where I come from is the

Herrera organization operating out of Durango and into Chicago,

111.

One of the major breakthroughs, I thmk, was an arrest warrant

issued by the municipal officials in Durango, Mexico, for the arrest of
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Jaime Plerrera. The subsequent arrest of some 90 individuals identified

as key individuals and primary operatives within this organization

has heen made on both sides of the border. With respect to this organi-

zation, profiles have been provided land information has been ex-

changed with the Mexican officials. We have had other organizations

—

the Beltran organization and Cecilia Falcon for another—where
prosecutions on both sides of the border have taken place and where
information which we may have can be utilized and has, in fact, led

to the arrest of a number of major violators in Mexico.
We do have, and are exploring with the State Department now, a

proposal which would increase significantly the interdiction capabili-
ties with the Mexican Attorney General's Office, particularly with re-

spect to air and sea traffic coming into that country and subsequently
into the United States. I will not get into the particulars of that, and
the other fast, hard data, real-time information. That should be in-

creasing in substantial pattern in terms of numbers and value as a re-

sult of the improvement of information at the El Paso Intelligence
Center, and methods by which our Mexico City regional office could
provide that data to our Mexican comiterparts.

Senator CuL^T.R. We are increasing, then, the nature of our intelli-

gence assistance efl'orts to the JNIexioan Government, is that right ?

]Mr. Bensixger. Substantially, yes. And also the number of intelli-

gence analysts. We don't involve ourselves in direct activit}^, as Mr.
Kiere said. But in the exchange of information and intelligence, there
is a role to be played and the number of analysts has increased from
one 2 years ago, to nine at the present time. They are not involved in
law enforcement functions, but they review reports and investigative
files that may come from headquarters and defendants who are de-
briefed in Chicago who make reference to supply and so on. Our people
in Mexico are passing this information on to our counterparts.
Senator Culver. Are there any additional ways that we can recip-

rocate to the Mexicans for their cooperation in drug enforcement
efforts?

]NIr. Bensixger. I can think of three. First, I think we have to rec-
ognize that their government has lost a number of valiant soldiers and
law enforcement officers in this fight. I believe it is 17. They have lost
a considerable amount of personal and governmental funds—an eco-
nomic impact.

I think we have to be realistic so that when we do find individuals

—

whether or not they are Mexican nationals or U.S. citizens—who are
arrested for major traffic offenses, that the punishment has a degree
of surety to it and that the bail is realistic. There are over 2,500 fugi-
tives from the U.S, justice system now at large as a result of our pres-
ent criminal justice procedures.

I would estimate some 600 are in Mexico alone. Addressing our-
selves to the issue of a hearing for individuals who previously have,
perhaps, been convicted of narcotic offenses and who have been ar-
rested for false passports and who have, in fact, been put out on bail
for previous narcotic offenses—much as the Senate has passed in the
criminal code—would be one step.

Prevention is another step, and governments around the world
recognize their own responsibilities—moral responsibility—to stop
drugs. Many of the countries like ours have a demand. There are peo-
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pie who lia\'e money and ^Yant to make more of it and they take advan-

tage of th-at demand. Therefore, it is not easy to obliterate the supply.

That's why I think we need better prevention, and an overall educa-

tion program within our own country would have an impact for us di-

rectly, and certainly for the countries such as Mexico, where the sup-

ply is really meeting a U. S. demand.
It is being impacted on. It has been curbed through the eradication

effort. I think it has saved thousands of American lives, but it has

come at a cost. I think in the exchange of information on our borders

and between our countries—which we have seen recent examples of

—

we'll see fruition in terms of interdicting of the laboratory operators

and the financiers.

Finally, I think an exchange of financial criminal evidentiary data

would be helpful, such as we have concluded with the Government of

Sw^itzerland, which has frozen the assets of narcotic traffickers. Some
$0.25 million in Switzerland are frozen now as a result of drug enforce-

ment's ability to make a representation through a judicial court

—

this was the" second circuit-—that money had actually been derived

from illegal narcotic sales and deposited in Swiss bank accounts. The
Government of Switzerland has frozen that money based on those

judicial proceedings.

There is a considerable amount of money going from the United
States back into Mexico, and there is a considerable amount of launder-

ing that takes place, not only here but also offshore. I think as we
develop more of our investigations, in our own agency and with other

agencies and with the ]\Iexican Government going after the money
instead of just arresting the farmers, then we will have, I think,

greater impact as well.

Senator Culver. Finally, Mr. Bensinger, as to the Mexican enforce-

ment and eradication programs, in your judgment, can we count on

their continuation?
Mr. Bexsixger. I think we can count on their continuation, Mr.

Culver. I see no evidence that the IMexican Government intends to

decrease its commitment to eradicate opium fields. In fact the repre-

sentation which has been made to the Department of State has been

that they would like to greatly expand over the next 3 years the total

scope of tlieir effort and of our aid.

I would have a comment that is made on behalf of our agency, which
you and the Senate will hold accountable to what liappens with respect

lo drug purity and availability. We do feel that it is in the U.S. Gov-
' ernment's interest to participate in the overall reconnaissance monitor-

ing and evaluation of the eradication effort. I thhik that is a presence

which is in the interest of the American people and of having effective

ongoing bilateral relations.

Senator Culver. Will other connections take up the slack just as

they did after the closing of the French connection?

Mr. Bexsixger. It is a think answer because the results are in the

future. There has not been an increase in total availability and supply

of Southeast Asian heroin into the United States. The cut of the

heroin purity has come as a result of II/2 tons less Mexican heroin, but

it has not been replaced immediately until now with heroin from

Turkev, where we have had no indication of leakage, or from Southeast
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Asia. Basically the opium base, the morphine heroin conversion, lias

been consumed in Western Europe at an increiasin<r and alarming

amount. We have set up programs in conjunction with the State De-

partment, with governments overseas in Thailand and Western

Europe; and the United Nations and other countries are working di-

rectly to try to minimize the diversion of opium and heroin from those

countries into the United States.

It is possible. A year ago we set up a program to prevent that possi-

bility from becoming a reality, but the future will tell us the answer.

Senator Cflver. 1 want to thank you very mnch for your appear-

ance. It has been extremely helpful to the committee and I_ want to

commend you on your efforts there. I look forward to working with

you in the months ahead.

Mr. Bensinger. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Culver. Our next two witnesses will also appear together.

They are Ms. Mathea Falco, Senior Adviser and Coordinator for

International Narcotic Control Matters at the Department of State

and Mr. Richard Arellano, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State

for Inter-American Affairs of the Department of State.

I understand, ]SIs. Falco, you both have prepared statements.

Ms. Falco. Yes; Mr. Chairman. Perhaps in the interest of time, you

would like us to submit them for the record and take questions since

the two previous witnesses have covered the area, I think, very

adequateh'.

Senator Culver. Would you like to summarize the highlights?

Ms. Falco. I would like to make a few points that have not been

covered, and I am sure Mr. Arellano has a few also.

Senator Ct^f-VER. Without objection, your statement will be inserted

into the record.

STATEMENT OF MATHEA FALCO, SENIOR ADVISEE TO THE SECRE-

TARY OF STATE AND DIRECTOR FOR INTERNATIONAL NARCOTIC

CONTROL MATTERS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE ^

Ms. Falco. I would like to support Dr. Bourne in tlianking you
publicly for the subcommittee's efforts on behalf of the Psychotropic

Convention legislation. It is of vital importance in our international

efforts. I am going to Geneva tomorrow as U.S. representative to the

Commission on Narcotic Drugs where I v>'ill be able to tell the Com-
mission that ratification will be a reality in the very near future. I

want to thank you and the members of the committee for that.

The narcotics control assistance program, which we liave jointly with

the ISIexican Government, is fundecl under the Foreign Assistance

Act. I would be glad to supply you with the specific details of how
those funds are expended. You asked this question previously of DEA.

Since we are responsible for the budget, we would be glad to provide

full details.

In addition to the Mexican Attorney General's Office being deeply

involved and directly responsible for the Mexican eradication effort,

no mention has been made yet this morning of the fact that the Min-
istry of Defense is also involved in i)roviding ground support for the

^ See p. 114 for Ms. Falco's prepared statement.



32

eradication effort. Estimates from our Embassy in Mexico are that

the Ministry provides about 10,000 troops to support the eradication

campaitrn to ^o through the area and make sure that eradication has

been successfuL
As Dr. Bourne mentioned, he and I met U\ice last year with the

Mexican Attorney General, the Secretary of Defense, and other Mexi-
can officials to review the joint efforts of our Governments in achiev-

ing our common goal of curtailing illicit heroin x:)roduction and
traffic.

At our most recent meeting last December, we discussed in prelim-

inary detail the national plan which the Mexican Attorney General's

Office, in conjunction with other Mexican ministries, has developed for

the next 3-year period of the eradication campaign.
Again. I will be glad to share those details with you in depth later,

or for the record, as you like.

Senator Cul'st.r. Does the plan include future U.S. assistance?

Ms, Falco. It is in terms of how the Mexican Government projects

the next 3 years of tlie campaign. It includes, of course, what assist-

ance they would like to see us provide. It also includes various meas-

ures that they are prepared to take.

Senator Culver. Are you prepared to speak about your projections

for the future U.S. partici]3ation in the eradication campaign?
Ms. Falco. Yes ; indeed. That was my next point.

Since 1973, total U.S. narcotics assistance has been approximately

$50 million. During this last year, we provided $13,4 million. During
the present year, 1978, we have allocated an additional $16.8 million.

The Appropriations Committee specifically earmarked a minimum
amount of $12.49 million in our budget for the Mexican program in

fiscal vear 1978.

In fiscal year 1979 we are requesting an additional $13 million. That
request is now beginning to go through the various congressional

committees.
We are. of course, i^eviewing the various aspects of the national plan

which is being developed by the IMexican Government, but at this

point we are not prepared to say what we think would be an appro-

priate level of assistance for fiscal year 1980. It is a little premature.

In terms of the resources which the Mexican Government commits
to this effort, which have already been stressed by previous witnesses,

the Mexican General's office employs 487 people in this effort, which
ranges from enforcement agents to pilots to equipment and adminis-

trative personnel. The Attorney General's Office estimates that during
the intensive parts of the campaign, they devote 70 percent of their

resources and personnel to eradication, although drug abuse responsi-

bilities constitute only 7 percent of their overall workload. That's a

point, bv the way, that the Mexican Attorney General stresses with all

of his official American visitors.

Senator CuL^^<;R. Why ?

Ms. Falco. I think to emphasize again to us two things. One point

is that the Mexican Government feels that they carrv a disproportion-

ate burden of the load, although Mr. Arellano probably would have

more to say about that.
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Also to emphasize to us that they arc making, on tlieir side, as Mr.

Bensing-er pointed out, a very hirge commitment in terms of their

overair resources and in terms of the other kinds of problems they

have to deal with within their society.

]\rention has been made of the number of Mexican officials killed.

Last year, six Federal judicial agents were killed in this campaign and

six were injured.

Now. in terms of the actual statistics

Senator Culvt^r. Were they killed or injured in airplane crashes or

in raids?

Ms. Falco. Some are gun shot fatalities. Some are crashes.
_

Senator Culver. Were they hit in the air on eradication missions or

in ground operations against laboratories or what?

Ms. Falco. The DEA, of course, could speak to this much better,

but some sustained gunfire from the ground. Because the flying is

terriblv difficult, some happen in fatal crashes.

We could give you a complete breakdown. I would not be surprised

if some of them had been killed in raids. The traffickers are armed.
^

Senator Culver. I think you should know. I am surprised you don't

know. You can supply it for the record.

Ms. Falco. I will ask our Embassy to obtain from the Mexican

Government details on this subject for the subcommittee.

Senator Culw.r. We need to know what these figures mean. You said

six have been killed. I think you should know how these casualties were

caused, so that you can correct the program.

Ms. Falco. I will supply that for the record.

Senator Culver. I think it is important that you know as well as

it is important for me to know.
[Material to be supplied follows :]

Department of State,

Washinffton, B.C., June 26, 1978.

Hon. John C. Culver,
Chairman, U.S. Suhcommittee To Investigate Juvenile Dclinqiiencij.

Dear Senator Culver: Pursuant to the hearing on international narcotics

control of the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency which

was held on February 10, 1978. I am enclosing a copy of a cable from the U.S.

Embassy in Mexico which details the information you requested concerning the

number of Mexican Federal Judicial Police killed in the operation of the nar-

cotics eradication program.
I look forward to working with you and your Committee staff in the future.

Sincerely,
Mathea Falco,

Senior Adviser mid Director,

Office of International
Narcotics Control Matters.

Enclosure as stated.

[Department of State incoming telegram]

Subject: Narcotics—GOM Casualties
June 1978.

AMEMBASSY MEXICO,
TO SECSTATE, WASH DC,
INFO US MISSION, GENEVA.

1. Embassy has received letter from Fernando Baeza, executive oflScer of

Attorney General's office which reads as follows

:
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(A) "I refer to your letter of February 22 transmitting the request of

John C. Culver, Senator from the State of Iowa, concerning personnel of the

Attorney General's office who have died or been injured in the campaign
against the production and traffic in drugs.

(B) "The campaign represents a considerable financial effort for the

Government of Mexico which must address primarily the unsatisfied social

necessities deriving from our rapid demographic growth. But the principal

cost of the narcotics program, of mutual interest to our countries, stems from
the irreparable loss of pilots, mechanics, and agents of the Federal Judicial

Police (FJP), whose names are enclosed. We must also consider the losses

suffered by the Mexican Army in its cooperation with the campaign".
2. Deaths (name, title, year, type incident) :

Jose Luis Ballesteros-Corona, FJP. 1974, gunshot

;

Jose Antonio Perez-Alvarado, mechanic, 1974, aircrash

;

Sergio Juarez-Gonzalez, pilot, 1975, aircrash
;

Alejandro Anguiano-Gutierrez, FJP, 1976, auto accident

;

Alejandro Bonilla-Ibarra, FJP, 1976. aircrash
;

Luis Robles-Onofre, FJP, 1976. gunshot

;

Jose Manuel-Saucedo, FJP, 1976, aircrash ;

Eduardo Arroyo-Larrainzar, pilot, 1976. aircrash
;

Roberto Ramirez-Pulido, pilot, 1976, aircrash

;

Rafael Aguirre-Martinez, mechanic, 1976, aircrash ;

Adan Zamorn-Rubio, mechanic. 1976, aircrash;
Arturo Pantoja-Fonseca. district attorney, 1976, aircrash

;

Jose Mireles-Munoz, FJP, 1977, gunshot

;

Enrique Sanchez-Aguilar, FJP, 1977, gunshot

:

Miguel Angel Santana-Almanza. FJP. 1977, gunshot

;

Salvador Cabello-Hernandez. FJP. 1977, gunshot

;

Donate Carmona-Serrano. FJP, 1977, gunshot

:

Emilio Eloy Ramos-Reyes, FJP, 1978, auto accident

;

Arturo Robles-Diaz, FJP, 197S, gunshot

;

Arturo Rodriguez-Ponce, FJP, 1978, gunshot.
3. FJP agents injured in past 17 months (cause not specified by AG. but we

recognize many names as gunshot injuries during enforcement actions).

Carlos Mondragon-Olguin, 1977

;

Angel Fonseca-Vargas, 1977

;

Jesus Montes-Contreras, 1977

;

Edmundo Castro-Avalia, 1977 :

Conrado Ortega-Calderon. 1977

;

Fernando Montejano-Aguilar, 1977;
Angel Alfredo-Robles, 1978

;

Jose Angel Maldonado-Lugo, 1978

;

Salvador Acosta-Balderas, 1978

;

Edmundo Barranco-Vega, 1978.

4. Pilots injured in aviation accidents

:

Carlos Kauffman-Gonzalez. 1974

;

Francisco J. Manzo-C, 1975

;

Abel Ramirez-Espinoza. 1975

;

Armando Merchand-Delgado, 1977

;

Roberto Paz-Garibay, 1976;
Ciro Jesus Lopez-Sanchez, 1976

;

Dorcey Wingo. 1976

;

Alfredo Valencia-Ceballos. 1976;

Jose Antonio Oliva-C. 1976 :

Bartolome Cruz-Pa checo, 1976;
Dick A. Good. 1976

:

Carlos Milan-Zuniga. 1977

;

Jesus Acosta-Rivas. 1977.
.

5 Note that injured pilots Wingo and Good were U.S. citizen employees ot

Evergreen Air on' contract to GOM. As GOM considered Evergreen pilots GOM
employees, they appear on list. ,.,,-, • • j •

6. Comment: This is by no means total of GOM personnel killed or m.iured m
narcotics program but represents Attorney General's office only. In addition to

the 20 AG emplovees reported killed, we know that five soldiers were killed m
crash of AG helicopter in September 1975 and that additional five soldiers lost

their lives in crash of AG helicopter in July 1975.
Thompson.
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Ms. Falco. Our mission in ^Mexico monitors very carefully, with

assistance from DEA, every single incident. I am soriy that I am not

completely informed on each one of these for you this morning. I will

rectifv that in the future. ,

Otlier than that, I think that Dr. Bourne and Mr. Bensinger cov-

ered very thoroughly the outstanding issues confronting us now with

the ]Mexican situation. I would be glad to answer any questions or to

defer to Mr. Arellano for the broader bilateral picture.

Senator Culver. Do you think the Mexicans see eradication as a ])ro-

gram which will be phased out over time or one that will continue

indefinitely ?

Ms. Falco. During our talks with the IMexican Attorney General

last December, he indicated very clearly that he did not see this as

an indefinite campaign at the same level of intensity. He talked about

a 3-year goal during wdiich time he was personally hopeful that the

bulk of the illicit growing fields could be successfully eradicated and

that sufficient intelligence resources could be developed so the spotting

of the fields could become much easier.

At the present time a good deal of time is spent, as you have already

heard, in looking for these increasingly small fields in remote areas.

Senator Cul\'er. You mentioned that the Mexican officials like to

point out the extent of their involvement in eradication. You have sug-

gested that it may be because they want us to be aware of the dispro-

jwrtionate burden that they carry.

Do you interpret from that that they want us to carry more of the

burden ?

Ms. Falco. I do not thinlc directly in the narcotics area, but I do
have a sense that they would be more pleased in some of the other

bilateral areas if we were more forthcoming, such as undocumented
aliens, gas prices, and a wide range of bilateral issues. They feel they

have done a good job in the narcotics area and I would not be surprised

if they felt that we should be more responsive in some areas of great

concern to them.
Senator Ctjt.m^.r. You're not talking about an invitation for us to

do more in the narcotics area, are you ?

]Ms. Falco. No, I think as part of the national plan there will be a

request, w'hich has not yet been completely focused, for additional

financial assistance to provide additional parts for helicopters, in-

creased maintenance, and perhaps additional aircraft, which are very

expensive, as you know.
I do not expect
Senator Cul\-er. Is there a shortage of parts for helicopters?

IMs. Falco. Xo: not in Mexico now. But a substantial part of our
assistance to the Mexicans, in addition to the actual aircraft which
are hu.Q:e one-time expenditures, is ongoing maintenance wdiich is an
expensive operation.

But I do not anticipate that we will be receiving a huge request for

assistance. I think thev will want more than they are getting now.
Senator Culver. Do you think the IMexican Government has an

adequate a7">preciation of the intensity of congressional determina-

tion to seriously address the drug problem and the threat that we
think it represents to the health and w^elfare of this country?
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Ms. Falco. I thiiilv that they do understand that, Mr. Chairman.
Senator DeConcini was just down in Mexico in December, and I know
lie communicated it very effectively to a number of Mexican officials.

In addition, as part of the United States-Mexico consultative mecha-
nism that ^rew out of the talks between President Lopez Portillo and
President Carter, we have developed a workino; subgroup specifically

on the drug issue which will involve our Congressmen and Senators
with their parliamentarians. As a way of continuing to focus

Senator Culver. Of course, we can't appropriate money without
subjecting the application of that money to intense scrutiny to deter-

mine its cost effectiveness. That's understood, isn't it?

Ms. Falco. Yes, I make that point repeatedly. We are directly ac-

countable to the Congress and the American people. These are, tax-

payers' dollars from the United States. Each one must be accounted
for.

Senator Culver. Has the Mexican Government been pushing for a

lower level of United States presence in the eradication program?
Ms. Falco. You have heard the discussion by previous witnesses of

what happened within the last 8 weelcs when tlie ISIexican Govern-
ment had, in fact, initially requested a reduced DEA presence in the
spotting activity in the eradication cam]:>aign.

I think that through this aspect of the campaign we have reached
an agreement that the levels will i-emain as they now are and that we
will reassess the situation in the spring.

Mr, Are! Iffno might want to address this more fully. There is a good
deal of political sensitivitv in Mexico about the ongoing presence of
foreign nationals in what they perceive to be primarily a domestically
run eradication program.

Senator Cul\t5r. Our next witness is iVfr. Richard Arellano, the

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs of
the Department of State.

Mr. Arellano.

STATEMENT OF HICHARD AEELLANO, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-

TAEY OF STATE FOU INTEE-AMERICAN AFEAIRS, DEPARTMENT
OF STATE 1

Mr. Arellaxo. Senator, as you have pointed ont. there certainly is

in the minds of the Mexicans at least, an implicit linkage between a

nnmber of issues here. Thev look at the drug eradication effort not
only as being significantly in their interest but also they recognize that
this is an impoi-tant issue to us.

In looking at some of the res]^onses that we may have given or that
they perceive we mav have jjiven to them on some of the other issues,

I would su.spect strongly that they are quite unhappy and that they are
asking themselves

:

Look, if wp ran be as forthoomin? and if we can coopprate as readily with yoti

as we have in this drni; eradication effort, then why can't you. as good neighbors,
reciprocate in some of the issues that the very important for Mexico?

For example, one of the things they regidarlv say is that they want
trade and not aid. Tliey are proud people. They are hard-working

' Spp p. 3 20 for !Mr. Ar»>llaiio's prepared statpiiiciit.
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people. They think that the sohition to many of their economic prob-

lems can be found in trading more substantially with the United

States. I do not think that this is a position that we can quarrel with.

Nevertheless, in their opinion we have been less than forthcoming

in some of these areas. There is political sensitivity to having foreign

presence on ISIexical soil—particularly U.S. presence. I think if we
look at some of the historical background we can see quite readily

why this would be the case.

Their politicians, not unlike people in this countiy who are in that

profession, are sensitive to Mexican public opinion. So, probably

—

and I say })robably because we probably don't know for sure—there

has been some measure of wanting to decrease, at least, the highly vis-

ible U.S. presence there.

Senator Culver. You are talking about 20 people coming in in the

fall of the year.

Mr. Arellano. It has been essentially more than that. I think it has

been about 40. It's the nature in which the temporary people's

presence is there.

Senator Culatjr. I have been to Mexico City. Those 40 people must
really be working overtime to make their presence known.
Mr. Arellano. No. sir, I don't think that is the case.

Senator Cul-st^r. Have you ever tried to go any place in Mexico
City at 5 p.m.? But here we are not talking about Mexico City, we are

talking about a few people flying in remote areas over the mountains.

I do not see how this intensifies anti-American feeling.

I have been one who has been very critical of our insensitivity to

"ugly American" problems in places like Iran where we have 25,000

Americans working. We'll have 50,000 by 1980. They contribute to

inflation, education problems, liousing problems, and foreign policy

problems.
I know something about the lessons of Vietnam and I may be more

sensitive to them than others. I know something about the State De-
partment and I may be even more sensitive to that than they are.

But I doubt that 40 Americans in Mexico in the fall and spring of the

year, are somehow going to give rise to this depth of emotion against

xYmerican presence. I have to look for some other reasons.

Mr. Arellano. I might be able to aive some of those other reasons

to you. Our press, as theirs, is quite active in ]\Iexico.

Senator Culver. How many do you have working in Mexico from
the State Department in the narcotics problem? Before I took those

40 people out because its too heavy an American presence, I would like

to take 100 out of your Embassy down there in Mexico City. I have
been down there too. They spend a lot more time in the sidewalk cafes

than some poor guy tidying to fly reconnaissance missions over opium
fields.

Ms. Falco. Senator, I think we are in agreement that the DEA
presence is very necessary in Mexico.

Senator Culver. Well, its modest, isn't it?

Why should that be singled out or fingered as the thing that is the

most offensive and unacceptable by way of American presence when
we are talking about only 40 people ? As I understand it, most of them
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are out in the field working with the Mexicans in the operation of this

program.
Mr. Areixano. Senator, we have not fingered anybody.
Senator Culver. Not you. But you have fingered them by saying

tliat tlieir presence is the reason for ISIexican sensitivity.

Ms. Falco. That's vvdiat the Mexicans said to us.

Senator Culver. I am asking you to tell me why tliat is rational.

Mr. Arellano. May I attempt to do that ?

Senator Culv-er. Or even why it is even acceptable as irrational ?

Mr. Arellaxo. If you will allow me, I would like to try and address

this.

We are very satisfied with the DEA presence in jVfexico. We think

that the agents are a professional force and that they are absolutely

necessary in the effort and the continuation of a successful effort.

What we Avould like to do is to have the nature of the relationships

of those agents be indepth relationships, as Mr. Bensinger suggested

and as some of his colleagues suggested, to be most productive.

The TDY presence is the one that the Mexicans seem to resent. What
I would like to see, if possible, is to increase in any fashion that we
can, the ongoing DEA presence land reduce the irritant of this tempo-
rary })resence. If this is something that bothers the ISIexicans, then T

would like to do this

Senator Culatr. They prefer Americans to stay 12 months a year

rather than only temporarily ?

Mr. Arellano. Yes. I think that would be the case.

Senator Cul-\-er. Why would that be more acceptable?

Mr. Arellano. One of the reasons it would probably be more ac-

ceptable is that the DEA agents that Ave have down there on a

permanent basis are almost invariably totally bilingual. They are men
Avho have had long-term experience on the Mexican border and in

JVfexico. There is a comradeship which develops.

Also, you lose a certain bit of the ugly American label which you
refer to when you live and work on a day-to-day basis, year in and year

out.

Senator Culver. You acquire that ugly American label when you
live there for a long time. There is ample evidence of that all over the

world. The longer vou are there the more entrenched vou become in

your enclave and the more resentment and hostility builds up.

Mr. Arellano. This may be the case

Senator Ct^la^er. If I were someone A^ery sensitiA'e to this sort of

thing—and I think I would be if I lived doAvn tliere—it Avould not

bother me half as much if they came and left as if tliey came and
staA^ed.

Mr. Arellano. T can not agree with you. Our American colonv in

Mexico—and T Avas born and lu'ought up there of a North American
parent—my mother—has been for many, many years, an accepted

colony, a colony of people AAdio haA-e contriliuted to Mexico and loA^e

IVrexico. The Mexicans knoAv this. So T don't l^elieve they see us as ugly

because Ave live there. Tt is l)ecause of Avhat avc do Avhen w^e live there.

There are some U.S. citizens, as vou perceiA^ed, who are less than
desirable. That is not the majority. That is a A^ery small part.

Senator Culver. IToav many people do vou have in the Stnte Depart-
ment Avorking on narcotics programs in Mexico at present?
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]Ms. Falco. Mr. Chairman, we have 11 direct hire and contract
employees supported by international narcotics funds, as well as 37
employees who are under contract with the Mexican Go^'ernnlent.

These include the gentlemen whom you have already heard about,

the Evergreen pilots who train helicopter pilots in the difficult nranue-
vering that they have to do to spi'ay the fields.

Senator Culver. How many Americans do you have altogetlier?

INIs. Falco. About 50 altogether.

Senator Culver. You have 50.

Ms. Falco. That includes secretarial help.

Senator Culver. The State Department has 50 people there.

Ms. Falco. I'm sorry. To set the record straight, they are not State
Department people. They are under contract with the ^Mexican Gov-
ei'nment. Some of them are Americans, some are not.

Senator Culver. Of that number are some of them actually DEA
employees ?

]Ms. Falco. Xo, sir, DEA maintains its own regional office in Mexico
City. I think the total number in Mexico Citv is about 50, although I

could be corrected on that number.
Senator Culver. But the beauty of your presence is that your em-

ployees are there all the time and you i-eally know the people and they
are all fluent in the language, is that right ?

]\Ir. Arellano. The DEA presence, the permanent one, has exactly
this attribute also. In fact, more than we do in the narcotics area be-

cause, after all, they are the professionals in the area.

Senator Culver. Do you think the Mexican Government would
prefer to have them all the time? Is it cost effective to have them down
there all the time from the point of view of the American taxpayer?
Ms. Falco. The eradication campaign is a full year effort.

Senator Culler. These go down there twice a year and I assume
there is a reason for it. It is more cost effective to go down on those
episodic occasions than to stay there 12 months a year and get paid on
that basis ?

Ms. Falco. The rationale is partly historical. Until this last year,
the poppy eradication campaign had been waged primarily in the
spring and fall.

One of the changes that the new Mexican administration has made
is to try to eradicate on a year-round basis, since, in fact, poppies car-

be cultivated year round.
Senator Culver. Have you talked to the DEA people and have they

told you that they think it would be a wise expenditure of funds and a
wise allocation of resources to be down there full time with more
people ?

Ms. Falco. Mr. Kelly himself said this morning that he, a DEA
agent, thought it would be more effective to have tlie DEA presence
there full time serving in this advisory capacity and spotting activity.
"We concur.

Senator Cul\t:r. "Would it involve more people total?
]Ms. Falco. I think the question is the mode, which would have

to be assessed together. It probably Avould not involve more people.
But that is a judgment I can't make in isolation.

ISIr. Arellaxo. Mr. Chairman, I tliink we have to set the record
straight in this respect. "We in the Department of State consider the
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Drug Enforcement Administration to be our ally. We do not have,

I hope, any dilierences. I am responsible, since May of this past year,

for the drug efiort of the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs and I

made as one of my highest priorities the narcotics effort.

I think it is evident to anybody that you get more things done by
cooperating with people than you do by fighting over turf. I have
no-

—

Senator CuL^'ER. You get things done but it is rarely done that way
in a Federal bureaucracy so often divided in warring camps.

Mr. Arellaxo. Again, to be honest with you, I would be less than

candid if I said it was less than it was. You know it is not and I know
it is not. What we tiy and do is reduce this type of sparring.

Senator Culver. What, in your view, would l>e the minimum level of

U.S. presence in the eradication program to insure accountability to

the Americans for expenditures on the program?
Mr. Arellaxo. We hope at the end of this April exercise to sit down

with the DEA and with the narcotics coordinator in the Embassy and
make that assessment. I cannot give you tliat at this time.

One of the things v\-e have to do is "to look at this campaign, judge

its cost effectiveness, and hopefully come up with a rational plan for

the desired number of DEA representatives in Mexico.

Senator Culver. The ]Mexican Government in the past has been ex-

tremely helpful to us in this eradication effort. Is there anything we
could do to assist them over and above what we are doing now ?

Mr. Arellaxo. I believe the eradication effort is doing quite well.

The statistics that we have—and by the way, there is another inter-

pretation to the decrease in the number of fields, actually there are sev-

eral others—one is that the climatic conditions in the number of

fields sprayed this month made for later planting this year. It has

been colder in the mountains and germination may have been later so

that, in fact, what we may have is an upsurge in the number of fields

that are sprayed within the next 2 or 3 months. That would be one

explanation.
Another might be that the campaign has been so effective

Senator Culver. We speculate about the explanation—has anyone
picked up the phones and called the Mexicans and asked why ?

Mr. Arellaxo. Sir

Senator Culver. Have the Mexicans told us that the decline w\as

caused by the weather ?

Mr. Arellano. I don't have to rely on them, I've seen some of this

with the size of the fields

Senator Culver. Why not rely on them ? We're cooperating in this

effort, aren't w^e? We are cooperating in good faith because of our

mutual self-interest in controlling this problem. Why don't you just

call them and ask them why the pace has fallen off? Tell them that

Congress objects to spending taxpayers money on a project unless its

working. We don't want to keep paying money if opium is not being

eradicated. Tell them that we want to reexamine some of our outstand-

ing bilateral issues.

Sir. Arellaxo. I think we are doing that. We are attempting to.

Senator Culat.r. Why can't you jusl call and find out why there

haven't been more fields sprayed ?
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Mr. Arellano. They liave given us some of the responses I am trying

to iiive vou. One is that it has been cokler—a number of fields and the

size of them has decreased and therefore they are harder to spot. 1 can
attest to this because I have been in the fields recently myself. This
possibly is an explanation.

Again, Senator Culver, your interest and our interest is identical.

We, want an effective campaign in Mexico. If I might add, I think
that there is a side of our narcotics campaign there that we could pay
more attenti(m to. That is the interdiction and the i)i"osecution side.

This is one that 1 am concerned with that we have not done as well on
as we might, tjtopping the drugs at the source is a good theory and its

an etfective one and it works, but what about the narcotics that aren't

stopped at the growing stage. It seems to me that the other half of the

ecpiation then is the one of interdiction and enforcement. There, quite

frankly, I would like to see a greater effort made.
Last month we seized 10 kilos of heroin in Mexico. That is not much

heroin when you consider the production. 1 would like to ask, and do
ask, those kinds of questions, sir. What are we doing in the interdic-

tion J ~\\'liat are we doing in tJie enforcement area ^ 1 think this is ter-

ribly important. What kuids of cooperation are we getting here i

Senator Culver. What kind of cooperation i

Mr. xVrellano. Yes.

Senator Culver. You heard Mr. Bensinger talk about this.

Mr. Arellano. I'm not in any sense casting aspersions on the DEA
eliort or Mr. Bensinger. 1 think it is a focus that we need to turn to

Avith the Mexican Government. I would hope it would be a productive

one.

Senator Cula\er. What could we do ? You don't want us to partici-

X^ate in raids or change the Mansfield amendment.
Mr. Arellano. We have a directive from the Congress as to what

we can and cannot do in terms of the enforcement field.

Senator Culmsr. Wliat suggestions have you as to what we can do
other than talk to them? We can say, ''We are disturbed that we are

not getting many of the big dealers. We're eradicating poppies but
heroin is still getting out and when it does it makes big money and it

has a big impact on the health and welfare of our society. It is corrupt-
ing to you. it is corrupting to us. What are we going to do about the
way of achieving more aggressive mutual enforcement." What do you
expect the answer will be 'i

Mr. Arellano. The kind of thing that you are doing here today is

very valuable. It flags and signals very well our concern. What you
are doing at this very instant, the castigation that you are inflicting

on the State Department, is very worthwhile. It signals to the Mexi-
cans, "Look, we are concerned. The Congress of the United States and
the Senate, and Chairman Culver in particular, are quite concerned
and we want some of these answers." I thinlv this is an effective and
indeed a valuable tool that you are giving us.

Ms. Falco. I also think that a number of the suggestions that Peter
Bensinger made were very valuable, such as the high number of fugi-
tives and the kinds of things that we can do within our own country
to tighten up procedures so that some of these arrests and prosecutions
can really come to fruition.
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Senator Culver. I have often heard that there is a large and dis-

turbing number of guns exported from the United States into Mexico

illegalFy. Is this a major concern of the Mexican Government?

Mr. ApuEllano. It is an important concern ; yes.

Senator Culver. Would a greater effort by our Government to stop

the smuggling be appreciated by the Mexican Government?

Mr. Arellano. Yes.

Senator Cul\tlr. It there any linkage between this smuggling and

the dope traffic ?

Mr. Arellano. There appears to be.

Senator Culver. I have a real interest in that. Could it lead then to

greater cooperation in drug enforcement efforts ?

Mr. Arellano. Yes ; I think it could.

Senator Culver. What is your judgment as to what the future

holds? Will the eradication and enforcement activities continue in

Mexico?
Mr. Arellano. I think that in some measure that depends on what

we do here in the United States. For the life of me I cannot imagine

them saying that we should stop it. I can imagine them slowing down.

I would think that again, and there it is like any transaction of trade,

both sides have to be pretty well satisfied that they are getting the

good end of the bargain.

I would hope that as time goes on that we would be more forthcom-

ing in some areas with Mexico than we have been up until now, with

trade in particular.

Senator Cul\ter. Let me say this. I am certainly one who has an

enormous affection and places incalculable value on the United States

maintaining a constructive and positive relationship with this his-

toric friend and neighbor, Mexico. I think it is crucial. I think it is

al:»solutely crucial to both our national interest.

I am very much aware that we have today a virtually unprecedented

set of bilateral issues—between our countries—issues which are

fraught with potential difficulty in their resolution. They are very

sensitive. They go to the ^ery heart of national pride and economic

and social conditions relating to our very survival.

I do not minimize their importance. But I do think that it is impera-

tive for those who are going to be intimately and directly involved in

addressing and resolving these questio]is that they be aware of the

importance of the drug traffic on tliis Nation's health and well being

with all its revulsive and corrupting consequences, not only in terms

of tiie degradation of liuman existence but also in its contribution to

crime and the corruption of our political institutions.

We can talk about natural gas, F-5E airplanes, and undocumented
aliens, but from our national perspective, in my judament after 14

years in Congress, this is the issue that is going to have to be the

prioritv.

Trade, aid, aliens, and arms are very important issues. And as some-

one who sits on the Senate Armed Services Committee, and who is con-

cerned about foreign military sales, I can get very interested in the

arms issue. I do not say th.at by w^ay of some idle threat. I say it be-

cause I am very concerned about the national security interests of this

country properly defined and understood. I say that as someone who.
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I hope, has demonstrated in 14 years of Congress not a calloused indif-

ference to the understandable sensibilities of foreign governments in

areas of their national pride.

But anyone who is dealing with us who does not understand the

importance of this issue to this Nation and its Congress is using some

of the substance we are trying to get rid of. I mean that very sincerely.

When the State Department goes down there with their portfolio,

that Hie had better be right on top as far as this Senator is concerned.

This is in full recognition of the good faith and commendable con-

tributions of an invaluable nature that the Mexican Government has

already made in this joint enterprise. I give them high marks for the

constructive forthcommg nature of their response to the American
interest in this problem. But I am concerned about the continuing

strength of this mutual effort toward our common interest in healthy

survival.

I think that all the witnesses today have impressed me with the fact

that trafficking in heroin is an international problem that can only be

dealt with, of course, through these cooperative efforts with other na-

tions. This cooperation need not be said to be just a one-way street.

The United States must reciprocate the efforts of other natioris such as

Mexico in other areas of bilateral interests and so on.

But as far as I am concerned there is little compromising with the

consequences of unrestricted drug traffic in this country.

That is something that we are going to meet head on. We will not

trade away programs which can reduce the 5,000 deaths a year from
overdoses or give some hope to the 400,000 living in misery, degrada-

tion, and crime for a chance to sell airplanes. It is important for na-

tions that do business with us to understand how essential it is that

we control the drug problem both to preserve the safety and welfare

of our children which are our future, and to help eliminate the cor-

ruption created by criminal elements that buy off' political institutions

with the sick profits they make through this illicit trade.

We can do this by participating in international controls on our pro-

duction and exportation of dangerous drugs through the enactment of

the Psychotropic Substances Act that we have heard about today,

which was cleared by this subcommittee yesterday and by our sub-

sequent ratification of the convention. We can do it by more effec-

tively controlling the export of dangerous contraband, such as fire-

arms, to other nations and we can do it by providing assistance in de-

veloping alternative crops and more productive agricultural methods
for those who now earn their livelihood by growing poppies. In all

our efforts with foreign nations, in my judgment, our control should
l^e one of advising or assisting, never directing, never controlling. That
does not mean we arc going to stand by and hand out the money to be
misapplied and put in Swiss bank accounts while the problem
proliferates.

We should foster the growth of institutions in other countries which
will deal with the i^roduction and will deal with the trifficking and
drugs within their borders on their own initiative and for their own
self-interests.

This problem infects the political processes of every country that
has it. The profiteers in this trade use their money to corrupt those who

25-024—78 4
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stand in their way. Other nations must see this as a fundamental threat

to the integrity of their very existence as a free society.

In short, I think we should stand ready to help in efforts of other

nations which promise a reduction in the international flow of

narcotics.

I want to thank you all, as witnesses here today. I want also to wish
you well in your negotiations in Geneva.
Mr. ArelLx\xo. May I say one thing? It has been very refreshing to

hear you and to hear what I consider to be an outstanding exposition

of the very real concern of this country.

You have made Mathea, I am sure, feel very wanted. I can assure you
that my effort in the Department will stand up to your scrutiny as

time goes on. I would like to tliank you again for this opportunity
to be before you and certainly hope that some time in the future you
will ask us back to see if, in fact, we have done the kinds of things I
am sure 3^ou want and we want also.

Chairman Cul\ter. Thank you very n.iuch.

Mr. Arellaxo. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Culver. The meeting is now adjourned.
[Whereupon the subcommittee adjoumecl at 12 :35 p.m.]

Written Questions From Senator Culver to Peter Bensinger, Answered
April 18, 1978

Senator Culver. The Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency
examined our drug enforcement efforts in Mexico in a hearing on February 10th.
Since that time, there have been a number of new and serious developments in
the opium poppy eradication campaign in Mexico. Could you tell us about these
new developments?

Mr. Bensinger. During the first week of March, the Government of Mexico
asked that DEA withdraw its personnel from the opium poppy eradication pro-
gram. The Mexican Attorney General emphasized that a foreign police presence in
the eradication program had become unacceptable and would be difficult to explain
to the Mexican people. Officials of the Mexican Government expressed the belief

that they have sufficiently trained personnel to accomplish the objectives of the
eradication program. The Mexican Attorney General did state, however, that
DEA personnel would be permitted to visit anj^ eradication area at any time and
that other overseas DEA agents could come to Mexico for training in the eradica-
tion program.

Subsequently, the United States Government sent a team of aviation advisers
to Mexico for training and in-field participation in the eradication program. These
Individuals were recruited by the State IDepartment and over the last two years
have flown previous missions in Mexico on contract for the State Department.
They will cover the three major zones previously assigned to the DEA spotters.
DEA will continue to provide analysis for the U.S. Mission in Mexico. The

DEA TRIZO Coordinator is responsible for training the incoming personnel.
Senator Culver. What effect will removing U.S. observers have on the eradi-

cation program?
Mr. Bensinger. A comprehensive eradication program in Mexico is vital for

the control of heroin availability in the United States. Although DEA did not
take part in the actual eradication, our presence increases the success rate of the
program; and, as such, we would have preferred that DEA personnel remained
as spotters. In light of the decision of the Government of Mexico, the use of State
Department's contract observers is the most acceptable alternative to the use of
DEA TDY personnel as observers in the eradication program. I hope that, in this
manner, the flow of intelligence regarding eradication efforts will not be diminished.
At this point, we don't know if the change in policy will have any major effect on
the program.

Senator Culver. How successful is this year's eradication campaign in Mexico
in comparison to last year's?
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Mr. Bensinger. The successes of the eradication program have meant that heroin
purity in the United States is at a five-ycnxr low and heroin deaths and injuries are
down sharply. In 1977 alone, enough poi)py fields were destroyed to have produced
more than eight tons of pure heroin. The program accounted for the destruction
of 44,278 fields totaling nearly 21,800 acres.

However, preliminary figures provided by both the Mexican Government and
DEA agents indicate a reduction of approximately 48 percent on the number of
poppy fields sprayed in the first eight weeks of the current eradication campaign.
Specifically, a total of 7,847 fields were eradicated between January 2 and Febru-
ary 26, 1978, as compared to 15,012 fields for the same period last year. This may be
due, in part, to the success of the previous eradication campaigns, a major drought
in the opium growing areas in Mexico and colder weather may have delayed
planting or destroyed previously-planted poppies in the mountains located in the
northern zone.

Because of all pf these factors, it will be inappropriate to depend only on the
numlier of fields destroyed during the current campaign to measure the efficacy
of the current jjrogram.

Further, this j-ear Mexican authorities have adopted a national reconnaissance
program over the entire country; as opposed to spotting and spraying fields as
they find them as in the past. Reconnaissance of the entire country might not
have revealed as many fields as a more concentrated effort limited to the known
growing areas; however, it is too early to determine whether this approach will
improve on past procedures. The Mexican Attorney General has assured us there
is no diminution in Mexican effort and determination.

Senator Culver. What can the United States do to ensure that future eradi-
cation campaigns are successful?

Mr. Bensinger. It is extremely important that the Government of Mexico
and the U.S. Government work and cooperate as closely as they have in the
past in order that the expertise available in both countries be available to insure
the future eradication campaigns are successful. The Government of Mexico
and the U.S. Government are jointly developing an advanced poppy detector
sj'stem utilizing electro-optical techniques.

Senator Culver. Recently, there have been some disturbing findings about
the effects of Mexican marihuana that has been sprayed with Paraquat. How
serious are the effects of paraquat and how widespread is the use of this con-
taminated marihuana?

Mr. Bensinger. Sprayed from aircraft onto marihuana fields, paraquat inter-
acts with sunlight and causes the plants to wither within 48 hours. Many of the
marihuana plants are harvested in this interim before they die; thus paraquat
treated marihuana enters the United States.
The National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) analyzed the chemical composi-

tion of marihuana samples oljtained from seizures DEA made in the Southwestern
sector of the United States. NIDA concluded from this analysis that an individual
who smoked three to five contaminated marihuana cigarettes a day for several
months could suffer measural^le permanent lung damage.

It is less likely that clinically measura):)le damage would ])e suffered by in-
dividuals who consume marihuana in smaller quantities or less regularly. Para-
quat has been used for agricultural purposes in the United States since the early
1960's. It does not persist in the soil and presents little hazard when used properly.
DEA can only confirm paraquat contamination in the samples of marihuana

that were seized at the Southwestern border. Stories appearing in many newspapers
have noted the presence of paraquat-contaminated marihuana all across the
country. DEA cannot, however, attest to the accuracy of those articles.

Senator Culver. For the record, would you clarify the extent of U.S. involve-
ment in the spraying of marihuana in Mexico?

Mr. Bensinger. At the invitation of the Government of Mexico, additional
DEA personnel vv^ere assigned to Mexico on a temporary basis to assist with the
opium poppy eradication ])rogram. DEA's role was very carefully defined and
limited to locating poppy fields, verifying their destruction and retrieving intel-
ligence. DEA has not Ijeen involved in any marihuana eradication efforts. Our
involvement on the Mexican eradication program was directed at the opium
poppy.

Senator Culver. What can the U.S. Government do about the problem of
paraquat?
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Mr. Bensinger. In May of 1977, the concern of public interest groups regard-

ing the health hazards of American users of illicit Mexican marihuana prompted
an interagency inquiry into this matter. The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare released its preliminary findings on May 12, 1978. The report con-

cluded that marihuana smokers may face serious health risks as a result of paraquat
contamination. These findings will be made available to the Government of

Mexico, as will any additional information developed regarding paracjuat.

Based on demonstrations of the Government of Mexico's commitment to

narcotics control, the U.S. Government can assume that they will review the
HEW study and will consider the health hazards involved with the use of paraquat.

I
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. CULVER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator Culver. The subcommittee will come to order.

Today the U.S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile De-
linquency continues its oversight hearings on the activities of U.S.
agencies engaged in the efl'ort to control the flow of heroin and other
damrerous drugs across our southern borders.

At our last hearing, on February 10, we heard from drug enforce-

ment officials that the flow of narcotics has been substantially re-

duced, largely as a result of the U.S.-supported Mexican campaign to

eradicate opium ])oppies south of the border, and also to a lesser extent
to U.S.-assisted Mexican enforcement action to crack down on traffick-

ing operations at their source.

We heard also that the Government of Mexico feels that U.S.
presence in the program can now be reduced without impairing the
program's effectiveness. This point will be given the most serious con-
sideration by the subcommittee.
As I stated in the previous hearing to representatives of the U.S.

Department of State, I feel that continuation of joint efforts, in the
most effective possible way, must command the highest priority in

our bilateral relations with our good neighbor to the south.
In addition, however successful these joint United States-Mexican

efl'orts may be,^ it is clear that we must strengthen our own border en-

forcement, and this is the subject of today's hearing.
Realistically, our record at stopping illicit drugs coming into this

country along our long southwest border has not been good. Last year,
despite an investment of over $140 million in border enforcement, we

(47)
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succeeded in stoppino; only a minute share of the illegal traffic. Ob-
viously, successful interdiction will require a massive, coordinated
effort, but in my judgment we have no choice but to make that effort.

Improvement of our drug interception capabilities gives rise to a
number of questions. Is there duplication of effort between agencies?
Are additional resources needed by the agencies working along the
border? Are the present resources wasted or wisely used?
Does the present operational arrangement motivate inspectors and

agents to make cases? Is there unnecessary competition and bureau-
cratic wrangling to the detriment of this desired objective?
Are we effectively augmenting the Federal effort through coordina-

tion A\dth State and local law enforcement personnel? Or are the var-
ious levels of law enforcement just jealous warring camps with a lack
of sincere cooyDcration and common conviction?

These questions are particularly relevant at a time when reorganiza-
tion of border agencies is under consideration by the White House
and operational agreements between the agencies themselves are due
for renegotiation.

Today we want to ask those Federal officials who will be directly

affected by any such reorganization their views about the options
under consideration. Will a given reorganization plan improve border
management or simply shuffle boxes on the organization chart and
perpetuate internal rivalries?

We will also ask these officials and representatives of State and local

agencies about their views on ways to improve cooperation between
Federal agencies and State and local authorities—an essential objec-
tive in its o^^^l right, regardless of whether or not a reorganization of

Federal agencies is implemented.
For answers to these questions, we have before us representatives

of the GAO and the White House domestic policy staff for drug
abuse, as well as the four agencies involved in border enforcement.
We also have representatives of State and local agencies from border
areas.

I am very pleased to welcome our first panel.

Our first witnesses this morning are Mr. William J. Anderson and
Mr. Kichard L. Williams. Mr. Anderson is Deputy Director of the
General Government Division of the General Accounting Office,

and Mr. Williams is an assistant director of the domestic policA^

staff for drug abuse policy at the White House. He was formerly
with the Office of Drug Abuse Policy which has been eliminated under
reorganization. Both GAO and the Office of Drug Abuse Policy
completed studies within the last several months of Federal law
enforcement efforts along the United States-Mexican border. These
gentlemen are here this morning to share their findings with us. Mr.
Anderson, you are accompanied by whom?
Mr. Anderson. I am accompanied by Pat Gormley, sir, of our

Los Angeles regional office. He was directly responsible for the work
we did do^^^l on the border and probably is the most knowledgeable
GAO person.

Senator Culver. Perhaps you would be good enough to start out,

Air. Anderson.
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. ANDERSON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, GEN-
ERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE '

;

ACCOMPANIED BY PATRICK GORMLEY, LOS ANGELES REGIONAL
OFFICE

Mr. Anderson. Mr. Chairman, you have requested that we discuss
today a report of the GAO of December 2, 1977, deahng with illegal

entry at the United States-Mexican border.

Although our report discussed the entry of drugs and people, our
comments today will deal primarily with efforts to halt the transit of

illicit drugs across the border.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, in the past few years law enforcement
efforts along the border have groAMi in significance because of the
increasing transit of illicit drugs and undocumented aliens across this

border. U.S. authorities estimated that in 1971 heroin flowing from
and through Mexico represented 20 percent of the heroin consumed
in the United States. For 1975, they estimated that 89 percent of the

heroin reaching the United States came from poppies gro\\Ti in Mexico.
Current information provided to this committee 1 month ago shows

that this percentage has dropped significantly in the last 2 years, due
mainly to the Mexican-United States cooperative compaign to eradi-

cate opium poppy cultivation through the use of herbicides. Mexico,
however, is still considered to be the major source of heroin reaching
this country.
The Federal policy on preventing illegal immigration emphasizes

interdiction at the border rather than apprehension of illegal aliens

after settlement.

For drugs, the policy calls for giving priority in both supply and
demand reduction efforts to those drugs which inherently pose a

gTeater risk to the individual and to society. Heroin is the top priority

drug.
Control of the border is basically a task of controlling the movement

of people, vehicles, aircraft, boats, and goods. There are over 400
Federal laws and regulations governing entry and departure of people
and goods across the border.

Agencies with a role in controlling the Southwest border include

the FBI, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, the De])art-

ment of Defense, the Federal Aviation Administration, the Coast
Guard, the Department of Agriculture, and the Public Health Service.

The principal agencies involved in law enforcement are the Customs
Service, INS, and the Drug Enforcement Administration.
From a law enforcement standpoint, the primary responsibuities

of these three agencies at the border are: First, preventing the illegal

entry of persons into the United States; second, preventing contraband
from entering the country; and, third, investigating narcotics and
dangerous drug violations.

In carrying out these responsibilities, both INS and Customs use
patrol officers, port-of-entry inspectors, and investigators. DEA is the
single Federal agency charged with responsibility for investigation
pertaining to narcotics and dangerous drug violators.

^ See p. 122 for Mr. Anderson's prepared statement.
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Smugglers enter the United States by four modes: through ports-

of-entry, by boat into coastal areas between ports-of-entry, on foot

or by vehicle between ports-of-entry, or over the border by air.

Before crossing the border into the United States, vehicles and
pedestrians are stopped at the primary inspection lanes where only
the most cursory inspections of vehicles, persons, and baggage are

conducted. The primary inspectors are responsible for determining
whether a vehicle and its occupants or a pedestrian should be referred

to the secondary inspection area for a thorough examination.
Customs and INS share responsibility for staffing the primary

lanes and the secondary areas as well.

Senator Culver. Where are you now?
Mr. Anderson. I am on page 3, sir, at the bottom paragraph.
Senator Culver. When did we get this statement?
Mr. Anderson. It was delivered this morning, sir.

Senator Culver. When was it supposed to be delivered under the
rules of the subcommittee?
Mr. Anderson. At least a day in advance, sir.

Senator Culver. Just because all of j'^our studies were delivered

does not mean that your testimony does not have to be in on time.

I am inclined to just send you back. We cannot have responsi-

ble, effective oversight unless we are possessed of statements in time
to study them.
Mr. Anderson. I should mention. Senator, that this same state-

ment was provided to the committee back in February when your
earlier plans were canceled, and we did inform your staff that it has
not changed since that time.

Senator Culver. That is all the more reason—if it is the same
statement—for your being able to get it here on time.

Mr. Anderson. I agree, sir. We erred. I am sorr3\

Senator Culver. Continue.
Mr. Anderson. The vast areas between the ports-of-entry along

the United States-Mexico border and the limited resources available

to prevent illegal entry demand that available resources be deplo^'ed

in a manner to gain optimum results.

The border patrol and the customs patrol have overlapping roles

for control of illegal movement across the land borders between the

])orts. The patterns of illegal entry result in concentration of each
agenc3''s patrol officers in the same high volume crossing areas.

Air interdiction forces have had some success in apprehending
smugglers using aircraft to cross the border. The results to date,

however, are considered marginal.
The aircraft deployed by INS are not capable of air interception

operations. These aircraft operate at low altitudes and at a slow speed

in su})port of border patrol ground activities. Similar aircraft are

operated by Customs in support of customs patrol ground operations.

DEA's air operations are devoted mainly to surveillance flights

with an increasing number of jnlots and aircraft being devoted to

special operations.

Customs, DEA, and the Coast Guard all have roles in preventing

drug smuggling by sea. The agencies have had some success in inter-

dicting marihuana being smuggled by sea. The Coast Guard, as you
know, has made some large seizures off the east coast in recent months.
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Generally, however, marine enforcement efforts have rarely resulted
in hard narcotics seizures in other than user amoimts.

While it is not possible to measure the deterrent effect of the
current level of border law enforcement, the available supply of drugs
and the estimated number of illegal aliens attest to the fact that it has
not been a serious impediment to illegal entry.

The substantial Federal investment for enforcement at the South-
west border is achieving only a limited measurable impact on the drug
and alien problem.

Senator Culver. Wliy is that?
Mr. Anderson. We base that on the relatively small part of the

drugs that are intercepted at the border and the fact two out of three
people trying to get across the border are apparentl}^ succeeding.
Border forces interdict only a small quantit}^ of the estimated heroin

and cocaine entering the United States from Mexico. Most seizures are

of marihuana.
In fiscal j^ear 1976, Customs and INS seized about 2 percent of the

heroin, less than 1 percent of the cocaine, and 10 percent of the
marihuana estimated to come from and through Mexico.
When DEA's border area seizures are added, these interceptions

equal 6 percent of the heroin, 3 percent of the cocaine, and 13 percent
of the marihuana.

It is fairly obvious that the quantity of drugs being interdicted is

not having a significant impact on the drug problem. This is especially

true when one considers that these figures presume the drug seizures

to be 100-percent pure while the purity of border seizures is generally
significantly less—usually below 50 percent purity.

Border apprehensions seldom involve high-level traffickers. The
overwhelming majority of persons crossing the border in possession of

drugs who are apprehended by Customs and INS are drug users,

small-time operators, couriers, or low-level members of drug trafficking

organizations.

DEA's data show that less than 2 percent of the interdictions re-

ferred from INS and Customs involve major violators, and about three-
fourths of these were marihuana violators.

The results with respect to apprehension of aliens are more impres-
sive, but the problem remains serious. More illegal aliens are successful
in getting into the United States than are prevented from entering.
Alany aliens apprehended are repeaters; some have been apprehended
as many as 10 times.

Although border control alone will not solve the drug or illegal alien
problems, it is a necessary element if the Nation is ever to control them.
We believe that much more could be done if Federal border law

enforcement activities were better planned, coordinated, integrated,
and executed.
The efficiency and effectiveness of law enforcement efforts at the

border would be enhanced if intelligence support was improved and
the costly overlapping and poor coordination of enforcement activities

and support systems were corrected.
These are some of the specific problems we identified.

There was a shortage of inspectors at the four ports-of-entry we
visited along the Southwest border, even though most seizures of hard
narcotics were made at the ports-of-entry. Inspection manpower has a
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sio-nificant impact on the thoroughness of inspections performed at

these locations.

The only detection devices available to assist inspectors at the

ports-of-entry are TECS data—Treasury's automated intelligence

system, which is used by Customs for disseminating information to

inspection and enforcement personnel—and trained detection dogs.

The value of TECS data for ports-of-entry interdictions is limited

because it is primarily keyed to vehicle license numbers.
Detector dogs are effective time-saving drug interdiction aids. How-

ever, border officials believe that much of the hard narcotics which
comes through the ports is packaged and inserted into the human
body. Detector dogs are not used to search people, and inspectors are

reluctant to perform intensive personal searches.

The INS border patrol and the Customs patrol have overlapping
roles for control of illegal movements across the land borders between
the ports. Poor coordination and cooperation between the Customs
and INS border patrols, as well as costly overlapping facilities, have
contributed to conflicts and tension and produced only marginal
results.

Although a memorandum of understanding exists between INS and
Customs mandating "full cooperation between the two Services," this

cooperation does not, in reality, exist.

To illustrate, while waiting and watching with a Customs patrol

officer at a border canyon where a sensor hit occurred, the supervisory
patrol officer told us that a lack of personnel might cause them to miss
the intruder. Right after he made this statement, an INS border
patrol car cruised slowly by our position. No attempt was made to

contact it and ask for assistance. Patrol officers we spoke to could not
recall a single example of assistance to one agencj'' by the other on an
as-needed basis.

We understand. Air. Chairman, you want us to speak to some of the

joint operations that were conducted.
The Presidential White Paper on Drug Abuse issued in 1975 recom-

mended that a program for more effective border control be developed
and that the principal law enforcement agencies along the border
improve their coordination activities to include joint task force

operations.

There have been several of these joint operations since 1975. These
were to be cooperative coordinated efforts among various law enforce-

ment agencies, but in reality they very rarely turned out that way.
There have been minimal or no coordination efforts among agencies

involved, and interdiction results have been varied and not very
impressive. There were some large marihuana seizures, but heroin

seizures were disappointing.
A discussion of a few of the operations follows.

Operation Diamond Back, which took place April 20 to May 26,

1976, was initiated to augment Customs resources with those of other

Federal agencies—DEA, FAA, Border Patrol, and the U.S. Coast
Guard—to increase interdiction capability.

In postoperative evaluations, the participants reported a lack of

planning, coordination, cooperation, and intelligence. Fundamental
planning and coordination never got out of the idea stage. The
decisionmaking process was very poor due to confusion as to who had
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the authority to direct action. Customs Air Support Branch and
Customs patrol officers considered the air and sea operations a failure.

No arrests or seizures were made.
Operation Star Trek I and II were initiated by Customs alone: the

California and Arizona borders with Mexico. Star Trek I took jjlace

in 1975, and Star Trek II took place a year later. DEA was to provide
the intelligence information needed for the operation.

Star Trek I, an intensified air, land, and sea operation, primarily
aimed at interdictions between ports-of-entry, resulted in some large
marihuana seizures and small quantities of various other drugs.

Customs officials felt that the weakness of the operation was the
scant information provided by DEA. A DEA official at the El Paso
Intelligence Center said they were not asked to support the Star Trek
I operation and actually received only two phone calls from Star Trek
personnel.

Star Trek II involved DEA, FAA, Customs Service, the Air Force,
and the Coast Guard. Cooperation was poor, and lack of intelligence

was still a major weakness. U.S. Coast Guard participation was much
less than in Star Trek I. There were no joint patrols by Customs and
the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard followed its own patrol program
and operated independently of Customs.
Drug seizures during Star Trek II increased over the first operation,

but total seizures had very little impact on the constant flow of

dangerous drugs coming from Mexico.
Control of the United States-Mexican border is a complex and most

difficult task that requires a comprehensive, coordinated effort by all

segments of the border law enforcement community.
The executive branch of the Federal Government has not developed

an integrated strategy or a comprehensive border control plan to

consider all aspects of the problem and establish clear, measurable
objectives indicating what it intends to accomplish with the various
law enforcement resources. A plan of this type is critical because of

the many agencies with overlapping responsibilities.

Over the past few years the Congress, the executive branch, and
GAG have issued reports identifying problems among Federal border
enforcement agencies and containing suggestions for improving their

cooperation and coordination.
While some recommendations have been im])lemented and outward

appearances have changed as a result of these efforts, the essential

characteristics of the problems remain.
vSeparate agencies with difl'erent orientations continue to identify

the best means to meet their specific missions, with limited considera-
tion for the activity of the others. This has led to the development of

separate but similar lines of effort that continue to dilute border
coverage and impact. Little consideration is given to overall border
security.

There is obviously a need for an integrated Federal strategy and
comprehensive border control plan. Assignment of border control
responsibilities to a single agency would be the surest way of achieving
this. Pending any decision in this regard, we would make the following
comments.
The executive branch should provide the Congress, along with its

appropriation requests, an overview of law enforcement along the
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United States-Mexican border. Included in this overview should be

an anal^^sis which brings together the budget requests and law enforce-

ment strategies of the various border law enforcement agencies.

The Office of Management and Budget, Office of Drug Abuse
Policy, ancl the principal border agencies whould develop an in-

tegrated strateg}^ and comprehensive operational plan for border

control. This plan should consider the various alternatives to managing
border operations ranging from the present management structure to

sin2:le-agency management.
The President's reorganization project has circulated a document

containing reorganization options related to border management to

various individuals and groups for comment and suggestions.- Until

agreement is reached on the fundamental purpose or mission at the

border, the selection of reorganization options would appear to be

premature.
Senator Culver. What do you mean by the fundamental purpose

or mission at the border? Obviously, it is to try to stop illegal drugs

and aliens from entering. Is there any doubt about that?

Mr. Anderson. I think that what we had in mind there, sir, was
the fact that the agencies involved have other missions as well.

Customs has its total mission of overseeing the importing of all goods,

into the country. INS has its orientation tovrard the people coming
across the border.

We felt, for example, that the decision as to which department this

new agency, if it is created, should end up in should probabh' depend
on that definition. Is it primarily a law enforcement efl'ort, or is this,

on the other hand, a consolidation of the eftorts controlling the move-
ment of all goods and all peoples of which law enforcement will remain
a ver}^ important part? I say that would probably influence the

decision as to whether yon went to Treasury or Justice.

Senator Culver. You just want to get a clear reading to be able to

resolve some of these ambiguities?
Mr. Anderson. That is correct, Senator.

Ironically and perhaps predictably, since the current eflorts

toward reorganization were initiated, the agencies involved in border

enforcement have placed an increased emphasis on voluntary coopera-

tive agreements. Similar abortive efforts in the past do not convince

us that any lasting good will result.

Some hard decisions remain to be made regarding how this countr}^

can best respond to its Southwest border problems. The options from
the extreme of a politicall}^ and economicalh^ infeasible ''Berlin Wall"
arrangement that would almost guarantee no illicit intrusion to the

loose controls over entry along the Canadian border.

Somewhere in between the two extremes lies an optimum mix of

people and resources that should be ai)i)lied to the border. Develop-
ment of an overall Federal strategy is the first step that needs to be

taken in coming to grips with this major problem.
That concludes my ])rej)ared statement, Senator.

Senator Culver. Thank you very much, Mr. Anderson.
Perhaps we will ask Mr. Williams to give his statement at this time,

and then we will have some cj^uestions.

- See p. 345 for test of document.
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Mr. Vrilliams is the Assistant Director of the Domestic PoUcy Staff
r.t the White House. Your office has recently completed a study, also,

I believe.

We look forward to hearing: from you.

STATEMENT OF EICHARD WILLIAMS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOH, DRUG
ABUSE POLICY, DOMESTIC POLICY STAFF, WHITE HOUSE

Mr Williams. Mr. Chairman, if it is all right with you, I would
like to summarize my statement.

Senator Culver. That will be fine. Without objection, your state-
ment will appear in the record.^

Mr. Williams. It is a pleasure to be here to talk about it. We con-
sider border interdiction to be a very important part of the Federal
drug use control program.
Our report on border management was one of a series of policy re-

views which the Office of Drug Abuse Polic}^ under Dr. Peter Bourne
completed during the past year.

A major part of the Federal efl'ort to reduce the avail abilit}^ of
illegal drugs is directed toward disrupting the supply chain at any
point where it may be vulnerable, from overseas sources to domestic
interstate trafficking networks.
The U.S. border ])rovides a unique opportunity in this chain of drug

trafficking to intercept the drugs, arrest the person, and perhaps trace
the source or the destination of the drugs.
Our border control is a piecemeal activity with numerous Federal

agencies responsible for specific interests and functions in the border
areas. Several studies of border control have been conducted in recent
years. However, each of these studies focused on a specific function or
a problem rather than taking a comprehensive view of the entire
border control eft'ort.

Our review was directed toward the broad- and long-term goal of
improving the overall border control efl'ort. The review was conducted
by an interagency team with representation from the principal depart-
ments and agencies involved.

I might add as a sideline that we had some very competent pro-
fessionals involved in the study team. This carried a great deal of
weight in establishing our credibility with the agencies.

In the past, we have responded to border management problems
in a fragmented manner. When a problem arose, new budget resources
and manpower were allocated to the agency immediately responsible
without deliberate consideration of how changes would affect overall
border management.
The current organizational structure contributes to the problem

with personnel from eight agencies representing seven different De-
partments directly involved in border operations.
The basic assumption of our review is that improved effectiveness

of border control will enhance all related programs including drugs,
ahens, guns, et cetera. Further, an improved management structure
would serve as the foundation for all border control efforts.

^ See p. 122 for Mr. Williams' prepared statement.
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After an extensive review of the problems and issues as identified

by the agencies responsible for border control, we conducted a series

of field trips to develop firsthand information on operating practices

and problems. We also interviewed field managers and the frontline

troops in all types of border locations.

The report "is directed at the two principal functions of border con-

trol : Inspection of persons and goods at ports of entry, and patrolling

between ports of entry.

The agencies with primary responsibility for these two key functions

are the IF.S. Customs Service, the Department of the Treasury, and the

Immigration and Naturalization Service in the Department of Justice.

Other agencies provide specialized skills and functions in support

of their own areas of interest.

The review team identified two major issues: The lack of coordinated

border management, and significant overlap and duplication of effort

in both of the principal border control functions.

There is a very obvious overlap and duplication in patrolling

activities between land ports of entry, with both the Immigration

Service and the Customs Service responsible for providing a patrol

force in these areas in support of their own sejjarate missions.

There is also overlap and duplication in inspection responsibilities

and particularly in the management structures at ports of entry

particularly at airports and larger land ports.

In seeking a solution to these problems, we considered several

options ranging from, at the low side, a higher budget priority for

manpower and other resources, all the way through to a major re-

organization of the agencies involved.

We recommended that a multipurpose border management agency

should be created by consolidating the Immigration and Naturaliza-

tion Service and the U.S. Customs Service into a new agency. We also

recommended an appropriate reorganization plan should be developed

by the President's reorganization project to include placement of this

new agency in a Cabinet department consistent with the overall

Government reorganization planning.

Since this recommendation has been made in various forms over the

past several years, we also recommended a method in which this might

be a little more practical and hopefully a little more successful than

previous attempts.
The consolidation of the agencies and functions should be achieved

through an umbrella-management concept with the reorganization

plan providing an initial set of priorities However, the new Director

should be allowed considerable flexibility in determining the internal

structure of the new agency, and the following functions should re-

ceive the highest priority for early consolidation:

Primary inspection at all ports; patrolling of the land borders;

operational support activities, particularly communications and com-

puter systems; and the management structure and administrative

support activities.
. . .

We further suggested that the new Director be given these priorities

and be required to report back to the President and to the Congress

at the end of 18 months on the accomplishments during the transition

period and his plan for the next phase.
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The President's reorganization ])roject in the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has the ultimate responsibihty for deve]o])ing

specific reorganization plans in conjunction with their ongoing reor-

ganization study of the entire Federal Government. Our report pro-

vides 0MB witii a current evaluation of border control activities and
recommendations for improvement, as does the GAO report.

The reorganization project staff is currently preparing recommen-
dations for the President regarding border management, and we plan
to use our report in conjunction with other ongoing drug policy reviews
in developing a new Federal drug abuse prevention strategy for 1978.

We intend to have the new strategy on all aspects of the Federal

drug abuse prevention program published during the summer. This is

required by the legislation which created the Office of Drug Abuse
Policy. We are putting all the policy reviews into a new strategy docu-
ment—a very comprehensive document.

Senator Culver. What does that mean?
Mr. Willia:ms. It means, sir, that not only have we conducted a

review of border management but also of drug law enforcement, of

international narcotics control, of narcotics intelligence, of the DOD
drug assessment programs, and

Senator Culver. Everybody does that about every 3 months, you
know.
They develop the grandest studies of strategies and policies and

they usually gather dust. They are usually 3 years late. Just in time
for a new election. Then a new^ crowd comes in and studies the program
again.

The patient cannot even stand another examination.
My question is what do you do with any of these studies rather

than get them up here late?

Mr. Williams. One benefit is that the process, alone, drives a
great deal of improvement into the system.

Senator Culver. You mean that when you call for all that paper-
work, bureaucrats get nervous, get their acts together, paint the
rocks w^hite?

Mr. Williams. That is one way of looking at it, sir.

Senator Culver. They say, "The inspector is coming. They are

having a hearing. Get it published. Show-and-teli time. Get the
charts made up." Is that what you mean? It has a salutory effect and
energizes the system?

Mr. Williams. Yes, sir.

Senator Culver. Thank God something does.

Mr. Williams. The Federal drug abuse prevention program, as

you know, sir, has many complex problems.
Senator Culver. What is the cumulative consequence of a mess of

individual parts? A big mess.
I just wonder how long we are going to go on studying. When are

we going to do something? We have those 0MB whiz kids working.
When are they going to give us something and how soon?

This administration is going to be over wdth before long. It is a
4-year term. How many of you have heard that? We are about half-

way through it. As you noticed by the recent debates that have just

concluded, things do not happen fast even when they get up here.
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You have four options cooking now over at 0MB?
Mr. Williams. Yes, sir.

Senator Culver. How are they coming along?

Mr. Williams. I checked with 0MB yesterday. They are still

working on their recommendations.
Senator Culver. I believe that.

[Laughter.]

Mr. Williams. They plan to consult with the Director of OIMB
Friday of this week, and hopefully they will get soniething out soon.

Senator Culver. How long has this gestation period been?

Mr. Williams. We completed our report in early September

1977, and furnished it to them.

Senator Culver. And you gave it to the 0MB bureaucrats last

September. What was their original timetable for getting this out?

Mr. Williams. Their target was to have the reorganization recom-

mendation ready in January.
Senator Culver. Were they on the agenda at Camp David over the

weekend?
Mr. Williams. I do not know, sir.

Senator Culver. What do these deadlines mean to anybody?
The,y do not mean anything, do they?

]\ir. Williams. The}'- mean something to us. We are trymg to move
the system, just as you are.

Senator Culver. "^What answer do you get from over there at that

ice flow, or paper flow?

Mr. Williams. We are talking about some significant turf questions.

Senator Culver. Significant turf questions. That means that the

taxpayer funds everybody to put on different tee-shirts to fight, to

stumble over each other and be more incompetent than the next

one. Then when 3^ou try to change and improve the situation they all

get together and get their lobbyists to come up here and say, "Don't
change anything. It is perfect. Just perfect. Just let my union, or liis

union, or their union, or this management, or this gumshoe, or that

gumshoe do it."

Hogwash. That is sheer hogwash.
It is not an issue of turf. It is an issue of whether the American tax-

payer can continue to afford this monumental degree of bureaucratic

dickering, insane and indefensible kinds of jurisdictional squabbling.

It makes me sick to my stomach. That is the question.

This Government does not exist to provide oases of turf for a bunch
of people to be on the public you-know-what. This Government is

supposed to exist to promote the general welfare. The general welfare

is not being promoted when you get these drugs and illegal aliens in

here which are a cancer in the gut of America. It is not a question of

turf.

We have enough of these enclaves around the world, much less

having them on our own borders—these enclaves of privilege, pet-

tiness, and selfish preoccupation.
What are they in the Government for if it is not to serve it? They are

not there to serve some unit flag.

All 1 want to know is when are they going to get their act together

and get a new system up here to serve the public interest?
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They are going to consult with the new 0MB head on Friday. When
are they going to get anything up here? Do we have 0MB witnesses
today?
Mr. Rapp. No, sir. They dedined the invitation to appear.
Senator Culver. We might get them. When are we going to get

anything out of that phice?

Mr. Williams. 1 am afraid I cannot predict that, sir.

Senator Culver. They were supposed to have it out in January.
What do they tell you? Peter Bourne is your boss, is he not?
Mr. Williams. Yes, sir.

Senator Culver. Tell him that Senator Culver is rather upset and
agitated that we do not have a plan, and our people are continuously
being subjected to dope.
We are going to have 30 million illegal aliens by the end of the

century. How many illegal aliens do we have in the country already?
Nobody knows for sure, 9 million, 12 million? Pick a number. We do
not even know.

Meanwhile, we are worried about turf. This is bureaucratic wran-
gling and petty nonsense.
They should get the outstanding agents, get them into one agency,

and go to work, and get rid of the rest of them. They ought to have
a few fitness reports based on performance, and get those who aren't
doing the job. This is just incredible.

I want you to tell Mr. Bourne that I think this administration had
better get this program up here fast. We cannot afford the incompe-
tence not only on the border but also in this city.

We were talking about bringing new fresh air into this city. We were
going to shake it up and change it. I am all for it. I have been here
14 years trying to shake it up and change it in a lot of different ways.
We need all the help we can get.

But you do not change it by getting in the quagmire and quicksand
of this Government and sinking to the bottom in record time by getting
involved in turf and bureaucracy and all the rest of this nonsense.
The value of someone coming in from the outside is that they are

supposedly independent enough to shake it up. If they are not, what
good are they? We do not need any outsiders to shake it up if out-
siders cannot come in and shake it up.
We want this thing up here fast, and when it comes up here we

want major effort and support to get it through Congress so we do
not see it getting politically bought off by interest groups. This country
cannot afford "business as usual" indefinitely. We can afford a little

maybe, but we are not affluent or powerful enough for it to continue.
Have you finished your statement?
Mr. Williams. Yes. sir.

Senator Culver. Mr. Anderson, for the record, would you briefly
describe the current Federal efforts to control the United States-
Mexican border?
Mr. Anderson. Right, sir.

I think that as your staff has found out, it is really difficult to obtain
good data from the agencies directly on this. We were able to piece
together some information that we think is correct.

I would like to compare it with an earlier point in time so you can
see what has been happening over the last several years.

25-024—78 5
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We found that as far as people on the border were concerned, there

has been around a 30-percent increase, between 1971 and 1976, from
4,352 people from the various agencies at the border, to 5,707 at the

end of fiscal year 1976. I do not have an updated figure from that

point.

As far as dollars go, we were able to identify a total of $74 million

that were spent at the border in 1971 and $141.7 million in 1976. That
was practically doubled.

Senator Culver. What is the comparative performance roughly?
The money was doubled and a thousand people were added. Did you
see any corresponding increase of performance?
Mr, Anderson. As far as the drugs go, the quantity of intercep-

tions—seizures—has not shown any significant change. In fact, it

might be down a little bit. Customs attributes this situation to the
change in the source of intelligence.

As far as apprehensions go, I know you are well aware that appre-
hension of illegal aliens has gone up considerably, so apparently there

was a payoff there.

Senator Culver. And yet, 2 out of 3 are still getting through?
Mr. Anderson. That is correct, sir.

Senator Culver. You only have one way to go on this problem, you
know.
Mr. Anderson. That is right.

I would like to break it down for you. As far as inspectors went, the
number went from 1,028 in 1971 to about 1,300 in 1976. The number
of patrol officers went from 1,350 in 1971 to about 2,000 in 1976. The
largest increase was on the patrol.

Senator Culver. Mr. Williams, the Office of Drug Abuse Policy has
also recently issued a study on drug law enforcement which dealt in

part, as I recall, with the relationship of the Federal agencies to the
State and local authorities. Is that right?

Mr. Williams. Yes, sir.

Senator Culver. What were your basic findings in this area?
Mr. Williams. There are two aspects, sir. One is the relationship of

State and local law enforcement to the drug effort overall, and there

is a little dift'erent relationship at the border.
The State and local law enforcement officials provide a considerable

strengthening of the Federal effort, in numbers alone. With a very
modest commitment by the State and local authorities to drug law
enforcement, we multiply the effectiveness of the Federal effort

considerably.

The State and local law enforcement officials are a particularly good
source of information on local drug distributors. When you have
information, you can always trace it both ways, depending on where
your information lies within the system.
They are pretty much partners in helping Federal officers when there

is a major task force operation or there is a local operation.
Senator Culver. You have found that they are partners? That has

a connotation to me of cooperation.
Mr, Williams, Yes, sir.

Senator Culver. You found in your studies that the Federal and
State and local agencies are partners?
Mr. Williams. It varies quite radically, depending greatly on the

personality of the local police chief and sheriff and the Federal officers
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involved. You cannot make a blanket statement that it is a total,

cooperative partnership. Nor is it totally bad. It varies very greatly
from place to place.

Senator Culver. Sometimes it is a cooperative partnership and
sometimes it is a partnership on the verge ol" disintegration. Is that
right?

Mr. Williams. When a major case is being broken, there is an op-

portunity for the officers to work together in going out and jointly

making the arrests. When augmenting the Federal manpower with the
necessary numbers to accomplish a simultaneous roundup of sus-

pects, the cooperation is excellent.

It is the day-to-day cooperation and exchange of information that
leaves something to be desired.

Senator Culver. Do you ever see competition where one of the
elements of the triad is on the verge of making a bust, having developed
the case and the evidence, and somebody else would take it away
because they are playing the numbers game? Have you found that?

Mr. Williams. Yes, sir. There is a great deal of interest in who gets

the credit.

Senator Culver. That oftentimes acts to destroy the cooperation,
does it not?
Mr. Williams. Yes; very much so.

Along the border, there is an unusual situation. A large number of

Federal uniformed officers are physically present all the time with the
State and local uniformed law-enforcement officers. So the border is

different.

One of the problems we found in these relationships along the border
was that some of the State and local authorities tend to form alliances

with a particular Federal agency depending again on the personalities

involved. This can create a problem of ill-will with the other agencies.

It is apparently very difficult to overcome this situation once it was
established.

Senator Culver. You both agree that what we need, essentially, is a
single agency. You have four options kicking around at 0MB. You
have other recommendations, Mr. Anderson. But the bottom line is

that we have to get away from this bureaucratic alphabet soup of

administrative competition and wrangling, and get some clear strategy
and direction. Is that right?

Mr. Williams. My personal view is that that is a little strong when
you get down to an individual port of entry. We really did not find any
Customs inspectors or individual INS inspectors or their counterpart
patrol officers who were hassling on an individual level. It is more an
institutional problem where you have dual management issuing dif-

ferent kinds of directives and aiming their people in different directions.

The management structure is really the problem. We have some
dedicated folks working at our borders.

Senator Culver. I do not question that you have very dedicated
people. I do think there is a real question of whether we have our act

together so that dedicated people can perform other than in a state of

constant frustration, so that they can contribute fully to this cause.

So when we talk about changing something, let us not always
talk about good people. We have a lot of wonderful people. Let us
just stipulate that, so we can get on with this problem. Let us not
get hung up in a lot of political nonsense. Sure, we have dedicated
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people. What we are trying to do is to keep them. You cannot keep
good, dedicated people when they are working in an environment that
is driving them buggy. The good ones leave when it gets intolerable.

Is it not also true, Mr. Anderson, that since 1968 there have been
a whole series of studies and reorganization plans designed to improve
our interdiction of drugs, yet the same basic problems still exist,

only worse?
Mr. Anderson. That is correct. There has been no real improve-

ment.
The report we issued in December on our study at the border has

an a])pendix. We listed the major studies made up to that time. I will

briefly hit them to show the numbers.
In December 1972, GAO put out a report about conflicts between

Customs and BNDD that were aflecting enforcement.

In May 1973, we put out another report on fragmented approaches
to inspections at the ports of entry.

In October 1972 through December 1973, the Mitre Corp. did a
study of the interdiction problems and came up with some recom-
mendations.

In June 1974, 0MB reported on an analysis it had made. The
analysis pointed out continuing competition, conflicts, and overlaps

in functions, duplication of expenses in multioperations, and so on.

In December 1974, the Committee on Government Operations
put out a comprehensive report on the problems.

In September 1975, the Domestic Council on Drug Abuse task

force did a convincing analysis that showed more work was needed
before a solution could be found to the border problem.

In December 1975, GAO put out another report which spoke to

problems of fragmented organization and resulting interagency

conflicts.

In September 1976—I could go on with more, sir.

Senator Culver. They were as early as 1968?
Mr. Anderson. Yes, sir. We do not cite that one here, but the

problem goes back that far.

Senator Culver, I realize it is hard to get an accurate handle on
this, but could you give me a ballpark estimate as to how much these

studies cost?

I do not need it right now, but for the record. Can you do that?

Mr. Anderson. We will make an attempt, sir.

Senator Culver. I would like to know how much money we have
spent on this problem. We do not have anything to show, except

a worse problem.
Without objection, it will be inserted in the record at this point.

[Material to be supplied follows:]

Estimated Cost of Selected Studies on Border Law Enforcement

We were requested to provide a "ballpark" estimate of the cost of 11 selected

studies containing suggestions for improving border law enforcement. These
studies were performeci liy various organizations or groups, such as, the General
Accounting Office, Mitre Corporation, the Office of Management and Budget,
Office of Drug Abuse Policy, and the Domestic Council's Drug Abuse Task Force.

The age of some of the studies or the manner in which they were performed
precluded us from readily determining their cost. For example, one study was
performed by a task force having members from several different agencies. Some
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of the individuals assigned to the task force worked on a full-time basis while
others worked only on a part-time basis. The task force members received addi-
tional support from personnel within their agency in compiling data. The per-
sonnel working on this particular study were paid by their respective agencies.

We were, however, able to determine the cost of 6 of these studies. The cost

of these studies totalled about $600,000 or an average of $100,000 a study. If we
assume that the cost of the other five studies was comparable, then the total

cost of all 11 studies would be $1.1 million.

Senator Culver. If that is the track record, Mr. Wilhams, why do
you think this current reorganization effort will be more successful?

Mr. Williams. We are optimistic, sir.

We looked at all these past studies and why they failed. I believe

we structured our study to avoid the problems in many of these

previous recommendations and the reasons that they failed. We used
a "lessons learned" approach.

Senator Culver. You mean you are not going to tread on anyone's
toes?

Mr. Williams. No. We are going to tread on their toes, but hope-
fully in a way that does not hurt as badly.

Senator Culver. That is quite an invention. We could use that in

a lot of places.

Mr. Williams. The biggest contribution, I think, would be to have
one person that would be accountable for the whole operation, so that
he could not say, "It is not my fault. Agency B is not doing their

job."
Senator Culver. We can do that on the drawing board. I am

talking about implementing it. We are all agreed that that is con-
ceptually where we want to be. I am talking about politics and
implementation.

I do not think anyone has had any doubt about what ought to be
done since 1968. Anyone who has looked at this thing for 10 minutes
can see that. The question is, How you get there from here?
Mr. Williams. In looking at the two most recent ones, reorganiza-

tion plan No. 1 of 1973 was an effort to provide single agency manage-
ment at ports of entry. It proposed moving all of the immigration
primary inspectors to Customs and making Customs the port man-
ager, while maintaining specialized expertise for secondary inspection.

The problem was special interest opposition to splitting up the Im-
migation Service. That problem remains with us today and will con-
tinue to remain with us, primarily because of union interests.

The 0MB study in 1974 recommended that the U.S. Border Patrol
in the Immigration Service be the single agency responsible for patrol-

ling between ports. They would watch out for both immigration in-

terests and customs interests.

The problem there was a great deal of opposition because the Cus-
toms proponents felt that the Border Patrol would not adequately
serve Custom's interests.

We took the approach, first of all, not to look at just the Southwest
border, or just single-stop inspection at airports, or a small piece of

border patrol, which has been typical of all these other studies, but to

look at border control overall. That included the operation of air-

ports, land ports, and seaports of entry, as well as all forms of patrol-
ling, so we could not be accused of having optimized for large airports
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or any other single aspect of the borders, and that we had considered

the entire spectrum of border control problems.
Second, in developing our recommendations, we did not recommend

splitting up any of the agencies. There is a reasonable argument that

we might not want to split up the Immigration Service or the Customs
Service, even though some of their activities could be done separately

from the actual law enforcement at the border.

A proposal to split either agency will generate an unbelievable

amount of opposition. So we recommended that the two agencies be
combined, in total, and, as Mr. Anderson, suggests, one person be made
responsible for implementing this reorganization.

One of the other troublesome aspects was that the previous recomx-

mendations tended to go in and make a lot of the internal operating

decisions for the agency. Aside from not being a good management
technique, this tends to relieve the new manager of part of the re-

sponsibility for making the reorganization work.
We suggest that it is better to tell the new manager what you want

done and leave him a good deal of flexibility in implementing it, as

well as giving him some time to get it done. Thereby, he could ac-

complish something and then report back to the President and the

Congress on how well he has done and where he needs additional help.

As part of the overview mechanism, it might not hurt to have a

coordinating activity that he could work with within the Executive
Office, or at least at the department level. They could help him re-

solve major problems.
Senator Culver. Even if we were to establish a single agency for

border management, what results do you think we could expect in

stopping hard drugs, in particular, from reaching this country? Mr.
Anderson, can you answer that?

Mr. Anderson. I thought Dr. Bourne made a very good statement
before you a couple of months ago. I jotted it down because it made so

much sense : "On the other hand, once the substance has been converted
to heroin, it can be hidden and smuggled through our 12,000-mile

border with little difficulty."

If you put in perspective the role of interdiction at the border in

relation to the total war against drugs, it is a really small piece of the

action in terms of ultimate results.

Senator Culver. So eradication, and cooperation of law enforcement
officials at the early stages are far more potentially productive?

Mr. Anderson. Absolutely, sir.

Senator Culver. Mr. Gormley, did you want to add anything?
You have done so much work on this subject. I want to afford you an
opportunity to comment.

Mr. Gormley. On the issue of interdiction at the border, there are

many undercurrents and difficult tasks that make it, I think, an un-
realistic expectation for the border to play a determinate role in

stopping the flow of drugs.
The difficulties in obtaining the intelligence that would be necessary

to enable the local people to be able to hit the shipment coming across

the border are enormous. The intelligence just is not there. There are

various and diverse reasons for that.

So the officer is pretty much left to his o^\^l insights and instincts,

based on prior experiences.
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When you consider the magnitude of the flow, it is a very d fficult,

if not impossible, task.

For example, in San Ysidro they have perhaps 30 seconds to inspect

a car with six people, and a trimkful of lug-gage, and determine

whether or not it should go to the secondary inspection. When you
consider the length of the traffic lines behind that car on a ^veekend,

the pressure on the inspector is to move the traffic. So he sacrifices his

instincts, except in the most obvious cases.

I do not see that changing, unless we want to inconvenience the

traveling public and go back to Operation Intercept of the 1960's.

They showed a very low tolerance then for congestion around the ports-

of-entry, coming back from Baja, California, for example, on a holiday

weekend.
These are the pressures that the inspectors have on a daily basis. I

do not see a great deal of improvement.
Right now, with these multiagencies, we do not know how good we

can be. We are distracted from the job by the institutional squabbling.

Until we are able to get that off their backs, we do not know what a

new investment is going to give us.

I have not found anyone who is able to project that, to say, a 50-

percent increase is going to have these impacts on the problems that

exist.

Senator Culver. But you certainly agree that it could not be

worse? It has to improve.
Mr. GoRMLEY. It could become worse if we took the existing re-

sources off the borders. They are certainly necessary.

Senator Culver. I am talking about the mangement structure.

Mr. GoRMLEY. I have seen httle improvement in the area during

the work we have done over the last 5 to 6 years. As Mr. Anderson and

Mr. Williams said earlier, each time the subject comes up there is a lot

of motion and a lot of directives, but when it comes down to the reality

of where it has to be implemented, it just does not happen very

smoothly.
Senator Culver. I want to thank you gentlemen very much for

your appearance here today. We will be looking forward to working

with you.
Our next panel consists of four representatives from State and local

drug enforcement agencies. They are here this niorning to discuss the

rolethey can play in disrupting the flow of narcotics across the borders.

They are Mr. Terry Grimble, director of the Arizona Drug Control

District; Mr. Floyd Hacker of the Texas Department of Public Safety;

Mr. Ronald Pietrafeso of the Colorado Organized Crim^e Strike Force,

which is part of the four-State task force which deals with problems

in border drug traffic; and Mr. Rex Armistead of the Regional Or-

ganized Crime Information Center which assists local drug enforce-

ment in the border States.

I would like to welcome each of you here this morning. We appre-

ciate your coming and sharing your experience and views with the

subcommittee this morning.
Perhaps each of you could briefly describe the activities of the

organization that you represent and perhaps identify yourselves for

the reporter here.

Mr. Pietrafeso, perhaps you could start out.
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STATEMENT OF RON PIETRAFESO, AGENT IN CHARGE, NARCOTICS
SECTION, COLORADO ORGANIZED CRIME STRIKE FORCE

Mr. PiETRAFEso. Good morning, Senator.
My name is Ron Pietrafeso, I am with the Colorado Organized

Crime Strike Force.
We are involved in a two-phase operation in our organization: one

working on traditional organized crime, and the other working on
narcotics and drug investigations in the State of Colorado, along with
participating in a four-State task force with Arizona, Utah, and New
Mexico, working especially with the problem of heroin interdiction in

the United States.

Senator Culver. Thank you.
Mr. Grimble?

STATEMENT OF TERRY GRIMBLE, DIRECTOR, ARIZONA DRUG
CONTROL DISTRICT

Mr. Grimble. Good morning. Senator.
I am Terry Grimble, director of the Arizona Drug Control Dis-

trict. We are a State agency, funded by the Arizona State Legislature.

We have three main functions: prosecution, investigation, and state-

wide intelligence gathering as it relates to narcotics offenses.

We are unique in that as a State agency we are responsible to a
coordinating council comprised of State legislators, the State attorney
general, the Governor, the director of public safety, and four sheriffs,

and four county attorneys.

We are not a police force or a police agency. We are a secondary
agency responsible for putting together all of the agencies that al-

ready exist and maximizing the efforts that already exist, either on
the border, or in central or northern Arizona.
We have resident offices throughout Arizona and have been involved

in this project since approximately 1972.

Senator Culver. Thank you.
Mr. Armistead?

STATEMENT OF REX ARMISTEAD, DIRECTOR, REGIONAL ORGA-
NIZED CRIME INFORMATION CENTER, NEW ORLEANS, LA.

Mr. Armistead. Good morning. Senator.

I am Rex Armistead, director of the Regional Organized Crime
Information Center, New Orleans, La.
Our agency consists of approximately 60 police agencies and 13 in

the Southeastern States. Many of our States cover the coastal areas.

Our responsibility is to these 60-odd agencies in the daily gathering
of intelligence data regarding organized crime figures, traveling

criminals, and narcotics.

Senator Culver. Thank you.
Mr. Hacker?
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STATEMENT OF FLOYD HACKER, AGENT IN CHARGE, NARCOTICS
DIVISION, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Hacker. Good morning, Senator.
My name is Floyd Hacker. I am with the Narcotics Division of

the Texas Department of Public Safety.

We are responsible to Federal agencies, as are other agencies in the
State, to assist in stemming the flow of narcotics in and through our
State. We are what is known as a supply State in view of our prox-
imity to the Mexican border.

We have 124 commissioned agents in our division, and a 33-man
task force consisting of troopers and agents at the border to assist

in border enforcement.
We also have responsibility for drug intelligence, narcotics enforce-

ment, and diversion investigations. That is stemming the flow and
stopping diversion of illegal drugs.

Senator Culver. Thank you very much, Mr. Hacker.
At this stage I would like to yield to Senator DeConcini of Arizona.

Senator DeConcini is not a member of this subcommittee, although
of course he is a member of the full Senate Committee on the Judiciary.
He has shoun a great interest in the work of this subcommittee,

particularly in the field of drug enforcement. He has also been deeply
involved in the work in Arizona—the drug control district, and the
four-State strike force which is represented here.

I am sure you will have some questions for the witnesses, so why
don't you go ahead. Senator?

Senator DeConcini. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for
allowing me to participate in these hearings.

If you wish to leave, I will be glad to take the chair for awhile.
Gentlemen, I am quite familiar with the background of some of your

activities in the various States. It has been shown here that you obvi-
ously have a great deal of cooperation. This is necessary for your
particular strike forces against organized crime.

I wonder if you could each give us a little background information
on the coordination efforts you have found to be the most advan-
tageous and effective in your areas?
Then I would like to go into the area of where you think it could be

improved and where you think some of the problems are.

Let us start with you, Mr. Pietrafeso.

Mr. Pietrafeso. Senator, I think probably the biggest asset to
local law enforcement has been the recent development of coordi-
nated efforts between the States themselves on a local and State basis.
We have found in the last several years that through sharing intel-

ligence information and working cooperatively on cases in these States,
we have developed a huge amount of success.

Just recently, with the four-State project that has come into operation
in the last 18 months, we have found that the intelligence information
alone that has resulted in the State of Colorado has helped the agents
in Colorado in successfully apprehending a large amount of illegal

narcotics that would not have been apprehended otherwise.
It has resulted also in the successful prosecution of the people in the

interdiction of these narcotics into the United States.
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Senator DeConcini [acting chairman]. Could you give us an ex-

ample?
Mr. PiETRAFEso. We have worked in the last year and a half on at

least six major cases with other States—New Mexico, Texas, Arizona,
California—and the one that immediately comes to mind is the one
where we worked with the State of Texas.

This was in the apprehension of what is considered, not only by
State and local officials as a major trafficking organization, but had
also been documented on the Federal level as a major operation in

heroin smuggling.
We successfully apprehended 10 persons and indicted them in the

State of Texas. Although the investigation started in the vState of

Colorado, and most of the agents and time were spent in Colorado, in

conclusion, the time spent in the State of Texas resulted in the grand
jury in Texas indicting the 10 persons involved in the conspiracy to

smuggle large amounts of heroin into the United States.

Without the cooperation and shared intelligence and joint investi-

gative abilities that were put together on a State basis because of what
we felt was a void before with the lack of cooperation with Federal
agencies, we would not have been able to successfully complete this

kind of investigation.

Senator DeConcini. Was this done solely with non-Federal agen-
cies, or were Federal agents or agencies involved?
Mr. PiETRAFESo. It was strictly a State investigation involving

agents from the State of Texas, intelligence information from the
vState of Arizona and the State of New Mexico, and agents from
the State of Colorado—all on a local and State basis.

Senator DeConcini. Was there resistance from Federal agencies to

participation or did you just decide to do it without them?
Mr. PiETRAFESo. I do not think there was any resistance from any

of the Federal agencies in this particular case—limited to this par-
ticular case.

We decided in the very beginning of the case that it would be
worked on a State level because of some of the prior problems that we
had with Federal agencies. Consequently, when we went to the State
of Texas we contacted the State agency that we had worked with in

the past. When we were in Arizona we worked with the Arizona State

agencies that we had worked with in the past.

Senator DeConcini. Those are relationships you established over a
period of time that helped in this instance?
Mr. PiETRAFESo. They are relationships that we had to build up

over this period of time because, as I said, of the void that we felt

had been created with some of the Federal aoencies. This is why
four-State projects and interstate intelligence information sharmg
networks have sprung up all over the country. They are based on
the need that the State agencies had to fight their own problem in

their particular locale.

Senator DeConcini. You talk about the need and the lack of

coordination. Can you give us any examples? I would like the record

to show exactly the problems that law enforcement in the field faces.

Perhaps you can give us a better picture of these problems and frus-

trations through a case that has already passed.
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Mr. PiETRAFESO. In this case that I just referred to, there is the

success that we had in the apprehension of these major heroin traf-

fickers from Texas in the State of Colorado. Our initial investigation

into the State of Texas, after we contacted Texas officials, involved

their contacting the Federal authorities at the border to advise them
that we would be working- in that area. They gave them full descrip-

tions of the vehicles and the people that were being surveilled by the

State agents and told them of the State agencies involved and why
we were there.

Within a matter of days, that investigation was completely upset

by those persons and those vehicles being stopped and arrested by
Federal agents within about 55 miles of the Texas border with Mexico.

The whole efl^ort was thwarted by Federal agents. Because of their

actions, we had to begin the case in a new way and try to piece the

case back together and take a new approach. We were successful in

doing that.

Senator DeConcini. Which Federal agency was that?

Mr. PiETRAFESO. The agencies involved were Customs, and the

Customs patrol officers.

Senator DeConcini. They were aware that you were working on
the case?

Mr. PiETRAFESO. They were aware that we were working on the

case. They were also given descriptions of the vehicles and the names
of the persons involved in the investigation.

Senator DeConcini. Why do you think they proceeded in that

direction?

Mr. PiETREFEso. I havc no idea—none whatsoever.
Senator DeConcini. You did not receive any explanation later?

Mr. PiETRAFESO. No. Not only did we get no explanation later,

other they said there was a loss of communication from one agent to

another, but we attempted at a later time to piece this case together.

About 6 months prior investigation had gone into the case and liter-

ally thousands of dollars spent by the State of Colorado.
We tried to piece the case together. When we went to the grand

jury in the State of Texas we asked for reports that could be given to

us by the customs officers about what they did that day amd how they
proceeded and what actions they had taken. To this day we have not
received those reports.

The final excuse was the Privacy Act and Federal regulations, so that
those reports could not be given to us to use in the grand jury. They
would have assisted us at that point in trying to put the case back
together.

Senator DeConcini. Is this, in your opinion, a frequent situation

in relating to Customs or any other Federal agency?
Mr. PiETRAFESO. Wc do not have that much to do with Customs in

the State of Colorado. We travel to other States and encounter
Customs and have, on occasion, worked with Customs.

Senator DeConcini. What are your relations with, say, ATF and
DEA in Colorado?
Mr. PiETRAFESO. We have worked cases with DEA on numerous

occasions that have successfully resulted in large apprehensions
and seizures of narcotics and defendants. The only problem is that it



70

has always been on a State-to-Federal agency basis and never from a

Federal-to-State agency basis.

Everything we have done has been on our request of assistance from
the Federal agency. We have initially investigated a case that involved

major violators and major traffickers in heroin, cocaine, marihuana,
et cetera.

We have gone to the Federal agencies and requested assistance from
them for different reasons. Sometimes we have monetary reasons—we
need financial backing. Sometimes we have needed more manpower.
Or we thought the scope of the investigation was beyond our means,
for one reason or another, and have requested assistance. We have
received that assistance on numerous occasions.

But the cases also resulted in large seizures and apprehensions for

the Federal Government to be used in compiling their statistics.

Never, but on one occasion in the last 10 years, have we been asked to

assist the Federal agencies in investigating any cases.

In that particular instance, it was because of a duplication. We were
investigating the same case at the same time. Because they did not
want us to run square into each other, we were asked to assist them in

that investigation.

It is always on this give basis, and the States never are asked for

their assistance.

Senator DeConcini. Why do you think that is?

Mr. PiETRAFESo. I havc mixed emotions. I think there is a lot of

pressure from what I consider unwritten policy from Washington on
the particular regional offices and agents on the streets.

These agents who come into an area are usually there for a 4-, 5-, or

6-year period, and some less than that. Their policies have been to

transfer an agent for or five times in his career, which, in a 20- or

25-year career, does not give him much time in each area to do an
effective job.

It takes 2 or 3 years to even become familiar with the area you are

working in, let alone be able to familiarize yourself with the names
and locales of the different traffickers and their particular responsi-

bilities and roles.

Consequently, when they come in there and work, they have to

draw from the local agencies their knowledge and information to be

successful in any investigation that they might be involved in.

They also feel, and this comes from the agents themselves, working
in an area for 3, 4, or 5 years, knowing you are going to be transferred

at a later time, you do not have that particular State or location that

much at heart. We live there ; we have been there all of our lives ; we
are going to be there for the next 10 or 15 years; we have to work with

those same violators all the time ; we have the location in mind all the

time when we are investigating these crimes.

That particular agent may be 2,000 miles away the next year. To
take that much consideration and to do that much in that area is

sometimes a little difficult for them.
The local people do not all the time trust an agent who has been

there for just a short period of time, so by the time he gets his feet on
the ground and gets the trust of local agencies, it is time for him to be
transferred somewhere else.



71

It does not go along with their theory and policy to get along with

local agencies. They tell the agents all the time that they have to coop-

erate with local agencies, but it is always on a take basis. There is

never any give in return.

Senator DeConcini. Mr. Hacker, are you familiar with this case

in Texas that Mr. Pietrafeso has referred to?

Mr. Hacker. Yes, sir, I am. We had quite a discussion before the

U.S. attorney about this particular case.

There have been some similar situations in the past, and I do not

want to talk about the past. In most cases now, we do have what I

consider to be a good working relationship with the Federal agencies

now. There are some bureaucratic problems. We have them, and the

Federals have them also. Some of them could be resolved.

Senator DeConcini. It has improved in the last 12 or 24 months.
Air. Hacker. It has improved in the last 12 months. Again, it gets

back to a person-to-person relationship. We have some agents that are

hard to get along with, and they do, too. This is not a one-way street,

as Mr. Pietrafeso said.

Let me also add that perhaps it is just the leadership that we have
in the State of Texas in some of these agencies. For instance, we are

now and have worked on some major investigations with DEA. Opera-
tion Wishbone was a roundup of major violators in the valley area of

Texas. Operation Casino resulted in 58 indictments against air

smugglers. We were in daily contact, exchanging reports and
information, with DEA.
When the cases culminated, we were involved.

We have seen a lot of improvement in our relationship with Federal

agencies.

Senator DeConcini. You heard Mr. Pietrafeso comment on the fact

that the Federal agents can be transferred often, and this makes it

difficult for them to get close to and cooperate with the State or local

agencies.

Mr. Hacker. I am sure that what he said is true. In most instances,

it does take about 2 years to establish contacts and really get

something going.

Some maintain, of course, that moves are healthy. But in this

business it does take about 2 years to establish contacts and get some
ongoing investigations, so I would have to agree that their longevity

in a given station should be looked at closely.

Senator DeConcini. Has it been your experience that some Federal
agencies have problems working together?
Mr. Hacker. I would rather tend to my own business, but I have

heard street talk. I heard one agent say, one time, "We are not sup-

posed to get along with those guys. I don't know why, but we are just

not supposed to." It was said in a joking manner, but it is sometimes
confusing to us.

On a State level, we have to deal with a memorandum of under-
standing between the other agencies.

Senator DeConcini. In Texas, do you have a coordinated council

on law enforcement, either on the State level, or with the Federal
agencies?

Mr. Hacker. No, sir.
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Senator DeConcini. Do you think those kinds of efforts are counter-
productive, or do you think there are benefits to meeting even on the
State and local law enforcement level, on narcotics trafficking? Or do
you think it just has to be done on an agency-to-agency basis?

Mr. Hacker. I think it would probably be valuable if we had some
coordinating committee or council that covered all areas—local. State,

and Federal.

Senator DeConcini. It would appear to me that if there were an
opportunity for some of the agents to come together on a set timetable,

it would certainly help to develop a personal relationship. Today's
testimony, and your operation's success shows that this is something
that could be improved on the Federal level.

Mr. Hacker. One of the problems is this, Senator. And this is my
fault also. I have met with our regional director of DEA, and Customs,
and Mr. Bensinger. We make a lot of agreements and decisions at this

level, and sometimes they do not get translated to the working level.

I am not pointing a finger at them. This happens in my outfit also.

Senator DeConcini. What do you do to try to handle that in your
agency?
Mr. Hacker. I try to go to each district, hold a district meeting,

and advise them of the agreements we have made. I tell them how
we will handle the joint investigations and the manner in which I

want them to request assistance or cooperation on a particular

investigation.

I tell them to follow these guidelines, and if they do not work they
are to tell me, and I will get back in touch with the people with whom
we made the agreement.

It is a two-way street. I want to stress that. It is not a one-way
street. We have problems also.

Senator DeConcini. Thank you.
Mr. Armistead, can you give us any background or insight into your

relations with local drug enforcement agencies as well as Federal
agencies?

Mr. Armistead. Senator DeConcini, prior to coming here, I polled

the entire regional organized crime membership. We posed some seven
or eight questions in asking them about their relationships with DEA
and Customs, primarily DEA.

I have those answers here. I will not go into all of them, but it

appears that some of the main complaints stem around the fact that
the local DEA, particularly in the field of handling inforaiants, falls

down.
For instance, the DEA in working with a State or local officer will

make a commitment to an informant. Shortly thereafter, the DEA
agent is transferred. The informant is left out on a limb. This happens
throughout the 13 States in which we operate.

It has left a bad taste in a number of officers' mouths. The com-
mitment to pay the informant, to compensate him or perhaps have
him change locations with a new identity, falls flat because the agent
who made the commitment is no longer there.

When he is kicked upstairs and comes into the Washington area,

he fails to recognize it.

We are working on two matters regarding this problem right now.

,
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Senator DeConcini. This is where the commitment has been made
to an informant by a DEA agent who is no longer around to follow

lip on the commitment?
Mr. Armlstead. That is right, Senator.

Senator DeConcini. What is that going to do with your case?

Air. Armistead. Quite frankly, it crippled our informant system

—

our effectiveness with informants.

Senator DeConcini. For the committee, Mr. Annistead, would you
explain the informant system so that we will have it in the record?

Mr. Armistead. My informant sj'^stem works this way. An agent

will request assistance from our discretionary grant under which ^ve

operate. He needs informant funds for a specific deal. The criteria

must be met on that deal. It must include interstate traffic—whether
of narcotics or stolen goods.

Once we have weighed it, we OK it at the central level. Then the

informant is worked by the membership agency. Many times he is

worked in conjunction with a Federal officer.

In view of the fact that our money is limited, many times a Federal

officer who is interested in Federal violations will then make a com-
mitment to the informant for x number of dollars for so much
assistance.

It is here that the breakdo^\^l occurs.

The officer gives his word in good faith. There is no question about
that. But as it goes up through the chain of command, the higher it

gets the worse it gets, the more diluted it becomes.

Once you have had a couple of these deals, the word gets out that the

State or local officer's word is no good, and his word is no longer his

bond. The Federal agency officer has been transferred to some other

area or moved to another section.

It causes a great deal of concern.

Senator DeConcini. Does that not leave the Federal agency and
the new agent in a bad position also?

Mr. Armistead. Yes; it does.

Senator DeConcini. Can you give us any other examples?
Mr. Ar:mistead. One of the major complaints from polling the

agencies was that DEA agents seem to possess a superior self-attitude

and automatically regard State and local officers as incompetent. This

does not just apply to DEA. It is throughout the Federal enforcement
arm. They have a tendency to look do^vn on the State and local

officers.

I think anyone in State or local enforcement would be less than
honest if he denied that.

Possibly 15 or 20 years ago, the attitude was justified, but with the

educational process that the enforcement people at the State and local

level have gone through, that is no longer true.

I would suggest to the committee that a great deal of expertise is

available to the Federal officers assigned to these areas. It is not
being used.

I notice that the joint task forces throughout the country are

primarily headed by Federal officers.

As an example, to send me into Boston today to run a strike force

operation would be very impractical. I would suggest they use someone
from that area. That is not being done.
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Senator DeConcini. You are saying that the Federal strike force

efforts are coming from outside of the State, and the personnel have
little or no knowledge of the area?

Mr. Armistead. That is right, sir.

A little while ago, it was mentioned what the period of time was
to become acclimated to an area. That is very critical. When you are

dealing with 18-month discretionary grants, you do not have a lot

of time to become acclimated, so you must bring on board those people
familiar with that operation in that area.

The past history of the Federal strike force in organized crime during
past administrations has reflected that.

Senator DeConcini. These are not just the laA\^ers but the actual

agents?
Mr. Armistead. That is right, sir.

Senator DeConcini. Have you had any experience where their lack

of understanding has jeopardized a case?

Mr. Armistead. Yes, sir. In fairness to the Federal enforcement
officers, I must say that the autonomy of the U.S. attorney has a
great bearing on how that Federal officer performs.

After he starts a case and becomes involved with State and local

officers in a cooperative effort, he becomes frustrated Avhen he goes

back to the U.S. attorney and he puts his thumbs down and says,

"Proceed no further." We hear that every day.

There is a great deal of insensitive feedback. They do not appear
to understand or care. That is the U.S. attorneys.

Senator DeConcini. If the U.S. attorneys had a few operative

attorneys in the area of organized crime and drug abuse enforcement,
would it be of any assistance?

Mr. Armistead. I would think so, yes.

Senator DeConcini. Can you give me any specific example of where
the Federal strike force or agency were unable to really assist you
when you were helping them, other than the informant example?

Mr. Armistead. I have to get off the immediate subject of drugs
to give you an illustration.

In the last "Sting" operation that I headed in New Orleans, some
28 cases were turned over to the U.S. attorney for his review. In each
and every instance, the U.S. attorney refused to proceed. I might add
that each of those cases was prosecuted at the State level with convic-

tions, so they were good cases.

The U.S. attorney felt that State and local involvement was so

great, even though our penalties were not as good, that the Federals

would not fool with it.

These were interstate violations involving large amounts of stolen

property.
Senator DeConcini. What about the actual Federal agency

involved?
Mr. Armistead. I find that in the New Orleans area and throughout

our region, at the one-on-one basis where I get to know the particular

officer and we relate together, this is usually satisfactory.

Senator DeConcini. That includes the exchange of intelligence

information?
Mr. Armistead. To a point. He is restricted somewhat, because of

the Federal guidelines, in what he can disseminate. I am going to
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disagree with a couple of my friends here, but it is a one-way street

in many instances.

Senator DeConcini. On intelligence?

Mr. Armistead. Yes, sir.

Senator DeConcini. Do you think there are reasons, other than the

Federal guidelines?

Mr. Armistead. Without sounding paranoid to the subcommittee,

I believe there is a built-in gap between the Federal, State, and local

agencies. I see no way to bridge that gap until State and local officers

have the proper amount of input into decisions made here in Washing-
ton by people who are totally insensitive to what is happening in the

field. You cannot paddle the boat from the bank.

Senator DeConcini. You have strong feelings that Washington just

does not have a sensitive feeling toward the actual trench work in-

volved in narcotics or organized crime enforcement?

Mr. Armistead. That is true, sir.

Senator DeConcini. Thank you.

Mr. Grimble, can you give us some background on the problems of

drug enforcement efforts in Arizona?
Mr. Grimble. Yes, sir.

As you well know, sir, the Arizona Drug Control District took the

position that we were not going to wait for any of these reorganization

plans to take effect and try to organize the existing law enforcement

agencies in our State and, to the extent possible, in the surrounding

States and depend solely on local law enforcement.

To that end, we feel we have been successful. We have put together

a narcotics information network in Arizona which now services 138

agencies around the country, 90 of which are in Arizona. The remainder

are mostly in Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico.

We took the position that of all crimes committed in the Nation,

local law enforcement generally enforces and prosecutes 90-plus per-

cent of them. We assumed that was probably the case in narcotics and
organized crime, as well.

We wanted as much Federal participation as possible, but we would
not totally rely on it.

To that end, having structured our organization and statewide

strike force on local law enforcement agencies, we have, in the last

couple of years, invited a wide spectrum of Federal agencies to

participate.

Starting in early 1976, we invited the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration to become a member of our intelligence network and for us to

join the EPIC center.

One of the problems I see is the bureaucracy of the Federal agencies

and how long it takes for something to get done.

Senator DeConcini. How long did it take you to get admitted to

the EPIC?
Mr. Grimble. Just short of 2 years.

Senator DeConcini. Why do you think it took that time?

Mr. Grimble. We went through five drafts and two directors. In

fairness to the present director, he has been nothing but helpful to us

since we have gotten into the network.
I do not know the total answer to that—whether they did not trust

us, or whether they did not think that we had something to offer.

25-024—78 6
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I know that eventually, from reports that were done in EPIC, they
determined that om' hit rate of inquiries made was somewhere in the

90-percent category, and we were involving ourselves with major
violators. Perhaps that is what got them to finally accept us.

That is indicative of the length of time that it takes to get things

clone.

We are no longer in the prophylactic mode in the narcotics and
organized crime business. We can do nothing preventive now. We have
to beat the enemy down and then perhaps get back into a prophylactic

mode. So we cannot afford those kinds of timespans to go by before

we have cooperation.

Several years ago we invited the customs patrol to assign agents.

In fact, almost instantly, in our Tucson headquarters three customs
patrol intelligence officers were assigned—two in-house and one

Senator DeConcini. How long ago was that?

Mr. Grimble. About 2 years ago, Senator.

Senator DeConcini. How is it working out?
Mr. Grimble. It is working out very well. We have had tremendous

cooperation with the U.S. Customs Service—whether it be the Office

of Investigations, air support, or customs patrol. In fact, our Nogales
resident office is in the customs house for several reasons. First, they
invited us to have it there and to house the local task force there; and
second, it was an area with a number of assests that could be utilized;

and third, it was a safe place for us to be also.

Additionally, at the time when we started working with EPIC,
we asked that a senior special agent be assigned in our shop. As you
know, when the Quad State project was funded in the summer of 1977,

that finally came about out of the national headquarters.

Senator DeConcini. Out of Drug Enforcement?
Mr. Grimble. Out of the Drug Enforcement Administration. We

had high hopes that this vrould create the liaison between Federal

and local officers of the DEA. Unfortunately, it has not done that.

I believe that in this particular instance there is good faith on the

part of the national office, the regional director, but we have run into

a problem locally with the special agent in charge not having any
trust or faith in our organization. Consequently, we have not had
any cooperative cases, and we have not worked with that agency for

approximately a year.

Keep in mind that we have a GS-14 liaison officer permanently in

our office from the Drug Enforcement Administration.

Senator DeConcini. And you cannot get cooperative effort with

the local DEA?
Mr. Grimble. Not operatively.

Senator DeConcini. Why do you think that is the case?

Mr. Grimble. It broaches some of the things that both Mr.
Pietrafeso and Mr. Armistead mentioned.

First of all, it is what we call a Federal conscience. It is not a par-

ticularly strong one when is applies to local law enforcement.

As Mr. Pietrafeso said, we have been in those communities all our

lives and will probably be there the rest of our lives. We know the ins

and outs of that community. We know wdiat the local needs are.

Either because the productivity of Federal agents is based on
statistics, seizures, cases made, the numbers game, or because they
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just do not care because they are not going to be there 24 months from

then, or for whatever the reason, we do not feel that there is a sen-

sitivity in people wlio are brought in from 2,000 or 3,000 miles away
to do what we have tried to do over a period of 5 or 10 years.

I think that pla3's a large role in the problem.

1 know there is a large spectrum of terms for this topic, but 1 think

that has a lot to do with it.

Senator DeConcini. 1 take it that is not true with the Customs
Service relationship with local agencies?

Mr. Grimble. That is correct.

Senator DeConcini. That is based on the fact that they are more
willing to cooperate with you and you credit that to the local customs

agents, or would you say that is a Washington decision?

Mr. Groible. 1 would give credit to the local agents. 1 would give

credit to the district director. 1 would give credit to the regional

administrator of customs, or the regional commissioner I should say

I would give credit to a different thought process—a cooperative

thought process.

They—160-some patrolmen on the Arizona border—are not going

to battle these hoards of narcotics coming across the Mexican line by
themselves. They need local support and, in fact, they cannot exist

without it.

If you want to play the numbers game, let us compare the number of

Federal agents to local law enforcement agencies. 1 suggest that

nationally it is probably a ratio of 100 to 1 or better. One hundred
local agents to each Federal.

Senator DeConcini. So the onus is on them to cooperate with the

local law enforcement agents?

Mr. GRniBLE. This may sound presumptuous, but 1 do not believe

that Congress is ever going to fund Federal agencies to the extent that

they wiiriiave the manpower that would give them the wherewithal

to go into the local communities of every State and collect intelligence

and enforce the law.

Senator DeConcini. I gather from your testimony with regard to

the DEA directorship that you feel that there is support for this

cooperative effort, but from the people on the front line it just is not
there, and that is part of the overall thinking of that agency?
Mr. Grimble. That is our observation, Senator. There has been

good faith sho\\Ti in the assignment of manpower in house; there has

been good faith shown on the part of the Director of EPIC to partici-

pate with us and cooperate in the exchange of intelligence; at least

there appears to be good faith.

Regardless of all the energies we have expended to involve those

people in our program, we still are not getting a great deal of interplay

with them.
Senator DeConcini. How about Treasury?
Mr. Grimble. Treasury, which would include the U.S. Customs
Senator DeConcini. Other than Customs.
Mr. Grimble. It has been very supportive of us. For example, the

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms has recently assigned a

liaison to our Quad State project. This is one for which Mr. Pietrafeso

and I are responsible, and which we run on a day-to-day basis between
our States and New Mexico and Utah.
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Senator DeConcini. Is he in a supervisory class?

Mr. Grimble. It is our hope that he certainly will be. It is our
understanding that he will answer to the national bureau—the in-

telligence bureau—of ATF in Washington. This will be very helpful

to us. We will not have to wade through the different echelons of

supervisors between our Quad State project and Washington.
Senator DeConcini. How about the local agents of ATF?
Mr. Grimble. They are extremely supportive. In fact, the individual

who has been assigned to us orginated from that office, and this is

partially why we made that request.

Over a period of several years they have been extremely supportive.

Senatoi DeConcini. So it cannot work unless both sides are willing^

to make it work. You have seen it function in some agencies and you
have seen it fail in others?

Mr. Grimble. We have seen it function totally in some agencies^

partially in some, and not at all in others. So it is possible.

Senator DeConcini. Based on the transfer policy, which appears to

be the policy of various Federal agencies, a very good relationship can
be disturbed and even uprooted very quickly and easily?

Mr. Grimble. That is correct. As illogical as it may seem, prac-

tically speaking, law enforcement operates based on personal relation-

ships. It is the nature of the animal involved in law enforcement to
work with the people he knows and who have proven to him that they
are trustworthy. I do not mean this in any criminal regard, but that

the person responds appropriately in a myriad of situations. Only when
that trust relationship is created is there an earnest attempt to

cooperate with each other. So longevity has a good deal to do with it.

It takes time to create those relationships.

I know that may sound untidy, but what works on paper sometimes
will not work practically. Practically speaking, unless people have
known each other in a law enforcement capacity for a long period of

time, nothing gets done.
Senator DeConcini. Mr. Pietrafeso, do you share those same ob-

servations? Are they the same experiences you have had? Or like

Mr. Hacker, in Texas, do you find that relations with the various

agencies are getting better?

Mr. Pietrafeso. I think it goes along with exactly what Mr. Grim-
ble stated. On a person-to-person basis, agent to agent, there is a lot

of cooperation that can be extended from one agency to the other.

When that personal relationship is nonexistent due to the transfer

of that agent or pressure applied by his administrative heads, or what-
ever the case may be, the cooperation ceases to exist.

As was mentioned before, I think one of the biggest issues is this

transfer situation. I also think that the exchange of intelligence infor-

mation has to be a two-way street. It cannot be a function of the

Federal Government to go out and confiscate, or by any other means,
receive all this intelligence information and not return to the local or

State agencies the intelligence information needed by those agencies

to function.

In so many instances, intelligence memos are prepared by local and
State agencies in Colorado and disseminated to the Federal agencies

along with the other State and local agencies. Never have we received,,

other than the EPIC bulletin which has just recently been provided

ii
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to our agency after a meeting with DEA administrators in El Paso,

Tex., any intelligence memos from the Federal Government, giving

us any intelligence information that they may have received from
any other State.

If they hope to cooperate with the State and local investigatory

agencies in any drug enforcement matters, they have to share that

intelligence information.

I might add that in the majority of times, the State agencies have
much more intelligence information that could be given to the Federal

agencies. Because of this one-way street attitude, a lot of it is withheld

from Federal agencies. So I think that they are hurting in this area

as much as we are.

Senator DeConcini. Mr. Armistead, do you concur with that?

Mr. Armistead. Yes. I have one observation I would like to pass on.

We have talked about our relationship—State and local with Fed-
eral. I think that within the Federal system there are fragmented
efforts. I refer, in particular, to one thing that happened last week.

DEA agents in one city—and this all happened in one State—refused

to work with DEA agents in another city some 200 miles away.
As far as relationships go, our relationship with ATF is excellent.

Our relationship with Customs is good, except that the customs
officer we deal with constantly has problems with air support equip-

ment and the cutback he is facing in his efforts to assist us.

DEA has an excellent agreement with MIMIC which is a coopera-

tive effort between New Orleans and Jefferson Parish. But I have
also had DEA officers tell me that they never asked us anything
because they did not know we had anything. So there is no exchange
of information.

I think that in all fairness to the State and local officers, we must
say without any reservation that the Federal effort is fragmented.

Senator DeConcini. Mr. Hacker, do you care to add anything?
Mr. Hacker. Senator, I would not have anything to add to this.

Evidently, right now things in Texas are going pretty well between
State and Federal agencies. We are getting excellent support from air

customs. As I said earlier, we are conducting joint investigations "with

DEA. I personally think that there were problems in the past, but
things are going well now, so I do not comment on the past.

Senator DeConcini. You find now that they are sharing intelligence

information with you?
Mr. Hacker. Yes, sir.

Senator DeConcini. But this was not true in the past?
Mr. Hacker. In the past we did not have access to EPIC. We

asked for it and got it, and now w^e are exchanging information.
Senator DeConcini. Let me ask one last general question. But

first let me assure you that the record will remain open if you care to

add anything in wTiting to which you have not testified this morning.
We will keep the record open for a couple of weeks, at least.

Are you satisfied that the various Federal law enforcement agencies

dealing with drugs or organized crime have any kind of coordinated
function between themselves that is evident to you?
Mr. Hacker, in your opinion, could it be improved?
Mr. Hacker. It would be very easy to sit here and organize some-

one else's house. I am sure that all of us could improve on our com-
mitments and our cooperations.
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I am sure there is some rivaliy between Federal agencies. There is

that among some State agencies. I think this is one of the things that is

hampering enforcement efforts.

Senator DeConcini. So it is everywhere?
Mr. Hacker. One thing that is important to us in the State of

Texas, and this is not just the agents on the street but from U.S.
attorneys and also the bureaucracy, perhaps, but we feel that we
have a commitment in the State of Texas. We feel that that commit-
ment extends to the Rio Grande River.

We have had in the past a U.S. attorney tell us that if we were
involved near our river, waiting on a load of narcotics to come across,

and we did not contact any Federal agency, we were, in fact, involved
in smuggling operations.

I think that this lack of trust from that level has hurt State

enforcement.
Senator DeConcini. You feel that that effort to coordinate and do

away with some of those things could help to really get at the drug-

smuggling problem?
Mr. Hackler. I think my men are as honest as anyone else's. All

we are interested in is keeping the flow of narcotics out of our State.

I think we should coordinate to keep do^^^l problems at the border,

but I also think we should be taken in as a full partner in this effort.

Senator DeConcini. Thank you.
Mr. Armistead, do you have anything to say?
Mr. Armistead. You asked a question regarding Federal enforce-

ment. I feel that there is not a cooperative effort. I think their in-

tentions are good, but once the memoranda go down the line and pass

through the chain of command, they are so diluted that what come
out of here and what goes out into the street 800 miles awa}^ is totally

different. You would not recognize it. I have seen examples of this.

So I say that definitely there is no coordination, or rather not the

proper coordination.

Senator DeConcini. Thank you.
Mr. Grimble?
Mr. Grimble. I believe that the Federal effort is disjointed. I would

like to ask that the committee inspect the memoranda of understand-
ing between the U.S. Customs and the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration, or what are typically called the white papers.

Look at those, and try to apply the mandates and dictates of those

memoranda to the rest of the law enforcement world—those other 90
to 95 percent of all law enforcement officers that are trying to comply
with those same regulations—and I think you will find that it is an
impossible situation.

I do not think that inspection, in and of itself, will be enough until

the Federal Government realizes that local participation has to be
involved to come up with the type of agreements that everyone can
live with.

Senator DeConcini. Thank you.
Mr. Pietrafeso?

Mr. Pietrafeso. Senator, I do not understand how the Federal
Government, especially DEA and Customs, can advise their officers

to cooperate with local officers when there has been such bickering
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between these two departments for as long as I can remember. This

is obvious when one agency is not conferring with the brother Federal

agency in a cooperative investigation such as the one we had at the

border when we notified one of the Federal agencies that we thought

would be responsible for the actions that our agents would be carrying

out. That agency did not notify the brother Federal agency, as was
mandated by some of these memorandums that Mr. Grimble referred

to.

Senator DeConcini. I want to thank you gentlemen very much for

traveling here and giving us this very frank testimony. We appreciate

it very much.
I do encourage you to add any further information you would like

to submit for the committee.
Without objection, it will be included in the record at this point.

[Material to be supplied follows:]

Regional Organized Crime Information Center,
Metairie, La., April 26, 1978.

Hon. John C. Culver,
Senate Office Building, Washington, B.C.
Attention: Mr. Steve Rapp.
Dear Senator Culver: On April 19, I had the priveledge of testifying before

j^our subcommittee on Juvenile Delinquency regarding the prolslem of imported

drugs. I was most impressed with the testimony jaresented. I would like to thank
you and your staff for allowing me to testify.

I watched with great interest during the testimony of the federal authorities.

From that testimony no observer would suspect that anything could possibly be

wrong with the present enforcement system. It is alarming to me, as a profes-

sional policeman representing local and state enforcement agencies, to see that

you and your colleagues in the Congress are laeing furnished with lip service only.

For some unknown reason, the federal enforcement heads are unal:)le to afimit to

you and the public that the system is badly fragmented and that their efforts to

combat drugs in this country has been and still is unsuccessful. I was amazed to

hear each agency head compliment another while having personal knowledge that

those two particular agencies are openly at war with each other. The recent GAO
and 0MB stucUes reflect some trouble among federal agencies, but certainly do

not deal with it in its entirety. As long as federal agencies are expected to testify

against sister agencies, you and the Congress, as well as the American people,

will never be furnished the true facts. Until an oversight board, made up equally

of local, state, and federal officers is formed, the true facts shall not be known.
As an example of the confusion existing in the federal enforcement arms, I am

enclosing a copy of a memorandum from U.S. Customs. > This memorandum deals

with the painting of Customs' aircraft. It is a small thing to consider at such a

critical time, however, it points out one of the numerous flaws in the administra-

tion at the federal level. To follow the memorandum in painting the identified

Custom aircraft, can only assist the violators and further confuse the dedicated

Customs' air support officers.

My testimony reflected that there is cooperation between many federal and
state-local officers. However, this is primarily a one on one situation. Immedi-
ately on being referred to a higher administrative level, this cooperation falls flat.

I appreciate very much the interest shown by you in attempting to solve this

most serious problem. I hope that the aliove remarks contribute somet'ning to

your efforts and do not tend to further confuse the issue. In summation, I simply

believe that the federal enforcement agencies are not capable without state and
local assistance for furnishing the Congress the information that it so l)adly needs.

If ROCIC can be of any sevice in helping to solve this problem, I would con-

sider it a pleasure to assist you.
Sincerely,

Rex p. Armistead.

1 The text of the memorandum may be found in the files of the Subcommittee To Investi-

gate Juvenile Delinquency, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate.
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Senator DeConcini. Our next panel today will include Mr. Peter

Bensinger, Administrator of the Drug Enforcement Administration;

Mr. Robert Chasen, Commissioner of the U.S. Customs Service;

Mr. Rex Davis, Director of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire-

arms ; and Mr. Charles Sava, Associate Commissioner for Enforcement
of the Immigration and Naturalization Service.

Gentlemen, I want to welcome each of you to the hearing this morn-
ing.

If you have written statements, they will be inserted in the record.

In the interest of time, I wonder if each of you could present a very
brief summary of your agency's primary responsibilities in dealing with
the United States-Mexican border?
We will start with Mr. Bensinger.

STATEMENT OF PETER BENSINGEE, ADMINISTRATOR, DRUG
ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Bensinger. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
Our agency has principal jurisdiction for the investigation of those

individuals and organizations distributing or bringing into the United
States narcotics and illicit dangerous drugs.

We have increased our working relationship with our other law
enforcement agencies and with State and local law enforcement
agencies.

I would like to comment on some of the testimony I have heard, and
I think there has been a traditional perception on the part of local

law enforcement. I saw this from a personal perspective when I was
executive director of the Nation's oldest crime commission in Chicago.

We looked at the relationships between criminal justice agencies,

and there has been, I think, traditionally a view from local law en-

forcement to the Feds, that has encouraged a sense of inequality.

Our basic pay for our 1,811 agents will be in excess of $20,000 per

year. The inequality is seen in funds available—in tems of purchase of

information and intelligence—and in equipment, offices, and the

overall impression of the Federal Government.
I think this is a traditional perspective which needs to be changed.

I think that it has been addressed, in part, in the last 2 years in

particular.

The Drug Enforcement Administration trains about 3,500 State

and local law enforcement officers a year. We do this here at our

National Training Institute. They come from all over the country

as well as our U.S. Armed Forces. They also come from all over the

the world. The U.S. Customs does as well.

Part of the perceptions involved with State and local relationships

with the Federal, I think, has to be addressed in terms of training.

More importantly, we have to listen to the State and local problems.

I made some notes today. I would like to find out what happens
when agents are transferred, when they had an informant who was
identified with the Federal agent, and if there was a new agent as-

signed to that territory, how it was that the interface was not made
between agents, if, in fact, that does take place.

We did ask, and I personally asked all of the heads of the State

police agencies in the United States to come to the El Paso Intelligence
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Center. Some 38 States have come down in the last year for the special

program.
I have personally gone to those sessions, listened, and asked them

and their narcotics agents to identify the problems.
Senator DeConcini. Let me ask you something. I applaud 3'^ou for

those efforts, by the way, and the fine work and interest you have
shown.
When you have those meetings, who else from your Department is

there, so we do not have the problem that was suggested this morning
that sometimes it stays at the top level and does not get down to the

troops?
Mr. Bensinger. That is exactl}^ right. Senator DeConcini. That is

why we have insisted that the regional directors responsible for the

administration of policy in the regions are alwaj^s present. They sit

in on these 2-day w^orking sessions.

In addition, we have w^orked with the State and local law enforce-

ment people to try to develop a 2-way street. EPIC is just one instance

of that type of outreach.

At the present time, we have signed agreements. Terry Grimble
commented on the length of time it took to sign their agreement with
EPIC. In the case of Arizona, it was extensive. That may have also

reflected the fact that we did, in fact, sign an agreement with the De-
partment of Public Safet}'^ in Arizona as well as with NINA.
We have agreements with California, Arizona, Texas, North Caro-

lina, and next week we will be signing two additional States—Louisiana
and Arkansas State Police—with 18 additional States scheduled for

approval, and this El Paso intelligence interchange.

I speak with my associates at El Paso who are participants in that

intelligence center. Chuck Sava, on my left, represents the Immigra-
tion Service, and Bob Chasen, on my right, is the Commissioner of

Customs. He, I might add, has been a tremendous asset to interagency
cooperation. I think we have been able to solve a number of problems
with his presence.

Rex Davis, from ATF, has officers at the EPIC center also.

So I think that at the Federal level we see specific improvement.
You have to ask what are the results of our efforts?

The heroin overdose deaths have dropped dramatically in the last

2 years from an average of 150 a month to 70 a month. The injuries

have dropped from 5,025 to 2,500. At the border, in 1975, out of 331
exhibits, the average purity was 25 percent. The highest single purity
of any exhibit seized was 100 percent, and 33 percent of all those 331
seizures—or about 100—had about 30-percent potencies. So that
reflected pretty pure heroin going across the border.

In 1976, the border cities had 239 exhibits. The average potency
was 26.4 percent. The highest single exhibit in purity was 90 percent,

and there was 31 percent of all exhibits over 30 percent.

In 1977, during three quarters, we seized 363 exhibits with an aver-

age potency of 11 percent—or a two-thirds reduction in the level of

purity at those border points. The highest single seizure was 61 percent.

The percentage over 30 percent had been cut by two-thirds from 31 to

10 percent.

Similar reductions in purity in the interior of the United States and
in Mexico in terms of potency, the highest single seizure, and in terms
of the percentage—over 30 percent potency—have been reflected.
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This, I think, is what we are looking- for in terms of results.

Senator DeConcini. How do you explain the tremendous availa-

bility, at least in the State of Arizona? I understand that the price of

heroin is still reasonable.
Mr. Bensinger. The price of heroin has increased from $1.26 to

$1.69 over the last 18 months in California. In the East the price is

$1.70. In the South it is $1.65. In the Central States it was in the $2
range in the last quarter. In the West the price is $1.20.

I would point out that $1.20 in the West represents a 20-percent
increase from what that figure was 18 months ago.

Senator DeConcini. So the cost has gone up?
Mr. Bensinger. The cost has gone up, and the purity has gone down.

There is still too much heroin available, but there is less available

today injuring and killing people throughout the United States and
in the West than was the case before.

Senator DeConcini. So, would you say that we have not won the

war, but we are winning it?

Mr. Bensinger. I am not sure if we are winning it. We certainly are

having a much more successful impact than we have had in the past,

and we are pointed in the right direction.

Senator DeConcini. Do you attribute any of this to your fine

efforts in coordinating work between Federal agencies and local law
enforcement?
Mr. Bensinger. I think it is attributed to both of them, as well as

the efforts of the Mexican Government with respect to the eradication

of poppy fields.

I do see, and the panel that preceded ours represented, an increased

communication at the State and Federal level.

Senator DeConcini. I think it was made evident that things are

better now than they were, say, 2 years ago.

Mr. Bensinger. One particular development that I would like to

talk about is this. There is a need for mobility and transfer policies

that are uniform in our agencies.

Senator DeConcini. You mean in all Federal agencies?

Mr. Bensinger. I cannot speak for my associates, but certainly in

DEA we need to standardize our transfer mobility policy. All 1,811

criminal investigators, when they join the Agency, sign a statement
that they understand a condition of their employment is their being

mobile.
Approximately 30 percent of our agents get 80 percent of the

transfers. People have, in the past, been transferred not on the basis

of each agent knowing when and where they were going.

Some bureaus have a more formal system. We have adopted and
promulgated that an agent will serve a 6-year tour of duty domesti-

cally, 2 years overseas with an opportunity to extend for an additional

2 years on the completion of the third year. Those rotation policies

will be uniform, so that you avoid the situation of an agent coming into

a territory and having to transfer a year or two after they have arrived.

I think we have addressed that particular issue. I think we have
adopted a system that will be, I think, much better for the agents and
the local law enforcement officers, as well as the families of agents who
have children going to schools and who need to plan a year ahead of

time.
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I do not want to monopolize the time on the panel, but I would add
that we very much appreciate the opportunity of appearing here. I

would be ha])py to answer any questions you may have.
Senator DeConcini. Let me take a moment to applaud what I

consider a very definite change in the DEA's attitude toward local law
enforcement.

I come from out there, so it is difficult to realize all the problems
that you gentlemen liave, but that is what I hope to learn here.

I can really appreciate the things that have improved thanks to
your willingness to have this type of thinking as well as disseminating
it through your Agency so that these things can be accomplished
cooperatively. You have sho\\Ti that it is not a bad thing to share
information, and if you do not get the arrest today, and the Colorado
Strike Force tloes, so be it as long as we get the arrest.

I think that attitude is demonstrated by your leadership.
Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I believe Mr. Chasen will make the next statement.
Senator Culver. Thank you.
Mr. Chasen, it is a pleasure to welcome you today.

STATEMENT 05^ EGBERT CHASEN, COMMISSIONER, U.S. CUSTOMS
SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE CORCORAN, ASSISTANT
COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OE INVESTIGATIONS; AND RAYMOND
MINTZ, DIRECTOR, TECHNICAL SUPPORT

Mr. Chasen. Good morning, iSIr. Chairman.
I have a written statement here which I would like to submit for

the record.

Senator Culver. Without objection, it will be included in the
record.^

Mr. Chasen. The Customs Service is not a single-purpose agency.
I would like to point out that we are a kind of split personality.
On one side, we will process in 1978 about $130 billion worth of

product and collect about $7-$8 billion worth of duties. That is our
business side.

On the other side, we feel we are charged with the responsibility of
the interdiction of contraband including dangerous narcotics.
The four basic jobs in the Customs Service are these. There are the

inspectors, of whom we have about 4,200. There are the customs patrol
officers—CPO's—we heard about earlier. We have about 1,300 of them.
We have about 600 investigators. These are trained investigators not
involved in drug interdiction. Their primary responsibility—I am a
newcomer, but I understand that by the agreement of 1973, our inves-
tigators are precluded from drug investigations. They work on such
investigations as currency violations. Neutrality Act violations, anti-
dumping, and things like that.

We also have 1,200 import specialists who work on the business side
of our house, looking at merchandise, deciding whether it is genuine
or phony, and what it is worth.

Getting back to the United States-Mexican border, this involves, to
a large extent, the deployment of our patrol officers with a very heavy
emphasis on the interdiction of dangerous narcotics.

^ See p. 128 for Mr. Chasen's prepared statement.
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One of the high points of my short term of service has been working
with Peter Bensinger on this drug problem. We have an excellent

relationship. We meet every month and discuss problems in detail.

In connection with dangerous narcotics, we are a subordinate agency.
We recognize that the DEA has the primary authority. We are dedi-
cated on the border to supporting the DEA.

Senator DeConcini, Mr. Chasen, I would like to thank your agency
for their great cooperation with the Arizona law enforcement people.
My question is this.

Do you have customs agents assigned to other State or local law
enforcement agencies, as you do with the Arizona Drug Control
District?

Mr. Chasen. Our special agents—May I consult with our assistant

commissioner who is in charge of investigations?

Mr. Corcoran. Senator, as the Commissioner mentioned, our spe-
cial agents do not get involved in narcotics task force. I think the
people on the narcotics task force in Tucson are patrol officers.

We do work very closely with the Arizona law enforcement authori-
ties on other contraband, but not narcotics.

Senator DeConcini. I think you have two or perhaps three assigned
to the Arizona Drug Control District, in that ihej have an office

there. I think they are on call at all times, sharing information, and
working with other investigative units.

Do you have that type of situation in the other law enforcement
areas?

Mr. Corcoran. Other than Arizona—yes, I believe so.

Senator DeConcini. Can you give me a couple of examples?
Mr. Corcoran. In the organized crime strike force, we are in 16

major cities around the country, with the ATF, the Secret Service

Sena.tor DeConcini. That is the Federal strike force. What about
State units?

Mr. Corcoran. We are with the DEA on some of these, because of

currency violations, in places like Chicago, Miami, San Diego, and
Los Angeles.

Senator DeConcini. Do you have any others associated with drugs?
Mr. Corcoran. No; not criminal investigators; unless we have a

functional investigative interest such as neutrality, gun smuggling,
or currency that relates to the same trafficking, we do not get involved.

Senator DeConcini. Mr. Chasen, is it your opinion that if this is

not the exception, and if 3^ou had the personnel you would be willing

to consider these types of arrangements in other States?
Mr. Chasen. Yes; I am very much in favor of that.

I would like to comment on something that was stated earlier. That
was the incident where it was stated that our patrol declined to provide

reports. There is no reason that I know of why reports should not be
provided. I would greatly encourage it as a matter of policy as part of

working with local law enforcement.
Senator DeConcini. I want to compliment the Customs Service

for allocating some of their time to the universal problem in the State

of Ai'izona, and perhaps other States, in assigning people to the

narcotics problem.
It is working very well, I think, both for j^ou as well as for NINA.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator Culver. Mr. Sava, we would be pleased to hear from you
at this point.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES SAVA, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER FOR
ENFORCEMENT, IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE,

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Mr. Sava. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
I am here to testify on the role of the Immigration and Naturaliza-

tion Service in interception of drugs coming from Mexico.

I have a summary of my prepared testimony and would like to

submit a more complete statement for the record.

Senator Culver. Without objection, the full statement will be in-

cluded in the record.^

Mr. Sava. INS is responsible for administering and enforcing the

immigration and nationality laws of the United States. We employ
about 10,000 persons and this year had a budget of $266,900,000.

INS has two basic functions : first, to insure that persons entering or

remaining in the United States are entitled to do so, under law; and,

second, to provide services such as processing applications and peti-

tions for permanent residence, naturalization, and other benefits under
the immigration and nationality laws.

While INS has no statutory mandate to enforce Federal drug laws,

we do encounter drug and contraband smugglers incidental to the

performance of our other enforcement duties.

We have two basic groups of officers who function in border areas

:

immigration inspectors and the border patrol agents. In addition,

investigators, who function primarily in interior locations, have an
enforcement support role in border areas.

Our 1,543 immigration inspectors, stationed at ports of entry, ex-

amine persons seeking admission to the United States. They conduct
their inspections quickly enough so that the entry of U.S. citizens and
others is facilitated. At the same time, they identify and reject aliens

who are not admissible under the law, such as narcotic traffickers,

other criminal elements, and aliens who are fraudulently attempting
to enter the United States.

The border patrol is a corps of highly trained, uniformed officers

who guard our land borders and gulf and Florida coasts between ports

of entry. These officers are trained in immigration and criminal law
and in the Spanish language. The present authorized force of the
border patrol is 2,207 officers.

In addition to patrol activities, the operation involves check of

public transportation, traffic check on highways leading from the

border, observation of aircraft, and checks of farms, ranches, and
industries in the border area.

The border patrol employs modern technology, including observa-
tion aircraft and helicopters, remotely controlled sensor and vehicle

dispatch system, and communication systems.
While pursuing their primary mission of immigration law enforce-

ment, immigration inspectors and border patrol agents also apprehend

1 See p. 134 for Mr. Sava's prepared statement.
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violators of other laws and have intercepted millions of dollars' worth
of narcotics, arms, ammimition, and other contraband.
Over the past 5 years, the Service spent $453 million on inspections

and border patrol activities.

The Service has arrested 6,864 aliens in connection with drug viola-
tions during the past 5 years. During the same period, over 22,000
drug sezures have been made by INS personnel, either alone or in
cooperation with other agencies.

When unlawful drugs are intercepted by INS inspectors at ports of
entr}^, the violator is sent to the customs secondary area where the
arrest and seizure is made. If the arrest and seizure is made by the
border patrol or an investigator between ports of entry or at an interior

location, the violator and contraband are turned over to the DEA. In
the event that the U.S. attornej^ declines prosecution, the violators are
referred to State or local law enforcement authorities.

The Service has deported 2,210 drug violators during the past 5
years. It cooperates fully with other agencies in the drug enforcement
effort.

A number of border patrol agents are also designated as customs
officers, and immigration inspectors at land ports of entry are cross-

designated as customs inspectors. Customs patrol officers also appre-
hend and turn over to the Service undocumented aliens in the border
areas.

In the last year alone, 4,351 undocumented aliens were delivered to
border patrol agents by Customs officers.

The first national interagency cross-training agreement with the
Customs Service was signed last year providing for cross-training of
inspectors engaged in dual, primary inspection activities. This training
program was formally implemented during September 1977. A new
program is being negotiated for cross-training of border patrol agents
and customs patrol officers.

In addition, 16 of our 21 border patrol sectors have the capability of
radio communications with the customs patrol.

INS also coordinates closely with DEA in the exchange of intel-

ligence data and in joint field operations. Operational agreements with
DEA have been in force since November 1973.

In addition, INS and DEA share operational duties for the El Paso
intelligence center which collects, analyzes, and disseminates in-

formation regarding drug trafficking and illegal alien smuggling
activity along the U.S. border.

The Service maintains all narcotics trafficking lookouts at ports of

entry for EPIC. The Service presently has 15 employees assigned to

the intelligence center. In addition, the Service pays for approximately
20 percent of the operating expenses of EPIC.
The INS goals for the coming year include the issuance of machine

readable alien travel documents and joint planning with the Customs
Service on how that agency can benefit from the use of these automated
data cards. Automated screening of applicants for admission would
allow more time to concentrate on drug interdiction.

That is the end of my summary, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Culver. Thank you.
Mr. Davis?
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STATEMENT OF REX D. DAVIS, DIRECTOE, BUREAIJ OF ALCOHOL,

TOBACCO, AND FIREARMS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Mr. Davis. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to ask that my statement be included in the record.

Senator Culver. Without objection, it will appear in the record.*

Mr. Davis. The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms interest

in the narcotics problem along the Mexican border primarily relates

to the firearms entering Mexico from the United States and any
relationship that traffic may have with the narcotics problem.

We are responsible for enforcement of the Gun Control Act of 1968.

For a variety of reasons, this act is helpful in determining the diversion

of firearms and ammunition into Mexico.

We work in this area with our sister agency, the U.S. Customs
Service, which has responsibility for the Neutrality Act.

In 1968 the Mexican Government enacted a very strict firearms

law which made it profitable for firearms and ammunition to be
exported from the United States into Mexico.
We have, over the course of the last several years, determined that

the traffic appears to be made up of a large number of people who,
each individual^, are taking across two or three guns primarily for

the profit motive as well as large amounts of ammunition.
We have not been able to establish to our satisfaction that there is a

large well-organized traffic in firearms by organized crime into Mexico.
We have not been able to establish that there is a direct link between
the arms traffic and the narcotics traffic.

Senator Culver. You have not established that there is not, so

there could be?
Mr. Davis. Yes; there could be.

As I said, most of these are small eft'orts by a lot of individuals.

Occasionally, a seizure is made of a large shipment of firearms which
are very clearly destined for revolutionary or political activities.

For example, one shipment that we seized in cooperation with the

Customs Service included a large number of guns destined for Nica-
ragua. They were intended to be transported through Mexico.

Senator Culver. How were they transported?
Mr. Davis. In this particular case, they were inside a camper. The

floor and sides of the camper had been removed, and a large number
of military-t3^pe rifles and ammunition had been concealed within the
camper and trailer.

I think that is pretty much of a summar}^ of our interest in this

problem.
Senator Culver. When you made that particular arrest, did you

have advance intelligence?

Mr. Davis. Yes; we did. We had the individuals, who were Nica-
raguan nationals, under surveilliance with Customs agents. We pretty
much watched them throughout the entire process of acquiring the
arms and secreting them.

Senator Culver. Mr. Chasen, the GAO border management report
found that most hard narcotics pass through ports of entry, but
finding them is often like looking for a needle in a haystack.

^ See p. 137 for Mr. Davis' prepared statement.
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I wonder if you could enlighten us with regard to some of the
physical problems you face in carrying out your mission. For example,
during a busy period, at a major port of entry, one GAO representa-
tive noted that there was very little time for a primary inspector
to examine a vehicle to decide whether to send it to a secondary in-
spection. Is it a matter of 10 seconds, or 20 seconds, or what?
Mr. Chasen. I would say 20 seconds; 22 seconds is the average

amount of time taken to make this judgment.
Senator Culver. Are you saying, in effect, that unless your in-

spectors have some prior intelligence, it is very difficult to detect a
sophisticated smuggler?
Mr. Chasen. I would consider that an accurate statement, Senator.
Senator Culver. Even if there is a lookout on a suspect, is it not

true that an inspector often only has time to enter the license number
into the system? If the lookout is not, in effect, coded to that license
number, it is unlikely they would get any results?
Mr. Chasen. We rely heavily on the training and experience of

our inspectors. In actuality, an inspector, if he feels that he has
gotten a negative response, if he wants to take more time, we leave
it to his judgment.

I want to point out something that has been a matter of great
concern to me since I have been with the Customs Service. We are
under two pressures. One is this: Our people are well motivated to
make drug hits. On the other hand, as was pointed out earlier when
I believe you were out of the room, there is tremendous public pressure,
in San Ysidro, for example, to get through.
Chambers of commerce—people interested in tourism—are saj'-ing

to us, "Yes; we want you to look for drugs, but we also want the
people to come in with a minimum of difficulty." We are trying to
address that problem.

Senator Culver. The GAO also found a shortage of inspectors and
inadequate physical facilities as well as infrequent secondary in-

spections severely hampered the effectiveness of our border inter-

diction efforts.

What are some of the things you are trying to do to correct some
of the deficiencies that were cited in that GAO report?
Mr. Chasen. One of the things we would like very much to do is

to gain access to the Airport Airway Development Fund, I believe
it is called, in the Department of Transportation. We understand
there is money there that could be used for improvement of the
facilities. We are in the process of making that inquiry.
We are also experimenting with such a thing as a two-lane test.

Maybe one inspector can handle two lanes.
Basically, if you look at a place like San Ysidro, in plain language

we just do not have enough people to handle the tremendous volume
and pressure there.

At airports, we have a different problem. We are at the mercy of
the airport authority. Some cities—and I do not see any necessity
to mention them—do not give us good facilities. In others, we have
excellent facilities.

If we have better facilities we can put more people in. In one major
facility it does not do us any good to add people. Because of the
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smallness of the facility, the people just jam up, luggage is not de-
livered on time; we get blamed for most of this, but facilities are

pretty bad.
We are working with the airlines and the local authorities to get

that type of thing improved on.

In my opinion, and I have been on this job just about 9 months
now, and I come from the private sector—what you might call a
high-technology industry—the solution to our problem lies in the
development of equipment and devices—electronic, chemical, and
physical—that will relieve the manpower workload.
We work with Dr. Bourne over in the White House, and we are

getting a lot of support for this concept. The ultimate solution for

us at the port of entry is high technology.

Senator Culver. Are you developing any of those new detection

devices yet? What is the stage of their development?
Mr. Chasen. Yes, sir. We have a vapor detector which will work

on both humans and luo'O'ao-e. On humans, it will "ive them an air

squeeze. On luggage, it will actually give a phj^sical scpieeze.

As far as vehicles are concerned, and we must not overlook vehicles

as a transporter of illicit narcotics, we are working on neutron back-
scatter, which measures reflected radiation, and thermal imagery.

These are probably the most advanced developments we are working
on at the present time.

We have also recently engaged one think tank—the Aerospace
Corp.—to look for additional ideas and to review our progress in

applying technology.

We do not pretend to have all the brainpower to come up with all

the suggestions on how to solve this problem.
Senator Culver. As you know, both the GAO and the Office of

Drug Abuse Policy have recommended that inspections at the port
of entry be consolidated under one management—one so-called border

' management agency.
Do you agree with this recommendation, and will such a consoli-

dation of efforts really have the effect of increasing your ability to

use intelligence and to make secondary inspections?
Mr. Sava, would you answer that?
Mr. Sava. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
We have no argument—the commissioner, nor I, nor anybody else

in Immigration—that the single direction of the inspection effort

would solve quite a few of the problems.
I do not know how quickly it would address the problem that

Mr. Chasen mentioned with regard to the great shortage of inspection
time. We experience the same problem.

I do not think that there is any question that in the area of man-
agement direction and possibly utilization of resources, it would be a
step in the right direction.

Senator Culver. Mr. Chasen, would vou care to comment?
Mr. Chasen. LoDking at it objectively, I believe that a single

border-management agency—I think we should first point out that
in the same way that the customs service has been having regular
meetings, at least on3 a month with the DEA, we are doing the same
with Mr. Castillo and the INS people.

25-024—7S-
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Our feeling is this: Whether or not there is a BMA, we owe the
pubhc a service. We have actually come up with an experiment, for
example, at Dulles which has been very successful.

We have one-stop inspection there. It proves that there should be
consideration for the BMA.
We are also working- on a research and development case on a

sensor. We have ])oo]ed our funds. We are working on preclearance
together. I think it was mentioned that cross-training came out of one
of our meetings. We decided that would be profitable for both of us.

We have a future agenda item, because Ave feel that we have a
communications problem, on the use of the frequencies. In 1975, 1

believe, there was some kind of agreement to try to use the same
frecpiency, and somehow no one tried to im])lement the agreement.
Our relationship is such at the present time that I feel we will work

that problem out, so that our patrols are not on different frecpiencies.

Our problem will then not be different frequencies, but how together
we can have a secure frequency. That is really a problem.

There are just a few of the things I wanted to mention.
Senator Culver. The GAO as well as the ODAP studies also found

that our efforts to patrol between ports of entry were characterized
b,y a lack of coordination and cooperation as well as duplication of

efforts in many cases by the border patrol and the customs ]jatrol.

I think that the GAO found that essentially the same interdiction
tools and technic^ues were used. The deployjuent of ground sensors
in close proximity and concentration of patrols were also mentioned.
Would you agree with this assessment, and is this something you

are also working on?
Mr. Chasen. Yes, Senator.

I believe that at the time the GAO made its study, it was worse
than it is today. We are working on the problem.
We are not always concentrated in the same areas. If you look at

the deployment of our patrol and the INS patrol, their major concen-
tration is at that border. We do not have that many CPO's at the
border.

We have more CPO's, for example, in the Miami area and up in

the North. The Canadian border is a very important area for us to

patrol because we recognize that the INS. has the major part of their

patrol on the Mexican border.
But the GAO was undoubtedly correct. There were some places

where we were in duplication. We are trying to work that problem
out.

Senator Culver. Thank j^ou.

Mr. Sava?
Mr. Sava. Of our force of approximately 2,200 border patrol

agents, roughly 75 or 78 percent are along the United States-
Mexican border, leaving only a few hundred for headquarters and the
northern and coastal areas.

There is some overlap there, but I think that since the time that
that report covers, which I think was about 3 years ago, we have
gotten together and started working out local agreements on the im-
plementation of sensors, repeaters, and the areas we work.

Senator Culver. So that if they go down there today, they cannot
make the same criticisms?

Mr. Sava. I will not say that they cannot make the same, but I do
not think they will find them nearly as extensive.

I,
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Senator Culver. It is a priority for you?

Mr. Sava. Absolutely, sir.

Senator Culver. And you are going to stake your own professional

reputation on the speed with which you go after this?

Mr. Sava. Yes, sir.

Senator Culver. In April 1975, the Commissioners of Customs and

INS signed a memorandum of understanding to provide the two patrol

foires with common communication channels, immediate exchange

of information, immediate word to the other as to projected opera-

tions, and yet the GAO found nothing has been done.

Mr. Chasen, you are saying that that is well on the way to correction?

Mr. Chasen. Yes, Senator.

Senator Culver. We have the same problem with NATO. We can-

not talk on the radio either, which is even more scary. At least you are

all on our side.

Mr. Ch\sen. Absolutely. [Laughter.]

Senator Culver. It is true. You know, a few years ago, 50 ])ercent

of the kills in the NATO exercise were allies on allies, because we did

not have interoperability on radio. So, if the balloon goes up, the

Russians just have to stand back and watch us kill each other.

[Laughter]
I do not know whether if the balloon goes up on the border the illegal

aliens down there can watch it too. I think we should be concerned

about this.

We suppose that they are all working with American radios. Is

that right?

Mr. Chasen. Yes, sir.

Mr. Sava. I did mention in the testimony that 16 of our 21 sectors

do have radio communications with the customs patrols.

Senator Culver. Incidentally, that was Navy patrol boat kills.

They did not kill 50 percent of everything. But just give them time.

These exercises only had a couple of weeks' duration. [Laughter.]

Mr. Sava. Down in the Texas area, in addition to the radio com-,

munications, we have with the Customs regional office a hotline be-

tween that and each of our bortler patrol sector headquarters. They
have a telephone line which requires no dialing. That has been most
helpful.

Senator Culver. Why was this 1975 MOU never implemented?

Mr. Chasen. I personally do not know.
Mr. Sava. I can only assume that some of these things had been

planned, the contracts had been let on the radios, and it v/as a matter

of frequency changes. But I think that at that particular time, as far

as the Customs patrol was concerned, that was fairly recently coming
back into it. It was a matter of actually getting it implemented—likei

so many things—agreeing to do it and then actually doing it.

All I can say. Senator," is that it is coming along much better now
and we hope it will keep going that way.

Senator Culver. I would like to get some really serious progress,

reports on that.

Mr. Sava. Fine, Senator. .
:

Senator Culver. Mr. Chasen, our best available intelligence indi-

cates that most land narcotics come through ports of entry which are

severely understaffed.
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You mentioned that as a very real problem that you face.

Given these facts, does it make sense for the Customs Service to

have this limited manpower deployed along the border rather than
at these ports of entry?

Mr. Chasen. I have to come back to my concept of high teclinology.

This may surprise you, but the Customs Service is responsible for

93,000 miles of U.S. border. I do not conceivably see manpower as the

solution. We have to come up with some kind of technical answer. So
I am not looking to manpower as the solution.

Senator Culver. Obviously manpower is relevant, because as you
say we do not have the technology.

But with regard to this specific point, if you have few bodies, why
are you stringing them along the border rather than having them
where the action is, relatively speaking?
Do you see any problem with the deployment of j'^our scarce man-

power resources in terms of the nature of their current allocation?

Mr. Chasen. The Customs concept is this. The inspectors, basically,

handle surveillance at the port of entry, and the patrol is supposed to

handle surveillance between the ports of entry.

We have 1,300 CPO's. In 1974, I think we had 800. I personally

do not think that a good investment in that type of manpower. I

think equipment is important.
Senator Culver. Do you think that both of the border patrols

that you both administer should also be included under one manage-
ment agency?
Mr. Sava. I would say that inasmuch as the functions they per-

form are concerned, we both patrol between the ports of entry. Cus-
toms has the additional duty of cargo surveillance, and warehouses.

Senator Culver. What is the answer? Yes?
Mr. Sava. I think to a certain extent, yes.

Senator Culver. To a certain extent?

Mr. Sava. I would say yes, considering that one would take over
the whole thing as well as something they do not do now—surveil-

lance, warehouses, security, and so on.

Senator Culver. You say it is all right to have a central manager
if you are the manager?

Mr. Sava. No, sir.

Senator Culver. How about Mr. Chasen?
Mr. Chasen. I support the concept of a single border management

agency and a single patrol.

Senator Culver. As I understand it, at least three of the agencies,

as well as yours, Mr. Bensinger, have air wings. This does remind me
of NATO.
Over there, we do not have agreement on commonality of tank

doctors. Germans are over there with tanks we cannot resupply, we
cannot refuel. We have 29 or 30 different antitank weapons. We have
so many different commanders oi" troops, and they do not know if

when the war starts they are going to deploy those tanks the same
way wo are. And all the rest.

As indefensible as it is in that context, I think it is very disturbing
here where we are supposedly talking about our own resources. We
have so much redunchmcy and inefficiency.

In my judgment, we have that in our own military. Everyone has
their own air wings. The Marines have theirs.
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At least three of your agencies have ah' wings. Could you describe

your air operations, and give us some idea why it is not conceivable

that they should be consolidated?

Mr. Sava. Within the Immigration Service, Senator, our air oper-

ations are not pursuit by any means. We own strictly observation-

type, very slow, fabric-covered aircraft for the most part. They fly

very slowly and very low for observation and support of ground
operations basically in the prevention and detection of illegal entry.

Senator Culver. But we have an Air Force that is in a lot of dif-

ferent phases of air activity. We have people who go up in balloons,

in helicopters, U-2's, fighter aircraft, bomber aircraft, strategic

bombers, and they all wear the same suit usually.

Why can you not have multiple missions under one umbrella?
Mr. Sava. It certainly would be possible, sir.

Senator Culver. Why w^ould it not be rational? It would be more
cost effective in training and everything else.

Mr. Sava. We have only addressed it from the observation point,

sir.

jMr. Chasen. I would personally support that concept. The Cus-
toms Service has about 70 aircraft. We have two jets. One is Mr.
Vesco's which just sits on the ground, but the other is a high-

performance Cessna Citation.

We have four turboprops, and the rest are low performance twin-

and single-engine aircraft and helicopters. One of them we just offered

to a museum down in Florida. It was a 1941 Lockheed Lodestar type.

Senator Culver. That is also what we have in NATO now—

a

military museum.
Mr. Chasen. I was once responsible for assembly of something

called sage. I do not know if that was during your era^ with
NATO, but I learned about the environment under which NATO
operated, and this is similar in many ways.
The concept I personally believe in is a system concept. I believe it

has four parts to it.

First, you have to have the sensors. The sensors—the big radars—
are held by the military and by FAA primarily. We in Customs liave

a few radars. We have' the TPS-1, I think, which goes back to 1950.

But we need sensors to pick up the object you are trying to identify.

Then you need communications once you have identified it.

Third, you need this air arm. Becuase of something called "posse

comitatus," the militar}^ are ])recluded from becoming involved in

civil law enforcement; so there has to be an air arm to force down the

intruder.

Finally, you need ground support. What we are involved in in

Customs is a highly detailed study of the threat and our concept of

meeting the threat which this type of system would handle.

Some one agency should have control over this system, in my
judgment.

Senator Culver. Mr. Bensinger, do 3^ou want to speak to that? You
are the other air chief here.

Mr. Bensinger. Mr. Chairman, we have a different role. We have
38 aircraft and three helicopters. The purpose of our air wing is two-

fold. Basically, this includes surveillance—not stationed along the

border—of drug traffickers inside the United States by helicopter,
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single-engine and double-engine aircraft, and for use in undercover

roles.

Our agents—our pilots are 1,811 criminal investigators—will, where
the case merits, act in an undercover capacity and offer to ily drugs in

the United States to drug traffickers and subsequently impact signifi-

cantl}' on the violators. The}^ are dealing with large, kilo-cpumtity,

tonnage-quantity of drugs.

Our air arm does not directly function with the INS and Customs
except in a supportive, emergency procedure.

I think you have raised one of the single greatest deficiencies in

Federal law enforcement. That is communication privacj-^ and security,

and frequency coordination. That is absolutely essential. It is not, in

my opinion, providing the protection to the agents or the American
public that is requisite.

We do have a proposal that would provide not only for improved
communication ability but the security that is recjuired on our investi-

gations. This can be monitored bv drug trafhckers and the media which
has caused concern and accidents that could be avoided with the proper
investment of funds and coordination of frequencies.

Senator Culver. What is the number of illegal flights every day?
A lot of them you do not know of, so obviously you cannot count them.

Mr. Chasen. We do not really know. My estimate, on the basis

of data I have been exposed to, is approximately 10, 15, or 16 flights a

day.

Senator Culver. GAO estimated 150. Where did they get their

figure?

Mr. Chasen. I have no idea where they got that number.
Senator Culver. You had an opportunity to comment on their

figure, did you not?

Mr. Chasen. I do not recall.

Senator Culver. You always do, you know. They always say

something real tough, and then every agency has a cliance to water

it down and get in their best rebuttal.

That is a substantial difference. If I were in the business of en-

forcement, and an arm of the Congress said there were 150 illegal,

and I am only counting 15, that is quite an alarming shortfall.

It seems to me it would trigger the question: do you know some-
thing that we do not know?
None of you asked?
Mr. Chasen. I did not.

Senator Culver. You do not think that would be an obvious

question?
Mr. Chasen. I agree with you. Senator. I do not know why.
Senator Culver. How much of the border is covered by radar to

which you have access?

Mr. Chasen. We have our director of technical support here. His

name is Ray Mintz. I think he has a chart on that.

Senator Culver. I am tired of charts. Could you just tell me how
much of the border is covered by radar?

Mr. Mintz. Sir, you have to look at the relationship between the

altitude and the coverage. At the levels at which we believe most
smugglers would be flying—between 500 and a few thousand feet

—

the radars to which we currently have access cover 10 to 20 percent

of the border. As the altitude goes up, the coverage will increase. J

il
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Senator Culver. Is that why you want this AWACS—so you will

have a look down capability?

Mr. MiNTZ. Yes, sir. With AWACS, because of its look down
capability, we know we will be able to see aircraft flying: right at

o;round level and at considerable distances from the AWACS itself.

Senator Culver. When do you think you will be operational

with AWACS? We only have three of them in the country now, and
of course the Shah will get one before you do. [Laughter.]

Mr. Chasex. Within the next 2 weeks. Senator, General Jones and

I are supposed to sign an agreement on AWACS.
Senator Culver. When are you going to get it?

Mr. Chasen. We have already flown three missions.

Senator Culver. I was out there last year. They had three of them.,

one of them was down, so we only have two. And you are getting one of

those?
Mr. Chasen. One of our missions was aborted.

Senator Culver. We are going to give them to Iran—a country

with a 90-percent illiteracy rate that has to import truck drivers from

the Philippines and Korea to get cargo oft' the docks. It is a country

which might not be able to prevent a crew from delivering to the

Soviet Union.
Then they will have look-do\\Ti, shoot-down capability against our

cruise missiles and our own NATO air capability. Right? But that is

not your problem.
Mr. MiNTZ. Senator, I would like to make this clarification. Our

agreement with AWACS is to participate in their training flights. All

of the AWACS airplanes, as they are built, will go through the training

center in Oklahoma, and they will fly all along the border.

We are not getting an AWACS airplane. But we will be able to put

a customs patrol officer in the aircraft when it does make those flights.

Senator Culver. They will still go out of Tinker?
Mr. MiNTZ. They will fly from Tinker and there is another point.

They can cover the entire U.S. border—north, east, south, and west.

They will cover all of it at various times and we can be with them.
But I would like to make it clear that we are not getting an AWACS

airplane.

Senator Culver. No one can afford them except the Shah, anyway.
[Laughter.l
How many of these illegal flights do we chase? GAO says there are

150. You only identify 10 or 15. So I guess the question is how many
of those do you go after?

Mr. Chasen. We pursue approximately 5 to 10 a day, according to

our flight logs.

Senator Culver. For how many do you put out lookouts at

airports?

Mr. Chasen. We have a system caUed PAIRS—private aircraft

information reporting system—and incoming flights are required to

preregister. If they preregister, it is easy to document their landing.

On the ones which are not preregistered, we would process this

through our TECS to EPIC, or directly to EPIC, I hope. Actually,

this concept has not been refined to the point where I would
say it is satisfactory.

Senator Culver. What increased capability do you anticipate

AWACS will give you?
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Mr. Chasen. AWACS, at 30,000 feet, conceivably could see several

hundred miles of the Mexican border at any one time.

Senator Culver. You have one Customs guy lookmg?

Mr Chasex. 1 believe we could have more than one if it were neces-

sarv on a flight. 1 think thev could see several hundred miles of the

border at one time. We would have to organize—and we are working

on the logistics of this—what we do with what we see. We have to

consider how many are legal and how many are illegal. We have to

make some definition of the kind of plane it is, and how far it might

go.

There is a lot of work to be done to refine that operation.

Senator Culver. The short answer is that you obviously do not

know yet. You expect that it will give you a substantiahy enhanced

air interdiction capability once you get the process refuied. Is that

right?

Mr. Chasen. We think it will be a tremendous help to us.

Senator Culver. Mr. Bensinger, in the recent report of the GAO,
they concluded that without tactical and operational intelligence ''our

border resources are largely wasted."

As the agency with primary responsibility for collecting drug intel-

ligence, what is DEA doing to" increase this type of intelligence?

Mr. Bensinger. First of ah, we have increased the intehigence col-

lection resources in Mexico from one intelligence analyst in our Mexi-

can Regional Office to nine positions in that office.

Senator Culver. Is that nine positions that are manned now, or

just called for?

Mr. Bensinger. 1 believe they are manned, sir.

In addition, we have been more specific in tasking our district of-

fices, both in Mexico and overseas, for intelligence that relates to other

than just a trafficking organization to drug vessels, profiles, organiza-

tions, aircraft smuggling techniques, and so on.

We have had, 1 think, since that GAO report was written an indica-

tion that this is beginning to result in significant seizures. In the

case of the Caribbean which is, if not the Mexican border, a border

nonetheless, 430 tons of marihuana, 200 individuals, and 29 mother
ships have been seized by U.S. Customs and Coast Guard in coordina-

tion with DEA intehigence over the last 100 dfxys.

There also has been an impact in total foreign seizures in the coun-

tries themselves. As the Governments of Mexico or Columbia become
more productive in their own intelligence and enforcement activi-

ties, increased sezurcs will result. We have seen evidence of that.

Bob Chasen and I do hold these meetings monthly. We have em-
barked uj)on five special joint efforts. One is on money and drugs which
will take place at a bonkn- location. Another is on working more co-

operatively with their AWACS program which you and he have dis-

cussed so that DEA's input, comments, and investigative followup
will be assured. A third is an assignment which we also think will be an
asset—better coordination of Customs patrol and DEA operational

interchange.

EPIC membership, to which INS contributes 15 members of their

agency. Customs is increasing from 2 to 12. So there will be some re-

source improvement in total numbers: 1 to 9 in Mexico; 2 to 12 in one
agency at the EPIC; better directed tasking to our officers overseas
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and at the bonier; antl, I think, a better level of direction to the troops

in tlie field from headquarters on the need to gather a broader sphere of

intelligence information.
.

Senator Culver. That has been an area of great deficiency, has it

not—the lack of adequate communication and sharing of border

inteUigence?
, , , 1 1 •

iSIr.^BENSiNGER. I think that is right. It has also been a problem in

rgetting some of this same information in real time to the border when

it is collected overseas.

Senator Culver. You mentioned that Customs is starting to par-

ticipate more in vour intelligence program. Heretofore, they have not

been doing that,l gather, because they thought this duplicated what

you already have—your own inhouse capability.

Mr. Chasen. We did have two people, sir.

Senator Culver. But you were not participating in it that much
because you felt that it largely duphcated Treasury's communication

system?
Mr. Chasen. I would not put it that way. We came to the recogni-

tion tiiat we needed more participation. The two systems complement

^each other—the TECS antl the EPIC—in many ways.

Senator Culver. So you are planning to increase your participation?

Mr. Chasen. W^e have committed ourselves to that, Senator.
' Senator Culver. Mr. Davis, ATF did a survey in 1975 or 1976, I

am told, of ammunition sellers along the border. What did you find

•out about the designation of this ammunition? You mentioned the

Nicaraguan bust.

^Ir. "Davis. W^e found that the bottom line was this. As a result ot

the survey of these dealers, a large number were going into Mexico.

For example, in that one survey where we looked at 640 licensed

dealers along the border, from January through June 1975, they had

sold a total of 7.5 million rounds of ammunition. In that total there was

not included anything less than 2,000 rounds of 22-cahber ammunition

or 500 rounds of handgun ammunition.
After following up on this, we found that the persons buying this

ammunition, with :Mexican addresses, had purchased just over 4.8

million ; or well over half of the ammunition was purchased to go into

Mexico. The average was about 5,000 rounds per individual Mexican

purchaser during that 6-month period.

We also found that tliis ammunition was not just destined for the

nearby border areas, but much of it was going into the interior of

Mexico. -IT
Senator Culver. When you get a pattern of that magnitude, 1

wonder how you can say that it is not organized. When you get that

kind of money involved, the temptation is irresistable.

:\Ir. Davls. We have found a little bit of difference between the

ammunitions traffic and the firearms traffic. The firearms traffic ap-

pears to be more of the two or three guns type of operation. The
ammunitions traffic appears to be, if anything, much better organized.

We made a case, again with Customs, in Brownsville where the

records showed that this one store had sold 12 million rounds of

ammunition to residents of Mexico in 1 year. Eventually, we arrested

nine Mexican residents and prosecuted the dealer in that case.

So it appears that the ammuntion traffiic is better organized than

the firearms traffic.
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Senator Culver. What is being done to stop it?

Mr. Davis. Both the Customs Service and ATF are trying to use

checks at dealers' premises to determine which ones are the primary

sources.

Senator Culver. Do you prosecute people? Enough to scare them?
Mr. Davis. I do not know that we have done that many, but the

ones we have made have had a dampening effect on the traffic.

Senator Culver. Would you give me a complete report on what you
have done there to stop the smuggling and the actual cases indicted,

prosecutions, and convictions you have? Also include what percentage

of the known traffic it represents.

Mr. Davis. We will do that, Senator.

Senator Culver. Without objection, it will be included in the record

at this point.

[Material to be supplied follows:]

ATF International Traffic in Arms Program

(Material submitted for the record of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Juvenile
Delinquency Subcommittee, by Rex D. Davis, Director, Bureau of Alcohol,

Tobacco and Firearms, U.S. Treasury Department)

The following additional information concerning the ATF International Traffic

In Arms Program was requested by Senator Culver during the April 19, 1978,
hearing. An explanation is necessary. The Bureau recently completed a change-
over in its automated reporting procedures from the Management Information
System (MIS) to the CUE Automated Reporting Sj^stem (CARS). Under MIS,
the Bureau had no recall to statistical information relating to ITAR or, specif-

ically. Guns to Mexico. The most meaningful statistical information available
concerning ITAR prior to the initiation of CARS was obtained in a survey con-
ducted in early 1977 in which each District Office was asked to review all cases
and investigations conducted in 1975 and 1976 to determine how many of these
related to Guns to Mexico. This survey showed that in 1975 there were 83 in-

vestigations resulting in the perfection of 27 cases, and in 1976, 448 investigations
resulting in the perfection of 100 cases. This survey did not include prosecutive
results.

No complete figures are available for 1977. However, we can extract informa-
tion from two sources which relate to this suV:>ject and which, taken conjunc-
tively, may be helpful. First, the Treasury Enforcement Communications Sys-
tem (TECS) shows that in 1977 there were 1,591 "investigations" conducted
under the ITAR Project. While in TECS terminology we term this figure "in-
vestigations," a more strict and realistic terminology would be that these are
"entries" under the ITAR Project. The distinction "is subtle but a distinction
nonetheless exists and should be noted in considering this figure. If, for example,
a request was received by ATF to trace four guns, an entry would be made of this
lequest. A field investigation may or may not have l:)een made of one or all of
those guns, l)ut it would still appear in TECS as one entry or "investigation;"
we have no way of determining how many of these 1,591 entries were full field
criminal investigations and how many were merely trace investigations. Addi-
tionally, this 1,591 figure represents all ITAR entries since the Bureau has no way
of .separating through TECS those which relate only to Guns to Mexico. However,
as a practical matter, we can realistically estimate that in excess of 95 percent
of these entries relate to Guns to Mexico. Unfortunately, TECS does not pro-
vide case or prosecutive statistics.

The second source now available for ol)taining this information is CARS, the
new automated reporting system recently initiated bv the Bureau. This system is

programmed to i^rovido the information requested on a monthly basis as to the
ITAR Project (the great preponderance of which, again, relates to Guns to
Mexico)

.

Recall from this system shows that in fiscal year 1977 there were 627 full field
investigations conducted under this project, "from which 44 defendants were
recommended for l-'edoral prosecution and 37 defendants were referred to other
agencies for prosecution by those agencies.
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We must emphasize, however, that these figures are not all inclusive since the

changeover from MIS to CARS was staggered and therefore not all district

offices were operating under CARS for the full fiscal year.

During the first 5 months of fiscal year 1978, ATF initiated 323 investigations

under this project, has recommended 19 persons for Federal prosecution and ha:s

referred 11 defendants to other agencies for prosecution. As of February 28, 1978,,

ATF had 454 active ITAR investigations. To date in the current fiscal year,

seven defendants in ITAR cases have pled or been found guilty and one

was found not guilty. Four ITAR defendants were sentenced in this 5-month.

])eriod with one sentenced in excess of 1 year and three sentenced to less than

1 year.

Mr. Davis. We are finding- that there are sources in the interior of

the United States where purchases are being made by Mexican resi-

dents, for example in Chicago for entry into Alexico.

Senator Culver. Mr. Chasen, I understand that we have an agree-

ment with the Mexican customs about the subject of gun smuggling.

Is that correct?

Mr. Chasen. Yes, Senator.

Senator Culver. What are we doing to implement it, and what
does it provide?
Mr. Chasen. Basically, the agreement is for an exchange of infor-

mation. The Mexicans have cracked down pretty hard on illegal

firearms as compared, for example, to the United States. The law
there is much more restrictive.

I do not have the terms of the agreement here, but it is basically

on an exchange of information on a continuing basis.

Senator Culver. Please provide that for the record, and also what
we are doing to implement it.

Mr. Chasen. Yes, Senator.

Senator Culver. Without objection, it will appear in the record.'

Does Customs stop people now to inspect for guns?
Mr. Chasen. Customs considers its jurisdiction all contraband,

including firearms, jewelry, liquor, drugs.

Senator Culver. What percentage of border crossings would that

constitute?

Mr. Chasen. For firearms? I would have to find that out for you,

Senator.

Senator Culver. Please submit it for the record. Without objection,

it will appear in the record at this point.

[Material to be supplied follows:]

Department of the Treasury,
U.S. Customs Service,

Office of the Commissioner.

(The following information is supplied per your request:)
There were approximately 238 persons inspected at land borders.
There were 768 firearm seizures at land border inspections.
This would constitute .0003% of the border crossings for firearms.
(Above figures cover fiscal year 1977)

.

For additional information contact Mr. Jay Corcoran, Office of Enforce-
ment Support, 566-5655.

Senator Culver. Do you have the authority to stop them from going
into Mexico too?

1 See p. 164 for complete text of the agreement.
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Mr. Chasex. I think Mr. Davis mio;ht.

Senator Culver. Oh, you do? Under the Neutrality Act?
Mr. Davis. No, sir. Under the Neutrahty Act, I beheve it is two

or three handguns.
Mr. Chasen. We have our expert here, again, sir.

Mr. Corcoran?
Mr. ConcoRAN. We enforce the ti^utrahty laws in Investigation.

I would like to point out that it is very different inspecting cargo or

vehicles going out of the country. There is no routine search made.
Tlie only time we make a search is when we have information or

proper cause. We do not have the same type of search authority.

In the case of cargo, we can make examinations under the Export
Control Act, but we do not have the same authority generally. Our
colleagues in Mexico have seized 6,000 firearms in the last year. They,
like us, have a better shot when things are coming in.

Tliey give us a list of whom they seize them from, the serial numbers,
type, and model of firearm. We give it to the ATF and attempt to

trace them back to the dealers who are selling them.
Some of the cases that Rex Davis mentioned involved our getting

that kind of information.
Senator Culver. What kind of cooperation and coordination are

you experiencing with other agencies, such as ATF? Are they tip-

ping 3"ou oft', for instance, on that particular aspect?
Mr. Corcoran. We have very close cooperation.
As I mentioned, we get from the Mexican customs and army a list

of firearms on a monthl}^ basis. We send this to ATF. They trace
them, and then we form a joint investigation. If it is a domestic vio-

lation, ATF pursues it. If it is joint, we pursue it under the neutrality
laws.

The other thing we get from the Mexican customs is a list of the
numbers of aircraft that have landed in Mexico. They cooperate by
giving this list. From Yucatan they even give us a list of some of the
vessels.

We, through customs navigation laws, can pursue whether re-
ported back. So we have a reci]:>rocal situation.

Intelligence we get from ATF investigations will note whether
large numbers of guns have been purchased in a place like Chicago.
If they get information as regards Mexican nationals, they pass it

along to us.

Mr. Davis. I might point our, Mr. Chairman, that it is, of course,
possible for a Mexican resident to legally acquire firearms in the
United States, so they would not be in violation of the Gun Control
Act. However, if they tried to take them out of the country, it would
be a violation of the Neutrality Act.

Senator Culver. You are providing them with intelligence prettv
well?

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. We have worked a large number of joint cases.
Of course, in that kind of case we woukthave no jurisdiction to

make an arrest or a search.
Senator Culver. But they do?
^Ir. Davis. Yes. We alert the Customs to the fact that when these

people try to leave the United States with the guns, then they are
m contem])t of the Neutrality Act.
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Senator Culver. Could EPIC or TECS be used in sharins; this

intelligence?

Mr. Davis. We are on the TECS network and we participate in

EPIC also. We do put firearms intelligence data into the TECS system.
Mr. Chasen. Mr. Davis and I are in the same unit of the Treasury

Department. TECS is the Treasury enforcement communications
system.

Senator Culver. That does not necessarily insure any kind of

cooperation.
Mr. Chasen. No.
Senator Culver. Gentlemen, I think it is clear that we are never

going to stop all drugs from entering this country, and we are not
going to stop all arms from going out.

However, it seems to me that we can create a greater deterrent by
making better use of our existing resources.

I wonder if each of you would briefly describe what steps need to be
taken in order to accomplish this goal.

Mr. Chasen. I would like to make this comment. The way I view it,

if there is a total war going on, there are four primary agencies. Of
course, DEA has the primary authority, but Customs, INS, and the
Coast Guard I consider to be the front line.

They can be backed up. We have not mentioned the Department of
State. If we can stop the drugs from growing we have to try. They are
heavily involved in that end.

We have not mentioned the Postal Service. A good percentage of the
heroin and cocaine can be mailed in. So we need the cooperation of the
Postal Service.

Finally, there is the Air Force. We are very interested in the
potential of AWACS.

I see a Government team effort mounting up here where we must, if

we are not now doing so, work together in every respect. It is essential
to win, or to start winning, this war.
Mr. Bensinger. I woultl add, Mr. Chairman, the following specific

recommendations.
We need better protection in our communication, and better co-

ordination in.our yarious communications for operational activities.

We need better "coordination, which is underway also \mder Dr.
Bourne's direction, in the Internal Revenue Service, Customs, DEA,
FBI Criminal Division, and with the Comptroller of the Currency.
We need rnoney flow investigations, as well as seizing assets—going

after the fruits of the crimes.
This will make for a better deterrent, I am convinced, against the

<lrug traffic. It will slow it down, and increase the risk, and put away
some of the money as well as some of the people.

Finally, the prosecutorial resources are needed. The addition of
more magistrates and judges is definitely going to be to the advantage
of the U.S. investigative agencies if the additional assistant U.S.
attorneys are provided and tlie cases which then can be tried actually
proceed.

I think that is the second aspect in our enforcement effort. People
get arrested. Too often the bails are such that they may disappear, or
the prosecutorial resources are so stretched that cases cannot always be
])ursued to the extensiveness that we would like, both at the State and
Federal levels.
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Senator Culver. Thank you.

Mr. Sava, did you want to add j^our comments?

Mr. Sava. Yes, Senator.

As our emphasis on reenforcement of the border areas grows, this

year—and hopefully we will have this com-pleted by early October

—

we are shifting 165 investigator positions which are at present primarily

in interior areas down to the border areas as they become vacant. We
are not actually moving the people, but as the jobs become vacant we
move the position and fill it there to increase the number of people on

the border.

We are moving tliem into inspector positions. We are actually

converting from one j)osition to another to beef up the inspection

facilities at the ports of entry.

Additionally, we have in the present pending budget 155 anti-

smuggling agents which, while they will be directed to aUen smuggling,

will give incidental help on the drug problem.

Senator Culver. Thank you.

From the testimony that we have heard today, I think it is clear

that we have seen some progress in the agencies working together.

Hov.ever, I think that we all have to painfully acknowledge that a

great deal remains to be done if we are going to have an effective

system of drug enforcement at our Southwest border.

In particular, I think we have to end this duplication in inspection

and patrol functions between Customs and INS. I think the best

answer is the complete integration of these functions into a new^ border

agency.
Such reorganization only deals with the problems between Customs

and INS, and alone it cannot significantly improve the level of coop-

eration between these agencies and the others from whom we have

heard testimony today, as well as the State and local enforcement

bodies.

It is clear to me, further, that we need new operational guidelines

negotiated between agencies in order to insure coordination, not just

in theory but in actual practice.

But it is easy to talk about more meetings, more concepts, and

more theories. The real proof is in the actual implementation.

I think it is critical that these guidelines be structured to guarantee

the development of intelligence which will have the effect of aiding in

interdiction. It is also important, I believe, that methods be developed

for allowing credit to be shared among agencies. Everyone is going

after coonskins to justify themselves. There is more than enough
blame to go around. There ought to be more than enough credit.

This is particularly necessary in order to increase the motivation

and cooperation and trust of inspectors and agents at all levels of

Government who are supposedly ^Aorking toward the same objectives.

I am also anxious to see the scheduling of regular meetings between
Federal, JState, and local drug law enforcement officials along the

border, as well as the creation of these joint task forces where they
make sense.

The sub(^ommittee is going to continue to watch developments
closely. In fa(;t, it is my intention to ask, over the next 6 months, for

a report from every Federal agency appearing here today setting out
the progress that they have achieved in coordinating their efforts.
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I do want to thank you g-entlemon here on our third panel, as well

as those who preceded you today, for testifying. I appreciate the work
that all of you are doing. I do not doubt that there is a great amount
of sincere, dedicated, and gifted effort going into this enterprise in

order to try to better protect the people of this country from the

dangers of addictive drugs.

It is a tough job and certainly one that can only be accomplished
if we all work responsibly and constructively together.

I want to again thank you for what you have accomplished, and
also I want to say that I think you have been candid in acknowledging
that we are looking for as much cooperation as we can realize.

Hopefully, vv^hen we get proposals for new administrative organiza-

tional forms, we can get some responsible support for what needs to

be done, rather than just the anticipated, petty bureaucratic jeal-

ousies, bickering, and tensions.

Again, my thanks for coming here today.

The subcommittee will now stand in recess until further call from
the Chair.

[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the subcommittee stood in recess until

further call from the Chair.]
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Statement of Peter B. Bensinger, Administrator, Drug Enforcement
Administration, U.S. Department of Justice

When most people think of drug law enforcement along the United States/Mex-
can border, they think of drug interdiction at the border. Seldom do they imagine
m undercover investigation that, initiated in the United States, culminates
,vith a huge seizure in Mexico ; and seldom do tliey think of poppy crop eradica-

tion, that destroys the raw material before it is even usable as a drug.

In addressing the subject of today's hearings—drug control in Mexico and
ilong the United States/Mexican border—I would like to comment on this limited
perception. That is, although interdiction is a vital component of drug control, a
lumber of additional strategies are involved, including foreign and domestic
criminal investigation, crop eradication and the intelligence efforts that support
hese tactics.

Drug smuggling, after all, reflects the continuous flow of the contraband from
source to consumer; logically, the U.S. Government response also must reflect

this. We have found that the closer to the source that we curb the drug flow, the
greater the impact we will have on the traffic.

Let me illustrate : as of September 30, 1977, DEA had 1,597 agents on board in

Duv domestic offices, and IG") agents overseas. U'uring the flrst 9 months of this

pear, total DEA and DEA/task force domestic removals of heroin totaled 471
pounds—averaging (if you will) approximately .295 pounds per agent. During
the same period, our foreign cooperative heroin seizures totaletl 1,288 pounds—
ipproximately 7.81 per agent.
Certainly such a difference in this one form of "per capita performance"' must

'r>e attributed to many factors. Foremost of these, in my opinion, however, is the
tact that the nearer to the foreign source we get, the larger the drug quantities
available and, therefore, the greater the impact of each seizure.

This effectivenes.s of the "continuum" approach to drug law enforcement is

illustrated by accounts of three recent investigations. In all three cases, efforts

were made on both sides of the border, at multiple levels of government.

BARNES, ET AL.

I^roy Barnes and nine of the 12 members of his Harlem drug organization
ivere convicted in the Southern District of New York on Friday, December 2,

1977. Barnes was convicted of conspiracy, sale and managing a continuing crimi-

oal enterprise.
Barnes hnd been arrested on 13 earlier occasions, and successfully avoided

conviction on all arrests but one. His conviction on December 2, 1977, was his first

Federal conviction.
The Barnes organization was responsible for supplying a large portion of the

addict population of New York City. Ledgers seized from one apartment believed
to l)e the criminal headquarters for one of Barnes' lieutenants, indicated a
monthly cash flow for that lieutenant alone in excess of $1 million.
Barnes was unique among drug traffickers in that he maintained interna-

tional drug connections while controlling the full drug distribution chain down
to and including the actual addict level. This enabled his organization to realize-

a maximum profit.
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This profit was utilized in legitimate business ventures, such as a Federally-

fund^l Housiiitr and Urban Development (HUD) project in the Detroit area.

Intelligence information prior to the prosecution disciosetl that the Barnes

organization was believed to be re.spon8ible for more than 40 «irug-related

h.imicides in the New York City area. During the course of the covert phase.

1>1<^\ a-ents and New York City Police homicide detectives intervened when

Barnes" while in the company of other meml)ers of his organization, attempted

to murder an errant member. Five thousand dollars in "contract money' and

f(mr guns were seized at that time.

Five of the top members, including Barnes, utilized the same Detroit, Mich

igan, tax firm. Barnes ahme, claimed $2.")0.000 in miscellaneous income for 1 year

His tax alone over a 4-vear income, amounted to more than $1 million.

During this investigation, it was revealed that the Barnes organization cloaked

a portion of their activities through the use of two New York City automobile

leaviu'' corporations, along with each corporation's garage. During the prosecu-

tion, it was revealed that Barnes utihzed vehicles—including Citroens, Maseratis,

B^nVs and Cadillacs—with an aggregate value of $500.0(M).

Last month, Barnes was sentenced to life in prison and will never be eligible

for parole. Ten members of the Barnes syndicate were convicted with him of

lesse'- charges. All but two were sentenced from 15 to 30 years in prison. Several

were fined '^heavily. In addition to his life sentence, Mr. Barnes also was fined

$125,000.
JAIME HERRERA

In Septeml>er 1977. DEA began one of its most thorough and comprehensive

conspiracy investigations. Although it had been reported for some time that ou€

Jaime Herrera and his associates were responsible for much of the heroin tran.s-

ported to Chicago, there had not been one cohesive and centrally-managed investi-

gation into these illicit activities. Since la.st September, though, DEA has madt

substantial inroads into this traflScking operation. These traflickers have beei

involved in an international production and disitribution network which signifi-

cantly impacts on heroin availability in the East, the South, the Southwest

and along the West Coast, as well as the family production center in the Durango

Mexico area.
To date, 90 individuals have been identified as key members and primary opera

fives within the Herrera organization. It is DEA's intent to arrest and prosecutt

these group members and thereby disrupt this very imiwrtant flow of heroin t(

the United States.

Special Agents have been detailed to work on this significant case on a full

time basis in several cities in the United States and to work closely with th{

Mexican authorities.

JOSE VALENZUELA, ET AL

Beginning in August 1976, DEA undertook an in-depth investigation into th(

activities of .lose Valenzuela, and others. This investigation involved the distribu

tion of Mexican heroin from Bakersfield, California to New York City. Tht
Valenzuela family operated laboratories in Culiacan, Mexico and the smuggling
of multi-kilogram quantities of heroin to other family members in California
This high-quality heroin was then redistributed to five distinct traflficking groups
in New Y'ork City.

In November 1977, Jose Valenzuela and eight co-defendants were convicted
of conspiracy to distribute heroin and other related charges in the Central Dis-

rict of California. A second trial for other co-defendants is scheduled for this

month and our agents are now preparing for that. Investigation into related
organizations in New Y^ork City and elsewhere is continuing.
The land border between the United States, and Mexico is more than 2,00(

miles long, spanning mountains, deserts, rivers and lakes. More than 95 percent
of it is discernable only by markers—unaccompanied by fences or barriers.
Through 24 land ports of entry, more than 150 million persons cross fron

Mexico into the United States annually. More than 40 million passenger vehicle;

and hundreds of thousands of freight-carrying vehicles (including trains) also
cross. El Paso handles the greatest volume of traflBc. over several bridges, with
San Ysidro (at San Diego) the large.st single crossing point. Tens of thousands
of private aircraft pass through Customs checks at the border cities of El Paso,
Laredo, San Diego, and Nogales. This does not include military and commercial
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iiiicriift or aircraft whicli fiy into the interior of tlie United States for later
l'',:stoiiis check.
The point I am making hero—that human traffic flows heavily over this dif-

iioult-to-patrol. 2,000-raile line—illViStrates how complex dm? control at, the
border is. l)J]A's role in controlling tliLs problem is : .

(1) To develop and coordinate drug-related inielligence with all domestic and
international DEA offices and other U.8. border agencies with interdiction
responsibilities. ;i

(2) To assume investigative jurisdiction over all drug seizures mnde l>.v U.S.
iiucrdiction authorities. princi))all.v T'.S. Customs, INS and Coast Guard.

<3) To develop for prosecution narcotic inve>stigations with international and
interstate ramifications. DEA agents along the U. S./Mexican/Canadian border.s
also conduct collateral narcotic investigations with the Mexican Federal Judi-
cial Police and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. These invesitigations are
conducted within the framework and guidelines as defined in the Mansfield
Amendment.

Cooperation—liaison with our foreign counterparts, and with other Federal,
State and local agencies with drug control responsii)ilitie.s—we believe is the
key to successful drug law enforcement. For our border operations, we cooperate
primarily with the U.S. Customs Service, the Immigration and Naturalization
Service and the U.S. Coast Guard. In our August 1977, report to the Attorney
General, I stated that improved liaison between DEA and these other agencies
was one of the six 2-year goals for DEA. Progress to date, I believe, has been
encouraging. Perhaps the most dramatic development has been at EPIC.
El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) .—EPIC is a fully functioning, coordinated,

interagency intelligence .system managed by DE]A. Five other agencies partici-
pate : INS, Customs, Coast Guard, FAA, and ATFP. Personnel of these agencies
assemble and share intelligence with operational enforcement elements of all

member agencies.
EPIC is highly responsive : its watch and analytical personnel and systems

oi>erate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week ; its products and services which center
on drug trafficking and/or smuggling by land, sea and air acro.ss and around the
U.S./Mexican border, include other smuggling activities of interest to member
agencies. EPIC's primary clients are field inve.stigators of member agencies, and
other Federal and local agencies having direct or related drug investigative and
interdiction responsibilities.

In 1976. EPIC acted on a total of 53,597 transactions covering all types of
inquiries and lookouts. This represented a 320-percent increase over 1975, when
10.745 transactions were completed.
DEA and INS were the leading users of EPIC services, both with over 20,000

transactions in 1976. Customs and ATF followed but were down tlie line with
fewer than 2,000 transactions each.
EPIC'S analysis section supplements these watch activities through control,

collation and analysis of raw data from various investigative agencies. They edit
for qualitative inputs to the DEA Office of Intelligence's ADP system—Path-
finder. Analysis prepare and disseminate periodical reports on the who, how,
when and where of current narcotic-related activities to support both interdic-
tions and investigations. They prepare and di.sseminate profits on the more
active and important traffickers, with emphasis on methods of transport, methods
of operation, border sector activities, as well as on organizational and conspiracy
links. They also produce daily, weekly and quarterly reports on current situations.
Reports on arms for narcotic exchange, stolen vehicles used in exchange for nar-
cotics, aircraft used in smuggling (a directory), and similar special products are
prepared in response to agency requests.

Requests for EPIC watch and analytical services during 1977 increased in
number as well as in range and complexity. Customs is increasing its participa-
tion in EPIC. DEA and EPIC currently provide some 1,500 items of information
a month to Customs, compared to 150 two years ago.
Customs.—The U.S. Customs Service is the primary agency interdicting the

flow of drugs across the U.S. borders and through the ports of entry. Coopera-
tion between our two agencies involves the free exchange of information regard-
ing new trends in smuggling, courier profiles, and specific incident-related tactical
Intelligence, In all DEA regions, Customs patrol officers are participants in DEA
programs. There are now two Customs representatives working in DEA head-
quarters, and additional Customs officers working in the DEA-managed El Paso
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Intelligence Center and the following DEA oflSces : Boston, Chicago, Dallas,

Detroit, Los Angeles, Miami, New York, New Orleans, Philadelphia, Han Diego

and Seattle.

DEA headquarters. EPIC and DEA field units have provided Customs with a

heavy flow of intelligence. During 1977, the number of items was about 15,0(X),

ranging in subject from suspect persons, vehicles, aircraft and vessels; to smug-
gling/concealment, routes, and methods ; to name/pilot/aircraft and suspect

businesses.
Our efforts to share intelligence and benefits from shared intelligence are de-

signed to capitalize on whatever prosecutorial advantage there may be in a given
situation. Sometimes a criminal organization can better be prosecuted ,under an
IRS tax statute, than a criminal statute ; or the Controlled Substances Act may
provide a basis for an indictment and conviction. If the information from Cus-
toms provides substantial smuggling data, the criminal enterprise can be prose-

cuted accordingly. Information from the FBI or INS can be used in the same
manner.

Direct narcotics intelligence support of Customs is provided at DEA head-
quarters in three forms : messages, DEA-6's, and NADDIS records. The messages
consists of a brief sximmary of events sent via electrical means. The DEA-C is

a typewritten, extensive, amplified reiwrt which may be used in court ; it is

mailed to headquarters from the various regions. The NADDIS records provide
an automated indexing of DEA subjects that have been identified in the DEA
investigative reporting system. All of these forms of raw intelligence, of course,

are provided to Customs.
During Calendar Year 1976, Customs queried or was furnished information

from NADDIS on 30,388 instances. Hard-copy intelligence items furnished to

Customs totaled 11,455 items. TECS Lookouts placed by D'PJA for suspect vehicles

totaled 4,430 occurrences. Total referrals of intelligence-related items to Customs
in Calendar Year 197G by DEA was 46,273.

At DEA headq,uarters, an intelligence analyst reviews every incoming message,
twice each day. Copies of those messages, reflecting items of interest to Customs
which have not already been sent directly to Customs headquarters, are given
to the Customs representatives at DEA headquarters.
At the various regional offices, there is full cooperation on a day-to-day basis

between DEA personnel and Customs personnel, who share information and
collaborate on arrests. Commissioner Cliasen of the U.S. Customs Service is

prepa,ring to assign additional personnel to EPIC. Memorandum of L^nderstand-
ing is under con.sidei'g.t.ion regarding Customs participation at that muUiageucy
center.

IJVS.—At U.S. ports and borders, DEA agents work closely with the Border
Patrol and the Immigration Inspectors by exchanging intelligence and by adopt-
ing narcotic seizures which are referred to DEA for investigative follow-up and
prosecution. INS has supported the development of major drug investigations;
provided DEA corroborative evidence: located fugitives: and provided us in-
vestigative approaches which would otherwise be unavailable.
Task Forccfi.—During September 1977 the FBI and DEA formed joint teams

to .attack drug trafficking by organized crime in the nation's three largest cities.
This concept will enable the Department of .Tusice to combine the expertise of
the FIU in the areas of organized crime and conspiracy with the investigative
skills of DEA in narcotics. The new team approach will allow DEA and FBI, and
the pros(><-ulors in tlie field and at headquarters, quickly to identify and select
specific targets for concentrated jojnt invesigations.

ConHt Guard.—At the headquarters level, our Deputy Chief of Operations
within the Office of Enforcement at headquarters has established liaison with
C<Kist (Inard heacbiuarters. In the field, the Coast Guard has exchanged informa-
tion with DEA and i)articipated in DEA enforcement oiwrations. most of which
are directed at vessels transporting multi-ton loads of marihuana and large
quanities of cocaine.

Principally, liaison at Ibis level is maintained through EPIC, where the Coast
Ouard is a full-time i.arliciiiant. During Calendar Year 1970, the Coast Guard
rec(.r(hMl nioie than ;',.()<)() transactions with EPIC. These transactions usually
involve Coast (Juard incinirles relative to particular vessels.

In international waters, the (\)ast Guard has the authority to board a vessel
of foreign origin if (1) connncrce into the TT.S. can be established (i.e.. small
U.S vessels otflojiding from the "Mother Ship") : and (2) ))ermission to board
and search is received from the country of vessel registration. This type of au-
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tiioiifv is henefieiiil to DEA in locating large narcotic shipments destined to the

r.s.
Althonjili the INIexicnn product accounts for most of the heroin on our streets,

our records show that the proportion of Mexican-source heroin in the national

retail market declined for the last two quarters of last year, corroborating a
general de<-line in heroin availability from tha't source. This development, we
believe, rather tlian showing an upsurge in the supply of Asian heroin, illustrates

a decline of our total heroin supply.
These trends we atrribute to increasingly successful United States and over-

seas drug enforcement—in particular the Mexican-U.S. cooperative opium control

effort. As part of this cooperative effort, the Mexican Government, with United
States support, since November 1975 developetl an aggressive campaign to eradi-

cate opium poi)py cultivation through the u.se of herbicides. Since the initiation

of this pri>^ram, poppy fields have been located in several Mexican states. United
Stares assistance to this program is termed Trizo, for the thr^e primary opium-
producing zones in Mexic<i.

Most of the opium grown in Mexico originates in the states of Sinaloa, Durango,
and Chihuahua, and extends southward into bordering States. Once harvested,
the gum is transiH)rted by human, animal or automotive means from the remote
growing areas to villages. After arrival at collection centers, the opium gum is

chemically processed for conversion into heroin at clandestine laboratories,

known as "cocinas" (kitchens).
Contraband ordinarily follows regular surface trafficking routes within interior

Mexico, where it is kept in staging areas until border penetration. At this point,

it is often smuggled through the Points of Entry (POE's), notably: San Ysidro,
Nogales. Calexico and El I'aso. By the time they reach the border, however,
narcotics are difficult to track down. The time to curb the flow of contraband,
we beMeve. is when it is hardest to hide : that is, when in the ground.
During 1975 (November 23-I)ecember 14), 668 fields (723 acres) were eradi-

cated, equivalent to 293 kilograms of pure heroin. During 1976, 31.392 fields

(17.9(34 acres) were eradicated, equivalent to 7,270 kilograms of heroin (pure).
During 1977, these figures were 44,278 fields. 21,769 acres and 8,567 kilograms.
(The conversion statistics are based on DEA's formula that 2.471 acres—1 hec-
tare—yields 10 kilograms of opium gum, equivalent to 1 kilogram of pure heroin.)

During Phase III of Trizo 1977. aerial reconnaissance discovered poppy fields

in areas which previously had not been cultivated for poppies. This intelligence

indicates that the eradication campaign has had some direct effect on the opium
gum production. The newly-sighted fields were located in Chiapas and southern
Michoacau states.

r urtherniore, the northern growing areas within the states of Sinaloa,

Chihuahua, and Durango have expanded considerably.

Mexican poppy eradication statistics are fine, but for our purposes they are
meaningless unless accompanied by a decrease in U.S. heroin availability.

This availability we can measure through two primary indicators being: (1)

the national retail heroin purity (with price, an inverse corollary) ; and (2) the
number of heroin-related deaths and injuries. Other indicators would be a lessen-

ing of opium availability in Mexico; an increase in the use of narcotic substi-

tutes in the U.S.; and an increase in U.S. retail pharmacy thefts. In Mexico,
growers are charging higher bulk opium prices, while Mexican laboratory oper-

ators are more frequently cutting heroin to 10-20 percent—pi'ior to U.S. iuiporta-

tion. In the U.S., both the use of narcotic substitutes and the rate of pharmacy
thefts have increased.
The primary indicator.s—purity and overdose indicators—likewise suggest a

continuing trend of decline : even considering the 1972-73 East Coast heroin
shortage following the Turkish opium poppy ban, these current figures indicate
the lowest heroin availability since 1971. Heroin-related deaths, as reported by
medical examiners, are at the lowest reported level since this data was available
in niid-1978. From the June 1976 quarter to the June 1977 quarter, heroin and
morjihine deaths declined 44 percent. The injury rate has followed suit.

Total heroin-related deaths in the second qtiarter 1977 were 273, as compared
to 287 during the previous period, and 492 one year previous. Deaths per quarter
averaged 4(30 during 1976, 447 during 1975 and 364 during 1974. Total heroin-
related injuries during the third quarter 1977 amounted to 2,790, as compared
to 2,885 episodes during the previous period. Average quarterly injuries were
4.644 in 1976, 4,485 in 1975, and 3,215 in 1974.

At present, the national retail heroin purit.v is 5 percent—the lowest since
1973. The national price per milligram is $1 09—the highest price on record.



112

At the national level, this significant decline in heroin availability we believe

corresponds to the decrease in heroin abuse. This decline in abuse has been must
pronounced in the Central area, particularly in Detroit and Chicago, vphich are
primarily impacted by the reduction in the supply of Mexican-source heroin.

Apart from destruction of narcotics at the source, interdiction at the labora-

tory or embarlvation point is the next major chain in the pipeline. There are
perhaps no better illustrations of the impact of this next step than two cases
that were made last October involving cocaine in Colombia.
On October 2, 1977, an 18-month DEA investigation successfully culminated

when Colombian Bureau of Customs agents, utilizing three U.S.-furnished heli-

copters, raided a ranch. The investigation was initiated by the DEA offices in

Miami and Bogota. It concluded at the ranch Hacienda El 90 Antioquia, where
an Aero Commander aircraft and numerous weapons were seized, and Jaime
Cardona (the No. 2 cocaine violator in Colombia) and two others were arrested.
Also seized were 1,100 pounds of cocaine base, which would have been con-
vertible to 1,210 pounds of cocaine hydrochloride.
Based on this investigation, the Attorney General of Colombia has issued

arrest warrants for two other defendants, one of who is Santiago Ocampo, the
No. 1 cocaine trafficker in Colombia.
On October 10, 1977, elements of the Colombian Army arrested one defendant

at the ranch Prima Vera in Antioquia, Colombia. Six hundred fifty-eight pounds
of cocaine contained in 299 one-kilogram bags were seized. (The ranch Prima
Vera is near the ranch Hacienda El 90.

)

Had these seizures reached the U.S. retail market, this quantity, diluted,

could have sold for more than $300 million. More significantly, because these
quantities would have broken down by the time they reached this country,
domestic authorities would have had to make more than 1,000 significant

seizures (one-half pound each) to equal the impact of these two Colombian
seizures—even if the drug were not diluted along the smuggling pipeline. These
two seizures together repre.sent 1,868 pounds of cocaine-equivalent : ten pounds
more than all U.S. authorities seized at the border over the two-year period,
calendar year 1975 and calendar year 1976.
We are working far more effectively with our Latin American neighbors on

large interdictions overseas than at any time in the past seven years.
As our drug availability indicators—in particular, U.S. heroin purity and the

overdose rate—show, our approach is proving increasingly successful. The drug
problem is a complex one and our agency's resources are limited but the results
this year are better than last year. We hope to improve this trend in the future.
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Statement of Mathea Falco, Senior Adviser to the Secretary of State
AND Director for International Narcotics Control Matters

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I am pleased to appear before yon

tliis morning. As you know, this Administration attaches high priority to inter-

national narcotics control. Both the President and the Secretary of State have

expressed on numerous occasions their strong commitment to work closely with

other governments to curtail illicit drug production and traffic. They have used

their meetings with foreign leaders to underscore their deep concern with the

vrorldwide drug problem and their belief that concerted international efforts

are required to deal with it effectively.

The primary goal of the State Department's international narcotics control

program, which I administer, is to curtail the flow of illicit drugs coming into

the United States from other countries. During the past year, in conjunction
with the White House Office of Drug Abuse Policy, the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration, the National Institute on Drug Abuse, and the U.S. Customs Serv-
ice, we have been evaluating the many complex and difficult issues involved in

developing an effective, coherent global drug conti-ol strategy. Because of its

devastating impact on the health and welfare of our society, heroin must l»e our
foremost drug of concern. In the internationnl program, our goal is to work
with other governments to reduce illicit opium production, destroy heroin refin-

ing laboratories, and disrupt international trafficking networks.
At present, our single most important cooperative narcotics control program

is with Mexico. Since the disruption of the Turkish-French heroin connection in

1972. IMexico has been tlip major source of heroin for the illicit market in the
Uniteil States. Based on drug seizure data. Mexican heroin accounted, by 197.5,

for S()-90 iierccnt of the total heroin entering the United States. However, during
the past several years, the increasingly successful poppy eradication camiwiign
waged by the Mexican Government has resulted in an estimated decrease in that
figure to about O.j-67 percent.

Last February, President Lopez Portillo of Mexico met with President Carter
and affirmed his personal commitment to an intensified effort to curtail illicit

heroin production and traffic. President Lopez assigned new narcotics control



115

nissions to the Mexican Defense Department as well as to other Ministries to

provide additional snpiiort to Attorney General Flores Sanchez, who is respon-

sible for the overall Mexican narcotics control ei^ort. The Mexican Defense
Department, using more than 10.000 troops, is continuing to provide support in

he primary poppy growing areas, both to interdict drug traffic and to inhibit

•eplanting of the illicit opium poppies.

Dr. Bourne and I met twice last year with the Mexican Attorney General, the

Secretary of Defense, and other Mexican officials to review the efforts of our
governments in achieving the common goal of curtailing illicit narcotics prodnc-
;ion and traffic. At our most recent meeting last December, we discussed specific

ilements of an expanded national plan for narcotics control in Mexico that will

)rovide an improved structure for an intensified eradication and enforcement
jffort over tlie next three years.

Since 1973, approximately $50 million in international narcotics control as-

nstance has been provided to Mexico. During the past year, we provided $13.4

nillion in assistance, approximately 30 percent of our total program budget.

We have allocated an additional $13 million for this fiscal year, and we are
i-equesting a similar amount for fiscal year 1979.

Essential factors that must be taken into considei'ation with regard to narcotics

ontrol efforts in Mexico include :

Opium poppies can be grown in many areas of Mexico in successive crops

hronghout the year.

The growing areas are extremely remote and are cultivated by people who
liave no other immediately available cash crop.

The trafficking networks are extremely com;3lex, well developed, and tightly

controlled.

Relations between Mexican traffickers and organized criminal networks within
;he United States increase the problems of effective enforcement and inter-

iiction.

The profits generated by the illicit traffic are so large that the potential for

corruption is great and often hard to combat.
The Mexican Attorney General's office presently employs 487 people in the

aarcotics control effort, which includes enforcement agents, pilots, mechanics,
management and administrative personnel. During the spring and fall when the
iradication campaign is intensified, 70 percent of the Attorney General's per-

sonnel and funds are devoted to the program, althotigh drug abuse responsibilities

represent only 7 percent of the total workload assigned to the Attorney General's
office. Our Embassy estimates that the ^lexican Government spends well over $40
tuillion a year in its drug control efforts, not including i>ersonnel and resources
It the state and local level.

Scores of Mexican enforcement officials have lost their lives or been seriously
injured during recent years wliile carrying out drug control activities. Six
Mexican Federal Judicial Agents were killed in 1977, and 12 were seriously
injured. Twelve pilots and mechanics have also been seriously injured during the
1977 campaign.
Approximately 47,000 fields of opium poppies, comprising about 14,000 acres,

were destroyed in 1977, representing an increase of almost 50 percent over the
previous year's eradication effort. An additional 3,167 poppy fields were destroyed
in January of this year. We recognize that the real success of the Mexican
campaign can only be measured in terms of reduced amounts of heroin reaching
the United States and an amelioration of our drug abuse problem. The scarcity
of heroin supplies in Mexico is now noticeable, with a resulting increase of
wholesale prices. DEA data on purity levels indicate that heroin purity on our
city streets has dropped to the lowest point in 6 years (5.1 per cent) . The increase
in heroin retail prices and the decline in heroin overdose deaths in the United
States are encouraging signs of progress, but it is obvious that the momentum
of the Mexican eradication program must be maintained and intensified. The
Mexican Government agrees with this assessment.

Illicit i>oppy cultivation in Mexico occurs primarily in isolated, mountainous
regions. The Mexican Government is presently reviewing economic and social
studies designed to encourage income substitution programs for those regions.
We do not expect that United States economic assistance will be sought by the
Mexican Government for these programs. However, possible international financ-
ing of rural development projects for primary producing areas has been dis-
cussed informally during the talks that Dr. Bourne and I have had with Mexi-
can officials.
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Our major objective is to assure the continuing commitment of the Mexica
Government to curtail the illicit drug traffic into the United States and to assis

in the development of a long-term capability on the part of the Mexican Goverr
ment to suppress illicit drug production and traflBc. Our immediate efforts ar
designed to enhance the increasing effectiveness of Mexico's narcotics contrc

program. Both governments agree on the necessity for joint efforts designed t

eliminate opium production in Mexico and break up major traflBcking networks
The Mexican Government understandably wishes to avoid the development of
domestic heroin drug abuse problem. They are also acutely aware of the corrosiv
effects that unrestrained illicit drug trafficking can have on the political an
economic stability of their country.

"SVithin the United States Embassy in Mexico, the Deputy Chief of Mission ha
primary responsibility for coordinating the U.S. effort in the bilateral cooperativ

narcotics program. Under his direction is a full-time Special Assistant to th

Ambassador for Narcotics Matters, who carries out daily coordinalion among th

various parts of the Mission involved in narcotics control. He also provides ger

eral direction for the Narcotics Assistance Unit (NAU). which is composed o

fourteen direct hire and contract employees supported by international nai

cotics control funds. This Unit provides overall guidance for a number of en
ployees (37), under contract with the Mexican Government, funded by Intel

national Narcotics Control assistance, in the areas of pilot instruction, aircraf

systems and maintenance, and technical advisory services. The Narcotics A?
sistance Unit is the daily point of contact with the Mexican Attorney General'
office with regard to U.S. program assistance.

As an indication of the importance of our joint efforts with Mexico, the Dru
Enforcement Admini.stration maintains a significant presence in Mexico, wher
it has a major Regional Office, which provides direction to other DEA office

within Mexico as well as Central America. DEA agents work closely with Mexica
Federal Judicial Agents to develop narcotics intelligence and to build case
against major narcotics traffickers. DP]A and the Attorney General's office hav
also developed an important cooperative program, known as "Janus", whereb
evidence originating in United States courts can be used in Mexican courts. B
this method, Mexican traffickers and financiers can be prosecuted on the basis c

evidence generated in the United States.

During the past few years, our international narcotics control funds hav
supported 20-.3o DEA temporary duty (TDY) personnel for two 3-month period

each year. These DEA personnel assist the Mexican Government during th

spring and fall campaigns in the eradication of opium poppy fields and wit!

specific interdiction activities. DEA spotters, flying with Mexican Federal Jud;

cial Police, also a.ssist with visual reconnaissance of the opium poppy fields. I

1977 the Mexican Government increased the numbers of their own trainc

spotters for visual reconnaissance, thereby reducing the level of DEA asslstanc

in this area. In order to maintain the effectiveness of the campaign using optima
levels of TTnited States and Mexican resources, the mode and level of assistanc
is continually being reasses.setl. As the detailed planning of the new national pla

for expanded narcotics control in Mexico evolves, the allocation of both huma
and physical resources will be an integral part of its implementation.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to answer questions.
[The following extract from the INC Congressional Submission for the fisca

year 1970 budget was submitted by Ms. Faleo.]

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL PROGRAM—FISCAL SUMMARY BY APPROPRIATION LIMITATIO

(In thousands)
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INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL PROGRAM-FISCAL SUiVliVIARY

[In thcusandsj

Actual,

fiscal year
1977 1

Planned,

fiscal year
1978 2

I. Country prosrams:
Lai;n America. $17,276 $24, 256

Bolivia

Bra?il

Colombia
Costa Rica

Ecuador.-
Mexico
Paraguay
Peru
Latin America regional

2,935
296
56
38
456

13, 350
9

28
108

1,577
722

East Asia. 5,804 6,419

Burma
Indonesia
Phiiippinss

Thailand

East Asia regional.

4,144
55

(10)
1,615

4,870

"i,"549'

Near East and South Asia. 50

Afghanistan

Pakistan

Total, cjuntry programs. 23, 080

50

30, 725

International organizations:

Colombo Plan

U.N. Fund for Drug Abuse Control.

100
4,000

125

3,000

Total, international organizations. 4,100 3,125

III. Interrepional progr-ims:

Treatment and rehabilita'.ion.

Training ._

258
4,041

760
5,000

Total, interregional

IV. Program support and development.

4,299
596

5,760
2,300

Program total. 32, 075 41,910

' Net obligations.
2 Includes prior year recoveries of $4,810,000.

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL PROGRAM BY FUNCTIONAL ACTIVITY

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

Requested,
fiscal year

1979

$21,221

3,391
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1974-75. The new Mexican administration has intensified the admirable drug
control efforts of its predecessor. Its antidrug efforts are substantial in funds
expended ($40 million plus in 1976 and 1977) and in lives lost in enforcement.
Approximately 47,000 fields of opium poppy (about 17,000 acres) were destroyed
in 1977. representing an increase of almost 50 percent over the previous year's

effort. It is estimated that the eradication program has been successful in pre-

venting over ten tons of heroin from potentially entering the United States in

1977.

Progress toward the project goal will involve a series of objectives, outlined

individually below. The Mexican Government has reared a new National Plan
for achieving the goals of narcotics control. The United States Embassy and the
ISIexican Attorney Generafs (A.G. ) office are jointly developing the plan which
envisions expanded efforts in eradication and interdiction. It will provide for

the establishment of additional zones in Mexico that will be designed upon the

model of the successful effort in Sinaloa and use the same organization and
methods employed in the Sinaloa area, appropriately scaled to meet the eradica-

tion and enforcement needs in other areas of Mexico. The following subprojects

and objectives are predicated on the need to support an effective development of

the new National Plan.
Objective 1 (Aircraft Needs).—To upgrade the airlift capability to support

increased military task force operations against narcotics traffickers and con-

duct spray operations throughout the Republic. The rotary wing fleet now con-

sists of 16 medium-lift helicopters and 19 light helicopters. Fiscal year 1978 pro-

grani expansion requires the provision of 14 adtlitional liglit helicopters ($4.2

million) ; 4 medium-lift helicopters ($4 million) ; and 2 cargo aircraft (.$2,412

million) : helicopter pilot training in the U.S. for 25 Mexican fixed-wing pilots

($.500,000). Total in fiscal year 1978. $11,112 million. Costs in fiscal year 1979
and fiscal year 1980 for aircraft and training : $2 million each year.

Objective 2 (Aircraft Jilaintennnce)

.

—To continue development of an aviation

maintenance sector in the AG's office. An American contractor (E-Systems) began
work on a 4-year plan in September 1977. Additional spare parts funding of $1
million in fiscal year 1978, contract and spare parts funding of $3 million in fiscal

year 1979, and further spare parts funding of $2 million in fiscal year 1980.

Objective 3 (Teleconuminicatvons)

.

—Communications network as increased
bases are established and to provide to the AG equipment which can be loaned
to other agencies to draw them more effectively into the narcotics control effort.

Provision of $1.5 million in telecommunications equipment including related train-

ing in fiscal year 1978, followed by provision of spare parts and ongoing training

in fiscal year 1979 and fiscal year 1980 at a cost of $500,000 each year.

Objective // (Field Support).—To establish a network of forward bases in the

tactical areas and a system of logistic support at the field level to maximize
the utilization of more expensive resources such as aircraft. To support this ob-

jective, provision of commodities and contract services for a field support fund
amounting to $700,000 in fiscal year 1978, $500,000 in fiscal year 1979, and $500,000
in fiscal year 19S0.

Objective 5 (Budgetary Support Campair/n)

.

—To recruit and retain qualified

personnel for the eradication and interdiction programs. To prevent the loss of

these people, to market demand for their scarce skills, it is necessary to continue
the salary supplement fuiul which has worked so effectively during the past
year. The project requires additional funding of $300,000 in fiscal year 197S,

$700,000 in fiscal year 1979, and $800,000 in fiscal year 1980.

Objective G (Mappinf/)

.

—To assist the A.G.'s office in obtaining adequate
quality and quantity of color topographic maps to use for tactical ar.d strategic

planning purpo.ses and have accurate maps available for the sophisticated electro-

optical .scanning sy.stem. Through an agreement with the A.C.. provide equipment,
consumalile materials, and funding to Detenal (GOM mapping agency) to pro-

duce the priority maps within two years. The mapping project will lie incremen-
tally funded at $1 million in fiscal year 1978 and $1 million in fiscal year 1979.

Objective 7 (Remote Sensing).—To develop and place into operation a reliable

extensive area coverage remote sensing system which can detect narcotic plants

at varying stages of maturity in a timely fashion. The A.G. will be tasked to

provide field support and ground truth data. The project requires that $200,000
be Imdgeted in fiscal year 1978. Development and full implementation of the
sophisticated remote sensing system under a USG contract which includes tech-

nical support, equipment and spares, related training, and a high performance
jet aircraft : $4.6 million (fiscal year 1979)

.
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Ohjcctive 8 {Intelligence Data).—To create in Mexico a computerized nar-

cotics iutelligence data system wliicli will permit rapid response to inquiries

originating in the United States and otlier countries and systematize narcotics

intelligence collection and diissemination within Mexico. Activity is under way.

The A.G. is using GOM computer mainframes and is installing terminals in key

ireas Additional key bases will require terminal installations, equipment rental,

md system modifications. Additional assistance : $200,000 in fiscal year 1979 and

i;200,()00 in fiscal year 1980.

Ohjcctive 9 {M.F.J.P. Development) .—To upgrade the professionalism of mdi-

ridual Federal Judicial Police (FJP) agents by promoting the initiation of career

levelopment courses at the FJP training institute and, if acceptable to the GOM,
irovide financial assistance to permit increased pay and benefits for individual

igents working on narcotics control. This objective is highly important because

t assumes an attempt to begin a basic change for the long-term in Mexican nar-

cotics law enforcement through techniques effectively used in the United States.

For planning purposes, the project needs $300,000 in fiscal year 1978 followed by

?500,000 in fiscal year 1979 and $700,000 in fiscal year 1980.

U.S. FINANCING

(In thousands of dollars]

hrough Sept. 30, 1977

stimated fiscal year 1978

Estimated through Sept. 30, 1978.

'reposed fiscal year 1979.

Obligations
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Statement of Richard G. ARELLA^'o. Depxtty Assistant Secretary of State for
Inter-American Affairs

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for inviting me to contribute to your examination of

the State Department's role in combatting the flow of illicit drugs from Mexico.
The picture which the Senior Advisor has juf't provided reflects her personal
leadership and detailed involvement in developing and monitoring it, as well as
narcotics control programs affecting the other American Republics. With this

information already before you it seems most appropriate for me to focus my
remarks on my Bureau's perspective on narcotics.

As Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs, I bear
primary responsibility for coordinating narcotics-related activities within thf
Bureau, and for assuring adequate impetus to these State Department efforts

in the American Republics. We coordinate our activities with those of other
bureaus of the Department and with other agencies through the Senior Advisor,
who is responsible for Department of State international narcotics policy develop-
ment and program coordination. Within the Bureau, a narcotics coordinatiu- in

the Office of Regional Political Programs devotes full time to Bureau narcotic^
activities. Regional offices and country desks contribute to program planning am!
implementation for their areas.

International narcotics control is among the top priorities of the Bureau of

Inter-American Affairs in all countrie.-^ of the region where opium or coca is

produced or trafficked. We continually emphasize the importance of narcotics
control in our diplomatic contacts with foreign government officials, not only
those of narcotics producing and trafficking countries but also those of countries
which can and should contribute to the international narcotics control effort.-^.

Narcotics control efforts are particularly intense in Mexico, the princijial source
of illicit heroin in the United States and an important transit center for drugs
from other sources bound for the Tt.s. market.

Now, concerning organization in the field: Our Ambassador or Deputy Chief
of Mission in Mexican City chairs a Narcotics Control Committee composed of

key mission personnel. It includes the senior representatives of the Drug En-
forcement Administration (DEA), Customs, AID. the Departments of Agricul-
ture and Defense, the U.S. Information Agency, and others. This Committee meets
regularly in order to ensure, through its guidance and leadership, that narcot-
ics programs are carried out in an effective and coordinated way consistent

with overall U.S. goals. Its members also take part in weekly country team
meetings in which narcotics matters not requiring separate deliberations are
regularly discussed. This group considers broad policy questions requiring co-

ordination at the top level among U.S. Government agencies represented in

Mexico.
The Special Assistant for Narcotics Matters, a full-time senior foreign sorvicf

officer, also holds frequent ad hoc meetings of selected key staff to di.scuss spfH-itic

issues as they arise. For example, he might form a small working group to con-

sider a Mexican request for additional telecommunications equipment. Such a

group would include representatives of the Embassy Commercial and Communica-
tions Section, its Narcotics Advisory Unit, and DEA. A problem with financial

overtones would bring in representatives of the Embassy Economic Section, the
Financial Attache, Customs, the Internal Revenue Service, and DEA. Such ad
hoc meetings may occtir once a week or twice a day, depending on circumstances.
This is the mechanism whereby the Embassy exercises its traditional responsi-

bility to oversee the activities of all U.S. agencies overseas and to assure con-
formity with overall policy objectives. In the narcotics program the Embassy
is responsible for adherence to agreed-upon guidelines, some of which stem from
Congressional directives. Any serious violation of such guidelines could jeopardize
our total antinarcotics program or even bilateral cooperation in other areas. The
mechanism also assures that the resources of all Government agencies are brought
to bear in an appropriate way on this area of priority U.S. concern.
Apart from its coordinating role, the State Department has inider its direct

control assistance programs in the field authorized under Section 482 of the For-
eign Assistance Act as amended. The goal of our program in Mexico is to develop
within the Mexican (Jovernment the capability to eradicate illicit crops and lo

interdict trafficking in narcotics, whether produced domestically or transiting:
Mexico en route to the United States.
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'ihe priiicipal forms of State Department-administered support to the Mexican
rug effort have included the furnishing of airci-aft and teU'Oommunications

iuii>ment, toixether with the requisite training to enahle the Mexicans to use

lem in modern applications to drug detection, poppy eradication, and enforcc-

lent work. Our technical assistance, together with certain commodities, is also

elping them to estahlish and administer a network of forward liases in the

iiportant eradication areas and to improve intelligence collection, retrieval,

id analysis. Training and salary supplements are provided to aid the Federal

udicial Police to develop and hold a cadre of qualihed narcotics agents.

I should like also to mention certain diplomatic initiatives in support of the

ircotics program :

>"ecretary Vance and the Mexican Foreign Minister have agreed to establish

separate'joint Subcommittee on Drug Abuse under the Special Working Group
' the Bilateral Consultative Mechanism. This will increase the priority of nar-

)lics control among the many related bilateral issues under continuing discussion

Hi will include legislative repi-esentatives on the Committee from each country,

our colleagues from the other chamber. Congressmen Wolff and Oilman, were
strumental in initiating this proposal and we have just received word of their

)pointment to the Subcommittee. We do not, as yet, have the names of the

enators who will .serve on the Subcommittee.
We .support recent efforts by the Treasury and Justice Departments to bring

)out treaties with Mexico, the Bahamas. Panama, and the Cayman Islands which
ould jirovide for mutual .iudicial assistance in obtaining financial data and
entifying major drug traffickers for prosecution. Exploratory discussions to-

ard such a treaty with Mexico have taken place Within the framework of the

.S./Mexican con.sultative mechanism.
The Bureau has endorsed the establishment of a special telecommunications

uk between the Emltas.sy and the FA Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC). This

stem is now being installed and should facilitate the elevelopment of narcotics

itelligence of common interest to the two countries.

Now a few words about factors that condition the prospects for our Mexican
ircotics control effort : Mexico is the major producer of opium, heroin, and mari-

lana. It alone can produce more than enough heroin to supply the total U.S.

arket. It is a principal transit country for cocaine and, according to recent

telligence, is beginning to be used as a transit point for heroin produced in

Dutheast Asia. Because of Mexico's proximity to the United States and the large

>lume of contraband of all kinds that crosses our common border in both direc-

ons no United States effort to curb the entry of drugs from Mexico can be

fective without parallel efforts in Mexico, requiring the energetic cooperation of

e Mexican authorities.

With the disruption of the Turkish and French heroin trafficking in 1972 illicit

ug activity began migrating to Mexico. Soon the new resources threiwn into

)ium production overwhelmed traditional Mexican drug control programs. By
id-1974 the "Mexican connection" began to generate extensive unfavorable pub-

sity for Mexico both in the U.S. press and Congress.

In November 1975 Mexico made the politically difficr^t decision to begin

stroying poppy fields with herbicide to replace the generally ineffective earlier

'Stem of manual destruction. This decision was responsible for a quantum
ap in Mexican narcotics control efforts, a major legacy of the former Mexican
(ministration. Once the decision was made the Mexicans requested our support

id the United States responded rapidly, expediting delivery of needed equip-

ent, providing instructor hehcopter pilots, and expanding technical advisory

rvices. The Mexican Government pre)cured and paid for all herbicides used in

le program—and still does so. The new Mexican Administration of President

:>pez Portillo has intensifieel the drug contrejl efforts of its predecessor, and has
orked closely with this U.S. Administration at all level to curb illicit drug pro-

iction anel trafficking.

Miss Falco has mentioned the achievements of the drug enforcement program
hich the Mexican authorities are operating with our support. As she pointed

it, the equivalent of $40 million from the national budget is dedicated to it an-

lally, and the Attorney General's Office now employs 487 people in the narcotics

ntrol effort. The seriousness of the Mexican commitment can also be measured
I injuries and lives lost in the course of duty by these associated with the pro-

am—in the 1977 campaign alone, 24 serious injuries and six deaths.



122

These figures do not fully disclose the cost to Mexico of drug enforcement pro-

grams. Their political costs and perils may be inferred from the economic setting

:

It has been suggested that the drug trade in Mexico may amount to as much
as 4 percent of the gross domestic product ($3 billion vs. $78 billion). Heroin
shipments to the United States are estimated to earn $700 million in foreign
exchange annually on a net basis ; this may be compared with earnings of $228
million in 1976 for coffee, Mexico's leading commercial export. Such large amounts
of money in illegal channels quickly accumulate fortunes for the cliques who
deal in these illicit goods. The potential for corruption by means of enormous
resources in the hands of criminal elements is a very real factor which must be
dealt with.
In looking at the domestic factors which underline the drug issue in Mexico,

one must also take note of an agricultural economy in which three-fourths of
all crop sales are made by 15 percent of the farmers, with many of the remain-
ing farmers living at the subsistence level. Poppies are typically cultivated in

remote mountainous areas where they provide the sole cash income for the popu-
lation. Eradication of the crop means eradication of their income—a matter
which concerns Mexican officials who have to consider their responsibility for the
welfare of their own people. Substitute means of earning needed cash must
clearly be considered. Rural development programs are clearly a priority.

In these circumstances it would be a mistake to adopt a complacent attitude
toward the Mexican commitment to narcotics enforcement. The Mexican au-
thorities hope to achieve substantial self-sufficiency for their national efforts
after 1980. But they can succeed in their endeavor only by sustained effort, at
considerable expense, and by withstanding numerous challenges from competing
interests. Exijerience suggest that a single decisive blow will not quell the nar-
cotics problem definitively. It is to be expected, rather, that each successive reduc-
tion in illicit activity will be costlier than the last and will require a higher
level of vigilence to maintain. Witli increasing success in eradication and inter-
diction we can expect that areas less carefully monitored—outside Mexico as
well as within—will become attractive to fugitive illicit operations, obliging the
coor>erating authorities constantly to cast their net wider and to sharpen their
methods of detection and pursuit. As a principal beneficiary of such efforts on the
part of Mexico and other American republics, the United States cannot afford
to relax its surveillance of drug problems in these countries. We must be prepared
to continue to cooperate appropriately, and imaginatively, with their increas-
ingly sophisticated enforcement efforts.

In view of the large number of variables involved, the ingenuity, inventive-
ness, and immense resources of those involved in production and trafficking, we
have not attempted to fix any given, specific number of years such as 5 or 10
for the achievement of goals related to narcotics in any country. Instead, we let

the accomplishments of our action programs help us to determine what steps
may be feasible or realistic for the succeeding period.
The State Department Bureau of Inter-American Affairs, and I personally,

welcome the interest of this Subcommittee in our efforts to keep illicit narcotics
from Mexico out of the American market. I will l)e happy to discuss with you
further any questions you may have on the program.

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 19, 1978

Statement of William J. Anderson, Deputy Director, General Government
Division, General Accounting Office

Mr. Chairman and meml)ers of the sul)Committee: You have requested that we
discuss today a report of the General Accounting Office of December 2, 1977,
dealing with illegal entry at the United States-Mexico border. Although our report
discussed the entry of drugs and p<m)1)1p, our comments today will deal primarily
with efforts to halt the tiansit of illicit drugs across the border.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, in the past few years law enforcement afforts

along the United States-Mexico l^order have grown in significance because of the
increasing transit of illicit drugs and undociimentod aliens across this border.
United States authorities estimated that in 1971, heroin flowing from and through
Mexico represented 20 percent of thf> heroin consimied in the United States. For
1975, they estimated that 89 percent of the heroin reaching the United States
came from poppies grown in Mexico.
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Current information shows that this percentage has dropped significantly in
the last 2 years, due mainly to the Mexican-U.S. cooperative campaign to eradi-
cate opium poppy cultivation through the use of herl)icideR. Mexico, however,
is still considered to be the major source of heroin reaching this country.

Although meaningful figures on undocumented liens are hard to come by,
INS data shows that from 1971 through 1975 the number of such ahens appre-
hended increased by about 85 percent—from 420,126 to 766,600. Most undocu-
mented aliens apprehended are Mexican—about 90 percent.
The Federal policy on preventing illegal immigration emphasizes interdiction

at the border rather than apprehension of illegal aliens after settlement. For drugs
the policy calls for giving priority in both supply and demand reduction efforts
to those drugs which inherently pose a greater risk to the individual and to society.
Heroin is the top-priority drug.

FEDERAL AGENCIES RESPONSIBLE FOR BORDER CONTROL

Control of the border is basically a task of controlling the movement of people,
vehicles, aircraft, ))oats, and goods. There are over 400 Federal laws and regulations
governing entry and departure of people and goods across the border. Agencies
with a role in controlling the Southwest border include the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) ; Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (BATF) ; Depart-
ment of Defense; Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) ; Coast Guard;
Department of Agriculture ; and Public Health Service. The principal agencies in-

volved in law enforcement are the Customs Service, Immigration and Naturali-
zation Service (INS), and the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA).
From a law enforcement standpoint, the primar}^ responsibilities of these three

agencies at the border are:

Preventing the illegal entry of persons into the United States,
Preventing contraband from entering the country, and
Investigating narcotics and dangerous ch-ug violations.

In carrying out these responsil^ilities, both INS and Customs use patrol of-

ficers, port-of-entry inspectors, and investigators, DEA is the single Federal agency
charged with responsibility for investigation pertaining to narcotics and dangerous
drug violators.

Smugglers enter the United States by four modes: Through ports of entry;
by boat into coastal areas })etween ports of entry; on foot or by vehicle between
ports of entry; or over the Ijorder by air.

Ports of entry

Before crossing the border into the United States, vehicles and pedestrians are
stopped at the primary inspection lanes where only the most cursory inspections
of vehicles, persons, and baggage are conducted. The primary inspectors are
responsible for determining whether a vehicle and its occupants or a pedestrian
should be referred to the secondar.y inspection area for a thorough examination.
Customs and INS share responsibility for staffing the primary lanes.

Land patrols between ports of entry

The vast areas between the ports of entry along the United States-Mexico
border and the limited resources available to prevent illegal entry demand that
available resources l)e deployed in a manner to gain optimum results. The INS
Border Patrol tnd the Customs Patrol have overlapping roles for control of illegal

movement across the land borders between the ports. The patterns of illegal entry
result in concentration of each agency's patrol officers in the same high-volume
crossing areas.

Air interdiction

Air interdiction forces have had some success in apprehending smugglers using
aircraft to cross the border. The results to date, however, are considered marginal.
The aircraft deployed by INS are not capable of air interception operations.

These aircraft operate at low altitudes and at slow speeds in support of Border
Patrol ground activities. Similar aircraft are operated by Customs in support of

Customs Patrol ground operations.
DEA's air operations are devoted mainly to surveillance flights with an increas-

ing number of pilots and aircraft being devoted to special operations.

Marine interdiction

Customs, DEA, and the Coast Guard all have roles in preventing drug smug-
gling by sea. The agencies have had some success in interdicting marihuana Ijeing

smuggled by sea. The Coast Guard, as you know, has made some large seizures off

25-024—78 9
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the East Coast in recent months. Generally, however, marine enforcement efforts

have rarely resulted in hard narcotics seizures in other than user amounts.

ACHIEVEMENTS OF BORDER LAW ENFORCEMENT

While it is not possible to measure the deterrent effect of the current level of

border law enforcement, the available supply of drugs and the estimated number
of illegal aliens attest to the fact that it has not loeen a serious impediment to illegal

entry. The substantial Federal investment for enforcement at the Southwest border
is achieving only a limited measurable impact on the drug and alien problem.

Border forces interdict only a small quantity of the estimated heroin and cocaine
entering the United States from Mexico. Most seizures are of marihuana. In fiscal

j-^ear 1976, Customs and INS seized about 2 percent of the heroin, less than 1 per-

cent of the cocaine, and 10 percent of the marihuana estimated to come from and
through Mexico. When DEA's border area seizures are added, these interceptions

equal 6 percent of the heroin, 3 percent of the cocaine, and 13 percent of the
marihuana. It is fairly obvious that the quantity of drugs being interdicted is not
having a significant impact on the drug problem. This is especially true when one
considers that these figures presume the drug seizures to be 100-percent pui-e while
the purity of border seizures are generally significantly less—usually below 50
percent purity.

Border apprehensions seldom involve high-level traffickers. The overwhelming
majority of persons crossing the l)order in possession of drugs who are appre-
hended )jy Customs and INS are drug users, small-time operators, couriers, or low-
level memljers of drug ti'afficking organizations. DEA's data show that less than
2 percent of the interdictions referred from INS and Customs involve major
violators, and about three-fourths of these were marihuana violators.

The results with respect to apprehension of aliens are more impressive but the
problem remains serious. More illegal aliens are successful in getting into the
United States than are prevented from entering. Many aliens apprehended are
repeaters; some have been apprehended as many as 10 times.

PROBLEMS AFFECTING BORDER LAW ENFORCEMENT

Although border control alone will not solve the drug or illegal alien prol)lems,.

it is a necessary element if the Nation is evei' to control these problems. We l)elieve

that much more could be done if Federal liorder law enforcement activities were
better planned, coordinated, integrated, and executed. The efficiency and effective-

ness of law enforcement eft'orts at the border would be enhanced if intelligence

support was improved and the costly overlapping and poor coordination of enforce-
ment activities and support systems were corrected.

These are some of the specific problems we identified

:

There was a shortage of inspectors at the four ports of entry we visited along
the Southwest border, even though most seizures of hard narcotics were made at

the ]3orts of entry. Inspection manpower has a significant impact on the thorough-
ness of inspections performed at these locations.

The only detection devices available to assist inspectors at the ports of entry
are TECS data—Treasury's automated intelligence system, which is used by
Customs for disseminating information to inspection and enforcement personnel

—

and trained detection dogs. The value of TECS data for ports-of-entry interdic-

tions is limited l^ecause it is primarily keyed to vehicle license numbers.
Detector dogs are effective time-saving drug interdiction aids. However, border

officials believe that much of the hard narcotics which comes through the ports is

packaged and inserted into the human bodj^. Detector dogs are not used to search
people, and inspectors are reluctant to perform intensive personal searches.
The INS Border Patrol and the Customs Patrol have ovei-lapping roles for con-

trol of illegal movements aci'oss th(> land borders between the ports. Poor coordina-
tion and cooperation between the Customs and INS liorder patrols, as well as

costly overlapping facilities, have contributed to conflicts and tension and pro-
duced only marginal results.

Although a Memorandum of Understanding exists between INS and Customs
mandating "full coojxMation between the two Services," this cooperation does not,

in reality, exist. To illustrate, while waiting and watching with a Customs Patrol
officer at a border canyon where a sensor hit occurred, the supervisory patrol
officer told us that a lack of personnel might cause them to miss the intrude)-.

Right after he made this statement, an INS Border Patrol car ciuised slowly by
our position, Init no attempt was made to contact it and ask for assistance. Patrol
officers could not recall a single example of assistance to one agency by the other
on an as-needed basis.
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JOINT OPERATIONS BETWEEN AGENCIES HAVE NOT BEEN EFFECTIVE

The Presidential White Paper on Drug Al)use issued in 1975 recommended that

a program for more effective border control be developed and that the principal

law enforcement agencies along the border improve their coordination activities

to include joint task force operations.
Thei'e have been several of these joint operations since 1975. These were to be

cooperative coordinated efforts among the various law enforcement agencies, Ijut

in actualitj^ they very rarely tiu'ned out that way. There have been minimal or no
coordination efforts among agencies involved and interdiction lesults have been
varied and not very impressive. There were some large marihuana seizures but
heroin seizures were disappointing. A discussion of a few of the operations follows:

Operation Diamond Back, which took place April 20-May 2G, 1976, was initi-

ated to augment Customs resources with those of other Federal agencies—DEA,
FAA, Border Patrol, and the U.S. Coast Guard—to increase interdiction capa-
bility. In post-operative evaluations the participants reported a lack of planning,

coordination, cooperation and intelligence. Fundamental planning and coordi-

nation never got out of the idea stage. The decision making process was verj^ poor
due to confusion as to who had the authority to direct action. Customs Air Support
Branch and Customs patrol officers considered the air and sea operations a failure.

No arrests or seizures were made.
Operations Star Trek I and II were initiated by Customs along the Califoi-nia

and Arizona borders with Mexico. Star Trek I took place in 1975 and Star Ti-ek II

a year later. DEA was to provide the intelligence information needed for the
operation.

Star Trek I, an intensified air, land, and sea operation primarily aimed at

interdictions between ports-of-entry resulted in some large marihuana seizures

and small quantities of various other drugs.
Customs officials felt that the weakness of the operation was the scant informa-

tion provided by DEA. A DEA official at the El Paso Intelligence Center said

the.y were not asked to support the Star Trek I operation and actually received
onh^ two phone calls from Star Trek personnel.

Star Trek II involved DEA, FAA, Customs Service, the Air Force, and the
Coast Guard. Cooperation was poor and lack of intelligence was still a major
weakness. U.S. Coast Guard participation was much less than in Star Trek I.

There were no joint patrols by Customs and the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard
followed its own patrol program and operated independently of Customs. Drug
seizures dui'ing Star Trek II increased over the first operation, but total seizures

had very little impact on the constant flow of dangerous drugs coming from
Mexico.

BORDER NEEDS AN INTEGRATED STRATEGY AND OVERALL CONTROL PLAN

Control of the United States-Mexico border is a complex and most difficult task
that requires a comprehensive, coordinated effort by all segments of the border law
enforcement community.
The executive branch of the Federal Government has not developed an inte-

grated strategy or a comprehensive border control plan to consider all aspects cf

the problem and establish clear, measurable olijectives indicating what it intends

to accomplish with the various law enforcement resources. A plan of this type is

critical because of the many agencies with overlapping responsibilities.

Over the past few years the Congress, the executive branch, and GAO have
issued reports identifying problems among Federal border enforcement agencies

and containing suggestions for improving their cooperation and coordination.

While some recommendations have been implemented and outward appearances
have changed as a result of these efforts, the essential characteristics of the

problem remain. Separate agencies with different orientations continue to identify

the best means to meet their specific missions, with limited consideration for the

activity of the others. This has led to the development of separate but similar

lines of effort that continue to dilute border coverage and impact. Little con-

sideration is given to overall border security.

There is obviously a need for an integrated Federal strategy and comprehensive
border control plan. Assignment of border control responsibilities to a single

agency would be the surest way of achieving this. Pending any decision in this

regard, we believe:

The executive branch should provide the Congress, along with its appropriations

requests, an overview of law enforcement along the United States-Mexico border.

Included in this overview should be an analysis which brings together the budget

requests and law enforcement strategies of the various border law enforcement

agencies.
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The Office of Management and Budget, Office of Drug Abuse Policy, and the
principal border agencies should develop an integrated stratgey and comprehen-
sive operational plan for borrler control. This plan should consider the various
alternatives to managing border operations ranging from the present management
structure to single-agency management.
The President's Reorganization Project has circulated a document containing

reorganization options related to border management to various individuals and
groups for comment and suggestions. Until agreement is reached on the funda-
mental question of purpose or mission at the border, the selection of reorganization
options would appear to be premature.

Ironically, and perhaps predictably, since the current efforts tov/ard reorganiza-
tion were initiated the agencies involved in border enforcement have placed an
increased emphasis on voluntary cooperative agreements. Similar abortive efforts

in the past do not convince us that any lasting good will result.

Some hard decisions remain to be made regarding how this country can best
respond to its Southwest border problems. The options range from the extreme of

a politically and economically infeasible "Berlin-wall" arrangement that would
almost guarantee no illicit intrusion to the loose controls over entry along the
Canadian border. Somewhere in between lies an optimum mix of people and
resources that should be applied to the border. Development of an overall Federal
strategy is the first step that needs to be taken in coming to grips with this major
problem.

'.Statement of Richard L. Williams, Assistant Director (Drug Abuse
Policy), Domestic Policy Staff

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a pleasure to be here today
to discuss Border Management and Interdiction. When the President estal)lished

the Office of Drug Abuse Policy in March of last year, he asked Dr. Peter Bourne,
the Director, to assume the lead role in studying the organization and manage-
ment of Federal drug abuse prevention and control functions. Our report on
Border Management represents one of a series of policy reviews conducted by
the Office of Drug Aljuse Policy of all Federal drug abuse functions.

A major part of the Federal effort to reduce the availability of illegal drugs is

directed towards disrupting the supply chain at any point where it may be
vulnerable, from overseas sources to domestic interstate drug trafficking net-

works. The United States border provides a unique opportunity in this chain of

drug trafficking to intercept the drugs, arrest the person, and perhaps trace the
source or the ultimate destination of the illegal drugs. Our border also serves

many other important national interests in regulating the international flow of

persons, merchandise and commercial carriei's.

Our border contiol is a piecemeal activity with numerous Federal agencies
responsible for specific interests and specific functions in the border areas. Several
studies of border control have lieen conducted in recent years. However, each of

these studies focused on a specific function or pi'oblem rather than taking a com-
prehensive view of the entire border control effort. As part of the President's

goal to achieve greater effectiveness in government operations, our review was
directed toward the broad and long-term goal of improving the overall border
control effoi-t.

We formed an interagency review team with representation from the principal

Departments and agencies involved in control of the borders of the United States.

The Departments of Justice, Treasury and Transportation, the U.S. Customs
Service, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, and the Drug Enforcement
Administration provided full time representatives. The Departments of State and
Agriculture, as well as Health, Education, and Welfare, and representatives of the
U.S. Coast Guard and the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the
Interior also contributed to the study effort. I will summarize the major points
of the team report.

Our report describes the vastness and distinctness of the liorder areas and the
functions performed Ijy the Federal agencies responsible for border control. In the
past, we have responded to border management problems in a fragmented manner
When a problem arose, new budget resources and manpower were allocated to the
agency immefliately responsible without deliberate consideration of how changes
v/ould affect overall border management. The cuiTent organizational structure
contributes to the prol)lem with personnel from eight agencies representing seven
different Departments directly involved in border operations.
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The basic assumption of our review is that improved effectiveness of loorder

control will enhance all related programs including drugs, aliens, guns, etc.

Further, an improved management structure could serve as the foundation for all

border control efforts and would be likely to accomplish far more than a self-

limited effort directed at improving control over one particular commodity.
After an extensive review of the problems and issues as seen by the agencies

responsible for border control, the review team conducted a series of field trips to

develop firsthand information on operating practices and problems. We also

interviewed field managers and individual officers at all types of border locations.

The report is directed at the two principal functions of border control: inspec-

tion of persons and goods at ports of entry, and patrolling between ports of entry.

The Agencies with primary responsibility for these two key functions are the U.S.

Customs Service in the Department of the Treasury and the Immigration and
Naturalization Service in the Department of Justice. Other agencies provide spe-

cialized skills and functions in support of their areas of interest. The review team
identified two major issues: the lack of coordinated border management, and sig-

nificant overlap and duplication of effort in both of the principal border control

functions. There is an obvious overlap and duplication in patrolling activities

between land ports of entry, with both the Immigration Service and the Customs
Service responsible for providing a patrol force in these areas in support of each
of their separate missions. There is also overlap and duplication in inspection

responsibilities and management structures at ports of entry, particularly at

airports and larger land ports. In seeking a solution to these problems, several

options were considered.
The first option was assigning a higher budget priority to selected border control

functions. We concluded that simply adding more budget resources to the exist-

ing agencies was not likely to provide any major improvement in the system,
A second option would provide single agency management over key functions

by consolidating the inspection function in one agency and the partoUing function

in another. The review team concluded that while this would reduce duplication,

it would not be effective in eliminating the potential for conflict between the
agencies. Further, we noted that this approach had been recommended on pre-

vious occasions but had never successfully reached implementation.
The review team also considered an option of establishing a multi-purpose

border management agency which would include all of the existing responsibil-

ities and resources of the Immigration and Naturalization Service and the U.S.
Customs Service. By combining the two principal border enforcement agencies,

a new agency would be created to provide the basic foundation for a full service

organization for control over entry of persons and goods. It would also allow
consolifiation of some support functions and could be handled so as to m-inimize

opposition and turbulence so often associated with reorganization efforts.

The Review Team considered a fourth option which would go beyond control

over entry to consolidate management of the major Federal resources involved
in the control of the borders and U.S. waters forming the perimeters of the United
States. This option would expand the size and responsibilities of the new orga-
ization by including the U.S. Coast Guard. It assumed that the Coast Guard
would remain a separate entity within the border management agency to facil-

itate its transfer for national security purposes during time of war.
As the last step in the process of developing the report, the options were fur-

nished to the involved agencies for review and comment, and the responses received
were attached as appendices to the report. After consideration of these responses,

the review team made the following recommendations

:

(1) A multi-purpose border management agency should be created by con-
solidating the Immigration and Naturalization Service and the U.S. Customs
Service in a new agenc}^ (the third option).

(2) An appropriate reorganization plan should be developed by the President's

Reorganization Project to include placement of the consolidated border manage-
ment agency in a Cabinet Department consistent with overall government reor-

ganization planning.

(3) A consolidation of the agencies and functions involved should be achieved
through an umbrella management concept with the reorganization plan pro-
viding a set of initial priorities. However, the new Director should be allowed
flexibility in determining the internal structure of the new agency. The following
functions should receive high priority for early consolidation:

(a) Primary inspection at all ports;

(b) Patrolling of the land borders;
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(c) The operational support activities, particularly communications and com
puter systems ; and ,. • •

(d) the management structure and administrative support activities.

The review team suggested that the new Director be given these priorities and

be required to report back to the President and to the Congress at the end of

18 months on the accomplishments during the transition period and his plan for

the next phase.
, t^ ,

The President's Reorganization Project in the Office of Management and Budg-

et has the ultimate responsibility for developing reorganization plans in conjunc-

tion with its on-going reorganization study of the entire Federal Government.

Our report provides 0MB with a current evaluation of border control activities

and recommendations for improvement. The Reorganization Project staff cur-

rently is preparing recommendations for the President regarding border manage-

ment. Our report will also l^e used in conjunction with the other on-going drug

policy reviews in developing a new Federal Drug abuse prevention strategy for

1978.
I wish to thank you for your support of the drug abuse prevention programs

and for the opportunity to present the significant features of our Border Manage-
ment report. I will be glad to respond to any questions you may have or furnish

any additional information that you desire.

Statement of Robert E. Chasen, Commissioner of Customs

INIr. Chairman, and members of the committee, it is a pleasure for me to appear

before you to report on the efforts of the U.S. Customs Service to prevent the

importation of dangerous drugs into the United States.

This task requires the close coordination and cooperation of all the concerned

agencies: federal, state, local, and foreign. Because of the number of involved

agencies, there have been some pro]>lems of coordination in the past. Hov/ever,

we are woiking together with all involved agencies and have largely eliminated any

problems bj'- cooperation.
Customs role in drug interdiction was defined by Reorganization Plan No. 2 of

1973 which created the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA). Essentially,

Customs function is to interdict all contra])and at more than 300 ports of entry

and along the land and sea borders of the United States. We are the nation's first

Hne of defense against all forms of smuggling and have been statutorily assigned

this mission since 1789.
The same statutes which charge us with the responsiljility for safe-guarding the

nation's l^orders cover a wide and diverse range of civil and criminal authorities

which allows our mission to be carried out in a versatile and flexil:>le manner.
The drug smuggling prol:)lem facing us is a very large one. Although we have no

definitive assessment of the quantities of illicit drugs being smuggled into the

United States, it is apparent that they are l)eing smuggled in massive quantities.

In the past fiscal year, we have alone or together with other agencies such as Coast

Guard seized nearly l.G million pounds of marihuana, 1(),000 pounds of hashish,

278 pounds of heroin, and 951 pounds of cocaine having the total estimated value

of 924 million dollars.

The variety of smuggling modes is endless along our land and sea border which
stretches for' 9(5,000 miles. During the 1977 fiscal year. Customs seized 11,000

vehicles, 285 vessels, and 121 aircraft. Despite these figures, we believe that we
have merely scratched the surface of drug smuggling.

For Customs effectively to perform its function with respect to the interdiction

of diugs, it is necessary to coordinate our efforts with other agencies and to develop

methods of deploying our resources in ways which will bring us the greatest

return. Simply, we cannot he all places at once.

The principal problem to be faced is that our national borders can not be

effectively protected by traditional methods. Smuggling contraband is an old

game, but the modern day smuggler, adopting many of the advances of recent

technology, has to be countered with equally up-to-date modes of operation. Any
enforcement strategy has to quickly face up to the vast range of ongoing smuggling.

Modes of operation "adapted liy sniugglers are closely aligned to the illegal product

involved, the environmental characteristics of the particular location, and in many
instances the enforcement practices then in use.

The level of smuggling of narcotics has continued almost unabated. Marihuana
smuggling which has been growing in recent years, proba])ly has reached an esti-
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mated annual IG million pound level. Smuggling has ])ecome highly organized

with a greater proportion pouring in through illegal aircraft and small lioat channels.

Intordi"ction has become, of course, correspondingly more difficult, especially

considering the quantity and cjuality of the aircraft, l)oats, and associated equip-

ment available to Customs. "Hard" "drugs, smuggled in relatively small quantities,

remains a special detection and interception problem.

Although the interdiction problems confronting Customs at the ports and other

areas along the border may appear to be considerably different, common to both

is the basic problem of detecting the proverbial "needle in the haystack." At the

ports of entry, whether they be land, seaport, or airport, Customs is faced with

detecting the contraband among the enormous volume of incoming persons or

cargo. At other locations along the border the interdiction problem is detecting

anfl intercepting the smuggler in the vastness of the area that must be covered.

The use of aircraft or boats for smuggling adds additional dimensions to the

overall problem. Interdiction then requires special capabilities for reliable detec-

tion of contraband when hidden on a person, in cargo, in a vehicle, or when it is

illegally crossing the border at a location between the ports.

To carry out our interdiction mission, we apply the principles of systems

analysis to develop programs which would provide a balanced enforcement pro-

gram integrating all Customs resources, as well as enforcement resources available

from other agencies and which would use Customs unique legal authorities to

achieve maximum results.

We develop systematized programs tailored to deal v»^ith smuggling by all

conceivable modes—between our ports of entry on foot or by vehicle or even by
mule pack; at ports of entry whether by passenger, vehicle, vessel, or in cargo;

and by private aircraft and private vessel. Our objectives cannot, of course, be

the complete elimination of smuggling but are those of raising the level of risk

to the smuggler, to provide maximum deterrence, and, more importantly, to

make seizures which provide valuable intelligence and investigative leads that

can thereafter be developed into smuggling conspiracies, both domestic and
foreign.

Our strategy is to deploy an interdiction force between ports—air, land, and
sea—of sufficient capability to force the smugglers into ports where Customs has

greatest control. At the ports, through which significant amounts of heroin are

reportedly smuggled, Customs has instituted an intensified screening of personnel,

vehicles, and cargo. It is physically impossible for the Customs Service to screen,

inspect and search each of the millions of vehicles, tons of cargo, and mountains
of mail which arrive in the United States annually. We have identified various

modes of smuggling and are applying sampling techniques to try and detect

smuggling usage. We couple this with intensified inspection periods where we
conduct a very high level of inspection. Cargo containers are sampled based on
origin, destination, contents and other criteria.

Passenger inspections are aided Ijy profiles, computer screening, and other

systems designed to sort out potential smugglers. Interestingly, these screening

methods actually speed-up passenger clearance while our seizures have increased.

One innovation which has proven extremely successful in coping with the

monumental inspection task with which we are confronted is the use of detector

dogs. We are using the unique ability of dogs to discriminate between scents to

provide an effective search and detection method to locate narcotics and explosives

secreted in vehicles, vessels, aircraft, cargo and mail. Dogs are never used to

screen people.
Where it may take a Customs inspector as much as 30 minutes to reasonably

assure himself that a vehicle is free of narcotics or other contraband, a dog can
screen the same vehicle in 4 to 5 minutes. A dog can screen 400 to 500 packages

in 30 minutes.
Many foreign governments have observed the tremendous success of the Cus-

toms Detector Dog Program and we are providing similar training to them under
the auspices of our Foreign Customs Assistance Program.
We have a program to develop portable and fixed devices for use at ports and

other border areas to detect concealed narcotics and other contraband. We have
surveyed current technological efforts of private and public institutions for their

possil'^le application to the detection of narcotics and contraband. We are con-

stantly expanding and improving our ground sensor system aimed at detecting

illegal vehicle and pedestrian traffic. We have continued the development of de-

p#
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tection techniques based on vapor detection, x-rays, neutron radiation and thermal
imagery.
We have installed and begun an operational evaluation of the first of four x-ray

machines specifically designed to examine merchandise entering at our ports along

the Southwest border. Three additional x-ray systems will be installed in this

fiscal year. We also use x-ray systems designed to examine vehicle tires, parcels

and foreign mail entering the United States. We have increased our use of sophisti-

cated night vision devices, and we are expanding our force of detector dogs, which
have been increasingly successful in detecting concea,led narcotics. Along the

Mexican border, we have instituted an Unattended Border Alert Surveillance

System, and our Land Branch has opened new patrol stations in Sierra Vista,

Tucson, Presidio, and Big Bend National Park in Texas.
Although only in its initial development stage, the electro/chemical narcotics

and explosives detection system, to be located at major airports and border points

of entry, is designed for more efficient processing at the ports. Once developed,

the vapor detection apparatus would detect the major prohil:)ited drugs—hereoin,

cocaine, hashish, and marihuana—and in addition can detect explosives. Several

configurations have been developed to examine passengers, Vjaggage, and mail
parcels.

Protecting our sea borders against the rising number of small boats and private

yachts used for smuggling has proven an exceedingly difficult and complex task.

The magnitude of the problem is illustrated by the vast area to be protected.

There are 4,993 miles of coastal waters in the contiguous 48 states and 12,393 miles

of additional coastal waters for Hawaii and Alaska. Moreover, we must protect a

the nearly 30,000 miles of improved inland waterways.
A recent smuggling technique has evolved in which large freighters or "mother-

ships" laden with contraband hover in international waters as small high speed
boats and fishing vessels ferry the illicit merchandise to shore. These motherships
will cruise from the Caribbean, north along the Eastern seaboard, making nu-
merous drops. The ships have ranged from 70 to 300 feet in length, the largest i

having a capacity to haul in excess of 100,000 pounds of marihuana.
Although many reports are received indicating that cocaine is bemg smuggled)

by small boats, there have been few seizures, and these for the most part have
consisted of very small amounts. However, there is substantial evidence that
cocaine is being smuggled into the United States aboard commercial cargo vessels,

many of which operate in the banana trade out of Turbo, Colombia. Late last

year, Customs seized 157 pounds of cocaine off the M/V MAYA in Miami. This
seizure was exceeded only bj^ 181 pounds seized off the M/V EA in Tampa in 1976.

Both vessels were in the banana trade. A successful forfeiture action against the
EA, a commercial vessel, was recently achieved and an order for a judicial sale

of the vessel has been entered.
To enable Customs to have some indication of what vessels may be engaged in

smuggling a vessel lookout list and the Vessel Violation Profile System (WPS)
have been established. The vessel lookout list includes privately owned pleasure

vessels as well as motherships, whereas the WPS is limited to commercial vessels.

The lookout list is limited to those vessels which are suspected of engaging in

large-scale drug importations, whereas the WPS focused on vessels which have
violated or are suspected to have violated any law and/or regulation, and contains

intelligence and lookout data relevant to such violations. The WPS records are

accessible through a special TECS query which Customs now requires upon the
arrival of every commercial vessel.

In response to the escalating level of smuggling by private aircraft across the
nation's border, especially the Southern border, the Congress in 1969, authorized
the establishment of a Customs Air Support Program.

Initially, Customs acquired assorted light aircraft. These were used to conduct
surveillances, but were ineffective for detection, interception and tracking of

smuggler aircraft. Our need was for Customs aircraft equipped with special com-
mercial navigation and communications equipment. Devices were needed for

tracking of suspect aircraft, as well as good speed and long range capabilities.

Interdiction also required detecting and following smuggler aircraft operating in

darkness. We had an obvious need for a more sophisticated technical approach if

interdiction was to become a reality.

Technologically, Customs has made enormous strides since acquiring eight

surplus military aircraft in 1969. In addition to constant improvements in air-

borne radar and Forward Looking Infrared (FLIR) capabilities, both used for
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ietecting and tracking suspect aircraft, Customs has developed all-important

;upport systems to assist the air interdiction units. The supporting systems
nclude the Treasury Enforcement Communications System (TECS), the Private

\ircraft Reporting System (PAIRS), and the recent breakthrough in implement-
ng an interagency agreement with the military and the Federal Aviation Admin-
stration for long-range radar coverage.
There are six Air Support Branches located at military air bases near San

Diego, Tucson, El Paso, San Antonio, New Orleans and Miami. These locations

vere selected because of their proximity to major air smuggling routes along the

)order, but smugglers can, and do, cross the border almost anywhere. Since

he Southern border of the United States is more than 4,000 miles long, each Air

Branch has the responsibility for protecting an air corridor that, on the average,

s 700 miles wide. Basic to interdiction of air smuggling is the development of an
'ffective means of detection, identification and interception.

Once detected, we must ascertain whether the aircraft is involved in smuggling.
IJustoms implemented a Private Aircraft Reporting System (PAIRS) to assist

»ur air units in identifying probal)le smuggler aircraft. Under regulations, a
)rivate aircraft planning to cross the Southwest border must report 15 minutes
)rior to penetrating U.S. airspace, and land at one of 13 designated airports,

mless it has received special permission to go on to its destination. If an aircraft

loes not report in or does not land at a designated airport, then it can be presumed
be involved in smugghng, and the Customs Air Units can take appropriate

iction to intercept and apprehend.
Because of the vast airspace of the borders, smugglers initially detected by

•adar and identified by PAIRS are still difficult to intercept. Two major factors

•elating to aircraft performance are of prime importance; namely speed and
•ange. Customs aircraft must be able to rapidly reach the detection point on the

)order, or the smuggler will have the time for evasive action. The plane must then
)e able to go slow enough to trail the suspect plane. In addition, to detect and to

ock on to the target. Customs aircraft must have an efficient airborne radar as

veil as a Forward Looking Infrared (FLIR) system, which provides an all-

veather night operation capability. Even with this equipment, smuggler aircraft,

vith greater speed and range, have "run away" from the Customs aircraft.

We are also conducting a pilot program with the Air Force regarding the use
)f the Advance Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft to detect air-

craft crossing over the Mexican border. By integrating sophisticated radar
detection systems with our high performance aircraft, we expect a significant

ncrease in the effectiveness of our air program.
To coordinate these many enforcement methods, Customs has developed a

nost effective major computer system. This system, called the Treasury En-
'orcement Communications System (TECS), is a real time network with almost
)00 terminals permitting instantaneous access to enforcement data by name,
/•ehicle license numl:)er, or vessel or aircraft number.
TECS is the central nervous system, or backbone if you will, of the entire

ntegrated tactical interdiction eft'ort linking Agent, Inspectors, Patrol Officers, and
nanagement. The role of the system as a tactical interdiction tool completes the

oop encompassing the full range of Customs enforcement activity. The system
las been expanded to serve the needs of the Treasury enforcement community.
The Bureau of Alcohol, Tol^acco and Firearms (ATF), the enforcement arms of the

Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and the National Central Bureau of INTERPOL
xre major users of TECS service. Outside Treasury, the system is utilized by the
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA). TECS terminals for use by the Coast
Guard and the State Department in a joint Federal efforts to combat international

terrorism have been installed in l)oth agencies. Interfaces exist with the FBI's
National Crime Information Center (NCIC), the National Law Enforcement
Telecommunications System (NLETS), and the recently estabfished interface to

the California Law Enforcement Teloeommunications System (CLETS), which
,ignificantly increases the capabilities of TECS for users in the state of California.

Through" the years of development of the TECS system, it has been seen and
time again that overall effectiveness of the system has been increased rather than
diminished through the sharing of resources and data. In the same way, the TECS
interfaces to NLETS and NCIC have improved each subscriber's enforcement
Bffectiveness. In fact, that is the whole basis upon which NLETS and NCIC were
?stablished; increased effectiveness through the sharing of resources while realizing

conomies. Certainly, much needs to be done to explore further additional areas of

cooperation.
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DEA has the capability to incorporate their data into TECS through their

NADDIS tapes and through TECS terminals located in their headquaters and at

the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC). The EPIC-TECS interchange has assisted

DEA's efforts to track the international movement of traffickers on whom lookout

entries have l:)een made. We are currently in the process of establishing an agree-

ment with DEA which will give Customs a greater role in the analysis and dis-

semination of the information generated at EPIC. We have assigned Custom.s
officers to DEA intelligence units to act as the primary contacts for DEA infor-

mation and have assigned two analysts to the Inter-Departmental Intelligence

Group-Mexico (IDIG-M) at DEA headquarters, which also serves as a means of

exchanging information. In addition to these formal channels of exchange there

is an ongoing exchange of narcotics intelligence at field levels. In emergency
situations DEA may contact Customs field offices directly to transmit urgent intel-

ligence or enforcement information. The amount of information exhanged between
DEA and Customs is constantly increasing, and information from DEA has made
some contribution to our heroin seizure activity.

We have also been developing a closer working relationship with INS and have
begun to combine some of their computer systems with TECS. Recently, two
TECS terminals have been installed at INS Headquarters, one primary (airport)

and one secondar}'.
The effective reporting and exchange of tactical intelligence is vital to a success-

ful Federal strategy. We believe that TECS provides an efficient means by which
enforcement agencies can report and exchange intelligence and increase their

effectiveness while realizing economies l\y sharing resources at the same time.

Since money is the single common denominator to all smuggling activities,

we have launched a major effort to enforce the Currency and Foreign Trans-
actions Reporting Act against the unreported importation and exportation of

currency and other monctar.v instruments. Currency investigations conducted
to date indicate a high incidence of drug related activity. During fiscal year 1977,

Customs made 461 seizures under the Currency Act involving more than $7
million.

The currency laws can be used to complement drug smuggling or trafficking

investigations, "and they may prove to he an effective means of disrupting illegal

drug organizations by reaching their financial l^ase. Currency related information
is presently being exchanged by Customs and IRS. A computer program is also

being developed whereb,y this information can be compared. Subsequent analysis

will provide information on the international movement of funds ):)y criminal

suspects. We also make currency related information available to DEA through
the Treasury Department.
We have tried to familiarize virtually every domestic and foreign law enforce-

ment organization with our responsibilities under the Currency Act. These efforts

have resulted in a growing awareness of the Currency Act with a commensurate
increase in narcotics-related currency seizures and arrests by Customs officers.

We also participate in Task Force operations initiated and conducted l)y DEA
for the purpose of targeting and immoljilizing specific high-level drug trafficking

organizations. We will continue to participate in these operations when informa-
tion indicates that unreported funds are moving across our l:)orders.

Recent statements indicate the illegal weapons traffic from the United States

to Mexico is of a major magnitude. BATE and the U.S. Customs Service do not

view the illegal weapons traffic from the United States to Mexico as an extensive,

out-of-control prolilem. There has been a traffic in weapons from the United
States to Mexico for decades, and it will prolial^ly continue. W^hile this traffic

has certainly increased, we would point out that all crime statistics have also

sul)stantially increased. Although we do not consider the prol^lem to be of "major
magnitude," we consider it to be a serious prol:)lem which merits the concerted and
concentrated efforts of both agencies in halting the illegal flow of firearms into

Mexico.
Intelligence developed and statistical analysis of U.S. Customs seizures indi-

cates: (1) that there is consideral^le traffic in arms and ammunition from the United
States to Mexico (2) that the Vmlk of the traffic in ammunition consists of .22 rim-
fire cartridge and Inroad spectrum of handgun centerfire cahbers; and (3) that the
illicit traffic; in firearms consists mainly of handguns and sporting type weapons,
legally available from commercial sources in the United States, and while there

exists' consideral)le illegal traffic of arms and ammunition to Mexico; the firearms

involved are primarily sportsman and civilian type weapons and ammunition,
induced by scarcity and high prices of such weapons in Mexico.
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Thcro have been no seizure? of heavy weaponry enroute to Mexico.

The Customs Attache in Mexico City periodically receives lists of firearms

which were seized in Mexico by Mexican Customs officials. The lists are for-

warded to Customs Headquarters and subsequently to BATF, where traces on

the weapons are conducted. Investigative leads resulting from these traces are

coordinated with BATF, where appropriate. To date, none of these investigative

leads reflect any signiflcant number of guns being traded for narcotics. While,

there may be some instances of the exchange of guns for narcotics in Mexico,-

we do not have any hard intelligence that this is taking place on a major scale.

This past summer. Customs and ATF signed a Memorandum of Agreement
and Investigative Guidelines which delineates the role of each agency in the

investigation of arms violations. It is evidence of the desire on the part of both

agencies to avoid wasteful duplication of effort and to maximize the Federal

effort to control the illegal exportation and importation of weapons.

Since almost all illicit drugs consumed in this country originate outside our

liorders, we must have programs aimed at eliminating them before they enter

the stream of worldwide traffic. To this end we must have the active cooperation

of the international community. One of the problems in securing their coopera-

tion, and that of drug producing nations in particular, however, is to convince

these nations that it is in their interest to suppress narcotics trafficking. We at

Customs are continuing our efforts to secure the participation of other nations

in this effort.

Our foreign Customs programs are designed to train foreign enforcement

officials in border control activities, emphasizing interdiction techniques, border

surveillance, anti-smuggling programs and methods, and search and seizure.

Representatives of at least 15 nations have taken part in our training programs
in fiscal year 1977. The value of our training programs is evident in the increasing

drug seizures made by Customs officers in countries where training has been given.

We have also been involved in working relationships with the Customs adminis-

trations of other nations. W^hile the primary mission of our advisors is to provide

technical assistance, the eradication of narcotics production and trafficking has

now been included as a stated program objective.

During the past year we have entered into a Mutual Assistance Agreement
with Mexico which contains a provision for the exchange of information specifically

aimed at offenses involving narcotics. Our Tucson Air Support Branch has also

established an excellent working relationship with the Mexican Federal Judicial

Police.

From all of the above, it is evident that the drug enforcement effort is a multi-

faceted one.
As you know, a number of studies have been conducted by GAO, ODAP, and

OMB on drug law enforcement and border management. It is possiljle that the

present configuration of some Federal law enforcement agencies and that the

scope of their responsibilities will be changed as a result of these studies.

Before closing, I would like to relay to the Committee two very recent incidents

which reflect hovv^ Customs must respond to new situations and how well various

federal and local agencies can work together in a complicated enforcement action.

In the first, an international flight from Peru made its initial U.S. arrival at

Dulles International airport. Although the flight normallj^ continues to JFK air-

port in New York, all incoming passengers go through U.S. Customs inspection

at Dulles, prior to re-boarding the plane for the flight to New York.
A passenger went through Customs at Dulles, where a CPO checked his passport

and found everything in order. A second passport was discovei-ed with the same
picture but with a different name. The first name was punched into TECS and the

word came back that he was suspect. The Dulles CPO permitted the passenger to

re-board the flight for the trip to JFK and then a CPO at JFK was notified and
given all the facts. When the passenger deplaned in New York approximately two
hours later, he was stopped by the CPO who examined the passenger's flight l^ag

and discovered 19.8 pounds of cocaine (estimated street value $.5.9 million).

A check of the aircraft at New York showed that an over head screw-type panel

in the restroom had been removed and there it is believed the suspect had hidden
the cocaine while he was undergoing inspection at Dulles. Subsequent investigation

has revealed another suspect smuggler.
The second instance involves a typical case in which a suspect vessel was

identified by Coast Guard and Customs while offshore and surveilled to off the

North Carolina coast. After determing that the vessel was bound for North Caro-
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lina, a meeting was later held by representatives of the Customs Patrol, DEA,
Coast Guard, and North Carolina State Bureau of Investigations. It was decided to
establish a command headquarters in Morehead City, North Carolina.

Utilizing overhead surveillance, it was possible to keep track of the vessel and to
maintain communication among the interdiction forces without the risk of
interception by the violators.

When the unloading operation was underway, the combined Federal and State
force closed the net, arresting thirteen people, seizing the 41,000 pounds of
marihuana, the seventy-two foot vessel, four small boats, two barges, and eight
trucks.
Each of these examples reflects different modes employed by smugglers and the

variety of interdiction methods which are necessary to react to them. They also
illustrate that while one agency can effectively interdict drugs in certain situations,
in larger smuggling operations a combined Federal and State effort is required.

I would like to thank the committee for inviting us to appear today and to speak
about the Customs role in the drug interdiction program. I will be happy to answer
any questions at this time.
Thank you.

Border patrol agents as of Jan. 31, 1978
y^R,: Authorized force

CHU 427
ELC 153
YUM 140
TCA 138

Subtotal 858

E:FT 330
MAR 102
DRT 195
LRT 119
MCA 117

Subtotal 923

Grand total 1, 781

2206 divided by 1,781 equals 80.7 percent.

Statement of Charles Sava, Associate Commissioner for Enforcement,
Immigration and Naturalization Service

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am here to testify, according

to your invitation on the role of the Immigration and Naturahzation Service m
interception of drugs coming from Mexico.

., , , j • •

INS is a bureau of the Department of Justice and is responsible for adminis-

tering and enforcing the immigration and nationality laws of the United States.

We employ about 10,000 persons with a fiscal year 1978 budget of approximately

$266,500,000.
We have two basic functions: (1) to insure that all persons entering into or

remaining in the United States are entitled to do so, under law, and (2) to provide

public services in the form of processing various applications such as extensions

of stay, petitions for permanent residence, petitions for naturalization and sim-

ilar other benefits under the immigration and nationality laws. While INS has

no statutory mandate to enforce Federal drug laws, we do encounter drug and
contraband smugglers incidental to the preformance of our duties and control

over the entry of aliens into the United States.

In order to discharge our statutory responsibilities of inspection and apprehen-

sion of aliens, we have two basic groups of officers who function in border areas:

Immigration Inspectors and the Border Patrol Agents. In addition. Investigators,

who function primarily in interior locations all across the country, have an en-

forcement support role in border areas.

Operating at air, land, and sea ports of entry into the United States, Immigra-

tion Inspectors, presently numbering 1,543 examine each person seeking admission

to the United States. This is the first contact an applicant for admission has with

a representative of the United States Government. Immigration Inspectors must
conduct their inspections quickly enough so that the entry of U.S. citizens, bona-
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fide immigrants, tourists, and other nonimmigrants is facilitated. At the same
time they must be able to identify and reject aliens who are not admissible under
the law, such as narcotic traffickers, other criminal elements, and aliens who ar

fraudulently posing as legal immigrants or nonimmigrants in order to enter the
United States and work here without authorization.

The United States Border Patrol, founded in 1924, is an elite corps of highly
trained, uniformed officers who patrol and guard our land borders and Gulf and
Florida coasts between ports of entry. These officers are trained extensively in

immigration and criminal law and in the Spanish language. The present authoiized
force of the Border Patrol is 2,207 officers. The Border Patrol operation involves

the gathering of information from arljacent foreign areas, the actual watch of

river, land, and coastal borders, check of public transportation, traffic check on
highways leading from the border, observation of aircraft, and checks of farms,

ranches, and industries in the border area. The Border Patrol employs sophisticated

technology' to extend the effectiveness of its officers, including ol^servation aircraft

and helicopters, a complex and sensitive remotely controlled sensor and vehicle

dispatch system, a communication system linking the entire border, and repair

and maintenance facilities for vehicles, radios, and electronic equipment.
While pursuing their primary mission of immigration law enforcement, Immi-

gration Inspectors and Border Patrol Agents also apprehend violators of other
laws, and have intercepted millions of dollars worth of narcotics, arms, ammuni-
tion, and other contraband. In addition, they identify and apprehend vendors
and purchasers of fraudulent documents which are used in illegal immigration and
drug smuggling schemes. Over the past 5 years, from fiscal 1973 through fiscal

1977, the Service spent $453,079,106 on combined Inspections and Border Patrol
activities. A breakdown of this total by year and activity is contained in Chart A
in the Appendix.

The Service has arrested 6,864 aliens in connection with drug violations during
the past five years. A year by year breakdown of these arrests is contained in

Chart B in the Appendix. In addition, during the same period over 22,000 drug
seizures have been made by INS personnel, either alone or in cooperation with
agents of the Customs Service or the Drug Enforcement Administration. A year
by year breakdown of such seizures by controlled substance is contained in Chart
C in the Appendix.
When unlawful drugs are intercepted by Immigration Inspectors at ports of

entry, the violator is sent to the Customs secondarj'' area where the arrest and
seizure is made. If the arrest and seizure is made l)y the Border Patrol or an
Investigator between ports of entry or at an interior location, the violator and
contraband are turned over to the Drug Enforcement Administration. In the
event that the U.S. Attorney declines prosecution, the violators are referred to
state or local law enforcement authorities.
With respect to the processing of those aliens arrested for drug violations, the

Service has deported 2,210 drug violators under section 241(a) (11) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. 1251(a) (11) during the last 5 years as shown
on Chart D in the Appendix. According to the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, the average
sentence for aliens who are criminally prosecuted is 6.1 months and the average
time spent in prison is 4.6 months.
The Immigration and Naturalization Service also cooperates with other agencies

in the drug enforcement effort. A number of Border Patrol agents are also des-
ignated as Customs Officers, and Immigration Inspectors at land ports of entry
are cross designated as Customs Inspectors. As I have already pointed out.
Immigration Officers have played an important role in seizing contraband and
apprehending violators of other Federal laws. On their part. Customs Patrol
Officers apprehend and turn over to the INS undocumented aliens in the border
areas. In the last year, 4,351 aliens were delivered to Border Patrol Agents by
Customs Officers.

In April, 1975, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed between the INS
and Customs providing for cooperation between the two Services. While con-
cedely there are still areas where Customs and INS can achieve more cooperation,
we' believe that significant progress has been made. This is especially true in the
primary inspection process at land border ports, where cross designation and
coordination have achieved substantial savings in time and manpower for l^oth

agencies.

The first national interagency cross-training agreement with the Customs
Service was signed last year providing for cross-training of inspectors engaged in

dual, primary inspection activities. This training program was formally imple-
mented during September 1977. A new program is now being negotiated for

cross-training of Border Patrol Agents and Customs Patrol Officers.
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In addition, 10 of the 21 Border Patrol Sectors have the capability of radio com-
munications with the Customs Patrol. The Chula Vista Sector is presently using a
Customs Patrol portable unit in their communications center. This temporary
measure will end shortly upon installation of crx^stals to cover Customs frequen-
cies in our radio network.
INS coordinates closely with the Drug Enforcement Administration in the

exchange of mutually responsive intelligence data and in joint field operations.
Oi^erational agreements with DEA have l^een in force since November 29, 1973.

In addition, INS and DEA share operational duties for the El Paso Intelli-

gency Center (EPIC), which collects, analj^zes, and disseminates information
regarding drug trafficking and illegal alien smuggling activity along the U.S.
borders. The Service maintains all narcotics trafficking lookouts at ports of entr}^

for EPIC. The Service presently has 15 employees assigned to EPIC, 9 officers

and 6 support personnel. In addition, the Service pays for approximately 20 per-
cent of the operating expenses of EPIC, which amounted to $97,000' in fiscal

year 1977.
INS has also participated with DEA and Customs in the Interagency Drug

Intelligence Group-Mexico (IDIG-M). As a result, investigative leads were devel-
oped concerning smuggling of aliens as well as involvement of ahens using fraudu-
lent immigration documents. INS was able to respond to queries by DEA and
Customs for information which was used l^y those agencies in their investigations.
The data compiled by this group showed that criminals involved in illegal alien
traffic have also been involved in traffic of contraband, narcotics, and arms. The
INS Director of Intelligence was a member of the permanent committee of

IDIG-^I, and an Investigator from our Central Office was assigned to the working
group from May, 1976 until February, 1977.

In his August 4, 1977 message to Congress on immigi'ation policy, the President
gave a high prioritj' to increased border enforcement. Specificalh*, he recommended
the following measures, most of which require some Congressional action: (1) a
substantial increase of Ijorder enforcement resources and personnel, (2) a shift by
the INS of enforcement personnel to the border areas having the highest rates of

illegal entry, (3) the creation of an anti-smuggling task force, (4) passage of pend-
ing legislation to prohibit the production and knowing possession of false identity

documents, and (5) cooperation with other countries in Ijorder enforcement and
anti-smuggling efforts. While these measures were addressed to the pro}:)lem of

illegal entry of aliens, they also will contribute to the Federal drug interdiction

effort.

The INS goals for the coming year include the issuance of machine readable alien

travel documents and joint planning with the Customs Service on how that agency
can benefit from the use of these automated data cards. Automated screening of

applicants for admission would allow more time to concentrate on drug
interdiction.

APPENDIX

CHART A.—AMOUNT SPENT ON INSPECTIONS AND BORDER PATROL ACTIVITIES

Fiscal year Border patrol Inspections Total

1977 .._ $71,109,630 |4G,0I8,686 $117,128,316
1976 61,691,874 35,429,935 97,121,809
1975 _ 52,254,055 33,016,665 88,270,720
1974 . .. 46,894,121 28,939,347 75,833,468
1973.. _ . 40,302,543 34,422,250 74,724,793

Total
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CHART C.-SEIZURES BY CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE

Fiscal year
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This obvious curtailment of supply, placed added emphasis on demand. Thus,
the United States is a handy source of supply for guns which are moved into
Mexico. From our enforcement experience, we know that there is traffic of U.S.
guns being taken into Mexico. However, the extent of that traffic is difficult

to evaluate.
There also may be some exchange of guns for narcotics in Mexico but, again,

the size and frequency of these transactions has not been established, nor do we
have concrete evidence that organized crime is involved in these transactions.
Our best information is that the firearms traffic to Mexico is being done by

many individuals dealing in small numbers of firearms. We also know there is a
sizable traffic in ammunition purchased in the United States and then taken
into Mexico.
The volume of this firearms traffic is debatable, but the trafficking exists despite

constant interdiction efforts by agents of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms and the Customs Service along the border and throughout the entire
United States. These interdiction efiforts are performed either alone or in conjunc-
tion with other State and Federal agencies.
The Bureau's primary jurisdiction over this firearms traffic is through the Gun

Control Act of 1968. The Bureau regulates the firearms industry and enforces
the law.
We are authorized to conduct compliance investigations of firearms dealers.

During these inspections, our agents check firearms acquisition and transaction
records to determine if proscribed individuals are obtaining firearms. Under
Federal law, there are several classifications of people prohibited from acquiring,
possessing or transferring firearms including convicted felons. Also, Federal law
requires that machine guns and other so-called gangster type weapons cannot be
legally possessed unless they are registered with ATF.

All of these and other provisions of the law are used to enforce our interdiction
efforts. However, it must be remembered that ATF jurisdiction exists only v/ithin
the United States and ends at the border.

With some exceptions, the gun control act prohibits the licensed dealer from
selling firearms to anyone not a resident of the State in which the dealer is licensed.
An alien legally can buy a firearm from a licensed dealer if he can establish that

he has resided in the State for at least 90 days prior to the date of the purchase,
or has a letter authorizing the purchase from the principal officer of the alien's
Embassy or Consulate—if that Embassy or Consulate is located in the same State
as the dealer from whom the firearm is to be purchased. Generally, the Mexican
Government does not authorize its Embassy or Consulates to issue such letters.
The restrictions on the sale of ammunition by the licensed dealer are not as

stringent as those on guns the licensed dealer has only to determine that the buyer
of ammunition meets a minimum age and that the sale of the ammunition does
not place the buyer in violation of any state or local statute applicable at the place
of sale, delivery or other disposition.

There are several ways in which guns are acquired in the United States for
movement into Mexico.

First, the licensed dealer, acting in collusion with a Mexican resident, might
falsify his firearms records to either show that he did not acquire the firearms
which he ultimately sells to the Mexican resident, or that firearms were sold to
citizens of the United States.

Second, a citizen of the United States is induced, by collusion between the
dealer and the Mexican resident, to use his name on the dealer's records as the
party to whom the firearms were sold, but with the actual delivery of the guns
being made to the Mexican resident who will also pay for the guns.

Third, a citizen of the United States legally acquires the firearms from a licensed
dealer in his own name, but resells the guns to the Mexican resident.

Fourth, the Mexican resident uses false identification to establish his eligibility

to buy a gun.
It is important to remember that ATF'S responsibility lies in the illegal dis-

position, acquisition or possession of the guns by the parties involved within the
United States.
ATF always has had an active international firearms interdiction program.

It was formalized into the Guns to Mexico program in 1973. The effort subse-
quently was reorganized and now falls under our International Traffic in arms
program, t:)etter known by its acronym as ITAR. Our efforts to stem the flow of
guns to Mexico is a considerable part of the ITAR Program.
One difficulty in our enforcement efforts is the comparative ease by which

firearms generally can be obtained in the United States. There are 100,000 Fed-
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erally licensed firearms dealers Nationwide. This includes 2,148 licensed firearm?

dealers situated in those counties along the 1,7(35 miles of United States- Mexican
border.

This breaks down into 585 firearms dealers along the Southern California

border, 582 along the Arizona border, 189 along the New Mexico border and 692

along the Texas border.

In addition, it is not illegal for two private citizens to buy, sell or trade firearms

among themselves, which they may do freely as long as they are both residents of

the same state. If the transactions are interstate and involve handguns they

must be conducted through a licensed firearms dealer.

Because of a change in the method of keeping statistics, at the present we are

not able to l^reak out those current cases which would fall in the Guns to Mexico
category. But in 1975, when the program was getting started, we conducted 83

investigations which resulted in 27 cases. The following year, 1976, we opened
448 investigations which resulted in 100 cases.

Most of the cases we have made are initiated through our own agents acting

on intelligence they have developed. Their leads come from inspection of the

records of Federally licensed firearms dealers, undercover activities and sometimes

referrals from other agencies. Unfortunately, the many thousands of traces we
have done on guns picked up in Mexico have not been fruitful in identifying

large volume sources of firearms.

In their work along the border, AFT agents often conduct spot surveys of li-

censed firearms dealers. Two recent surveys on the Texas border reflect the prob-

lems they encounter.
In El Paso, agents spot checked eight licensed dealers. They selected the names

of 373 gun buyers with Spanish surnames. The agents were able to contact 234

of these purchasers. One hundred and fifteen still had the gun they purchased,

or else could account for it. However, of the 234 persons contacted, 83 readily

admitted that the gun had been taken to Mexico shortly after its purchase.

Another 36 persons could not produce the gun they purchased nor could they

provide an adequate explanation of how they disposed of the gun.

A similar spot check was made of 14 licensed dealers in the Brownsville, Texas,

area. Three hundred and fourteen purchasers with Spanish surnames were selected.

Agents were able to contact 171 purchasers. Of these, 61 readily admitted that

they disposed of the gun in Mexico, and 20 could not produce the gun or give a

plausible explanation as to what happened to it.

Previously, we conducted extensive ammunition surveys. Two surveys involved

.22 caUber ammunition and handgun rimfire ammunition. In one survey con-

ducted from January through June 1975, 648 licensed dealers along the border

reported that they had sold more than 7.5 million rounds of ammunition.
We did not count any sales of less than 2,000 rounds of .22 caliber ammunition

or 500 rounds of handgun ammunition.
Our analysis of the recorded sales showed that 913 of the persons buying this

ammunition had addresses in Mexico and purchased just over 4.8 milHon of the

total 7>i million rounds. The average was 5,000 rounds per individual Mexican
purchaser during one six-month period. Further study showed that much of the

ammunition sold to persons with a Mexican address was destined for the interior

of Mexico, as well as the border states of Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo Leon, and
Tamaulipas.

In February of 1976, we did a second, more detailed ammunition sales survey

at 36 of the original 648 dealers. The sale period surveyed was from July 1975

through January 1976.
The total recorded sales of .22 caliber and handgun ammunition from these

36 dealers for the seven-month period was more than 9.1 million rounds. Of this,

8.1 miUion rounds were sold to persons giving addresses in Mexico. This averaged

out that each of these 36 dealers sold approximately 32,000 rounds of ammuni-
tion a month to Mexican nationals during this seven-month period.

Numerous investigations were initiated. The most significant case was made
against a federally licensed firearms dealer in Brownsville, who operated his

firearms business from the Villa Verde Food Store, the surveys showed this dealer

sold more than 12 million rounds of ammunition to residents of Mexico in a year.

This dealer falsified his records to cover ammunition purchases by nine Mexican

residents who transported the ammunition to Mexico. The dealer subsequently

pleaded guiltv to violating the gun control act and was placed on probation for

three years and fined $3,000. He also lost his firearms dealers license.

25-024—7S 10



140

These cases and others bear out our observation that many of the guns an
ammunition going from the United States to Mexico are being transported t

Mexicans who are in the United States either legally or illegally.

The source of these guns is not only along the border, for there is a growin
number of cases being made in widely scattered areas of the United States whic
involve the purchase of guns which end up in Mexico.

It was by inspecting firearms transaction records that our agents in one larg
metropolitan, rnidwestern city uncovered what could be a typical method
trafficking of guns by Mexican aliens.

During the inspection of the transaction records, ATF agents selected thos
records which bore Spanish surnames. They then went to the purchasers an
asked about the guns they had bought.
The agents learned that most were Mexicans who had purchased guns singl,

or two or three at a time, on their next visit to their homeland, they took the gun
into Mexico where they were given or sold to relatives or friends. Many of th
U.S. purchasers could not speak English, and pleaded ignorance of the law. Th
result was that ATF made 8 cases which still are pending.

In another recent case, guns seized in Mexico by the Mexican police were founcl
to have originated in Savannah, Tennessee, where they had been purchased fronl

a licensed firearms dealer. Subsequently, the dealer was sentenced for falsifj'in;

his records to effect the sale.

One method ATF has used to evaluate the firearms traffic to Mexico has beei
through the tracing of guns by the ATF National Firearms Tracing Center ii

Washington.
In 1974, Mexican officials concerned with the problem of illegal firearms ii

their country, asked ATF for assistance. As a result, the bureau agreed to traci

American made firearms seized in Mexico, either by the police or Mexican Army
Since this program began late in 1974, the bureau has traced al^out 8,000 fire

arms. When the guns are seized, their records are forwarded by the Mexican poHc'
to a U.S. customs officer or a drug enforcement agent in the embassy in MexicK
City. They are then sent to ATF to be traced.
The most recent group of Mexican trace recjuests for 5,049 guns points up th(

problems we have in tracing these weapons. For a variety of reasons we were abl(
to trace less than 20 percent of the firearms. Either the information was incomplete
the guns were old and records did not exist, the records were outdated, or else thi

firearm was of foreign make.
In summation, let me say that ATF has a vigorous interdiction program. We

work closely with other federal agencies along the border and have a special
agent assigned to the El Paso Intelligence Center.
We know that there is a trafP.c in guns from the United States into Mexico, but

the length of the border along four states makes it difficult to assess the size of this
gun running with any exactness. We believe that most trafficking in guns is done
in small numbers by many people, and our cases indicate that many Mexicans
are participating in the smuggling of guns and ammunition.
Thank you.



APPENDIX B: ERADICATION AND ENFORCEMENT IN MEXICO-
ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

I. Official Document

s Eesvlts of the Government of Mexico and Aviation Associates International

Joint Inspection of Narcotics Growing Areas

(I

May 10, 1978.

To Mr. C. P. Bernal, Director, Narcotics Assistance Unit, United States Embassy,
Mexico City, Mexico.

From Jolin D. Ford, President, Aviation Associates International, P. O. Box
1420, Piano, Texas 75074.

Re Awncy For International Development Negotiated Contract No. AID/la-C-
126.J. Project No. 523-11-99.5-919.

In this report, we are outlining tlie results of the Government of Mexico and
Aviation Associates International Joint Inspection of designated narcotics grow-

ing areas. These inspections were under the guidance of the United States Em-
bassy in Mexico. This outline is divided into the following sections

:

I. Background

:

II. Scope of Work ;

III. Selection of Personnel

;

lY. Approach to the Objective

;

Y. Results

;

YI. Oaxaca

;

YII. Chilpancingo

;

YIII. Culiacan ; and
IX. Commentary.

Backfjround

The Agency For International Development entered into a Negotiated Con-

tract, No. AiD/la-C-1265, with Aviation Associates International (AAI) on
April 11. 1978. The contractor, AAI, as an independent contractor and not as

an agent of the government, provided five reconnaissance technicians to accom-
pany Government of Mexico (GOM) personnel on flying missions as observers for

a period of thirty days. The AAI observers were to fly in fixed and/or rotor wing
aircraft belonging to the GOM. They were to inspect designated areas within

the purview of the GOM's Narcotics Eradication/Interdiction Program under the

guidance of the United States Embassy in Mexico.

//. Scope of work
The United States Embassy in Mexico and AAI determined the areas of in-

Ivestigation would be (1) Oaxaca—Chemical Dye Evaluation (2) Chilpancingo

—

Poppy Eradication Inspection and (3) Culiacan—Poppy Eradication Inspection
and Evaluation.

///. Selection of personnel

VAI personnel were selected for their extensive qualifications in remote area
navigation, aerial detection/evaluation of narcotic crops and Spanish language
ability. Three of the five technicians selected had prior experience in the Mexico
eradication campaign. Four had prior experience in the "Golden Triangle Area"
of Southeast Asia. John Ford, former Aviation Advisor to Mexico, i^ersonally

functioned as leader of the specialist team.

IV. Approach to the objective

In line with the objectives outlined in the contract, AAI's principal focus was
on narcotics crop detection in Chilpancingo and Culiacan areas. Our secondary
;objective was a chemical dye evaluation in Oaxaca.

(141)
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As a first step AAI technicians met with representatives of the U.S. Embass:
of Mexico—NAU, DBA and GOM. Each group provided detailed informatioi
about the previous eradication campaigns.

Tlie next step was our central mission to perform onsite inspections and repor
our findings on a daily basis.

In this capacity AAI technicians and GOM representatives, with the assistanci
of U.S. Embassy coordinator Mr. Aros, developed reconnaissance teams fo
Chilpancingo and Culiacan. These teams consisted of a GOM pilot, GOM sensor
GOM soldier and a AAI technician who were transported to growing areas ii

Bell 206 helicopters. Security was provided by Bell 212 helicopters manned b:

GOM soldiers.

The inspection teams attempted to catalog opium poppy fields as follows

:

1. Growing Fields—Those fields having live poppy plants.

2. Destroyed Fields—Those fields having dead or dying plants which coulc

be positively identified as having been chemically eradicated.
3. Prepared Fields—Those fields which had recently been cultivated an(

could be identified as former poppy fields.

4. Unplanted Former Poppy Fields—Those fields which could be identi

fied. through ground compact and vegetation (weeds, brush, etc.) as nol

having been planted in recent months but known to have been poppy fields

during past campaigns.
At the completion of each day's work GOM representatives and AAI techni

cians met informally to review their activities and to develop their reports ir

Spanish and English. In this way. the inspection teams were able to insure that
the final reports represented their combined efforts.

V. Results

Throughout the project, AAI technicians drew upon the records and experience
of the GOM and their staff to assist in collecting and analyzing relevant data.
On completion, the GOM and U.S. group and AAI specialists jointly developed

and initiated an inspection of the primary narcotic crop growing areas ir

Mexico. Also, we were able to jointly take a look at potential problem areas and
outline possible moves against them.

VI. Oaxaca
Oaxaca is located approximately 250 miles southeast of Mexico City. It is near

the primary Marijuana growing areas. Thus it was selected for chemical spray
testing of DuPonts' Rhodamine B Extra, a commercial dye.
The olijective of these tests was to determine the feasibility of mixing a dye

solution with aerial applied chemicals. Thus plants and plant products might be
indentified as having been sprayed with various chemicals prior to their being
harvested.
AAI contacted the following companies for information regarding chemical

dyes:
DuPont, Charlotte. N.C.
Dow Chemical, Dallas, Texas.
American Cyanamid Co., Dallas, Texas.
Hooker Chemical Corp., Niagara Falls, N.Y.
Shamrock Chemicals, Houston, Texas.
Amsco Div. of Union Oil, Houston, Texas.
Phillips Petroleum Chemical Group, Houston, Texas.
Penwalt, Houston, Texas.
Olin Chemicals, Dallas, Texas.

DuPont DeNemours EI & Co. Inc., "Wilmington, Delaware manufactures Rhod-
amine B Extra, a Basic Violet 10 (red). The other companies reportedly do not
manufacture agricultural chemical dyes.
Mr. .Tames Loper. DuPont Product Information Laboratory, Charlotte, N.C.

.stated that Rhodamine B Extra, in addition to other applications, is used ex-

tensively as an aerial overflight marker. It is normally mixed at a rate of % oz.

per gallon of volume. Mr. Loper was not aware of any programs which might
be similar in nature to the GOM Marijuana eradication program. Thus his in-

formation was limited. He did provide samples of Rhodamine B for testing.

Conversations with representatives of other chemical companies revealed that
many textile dyes are available through companies such as GAF, Kodak, Her-
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ulese and Celanese. Some of these, however, might be toxic in concentrated

solutions. They could be hazardous to persons having direct contact with them.

Spray tests were conducted by AAI representatives James Soreusen and John

Ford. The tests were conducted in two phases; backpack spraying and heli-

"'opter spraying.
Backpack spraying was conducted on Tuesday, April 18, 1978 at 9:15 A.M.

'ot The air temperature was 70 degrees fahrenheit and rising. Winds were generally

:-alm. The spray test field was located 6000 ft. above sea level. It contained 20

to 25 Marijuana plants per square meter. They were approximately 36 inches

all. Thev were a bright green color which indicates a stage of rapid growth.

The spray mixture used consisted of 5 litres of water, y^ litre of Gramoxone
md Vs litre of Surfacpol AG-1 (Nonionic surfactant). This mixture is propor-

ionate to that normally applied with the Bell 206B helicopter (80 gal. H2O,

U) litres Gramoxone, 2 litres Surfacpol AG-1).
The test field was sectioned iuto five areas. The first area was sprayed with

me litre of chemical mixture without Rhodamiue B Extra. The second area was
sprayed with one litre of chemical mixture plus two tablespoons of Rhodamine
B. As the other areas were sprayed the proportion of Rhodamiue B was in-

;reased. The strongest solution contained six tablespoons of Rhodamine B to

>ne litre of chemical mixture.
Although the Rhodamine B was visible on the ground and other weeds it was

lot apparent on the Marijuana until a mixture of four tablespoons per one litre

)f chemical was applied. This was due, in part, to the red color of Rhodamine B
blending with the bright green of the Marijuana. It also appeared to fade after

ipplication. It was far more visible, and faded less, on dry woody plants such as

•actus and bamboo.
Subsequent helicopter aerial spray tests were conducted consisting of six

ablespoons of Rhodamine B per one litre of chemical mixture. The climatic

conditions remained stable as previously outlined.

Both test fields, backpack and helicopter sprayed, were examined at twenty-

;our and forty-eight hour intervals after spraying. Samples were harvested
luring each examination. Tliey were stored in protective bags for future ob-

iervation. AAI representatives noted that the Rhodamine B became more visible

IS the Marijuana plants died from chemical spraying and/or harvesting. In

)ther words the browning of the Marijuana created a contrast with the red of

ahodamine B. It should be pointed out, however, that each plant receives only a
:ew visible size droplets during aerial spraying.
Approximately three weeks later it was learned that Rhodamine B Extra is a

iuorescent material. Thus it could be detected through the use of an ultraviolet

1 black light) lamp.
Plants which had been sprayed during the April 19, 1978 tests and subjected to

m ultraviolet light, in a dark room, revealed :

1. Rhodamiue B Extra spots which are visible to the naked eye become
highly brilliant when exposed to ultraviolet lamps.

2. There were some Rhodamine B p]xtra spots which were not visible to

the naked eye that became visible under the ultraviolet lamp.
3. Rhodamine B Extra was more visible on the stalk of the plant than it

was on the leaf portions.

4. Attempts to crush and identify leaf portions of the plants were not
conclusive due to the lack of availability of comparative non-sprayed
material.

The U.S. Government, G0:M and AAI representatives determined that these

ests were not conclusive. However, sufiicient favorable data was received to

justify a more thorough evaluation.

VII. ChUpancingo

Chilpaucingo is located approximately half way between Mexico City and
A.capulco. The primary illegal crop in the area is Opium Poppy.
The Opium Poppy of Chilpaucingo are grown in the Sierra Madre del Sur,

1 rugged mountain range, which rises along the Pacific Ocean. It consists largely

Df steep ridges and deep gorges cut by mountain streams.

There are problems of reduced visibility (smoke) and turbulence in the area.

This is attributed to the farmer's practice of slashing and burning their fields

luring the early spring. This caused some minor fiight delays.
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U.S. Government representative Mr. Aros and AAI representatives Jarina,

McSliane and Tlaeriault conducted an investigation of the Chilpancingo area

simultaneously to the Rhodamine B Extra tests in Oaxaca (17 Apr. 7S-21 Apr.

78). The areas of concern (Zone 2, Sectors 252, 253 and 258) are located west
and northwest of the city.

The joint inspection team flew 39 liours 45 minutes of aerial reconnaissance

during their inspection of the Chilpancingo area. They discovered the following

:

Growing fields. 16

;

Destroyed fields, 031 ; and
Prepared fields, 91.

The team did not note any significant changes in the growing patterns. For
additional information please refer to the enclosed daily work sheets (attach-

ment No. 1) area map (attachment No. 2) and photographs (attachment No. 3)

YIII. Culiacan

Culiacan is located approximately 600 miles northwest of Mexico City. It is

the jumping oft" point for the primary Opium Poppy areas of Mexico. INIost of the

Opium Poppy is located in the Sierra Madre Occidental, a long mountain range

that forms the western rim of the Plateau of Mexico. This area represents some
of Mexico's most rugged land.

The joint inspection team flew 166 hours 20 minutes of reconnaissance during

their inspection of the Culiacan (Zone 06) area. They discovered the following:

Growing fields, 270

;

Destroyed fields, 60S; and
Prepared fields, 177.

The central section of the Sierra Madre Occidental normally receives suf-

ficient rainfall to support crops both in the mountains and lower coastal plains.

This year the entire Zone 06 area is hot and dry. Trees have lost their foliage.

Streams are dry. Few animals are visible except around isolated small ponds.

Additionally, there is a change in Opium Poppy cultivation habits. Fields are

dispersed and much smaller. Farmers are attempting to camouflage their fields.

They plant under trees and rock ledges. Some fields are intermixed with pep-

pers, rice and corn. Also, fields are being grown in formerly untried dry areas

through the use of irrigation.

For additional information please refer to the enclosed daily work sheets

(attachment No. 4) area map (attachment 5) and photographs (attachment

No. 6).

IX. Commentary
Throughout this project AAI representatives received complete cooperation

from the GOINI. U.S. Emltassy. and GOM field representatives. The GOM opened
their files to us without limitation. We selected the areas to be inspected. On
several occasions GOM representatives suggested areas for inspection. We fol-

lowed those suggestions when time permitted.
It was difficult for us to accurately evaluate the effectiveness of the poppy

eradication programs. This is due, in part to the time of year. The harvested
or destroyed poppy fields are used as feeding grounds by various wild and
domestic animals. This removes all evidence such as plant stalks, bulbs, etc.

Therefore, only the most recently sprayed or harvested fields provided imques-
tionable information.

Through the use of known historic practices we were able to establish perimeters
for evaluating other situations. For example all new fields are smaller than
average and are more remotely located. Also, many old lai'ge fields were not

planted during recent months. We found hundreds in this category.
Many of the growing fields located were actually portions of dead fields which

were sheltered by trees and also small fields which were almost not visible from
the air. This situation of shelter and concealment reduces the amount of sunlight

a plant will receive during each day. This will have an ultimate effect on the
plants growth and, in turn, the effectiveness of the eradication chemicals. We
discussed this potential problem with GOM officials and they plan to monitor
chemical effectiveness closely during the next campaign.
We. as a group, feel that the GOM representatives are sincere in their opinion

that this was their most successful campaign. Our findings seem to support that

point of view.

it:i
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II. Newspaper and Magazine Articles

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 8, 197S]

The Continuing Traffic in Mexican Heroin

(By Jack Anderson)

Our troubled Mexican neighbors have four major lines of export to the United

states and two of them are outright illegal. Out in the open is the shipments of oil

md farm products that reach U.S. markets every year.

Illeo-al but understandable is the northward surge of hundreds of thousands ot

Doverty-impelled Mexicans who sneak into the United States, desperate for under-

paid jobs on our ranches and in our cities.
. utxt •

But the most lucrative export is the most sinister. It is the stream of Mexican

Bud " or heroin, that originates in the poppy fields of the Sierra Madre and ends

ip in U.S. drug traffic. The heroin trade across the border enriches the Mexican

;uppliers by an estimated $500 million a year and multiplies in value when it hits the

llegal U.S" market. Shadowv organizers of smuggling rings have become million-

lires on both sides of the Rio Grande. And it has left a backwash of crime, corrup-

:ion and ruinous addiction in both countries.
nr •

These disparate economic worlds come into focus in the fertile Mexican stat^ ot

Binaloa and its capital city of Culiacan. Sinaloa, known as the "bread basket of

Mexico, harvests over half of the country's total agricultural production. Over

SO per cent of Mexico's heroin-poppy growth also comes from the isolated Sierra

Madre range in Eastern Sinaloa.

Culiacan is both the headquarters of the profitable winter vegetable business-

and a key refining point for Mexican heroin. And in the crowded barrios of the city

md the surrounding rural shantyto\vns are found the impoverished factory and

^arm workers. Some drift north to the United States as illegal aliens to seek better

pay in the California fields.

We sent our associate Hal Bernton to Sinaloo to investigate the connections

oetween vegetable growers and heroin traffickers. He learned of absentee plan-

tation owners ond newly rich drug millionaires living cheek liy jowl in plush villas

on the tree-hned streets in Culiacan. In some instances, wealthy growers report-

edly are amassing hidden fortunes from the heroin trade.

U.S. pohce sources report that some vegetable producers are deeply involved

in drug operations. Our reporter doubled-checked these reports with U.S. nar-

cotics officials who have worked in Mexico. Independently, Jacques Kiere, the

top U.S. drug official in Mexico City, told Bernton he knew of "a few reports of

heroin . . . discovered being smuggled underneath the vegetable produce in

trucks." He stopped short, however, of directly involving major growers.

Other officials, while declining to name names, had heard of participation m
the heroin operations. These statements were backed up by sources inside Mexico.

Mexico's inner ring of heroin traffickers is difficult for pohce agents to pene-

trate. Most of the bigshots have insulated themselves from direct involvement

by layers of underlings. Major dealers also have strong political ties with local

government officials, who hamstring police efforts.

An incredible cash flow from heroin into Culiacan has made it one of the most

prosperous cities south of the border. Expensive U.S. luxury items disappear

quickly from the shelves of stores in the central city. Cadillacs and Ford LTDs
are Ijest sellers in auto showrooms.

,

But the coming of heroin prosperity has exacted a fearful toll among Culiacan s

law-biding inhabitants. The town took on the semblance of Chicago in the days

of Al Capone as warring gangs of drug dealers terrorized the citizenry. At night-

fall the residents abandoned the streets and huddled behind locked doors. In

the dark, drug gangs, toting machine guns and automatic rifles, emerged to engage

in deadlv shootouts.
In 1976, Culiacan's murder rate ranked among the highest of any city in the

world. Pohcemen who dared to challenge a gang's sway risked assassination.
^

The Tierra Blanca section on the eastern side of the city l^ecame a no-man s-

land to outsiders until last year. Then the Mexican government launched a cracli-

down and sent in army troops. They virtually occupied the city in support of the

beleaguered Culiacan police.

Today there are resurgent signs of normalcy. Famihes stroll the streets, and

young couples embrace in the town park. Mime shows play to evening crowds that

gather in the central square.
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But pickup trucks full of heavily armed soldiers constantly patrol in Culiacan

This near state of siege is a reminder that the gangs may be quiescent but sti]|^,

remain in the shadows. The calm is an uneasy one, and a reduced flow of MexicaflT^

mud to the North goes on. L
Footnote: The U.S.-Mexican effort to destroy the poppy fields in the higl

Sierras has dealt Culiacan's heroin economy a severe blow. Helicopters hav'

searched out the poppy fields in the crags and corners of the rugged mountain
and destroyed them with poison sprays. The Environmental Protection Agenc;

now wants either to ban or highly restrict one of these sprays in the United States

They believe that the paraquat spray is hazardous to wildlife and may caus

pulmonary fibrosis in humans.

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 10, 1978]

Mexico Wars on Poppy Growers

(By Jack Anderson)

Among the rugged cliffs and chasms of Mexico's Sierra Madre mountains, thi

Mexican armed forces are fighting a Vietnam-style war against the poppy growers
There are helicopter search-and-destroy forays, with guerrilla sniper fire at thi

choppers from below. Prisoners are taken by government troops; the land is bein|

defoUated. And overseeing it all are U.S. advisors.

This grim little war really began two years ago when the Mexican government
responding to intense Washington pressure, agreed to launch an undisguisec

military campaign to eradicate the heroin trade.

Yet unofhciaUy, heroin is probably Mexico's No. 1 export across the Ri(

Grande. By the most conservative estimate of U.S. narcotics officials, more thai

$500 milhon worth of "Mexican mud," as the dirty brown heroin is called, leaks

across the border each year. This is worth billions on the U.S. black market.

Since the heroin war began in the Mexican hinterlands, the United States ha;

contril)uted $50 million to the effort. Slowly, the hardy poppy growers are beinj

flushed out of the mountains into the crowded towns that border the Sierra Madre
But they are fighting every step of the way for their money crop. Their guerrill:

warfare is financed by Mexico's organizaed crime syndicates, which rake ii

fabulous profits from the heroin smuggling. Hard-eyed henchmen supply thi

farmers with automatic weapons and tutor them in guerrilla hit-and-hide tactics

We sent our associate Hal Bernton to Mexico to investigate this obscure war
For a week, he flew with a helicopter crew into the formidable Sierra Madre, onc(

the stronghold of Yaqui Indians, revolutionaries and bandits and now of embattlec

farmers.
The first morning, Bernton saw three local farmers by the side of the landing

pad, hands firmly tied behind their backs, waiting to be flown to a Culiacan jail

They symbolized a steadfast defiance of the government by the mountair
farmers. They view the helicopters and troops as alien invaders seeking to destroy

their meagerlivelihood—the poppy fields hacked out of patches of ground on tht

remote Sierra slopes.

From hiding places in the rocks, they open up with automatic weapons on th(

helicopters that come to defoliate their fields. In Bernton's squadron, one choppei

had been downed by ground fire, and several had been struck by bullets. Six pilots

had died in helicopter crashes.

The frail chopper shook and bounced as it swept among jagged peaks, then

suddenly dipped crazily among looming canyon walls on every hand. Under such

conditions, it seemed impossible for anyone to spot a small plot of ground tucked

away in the craggy landscape.
But Bernton's veteran pilot did. He headed directly for the field. A cliff wall

loomed closer and closer. At the last second, he loosed a cloud of poisonous spray

over the poppy crop and whipped the craft around to avoid what seemed like an

inevitable crash.

The toxic paraquat spray would cause the poppies to wither and die. But it

could also menace the health of the pilot. For the average $300 a week the pilots

are paid, they not only risk bullets and crashes; there is also an insidious risk of

overexposure to the hazardous paraquat.
The paraquat problem also has a ripple effect for millions of pot smokers in the

United States. The Mexican authorities use the poisonous paraquat to attack the

huge marijuana harvest as well as the heroin poppy plantings.

j
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M Authorities are convinced, nevertheless, that the cooperative Mexican-American

Assault on the narcotics source of supply is succeeding. The helicopters are able to

^)enetrate and destroy fields in remote regions that were unreachable by any other

hjJneans. The choppers have been able to spray as many as 3,000 fields a day during

|.^^,J

he peak of the poppy harvest.

k
'

"

*J [From the Washington Post, Jan. 14, 1978]
ites,

msj Mexican Connection Is Drying Up

(By Jack Anderson)

Quiet panic is rippling across the U.S. drug scene because a Washington-financed
crackdown south of the border is converting "Mexican mud," the staple of U.S.

tieroin addicts, into milk sugar sludge.

The success of the war on Mexico's heroin poppy fields can be demonstrated by
the fact that in the last 18 months laboratory samples of street heroin seized in

U.S. cities have shown the purity level dropping from 13.5 to 4.5 percent.

Before the crackdown, Mexican drug wholesalers delivered a product contain-

ing 70 percent pure heroin and 30 percent adulterants, usually milk sugar. Now
U.S. narcotics agents are confiscating shipments that test out at 16 percent heroin

and 84 percent dilutants.

At the same time, the price of even the understrength heroin has almost doubled

in the past two years, undercover agents report. There was a time when Mexican
wholesalers in the narcotics trade had to deliver a pure product and streetcorner

peddlers risked their lives if they "cut" their illicit merchandise too much. This is

no longer true.

Police sources have told us that if a dealer fobbed off 3 percent heroin to heavy
users just a while back, "he would have been killed." But today all street heroin is

heavily diluted; the stronger stuff is simply no longer available.

This is a double-edged development.
First the good news: The U.S.-Mexican campaign to stamp out heroin poppy-

growing in Mexico's Sierra Madre Mountains seems to be succeeding. According to

the Drug Enforcement Administration, 47,063 poppy fields, representing possibly

10 tons of heroin, were eradicated in the past year by spraying, burning and
patrolling.

Now for the bad news: some top drug experts fear that the drastic decline in

heroin purity may touch off an increased crime spree by heavy users in this coun-
try. Hard-core addicts will have to seal and rob more to support their more ex-

pensive habit.
One veteran narcotics officer, warning that the adulterated product would

bring more drug-inspired crimes, explained: "The new hypes don't mind the
weak stuff. But for the old hypes, nothing is strong enough. Hard-core holdouts
are going to continue to use more heroin and steal more."
The experts also anticipate that the drying up of the Mexican connection niay

cause the spread of heroin production to areas U.S. influence is less persuasive.

A few heroin poppy fields have cropped up in other Latin American countries

and are believed ripe for expanding into the illicit opium harvest business. Opium
syndicates in Southeast Asia also are preparing to take up the slack.

Officials warn that Asian heroin, which used to be sent to Europe in 98 per-

cent pure form, is now coming directly across the Pacific into San Francisco for

a ready clientele. And significantly, the Drug Enforcement Administration re-

cently seized seven ounces of pure Asian white heroin in Casa Grande, Ariz.

This is a reminder that the best smuggling routes pass through Mexico. Whether
it's brown Mexico heroin or white Asian heroin, it's available south of the border

to those who know how to find it. Our reporter Hal Bernton found a typical

"shooting gallery" in the Mexican border town of Nogales. It was located in a
barrio called Buenos Aires.

Few tourists have the temerity or the stomach to go there. But hundreds of

young Americans junkies make their way there for a quick fix. Some don't return.

They wind up in the Nogales morgue, tabbed as victims of overdoes or murder.
Most of the multibillion-dollar trade in illicit heroin from Mexico last year

was transported by air and truck. But many smugglers simply walked across the

border.
"We just don't have a handle on the situation," Oran Neck of U.S. Customs

acknowledged at the border checkpoint in Nogales. Customs officials privately
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say they are able to detect only 6 percent of the heroin smuggled across the Rio
Grande.
Most of it comes in by air. A confidential Customs report indicates the traffickers

simply hop-scotch the border in light planes, then fly to the northern United States

to unload their illegal cargo. Authorities in Arizona and Utah have detected an
alarming increase in drug operations.

"You can spot literallj^ hundreds of airstrips out there," a Customs officei

related.

The pilots running the drugs are seldom caught because thej'- touch down anc

take off within minutes.

[From the Albuquerque Journal, Apr. 7, 1978]

Mexico May Seek Aid To Replace Drug Crops

(By Mike Gallagher)

The Mexican government may seek economJc aid from the United Nations t

help farmers make a living l)y growing crops other than marijuana and opiun
poppies.
Deputy Attorney General of Mexico Samuel Alba-Leyva said at a law enforce

ment conference in Albuquerque that the farmers of opium poppies and marijuan;
must have alternatives to the illegal cash crops.
"The government is not going to tell the people to stop producing narcotic crop

and then have (those people) die of starvation," Alba-Leyva said during a breal

at the Southwestern States Conference on Crime and the Border meeting at th
Albuquerque Convention Center.
The narcotic crops are primarily grown in the two Mexican states of Durangi

and Sinaloa, which are widely underdeveloped and populated by relatively isolatei

Indian tribes living in the rough terrain covering the majority of the two state?

The Mexican government has just completed a socio-economic study of the area

Alba-Leyva said, l:)ut nothing has been done to put the results of the study int

practice.

The deputy attorney general said possible programs are being reviewed b
several government agencies.
"Road construction is necessary to create small units of agricultural productio

and provide better education for people who grow narcotics," he said.

Asked if the United States, which has aided in the poppy and marijuan
eradication programs, would be asked to help, Alba-Leyva said, "up until thi

point we haven't discussed the funds, but the funds m.ight be requested by th
United Nations."

Last j^ear at a United Nations meeting, a conference of nations concerned wit'

narcotics trafficking suggested a United Nations fund be set aside to aid thos
countries where narcotics are produced.

Alba-Leyva explained that an individual farmer could make about 50,00'

pesos or $2,000 by growing and producing about two acres of poppies. "A hectar
can produce aliout 10 kilos of opium paste and it takes five kilos of opium past
to make one kilogram of heroin," he said.

To small farmers the 50,000 pesos represents the average income of a Mexica"
citizen over a three-year period.

Responding to estimates that narcotics trafficking represents 4 percent c

Mexico's $79 l^illion gross national product, the deputy attorney general said ther
was no way of telling.

"There is no waj^ to estimate illegal acts. I don't think we would be able to sa;

with no hard facts," he said.

Alba-Leyva said there is only a minimal heroin problem in Mexico. "Marijuan
costs less," he sairl, explaining that a gram of heroin costs $40 and a kilogram o

marijuana costs about the same.
"We are prepared to honor our commitment to the eradication program,'

he said.

He also said the Mexican government is commited to the use of the herbicid
paraquat, which has come under fire because of the possible lung damage fror
smoking contaminated marijuana.

"In Mexico we don't understand why the herliicides have raised such a com
motion. The cultivation and trafficking in marijuana are completely illega

acts," he said.
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[From the Christian Science Monitor, Apr. 13, 1978]

Mexico Helps United States Fight Drugs—Big Gains Reported in Cutting
Down Opium Crop; End of Illegal Heroin Production by 1980 Seen

(By James Nelson Goodsell)

Mexico in "on the brink of spectacular success" in its two-j^ear campaign to

eradicate the opium poppy from which heroin is made.
That is the estimate of top United States officials here who have both cooperated

A^ith Mexicans in the effort and watched Mexican drug personnel destroy the

Doppv fields and track down the traffickers in heroin.

From a $2 billion a year activity, illegal drug traffic now is down to something

3elow a billion dollars and falling. In fact, by 1980, if all goes according to plan,

Mexico will no longer be a heroin supplier to the United States.

The effects of the Mexican program already are being felt in the U.S. with the

;tn>et sale price of heroin having jumped 75 percent in the past six months. It is

'xpected to go even higher as heroin becomes scarcer. Moreover, the heroin that

s coming into the U.S. now is much less pure than before; scarcity has forced

producers to lower the percentage of pure heroin in shipments crossing the border.

Concurrently, the Mexicans also are going after marijuana with similar success.

OTHER SOURCES UNCHECKED

r-, But in contrast to the successful Mexican effort, U.S. drug officials say that the
at low of dangerous narcotics—particularly cocaine, but also heroin and marijuana

—

i( s continuing from other Latin American sources. They name Colombia and Jamaica

n particular, with evidence of a strong flow also from Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru.

Moreover, they complain that authorities in some of these nations are not

)vcrl3- cooperative with U.S. efforts to slow the drug traffic.

Cooperation between the Mexican government and officials of the U.S. Drug
Enforcement Administration (DEA), on the other hand, has been close and
-elations generally good. While officers of the 16-month-old administration of

President Jose Lopez Portillo regard the drug traffic as more a U.S. problem than

,1 Mexican, since the U.S. is the market, they recognize the need to snuff out

irug production at its source if drug traffic is to be curbed.

At the same time, Mexican authorities are concerned that Mexican youth will

take to drugs if they are readily available—and worry even more about the

3rime-related activities that have developed around the drug traffic.

CRIME dramatically REDUCED

In Culiacdn, the key center of the traffic, crime and violence had by 1976

become endemic, with drug-related murders almost daily. Although the eradication

program has not entirely eliminated this situation, crime in Culiacdn is down
JSOO percent in one year, according to officials of Mexico's attorney general's

office.

We can see just exactly what the drug traffic was doing to law and order,

3omments one of these officials "There was a distinct correlation."

The eradication program, and particularly the spraying of the poppy and
marijuana fields with herbicides from helicopters, has drawn fire in Mexico.

Some politicans have protested to the Lopez Portillo government ; farmers growing
the poppy claim the spraying has cut down on their earning prospects, and numer-
ous Mexican nationalists attack the program because of U.S. support for the

endeavor.
At the same time, the marijuana eradication effort is drawing fire in the U.S.

following disclosure that the herbicide used in spraying marijuana fields, paraquat,

may have dangerous side effects.

HAZARDS involved

The problem with marijuana spraying arises because this spraying, in contrast

with poppy spraying, leaves a plant that can for up to 24 hours be harvested

—

L^^jbut the herbicide remains and can cause physical disorders if smoked.
Numerous pro-marijuana organizations are launching a campaign in the United

States on the question of spraying. The DEA, meanwhile, has issued warnings.
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Such complaints have little effect on Mexican authorities, who say they ai

determined to wipe out both the poppy and marijuana culture.

Using sophisticated infra-red photographic equipment, obtained from th

United states, Mexican drug officials and federal troops in helicopters spot field

sown with the poppy or with marijuana and then spray them with herbicides

The photographic equipment was developed b3^ the U.S. National Space an
Aeronautics Administration.

EQUIPMENT FROM U.S.

Both this equipment and the helicopters have been supplied by the Unite
States at an estimated cost of $30 million, but the rest of the program is paid fo

by Mexico, including the purchase of herbicides—paraquat for marijuana spray
ing, a British product, and 2-4D for poppy spraying, a Mexican product. Neithe
is a defoliant in the sense of those used in Vietnam by the United States an<

neither hurts the soil; in fact 2-4D may well help fertilize the soil. The big ques
tion, of course, remains paraquat.
Much of the spraying is done in remote areas of Mexico where highways ar

few and where the terrain is rugged. Some of the marijuana and poppy fields ar
on government land.
No legal action is taken against the farmers raising either marijuana or poppies

other than the destruction of the crop. What criminal charges are leveled b]

Mexican authorities are placed on the traffickers and the processors, and not th'

farmers.
At this moment, an estimated 400 such individuals are in prison awaiting trial

another 100 or so are reported to have been killed in shootouts with Mexica]
authorities.

[From the New York Times Magazine, Aug. 13, 1978]

Paraquat and the Marijuana War

(By Jesse Kornbluth)

Daryl Dodson, then a $125-a-week intern on the Senate Permanent Subcoit
mittee on Investigations, first heard that the Mexican Government was sprayin.
a lung-seeking poison on illegal marijuana fields in February 1977. He did no
believe it. Keith Stroup, director of the National Organization for the Reform o
Marijuana Laws (NORMAL), first heard about aerial spraying of the Mexicai
marijuana fields with this lethal herbicide—paraquat—a few months earlier. He
too, did not believe it. But both Dodson and Stroup were curious about th'

stories that a reporter, Craig Copetas, was filing in High Times magazine abou
the use of paraquat in the Mexican-American war against marijuana, and both o
them did something about it. Dodson's research began a Senate subcommittee in

vestigation that led, finally, to Government testing of contaminated Mexicai
marijuana. Keith Stroup added paraquat to his 1977 lobbying agenda, and tool

his list to the basement office where Dr. Peter Bnursip, an old friend, had just

started working as the director of the White House Ofllce of Drug Abuse Policy
Dr. Bourne also did not believe the paraquat stories.

Early in 1977, there was little reason why anyone outside the State Depart
ment or Drug Enforcement Administration should have heard about paraquat
A year later, however, paraquat has become, for many young Americans, a symbo
of governmental malversation as emotionally charged as napalm was for ar

earlier generation. The Stnte Department's loni^f-unnotir-ed involvem?nt in Mexican
marijuana eradication has grown into a potential public health crisis, another ir

a series of foreign-policy embarrassments for the Carter Administration, and,

most recently, into a domestic political controversy that has pitted the State

Department and President Carter against Senator Charles Percy's legislation tc

block this controversial program's 1979 funding.
Looking back, it is not hard to see why so many Government officials believed

for so long that the campaign to stop paraquat spraying was the byproduct of

marijuana-induced paranoia. For, in 1975, when the State Department's Interna-

tional Narcotics Control unit began transferring almost $15 million a year to

the Mexican Government, American involvement seemed limited to technical as-

sistance, salary subsidies and gifts of helicopters. The Mexicans used their new
equipment to spray paraquat on marijuana fields and another herbicide, 2,4-D,
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Non opium-poppy fields. The object was to eradicate drugs at the source, and the
program was a success. With one minor exception : Mexican marijuana growers

^I'pad learned that paraquat-drenched plants might still be sold as commercial-
grade marijuana if they could be harvested before the herbicide turned the
leaves brittle and the taste harsh. Because their illegal crop meant the difference
between a subsistence income of $200 a year and a cultivator's income of as much
as $5,000. the Mexicans unhesitatingly harvested the poisoned marijuana. And
then they sold it to Americans.
The dangers of paraquat were no secret to the State Department. Swallow-

ing as little as a half ounce is suicidal
; paraquat gravitates to the lungs, where

it causes such massive damage that death almost invariably occurs within two
weeks. There is no known antidote. But whether paraquat that is burned, and
then inhaled, produces those same deadly results was unknown. In 1975, when
State started funding the ISIexican program, there had been no inhalation studies.
There would be none until 1977, when Senate investigators forced the issue.

This March, Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare Joseph Califano an-
nounced tlie disturbing results of those tests : Heavy users of this tainted mari-
juana might develop fibrosis, an irreversible lung disease, and "clinically measur-
able damage" might befall less frequent smokers. In the furor that followed, the
Administration explained that there was nothing it could do but warn smokers
against Mexican marijuana—the Government of Mexico selected this herbicide

l[J independently, pui'chased it from a British company with its own funds, and
sprayed marijuana mostly when opium-poppy fields, the true targets of the
American-funded program, lay fallow. And if the United States pressured the
]\Iexic;uis. the probable outcome would be suspension of opium-poppy spraying

—

and intensified spraying of marijuana with paraquat.
Because no one has yet been hospitalized complaining of a burning throat and

l)lo(idy sputum—the suspected symptoms of paraquat poisoning—the panic that
followed Secretary Califano's announcement has all but disappeared. It should
not have. For among the many accomplishments of the Mexican-American eradica-
tion program are the.se uuforseen results :

Contrary to the original, widely publicized White House announcement, the
poisoned marijuana is generally indistinguishable from the ordinary Mexican
product.
Because of the distribution patterns of Mexican marijuana, paraquat-sprayed

marijuana is sold mostly on the West Coast to teen-agers, on the Bast Coast in

gliettos. and, across the nation, to the estimated 200,000 Armed Forces enlisted

personnel who smoke. These are the three groups least likely to have heard
Secretary Califano's warning, or to believe it if they did.

Some laboratories which have conducted anonymous testing for marijuana con-

sumers have been overwhelmed by the demand for tests and have fallen as much
as six weeks behind—more time than most marijuana smokers are probably

''iflei

tiitf(
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oi

willing to wait.
Conflicting statistics released by various Government agencies have caiised

widespread confusion. Secretary Califano's announcement indicated that one-

fifth of the marijuana confiscated at the Mexican border had been contaminated
by paraquat, some of it at a concentration 40,000 times greater than the Environ-
menal Protection Agency allows for domestic use. In August, the Center for Dis-
ease Control found a contamination rate of 2 percent in paraquat-positive sam-
ples forwarded from a private West Coast test'ng laboratory. Meanwhile, paraquat
"test kits." which, theoretically, could enable smokers to resolve their own con-

fusion, are almost universally unreliable, according to the Center for Disease
Control. A few of them contain cliemicals that, if improperly mixed, can create
explosions. And tlie one test Icit developed by Government scientists—said to be
the first such device consumers can use with confidence—cannot be marketed
until it has been approved by the Food and Drug Administration.
The Mexican Government has decided to add a red dye to paraquat so buyers

of the sprayed crop \\'ill know before they smoke it that their marijuana has been
poisoned. The Wliite House, in turn, lias broadcast this decision as if it were a
solution to the paraquat problem. Beeau.se of this announcement, many smokers
believe that the red dye has already been added to paraquat. It has not. At the
current rate of testing, it should be approved for use in 1980.

In .Tuly. Dr. Bourne resigned his AVliite House post after an incident involving
a possibly fraudulent prescription he wrote for his 2.5-year-old assistant. A major
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factor in his resig:nation—in addition to the embarrassment tlie Wliite Honsi
drug adviser had caused ^^-ith his prescription for a widely abused depressant
was tlie effect of subsequent reports, denied by Dr. Bourne, that he liad snortec

cocaine at a party given last December by NORMAL. It took seven months fo

those reports to surface, in part because Keith Stroup had denied them three timef

But in July, with Dr. Bourne still enthusiastically supporting paraquat spraying
NORML contributed to the news break that made it impossible for him to eon
tinue at the White House. Dr. Bourne, contended Mr. Stroup, was thus the firs

casualty of paraquat.
This March, when every attempt to influence the White Hou.se and State De

partment had failed. NORML filed suit against four Government agencies, notinj

that although nearly $50 million had been pumped into the Mexican eradicatioi

program, an environmental-impact statement had never been filed. Until it waf
NOR]ML argued, all funds which support paraquat spraying should be suspended
In .Tune, a United States District Court .I'udge ruled against NORML. But lati

in July. Senator Charles Percy introduced a rider to the Security Assistance Ac
to block funding of any marijuana-eradication program that uses healtli

endangering herbicides. This amendment will remind smokers that marijuan:
may at last be as dangerous as the Government always said it was. But even i

Senator Percy's legislation becomes law, it is uncertain whether it will dete
paraquat spraying in Mexico.

Tlie reasons why the American Government Mill not, or cannot, pressure thi

Mexicans to halt the spraying are complex. They touch on bilateral issues tha
have nothing to do with marijuana eradication : American and Mexican agri
cultural interests, Mexican land reform, Mexican domestic vinrest and the INIexica;

Government's counter insurgency campai.sn. But at bottom, the paraquat stor;

is about an American foreign-policy problem that, like Frankenstein's monstei
w^ent wrong. Viewed this way. it is a paradigm of sorts, suggesting that wha
our Government does in the name of stopping the drug problem may very easil;

become the problem itself.

Although marijuana is still classified with heroin, as a Class T narcotic, i

has become, for many as American as blue jeans : By Government estimate, a tent!

of the adult population enjoys it as least "occasionally." Last year, arguing tha
"penalties against possession of a drug should not be more damaging to an indi

vidual than the use of the drug itself," President Carter called for decriminiliza
tion of marijuana at the Federal level for amounts up to one ounce. Ten state
had already changed their laws to accommodate new medical evidence and th
changed social attitudes about marijuana, and Ala.'^ka had legalized home cultiv.n

tion for personal use. x\ggressive enforcement against marijuana use has ender
and (10 percent of the respondents in a recent Gallup Poll support decriminali
zation, with 2S percent favoring outright legalization. As Dr. Bourne said thi

spring, "Our ability to control marijuana is almost nil. The siutation is more nm
more like Prohibition. . . . All the movement is in one direction—toward reduce*
penalties."

In ISIexico. the source of 60 percent of the marijuana smoked in America, thi

movemen.t is also all in one direction—toward eradication. Although Alexicai
opium fields represent a much larger cash crop, it is marijuana which th(
Government of INIexico considers the most offensive treasure of the Sierr;
Madre: That 23.000-square-mile region has never been under effective nntiona
control, and Mexican Governments have long feared the political effects o
the illes-al. income-producing mariiunna croT) there. As a result, IMexico ha
been in the business of marijuana eradication for decades.
By lOfiO. marijuana eradicntion had also become a priority of the Nixoi

White House, and Government scientists began the search for a herbicide thai
would dramatically reduce the Mexican supply—or incapacitate Ameri
can smokers (a spray to make smokers nauseated was synthesized in 1969
but not used). Tlie recommendations of the 1969 Task Fo^-ce on Narcotic;-
Traffic seemed more fruitful : an expanded poniiv and mariiuann erndir^ntion nvn
grain, the development of electronic sensory technology to detect the illicit fields
and tlie actual spraying of these fields with herbicides. In 1970. the United State:-
gave Mexico five helicopters and three airplanes to initiate a herbicide progrnm
At a time wb.en other United States aircraft were defoliating Vietnamese rice

fields, the Mexicans were understandably less than appreciative of this gift
"Mexico will never allow itself to be used as a proving ground for herbicide?
nor to suffer damage to the ecology of our country, and we would never accept

ii
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ay product that might cause damage to our land," Mexican Attorney General

edro Uieda Paullada announced in rJ71. ,,. ^ , 4. 1

In 1971 with 20 percent of our enlisted men in Vietnam addicted to heroin,

merican' concern began shifting away from marijuana. By 1973, w-hen 20 per-

mit of tlie 21-vear-olds in AVashington, D.C., had sought treatment for heroin

Idii-tion, tluit* shift was complete. But closing off the Turkish connection did

jthing to stem a steadily increasing flow of heroin into America s ghettos and

iL.urbs. By 1975, Mexico provided 89 percent of America's heroin, and America

•ovided Mexico with a $2 billion-a-year industry.

., That industry soon began to destabilize the Mexican economy, breeamg cor-

Uption and violence. (In Culiacan alone, there were 300 drug-related murders

1 1975 ) If such lawlessness were to spread throughout the Sierra Madre, a

larter of Mexican land would be out of the Government's control, so Attorney

eneral Paullada invited the United States Drug Enforcement Administration

observe the spring 1975 eradication campaign. "Good ideas," Paullada said,

lo not belong to any one country." .,,..,.
"Operation Clearview," the D.E.A. fact-finding mission in Mexico that spring

., 1975, endorsed aerial spraying for very practical reasons. Every program,

roni President Nixon's ill-considered "Operation Intercept" on, had failed to

op drug traffic at the border ; at best, 10 percent of the Mexican heroin was

iterdicted there. And when the narcotics growers did not open fire on the

cdcralvs who had come, armed with flame throwers and sticlvS, to eradicate

leir crops, they had an alarming tendency to bribe the troops. With aerial

)raying. the eradicators would never meet the growers.

The D.E.A. also had a technology which would pinpoint the illicit fields. Nielc-

imed MOPS, the Multispectral Opium Poppy Sensor System was a four-lens

imera allegedly capable of surveying 250 square miles a day w^ith 90 percent

;-curacy. MOPS was the legacy of Robert McNamara's "electronic battlefield,"

odified for drug-enforcement work. Eventually, the men who tried to use it

>ared with laughter whenever MOPS was mentioned: The wilderness it so

lithfuUy photographed had never been adequately mapped by the Government
' Mexico, so searches could not be conducted.
But with the promise of American technical assistance, all the Mexicans would:

ave to do was choose a herbicide, load it, fly the copters and man the sprayers.

nd because there were, at that time, so few trained helicopter pilots in Mexico,
le United States advisers could even suggest an American-based company of

[lots, many of them Vietnam veterans, to fly the copters for the flrst few cam-
ligns. (In one of the ironies of this program, an American pilot is reported
) have smoked prime Oaxacan marijuana in the chopper as he and his Mexican
ssociates eradicated the marijuana fields below.)
The Mexicans agreed to an aerial spraying program for reasons that went
eyond a bilateral concern over heroin. They would be given a small air force,

nd at an extremely opportune moment : Less than a fifth of the land supposedly
istributed to the peasants by the Secretary of Agrarian Reform had actually

tiifleen transferred, and in Sinaloa—one of the three main drug-producing states^—

•

fiiiijlmost 900,000 hectares deeded to the peasants remained in their former owners'
Diitrol. In 1975, peasants were beginning to appropriate these lands by force. An

.rtiijrmed peasant rebellion seemed a possibility. And if that rebellion spread to

[exico's vegetable-growing region—which provides GO percent of America's win-
r vegetables and which, like the Sinaloa fields. Is controlled by a few rich

rowers with strong ties to American agricultural companies—the outcome
light be a bloody civil war. But with tlie acquisition of helicopters and sophisti-

ited technology, the eradication program could also identify the alleged guer-
illa "training camps" in these mountains.
And, of course, the American helicopters could be used to spray the crop the

[exican Government feared most : marijuana.
Jolm Ford, an aviation services adviser for the Agency for International
•evelopment, more or less developed the drug-eradication program for the
lexicans in the fall of 1975. In his memos. INIr. Ford indicated that both the
mericnn and Mexican Governments knew that poisoned marijuana was being
arvested. Presumably it was being sold.
Wlipu ]\[r. Ford arrived in Mexico in October 197-5, in fact, almost the first

iiing he did was survey some marijuana fields. On Oct. 14, he supervised pre-
minary tests of the aerial-spraying device using Gramoxone—the foreign
qiuivalent of paraquat—on a patch of marijuana. The next day, when he re-
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turned to inspect the damage, he discovered that "a large portion of the fia

had been harvested after it was sprayed."

Though Mr. Ford continued testing, Department of Agriculture specialis

strongly opposed paraquat spraying. Staff scientist W. C. Shaw noted, "Ten to ]

additional herbicides are effective for controlling narcotic plants and possess ft

less risk to applicators and the environment. . . ." Mr. Shaw underscored his co]

cern: "Exi)erience has shown that when U.S. Government officials are involve

in any way, including the sale of equipment, sale of chemicals, or giving advi{

to a foreign country in which damage subsequently results, the U.S. Governmei

is always the target of blame."
Feb. 11, 197«, marked the first time the State Department coimtered criticis

of the eradication program with the claim that paraquat spraying would soon en

"because of unsatisfactory results in eradication." Whenever State was sub&

quentlv questioned, officials said that only 2,4-D would be sprayed in the future-

as Senator Percy was told in May 1977, "tests showed it was more effective an

easier to handle."
But the simple fact is that the Mexican Government had not seriously coi

sidered using 2,4-D on marijuana since 1975. On the contrary, the Mexicans ai

highly committed to paraquat, which they consider the most effective—an

safest—herbicide available. After repeated questioning, the Mexican Attorne

General's office could not locate a single Mexican narcotics specialist who ev(

gave the Americans any reason to believe that Mexico would stop sprayiDJ

paraquat.
On May 27, 1977, Dr. Bourne, under pressure from the Senate Subcommittt

on Investigations, convened a White House meeting which was to explore testin

procedures the Government might initiate to answer one long-ignored questioE

If paraquat kills when swallowed, what happens when it is smoked? Tliere wei
representatives present from the D.E.A., the Food and Drug Administration, tl

Environmental Protection Agency, the State Department, the National Institiit

of Drug Abuse—and the Investigations Subcommittee. According to Daryl Dodso
"The opinion of almost everyone there was that people didn't want to spen

resources testing for paraquat poisoning. 'This may be the biggest breakthroug

in drug abuse yet,' someone said. There were jokes like, 'Well, we've finally four

a way to stop pot smokers.' Richard Dugstad [of the State Department] coi

tinned to say there was no evidence contaminated marijuana was being ha
vested—yet he had forwarded the Ford memos, which directly contradictt

him. to us. Over and over, people asked, 'Why are we even concerned about this

until Peter Bourne said, 'Because we have a responsibility.'
"

While American .scientists began testing contaminated Mexican marijuan;
Mexico accelerated its eradication campaign. In 1976, helicopters had spraye
14.633 marijuana fields ; in the year ending Nov. 30, 1977, they destroyed 23,76

fi.elds. Tlie State Department, however, registered no formal request for even
temporary slowdown while tests were being conducted : The results of tb

opium eradication were so impressive no one wanted to alienate the Governmer
of Mexico. For the supply of Mexican heroin had been reduced by one and a hal

tons in a single year, and its retail purity was at the lowest level in seven year;

As a result, heroin overdoses had been dramatically reduced. And becau.se th

Mexicans had proved their commitment to this campaign with the equivalent c

,$40 million spent annually—and 17 agents' lives lost in helicopter crashes o

sbootonts—State Department officials were not inclined to endanger future Mex
can cooperation in any way.

In November 1977, Dr. Bourne received the first reports that some paraqxia
had survived the combustion tests and that preliminary studies indicated damag
to the lungs of laboratory rats. It was not until Dec. 9. 1977. after these tests ha
confirmed what critics of the program had long contended, that the Garter Ad
ministration broke its 10-month silence, and in effect, acknowledged both th

spraying and the possibility of lung damage.
Secretary Califano's announcement of these results in March was alarming fo

more than health reason.s. Leading off H.E.W.'s list of i>reliininary conclusion
was the report thnt a marijuana iiser would have to eat between 32 and .32i

pounds of iM)isoned brownies in a short time to receive a fatal dose—as if th^

Government actually believed that marijuana is primarily consumed in food
Government spokesmen did not seem to think that smokers had rights to healtl
protection. desi)ite stati.stics indicating tliat 16 million Americans use the drug
"Individuals have some responsibility and choice in the matter—they don't havi
to smoke," one White IIou.se aide said.
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On the East Coast, paraquat was at best a momentary scare for marijuana

smokers • since the micl-1970's, most Ea.stern marijuana has come from Colombm.

The Mexican marijuana that reaches Washington, New Yorlc and Boston, dealers

say, is mostly inferior stuff, suitable mainly for the "loose joints" sold on street

corners and "nickel bags" sold in school corridors.

On the West Coast, where most marijuana comes from Mexico, the reaction

to the Califano announcement was more focused. xVfter a late-night Los Angeles

disc jockey suggested that listeners phone the White House, 5.000 calls jammed

the Wliite House switchboard. Concerned users formed a group called SCAMS

—

Southern Californians Against Marijuana Spraying—and collected 300,000 sig-

natures on a protest petition in less than a month. Thirty-seven members of the

California Legislature signed a letter of protest to President Carter. In Newport

Beach, Michael Flasher Consultants Inc., which is staffed by former narcotics

agents, began compiling data for a paraquat source-book it plans to make avail-

able to attorneys whose health-impaired clients might want to sue the State

Department.
The effect of official misinformation, delays in testing and unreliable home kits

was to create panic among California's marijuana smokers. "Nothing facilitates

conspiracy thinking more than the idea that the Government is systemtically

poisoning' a selective segment of the population," notes Dr. David Smith, direc-

tor of the Haight Asbury Free Clinic in San Francisco. "Already this paraquat

scarce has caused more problems than all the marijuana cases we've seen in our

11 years here—and we've had 500,000 client visits in that time." This spring, Dr.

Smith's doctors saw 17 people with suspected symptoms of paraquat poisoning.

"It is true that all physical toxicity is only 'suspected,' and, as the Center for

Disease Control points out, it may be years before symptoms show" up," he says.

"But the psychological toxicity of paraquat is verifiable simply by looking at our

clientele. We've getting middle-class, employed people with no pre-existing psycho-

logical conditions. They are anxious and debilitated." One of them was a preg-

nant woman who had read that paraquat causes birth defects in rats ;
in what

some consider this controversy's first paraquat-related death, she aborted the

fetus.

At his July 20 press conference, President Carter was finally questioned about

paraquat. It was not the most embarrassing question he could have been asked

—

that would have probed this country's financial commitment to the marijuana
eradication program, which has amounted to perhaps $16 million since 1975. Still,

the President's unflappable endorsement of the campaign ("I favor this program
very strongly," he said) was sufficient to make a group of White House officials

boo his image on their television screen.

But although this was the President's first public statement about paraquat,

it was not the first time that a remark of his had affected the eradication program.
Near the end of another press conference, on Jan. 12, Mr. Carter was asked about
an incident in which shots had been fired at an American helicopter from the

Mexican side of the border. He explained, "We have in Mexico, in clo.se coopera-

tion with the Mexican Government, used our helicopters for the detection of

poppy fields that produce heroin and other hard drugs in Mexico. And my under-

standing was that the helicopter fired at was in the process of trying to destroy

heroin, or poppy fields."

President Carter's ignorance of the poppy-growing areas, which are far from
the American border, and his mistaken belief that American pilots in American
helicopters participated in aerial spraying, infuriated the Mexican Government

;

there was already, in Mexico, criticism of the Government for cooperating with
what many considered an American program. The next day—two days before

a squad of D.E.A. i>ersonnel was to leave for Mexico to monitor the eradication

results—Mexican representatives advised the D.E.A. that they would be allowed

to ride in the helicopters for only two more weeks.
The Mexican Government had, in September 1977, grounded D.E.A. reconnais-

.sance planes in the Sierra Madre. Now. with a complete ban on D.E.A. personnel,

what Peter Bourne de.scribes as the D.E.A. attitude toward the Mexican pilots

—

that "they are all corrupt and D.E.A. agents must watch them"—may finally be

justified.

Certainly, the new Mexican statistics are puzzling. Rather than begin a spray-

ing campaign in January, Mexico decided, for the first time in the program's
history, to fly reconnaissance planes over the entire country. Tlie aim \yas to

determine whether opium poppies were being grown in previously uncultivated
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regions, although much of the surveyed region was known to be imiwssibly bar-
ren. By mid-February, it was the D.E.A.'s impression that, with harvest only two
months away, the Mexicans had not begun spraying.
According to the Mexican Attorney General's oflSce, eradication has been

undertaken and the results have been impressive : As of June 20, the helicopters

had sprayed 16,074 opium-poppy fields and 2,720 marijuana fields. Mexican oflS-

cials cite several reasons for the dramatic drop in marijuana eradication : the
success of last year's campaign, the crop-substitution program, and an unusually
prolonged drought.
The Mexicans do not cite corruption as a possible reason, but civilian observers

have been quick to connect the removal of American monitors from the heli-

copters to what they say is a changed pattern in spraying : "What they're doing
in the south is making it impossible to grow marijuana if you haven't made your
deal with the Federales." says Dick Reavi.«, a writer who has studied conditions
in the Sierra Madre. "If you're rich and a landowner, you and the Government
are probably cousins. They don't destroy dope on friendly farms—in Oaxaca,
I saw 70 acres growing and no one messed with it. They knew whose it was."
The Mexican Government contests this, arguing that the salary supplements

the United States pays to its Mexican pilots and mechanics more than eliminates
the possibility of corruption. They suggest their figures point to an achievement
of historical proportions : the extinction of Mexican marijuana for the fore-

seeable future. Even if some is still grown and sprayed and harvested, they say,

it will soon be colored with a red dye called Rhodamine B. But the Government
of Mexico does not wish to poison smokers with the chemical it hopes will alert

them to the other, primary, poison : They are now testing the dye. The only
problem is that inhalation tests take a long time. At the present rate, they will

be completed in two years.

At a recent conference at the National Institute of Drug Abuse, during a
heated discussion about the potential dangers of paraquat and the "known
dangers" of marijuana. Dr. Robert DuPont, then the director of the institute,

told a story about another eradication program. This one was initiated by the
Government of Afghanistan, a nation which does not allow its citizens to drink
alcohol. Although liquor had been effectively banned. Dr. DuPont said, the Com-
missioner of Health noticed one area of potential abuse : Hospitals were order-
ing alcohol in such quantities that it was clear a booming black market was
being operated out of their supply room«. But the Health Commissioner had a
solution. He announced that in six months all hospital alcohol would be colored
with a dye indicating it had also been tainted with poison. The poison was lethal,

and those who had formerly consumed this alcohol were not to drink it. This
announcement was broadcast frequently enough to satisfy the Government's
sense of responsibility, and on the appointed day, the dye and poison were added
to the alcohol. In the first six months, according to Dr. DuPont, 50 Afghanistan
citizens went blind, or died. After that, Afghanistan no longer had no alcohol
problem.
There was a silence when Dr. DuPont finished his story, as if his listeners

were unsure just where the N.I.D.A. director's sympathies lay on this issue.

Later, Dr. DuPont explained he was merely suggesting how far a government
might go to enforce its policies if it had high priorities on enforcement and low
priorities on the health of those who knowingly violated the law. He was not, he
said, suggesting that the United States adopt such Draconian penalties for so

minor an infraction as marijuana use. He was, he said, particularly not endors-
ing the view that because one substance is known to be dangerous, the Govern-
ment has every right to make it more so.

Dr. DuPont's listeners were relieved to hear this, but, in their relief, they
missed what might be the key point : The United States Government, by failing to

announce paraquat spraying for almost two years, may have gone the Govern-
ment of Afghanistan one better.



APPENDIX C: SOUTHWEST BORDER CONTROI^ADDITIONAL
MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

I. Ofl5cial Documents

Memorandum of Understanding Between U.S. Customs Service/Drug
Enforcement Administration

December 11, 1975.

From: Commissioner of Customs/Acting Administrator, Drug Enforcement
Administration.

To: Principal Field Offices (U.S. Customs Service/Drug Enforcement Admin-
istration).

Subject: Memorandum of Understanding Between U.S. Customs Service/Drug
Enforcement Administration.

As the Commissioner of Customs and the Acting Administrator, Drug Enforce-
ment Administration, we wish to assure all personnel of l)oth agencies that this
Memorandum of Understanding was signed in good faith by both parties and it is

our intention to insure that the relationships between our agencies are conducted
according to these operational guidelines in both a coordinated and professional
manner.

It is of the utmost importance that the U.S. Customs Service and the U.S.
Drug Enforcement Administration work together in an atmosphere of harmony
and efficiency in combating the illegal importation and trafficking in illicit drugs.
It is essential that each agency complement and support the other in fulfilling their
respective obligations.
The attached policy guidelines have been established between the Drug Enforce-

ment Administration and the U.S. Customs Service for the purpose of clarifying
the respective operations of each agency in regard to drug related enforcement
activities. It is anticipated that the guidance established in this agreement will

promote and insure that the inter-agency relationships are in the best interests
of the United States and will result in effective and efficient law enforcement.
A copy of this memorandum and the attached Memorandum of Understanding

is being sent directly to all field offices of laoth agencies so that all personnel will

be immediately aware of the agreed upon operational guidelines. We expect all

principal field offices to insure that meetings are arranged at the earliest date
between U.S. Customs Service and Drug Enforcement Administration counter-
parts at the various managerial and working levels to develop the closest possible
working relationships within these operating guidelines.

Attachment.
Vernon D. Acree,

Commissioner of Customs.

Henry S. Dogin,
Acting Administrator,

Drug Enforcement Administration.

customs service and the drug enforcement administration on operating
guidelines

The purpose of this memorandum is to emphasize and clarify the roles and the
need for cooperation between the respective agencies. Under the broad guidelines
of Reorganization Plan No. 2, the Drug Enforcement Administration has been
assigned the primary responsibility for "... intelligence, investigative and law
enforcement functions . . . which relate to the suppression of ilUcit traffic in
narcotics, dangerous drugs or marihuana . .

." Under the plan and delegations.
Customs retains and continues to perform these functions "... to the extent that
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they relate to searches and seizures of illicit narcotics, dangerous drugs, mari-
huana or to the apprehension or detention of persons in connection therewith at

regular inspection locations at ports-of-entry or anywhere along the land or water
borders of the United States . .

." However, Customs is required to turn over to
DEA "any illicit narcotics, dangerous drugs, marihuana or related evidence seized
and any person apprehended or detained ..."
Both agencies have vital roles to perform within the Federal drug enforcement

program. Customs, as part of its overall responsibility for interdicting the smug-
gling of contraband, retains the full responsibility for searching, detecting, seizing

smuggled narcotics, and arresting suspected smugglers of any contraband. DEA
has the full responsibility for any narcotic-related follow-up investigation as well

as for providing Customs with information related to narcotics interdiction.

Clearly, for the Federal effort to accomplish its enforcement goals related to re-

ducing narcotics trafficking, both agencies must cooperate and provide appropriate
mutual assistance in performing their respective functions. It is mutually agreed
that an employee who willfully violates the intent and conditions of this agree-
ment will be subject to firm disciplinary action.

To implement the above, the Commissioner of Customs and the Administrator
of the Drug Enforcement Administration jointly approve the following guide-
lines for dealing with specific operational problems.

1. OPERATIONAL ROLES OF CUSTOMS AND DEA

Customs is the agency with primary responsibility for interdiction of all con-
traband, including all drugs at the land, sea, and air borders of the United States.

DEA is the agency with primary responsibility for investigation and intelligence

gathering related to drug smuggling and trafficking.

The Drug Enforcement Administration will notify the U.S. Customs Service
of information from its narcotic investigations which indicates that a smuggling
attempt is anticipated at or between an established port-of-entry as soon as pos-
sible after the information is received. Such information may result in a coopera-
tive joint interdiction effort but shall in no case result in uncoordinated unilateral

action.

Within the limitations of its resources. Customs will cooperate when requested
to support DEA operations and ongoing investigations, including interception of

aircraft suspected of drug smuggling and convoys.
For purposes of this agreement an ongoing investigation includes only those

cases in which information indicates a seizure and/or arrest should not occur at
the initial point of contact in the United States, but should continue as a convoy
to the final delivery point. The mere fact that a suspect or vehicle is known to
DEA does not constitute an ongoing investigation.

2. LAW ENFORCEMENT COORDINATION

Whenever Customs has information on any person, aircraft, vessel, etc., that
is involved in or suspected of being involved in drug smuggling or trafficking,

DEA will be the first agency contacted by Customs. DEA will then have primary
responsibility for the coordination of all investigative efforts.

Whenever DEA has information on any person, aircraft, vessel, etc., that is

involved in or suspected of being involved in the smuggling of contraband,
Customs will be the first agency contacted by DEA. Customs will than have
primary responsibility for interdiction if a seizure or arrest is to occur at the
initial point of contact in the United States except in those cases under the
control of DEA.

3. PLACING OF TRANSPONDERS ON AIRCRAFT AND TRANSPONDER ALERTS

Transponders will not be utilized by Customs in drug-related activity without
prior advice to DEA of the aircraft's identity and suspects involved. If DEA has
an ongoing investigation, DEA will make the tactical decision as to the course of

action to be taken.
Both agencies will expeditiously advise each other of all transponders placed on

aircraft, and immediately upon receiving signals therefrom.
Customs will normally respond to all specially coded transponder alerts ciossing

the border. DEA will be given immediate notification whenever Customs responds
to a drug-related transponder alert.



159

4. COMBINED SEIZURES OF NARCOTICS AND OTHER GENERAL CONTRABAND

Where both narcotics and general contraband are seized in the same case, the
Customs Office of Investigations is to be notified and they will coordinate with
DEA on a joint investigation.

Investigative efforts will be dependent upon the magnitude of the violations
and/or the value of the general merchandise seized.

5. VIOLATIONS TO BE REPORTED TO THE U.S. ATTORNEY

DEA case reports will include any customs reports related to the drug violation.
Customs will furnish their reports to DEA in an expeditious manner. DEA will
present the violations to the concerned prosecutor for determination of charges.

6. INTERNATIONAL AND DOMESTIC DRUG INTELLIGENCE GATHERING,
COORDINATION

DEA is the agency with primary responsibility for gathering intelligence on drug
smuggling and trafficking, including air trafficking.

Customs has primary responsibility for intelligence gathering of smuggling ac-
tivities and also a supportive role to DEA in drug smuggling and trafficking.

Nothing in this agreement precludes Customs from gathering information from the
air and marine community related to the smuggling of contraband. Customs will

continue to maintain liaison and gather information from foreign Customs services
on all smuggling activities.

Customs will expeditiously furnish all drug-related information to DEA. DEA
will expeditiously furnish drug smuggling intelligence to Customs. Unless im-
mediate action is required, such drug smuggling intelligence collected will not be
subjected to enforcement action prior to coordination between Customs and DEA.
DEA and Customs will refrain from offering or leading support to any deroga-

tory remarks regarding the other agency. When dealing with other law enforce-
ment agencies. Federal, state, and local officials should not be mislead as to DEA
and Customs respective responsibilities.

Neither Customs nor DEA will discourage potential sources of information from
working for the other agency. The promising of rewards to informants for intel-

ligence shall not be competitively used to increase the price of information and
knowingly encourage the source of information to "Agency Shop."
Under no circumstances will Customs officers employ a participating informant

for drug-related matters unless prior agreement and concurrence is obtained from
DEA. Both agencies recognize that the identity of an informant may have to be
revealed in court and that the informant may have to testify.

In those drug smuggling cases involving a DEA confidential source, Customs
will be promptly notified of the role of the informants so that the safety of the
cooperating individual is not jeopardized. Customs officers will not attempt to
debrief DEA informants.
None of the foregoing is intended to limit total resource utilization of DEA and

Customs law enforcement capabilities, but rather to insure coordination, elimina-
tion of duplication of effort, and prevention of counter-productive or potentially
dangerous enforcement activities.

At the field level. Customs and DEA offices will identify specific persons or
organizational units for the purpose of information referral and to coordinate en-
forcement matters.

7. PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED WHEN DEA HAS INFORMATION THAT AN AIRCRAFT,
VEHICLE, VESSEL, PERSON, ETC., WILL TRANSIT THE BORDER CARRYING NARCOTICS

For criminal case development purposes, DEA may request that such persons
or conveyances be permitted to enter the United States without enforcement
intervention at that time. These requests will be made by DEA supervisory
agents at the ARD level or al)ove to District Directors or their designated repre-
sentative. Such requests will be rare and made only when DEA intends to exploit
investigations of major traffickers.

Customs officers will participate in the enforcement actions until the initial

seizure and arrest. The number of Customs personnel and equipment needed will

be decided l)y the Customs supervisor with input from the DEA Case Agent,
subject to the limitations of available Customs resources, not to exceed the number
recommended by the DEA Case Agent.
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On drug-related joint enforcement actions, no press releases will be made by
Customs or DEA without the concurrence of each other.

8. DRUG SEIZURE PROCEDURES

Customs responsibility for interdiction of contral^and, including illegal drugs,
r emains unchanged. Using every enforcement aid and technique available to them,
Customs officers will continue to search for illicit drugs. Each time any drugs are
discovered, they will be seized and the nearest DEA office will be immediately
notified unless otherwise locally agreed upon. Questioning of arrested violators
will be limited to obtaining personal history and seizure information for Customs
forms. Further questioning is the responsibility of DEA. Chain of custody forms
or receipts are required for transfers of all seized items.

Customs will take every step possible to preserve all evidentiary material and
not remove suspected drugs from original containers when such action compromises
evidentiary and investigative potential.

In those instances where DEA will not accept custody of detained persons or
seizure of drugs due to U.S. Attorney prosecutive policy, DEA will notify local

enforcement authorities for prosecutive consideration. Otherwise DEA will re-

quest Customs to notify these authorities. When local enforcement authority
declines. Customs will proceed to assess administrative and civil penalties, as
appropriate. Otherwise, administrative and civil penalties should be held in

abeyance until local prosecution is completed.

9. CONVOY OPERATIONS AFTER CUSTOMS SEIZURES

In those instances where DEA decides to convoy the contraband seized by
Customs to the ultimate consignee, Customs personnel will fully cooperate, and
will withhold publicity. All seized vehicles or conveyances will be included in a
chain of custody receipt.

The weighing of the contraband may be waived when the method of conceal-
ment makes it impractical. At the termination of the convoy, an accurate weight
will be supplied by DEA to the originating district director, and the chain of

custody will be annotated with the correct weight. Customs officers will not
normally participate in this type of convoy operation.
At the termination of this type convoy operation, involved vehicle or conveyance

shall be released to the custody of the nearest district director of Customs.

10. DISPOSITION OF VEHICLES, VESSELS, AIRCRAFT AND SEIZURES IN JOINT
ENFORCEMENT

All vehicles, vessels, and aircraft involved in joint smuggling cases will be
seized and forfeited by Customs. Final disposition of the conveyance will be
determined by a joint Headquarters review board comprised of Customs and
DEA personnel. Guidelines governing disposition will be developed.
Upon prior DEA request in writing. Customs will not administratively dispose

of seized aircraft or other conveyances until it is no longer required for evidence
by the courts or termination of DEA investigation.

11. REFERRAL TO OTHER AGENCIES (CHAIN OF CUSTODY AND LABORATORY SAMPLING)

Customs will continue, in the case of seized heroin and cocaine, weighing two
ounces or more, to take samples not to exceed 7 grams. However, the Customs
laboratory will not perform the quantitative and qualitative analysis until com-
pletion of the prosecutive action, except for special contingencies.

12. DEA ACCESS TO CUSTOMS PERSONNEL AND CONTROLLED AREAS

Designated Customs areas are not normally accessible to others. Access to
Customs controlled areas and Customs personnel on an as needed basis will be
obtained from the officer-in-charge of the Customs facility in each instance.

Customs will honor such requests, provided that DEA personnel in no way inter-

fere in examination and inspection processes.
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13. PROCEDURES WHEN DISCOVERY OF DRUGS IS MADE BEFORE ACTUAL VIOLATERS
HAVE BEEN INDENTIFIED AND GOODS OR CONVEYANCES ARE STILL IN CUSTOMS
CUSTODY

When Customs officers discover the presence of concealed drugs in imported
goods and the goods or conveyances are still under Customs custody or control,
and they have not been claimed by a consignee or reached their ultimate destina-
tion, Customs shall maintain control of the drugs, but DEA will be notified im-
mediately. Customs officers will cooperate with DEA and be guided by DEA's
tactical decisions regarding investigative development, arrest and seizure.

14. ANY REPRESENTATION MADE TO FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL PROSECUTORS
FOR MITIGATION OF SENTENCE OR OTHER CONSIDERATION ON BEHALF OF A
DEFENDANT WHO HAS COOPERATED IN NARCOTIC CASES OR INVESTIGATIONS
WILL BE MADE BY DEA. DEA WILL BRING TO THE ATTENTION OF THE AP-
PROPRIATE PROSECUTOR COOPERATION BY A NARCOTIC DEFENDANT WHO
HAS ASSISTED CUSTOMS

There are existing DEA/Customs agreements not covered in this document that
pertain to cross-designation of DEA agents, mail parcel drug interdiction and
other matters. DEA and Customs mutually agree to review each of these and
amend where appropriate for consistency with the cooperative intent of this
agreement.
No guideUnes are all encompassing and definitive for all occasions. Therefore,

the appropriate field management of both agencies are directed to establish com-
munication with their respective counterparts to better coordinate their respective
operations. Similar cooperation and harmonious working relationships should be
implemented at all subordinate levels. It must be recognized that good faith as
well as mutual respect for the statutory responsibilities of our agencies and for the
employees are the cornerstones upon which full cooperation must be established.
To this end, Customs and DEA personnel must take the appropriate affirmative
actions to minimize conflict and develop a combined program which adequately
serves the interests of the United States of America and its citizenry.

Henry S. Dogin,
Acting Administrator,

Drug Enforcement Administration.

Vernon D. Acree,
Commissioner,

U.S. Customs Service.

Memorandum From Peter B. Bensinger, Administrator, Drug Enforcement
Administration

May 14, 1976.
From: Peter B. Bensinger, Administrator.
To: All Regional Directors, all Headquarters Office Heads.
Subject: Cooperation with U.S. Customs Service.

references

a. Headquarters Message 10598, dated July 11, 1975, Subject: as above.
b. Memorandum of Understanding Between U.S. Customs Service/Drug En-

forcement Administration, dated December 11, 1975.
c. Administrator's Memorandum, dated March 5, 1976, Subject: Memo-

randum of Understanding Between Customs Service and DEA on Operating
Guidelines.
Pursuant to these references, DEA is charged with primary responsibility for

the collection of intelligence, as well as investigative and law enforcement func-
tions, which relate to the suppression of importation and trafficking in illicit

drugs. The U.S. Customs Service, on the other hand, retains the responsibility
for searches and seizures of contraband, including illicit drugs, and/or the ap-
prehension/detention of individuals in connection with smuggling activities at
ports-of-entry or along the land/water borders of the United States.

These interlocking responsibilities require that Customs and DEA elements
work together in a mutually supportive partnership. Thus, Customs, to be most
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effective in discharge of its responsibilities, is highly dependent upon DEA assets
and capabilities for basic and operational intelligence.

Information/intelligence obtained from the debriefing of individuals arrested
as a result of Customs narcotics seizures is vitally important to the interdiction

mission of Customs as well as to subsequent DEA investigations. DEA Agents
and Customs Officers, as appropriate, will obtain the following interdiction-related

information—to the extent available—on each Customs narcotics seizure and
arrest

:

Trafficking Patterns—Includes routes traveled, conveyance utilized, methods
of concealment, documentation employed, identification of commercial enter-

prises used as cover, trafficker's knowledge of Customs operations and weak points,

sources of supply and distribution patterns, etc.

Individual identifiers—Includes numeric personal identifiers, prior drug in-

volvement, associates, biographic descriptors, method of opertions, etc.

Conveyance identifiers—Includes vehicle license num})ers, vessel registration

number, aircraft number, commercial airlines flight number, etc.

Contraband—Includes physical description (color, shape, texture, etc.), pack-
aging, unique variations, source country, etc.

DEA elements are also responsible for any narcotic-related follow-up investi-

gations of referrals from Customs and for providing "feed-back" information
pertinent to matters of Customs interest.

In all cases, information responsive to Customs requirements, whether obtained
from debriefing of referrals or subsequent investigative activity, must be pro-
vided to the designated local Customs representatives as expeditiously as possible.-

For those Customs narcotics seizures in which the U.S. Attorney declines to
prosecute and in which DEA relinquishes operational interest or jurisdication,

Customs Officers (Inspectors, Special Agents or Patrol Officers) will be conducting
debriefings of the individuals involved. DEA will be provided a report of any
narcotics law enforcement-related information obtained from these debriefings.

Addressees are reminded of the requirement that all exchanges written and oral,

with Customs must be documented and a copy of the report, letter, etc. be pro-
vided to DEA Headquarters, ATTN: IGR/L. IGR/L has been designated as the
Headquarters point of contact with Customs for the purpose of developing,
monitoring and coordinating exchanges of information/intelligence. Responsibili-
ties also include publication of a periodic report on the nature, scope and quantity
of DEA-generated information provided to Customs.

Department of Justice—Agreement Between Immigration and
Naturalization Service and Drug Enforcement Administration

operational agreement
7. Introduction

Considering that Executive Order 11727 dated July 10, 1973 designates the
Attorney General as the Coordinator for all activities of the executive branch
departments and agencies which are directly related to the enforcement of laws
on narcotics and dangerous drugs;

Desiring to meet the mandate of Reorganization Plan No. 2 which places on
the Attorney General, the Department of Justice, or any officer or any agency of

that Department the responsibility to make investigations and to engage in drug
law enforcement activities at ports of entry or along the land and water borders
of the United States;

Recognizing the Drug Enforcement Administration's primary jurisdiction in

drug enforcement and the Immigration and Naturalization Service's incidental

role in the same activity, the Commissioner of Immigration and Naturalization
and the Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration, have jointly decided
that the following Operational Agreement will become effective immediately.

II. Intelligence

A. All information received by INS relating to the illicit drug traffic or other
violations of the Controlled Substances Act will promptly be referred to DEA for

appropriate action.
B. INS will initiate a servicewide program to insure that all of their sources of

information are debriefed as to any knowledge of drug related matters.
C. As a matter of routine policy, INS will debrief all arrested illegal aliens about

their knowledge of the illicit drug traffic, either in the United States or in foreign

countries, with a view towards locating foreign sources of supply of illicit drugs.
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D. Any information received by DEA relating to the clandestine entry or
smuggling of aliens, as well as other violations of immigration laws, will be referred
promptly to INS for appropriate action.

E. The agencies herein involved will share and make available to one another
relevant information gleaned from their respective sources and, where possible,
the source will be made available.

F. INS will routinely supply DEA with copies of Reports of Apprehensions
and Seizures (INS Form 1-44) and DEA will, without delay, furnish INS a copy
of all Personal History Reports (DEA Form 202) pertaining to arrested aliens
or naturahzed citizens and, as soon as possible, afford INS the opportunity to de-
brief arrested aliens regarding their status, their knowledge of clandestine entry
or smuggling of ahens, or of other violations of immigration laws.

III. Operations

A. All seizures of drugs effected by INS incidental to their daily operations, will
be referred to DEA as expeditiously as possible, whether or not the drug was known
to have been smuggled into the United States.

B. Drugs seized by INS will be surrendered, against receipt, to DEA who will
also assume custody of all defendants arrested at the time of seizure. Follow-up
investigations will be the sole responsibility of DEA.

C. If the amount of drugs seized is minimal, the seizure will, at the discretion
of DEA, be referred to the State of local authorities for judicial action. If these
authorities decline action, the drugs seized wiU be surrendered, against receipt,
to DEA for disposition.

D. Any cache of drugs located by INS along the borders of the United States,
on land or on water, will be brought to the immediate attention of DEA who
shall assume jurisdiction over the case. If practical, INS will continue to assist
DEA in the surveillance and eventual interrogations of suspects in these cases.

E. Whenever DEA anticipates conducting a drug investigation between ports
of entry, the matter will be coordinated with the appropriate INS representative.

F. When a "convoy" operation is anticipated, DEA will coordinate the oper-
ation with the appropriate U.S. Border Patrol headquarters supervisory officer
in order to eliminate the possibility of compromise and the danger of unnecessary
or inadvertent exposure of the convoy subject(s) by Border Patrol Agents.

G. DEA will be furnished maps or charts, as needed, showing area locations
of sensing devices. Prior to entering a border area where U.S. Border Patrol sens-
ing devices have been installed and are operational, DEA field supervisors will
notify the appropriate INS field supervisor (i.e.. Chief Patrol Agent). Information
on the locations of sensing devices will be limited to a strict "need to know" basis.
H. To avoid duplications in the expenditure of money, manpower, and elec-

tronic detection equipment, INS shall be primarily responsible for the acquisi-
tion and operation of electronic intiusion and road monitoring equipment. DEA
will furnish whatever technical support is available, particularly in the develop-
ment of new detection devices.

I. INS will be given, on a continuous basis, biographical data on all DEA fugi-
tives who shall be entered in the INS Look Out System. Likewise, DEA will
routinely make appropriate inquiries to detect and report the location of all

individuals wanted by INS.
J. In matters of joint interest, INS and DEA will, if necessary and to the

extent possible, and as authorized by law or Departmental regulations, support
each other's operations with personnel and equipment.

IV. Communications— Training

A. In matters of mutual interest in the area of the border, upon specific request
for a particular location, the Service will authorize DEA the privilege of operating
radio equipment on frequencies assigned to the Service. In those circumstances,
DEA will observe all INS radio standards and operational procedures.

B. DEA and INS will, without delay, initiate a cross training program de-
signed to famiharize all personnel with the laws governing each respective agency.
The training shall also be geared towards promoting better understanding of the
responsibilities of each agency and, thereby, increase the total effectiveness.

V. Liaison

A. To insure the smooth implementation of this Agreement, each agency will

designate liaison representatives at the level of their respective Headquarters.
These liaison representatives will meet, as required, to review all operational or
policy problems, promulgate programs to increase cooperation, and formulate
plans to meet future requirements.
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B. The same close liaison will be implemented at all managerial levels in the
field to insure operational effectiveness.

Washington, D.C., November 29, 1973.
James F. Greene,

Acting Commissioner,
Immigration and Naturalization Service.

John R. Bartels, Jr.

Administrator,
Drug Enforcement Administration.

Agreement Between the United States of America and the United Mex-
ican States Regarding Mutual Assistance Between Their Customs
Services

The United States of America and the United Mexican States,

Considering that offenses against customs laws are prejudicial to the economic,
fiscal and commercial interests of their respective countries,

Considering the importance of assuring the accurate assessment of duties and
other taxes collected on the importation or exportation of goods, as well as the
importance of controls on foreign commerce which each respective Customs
Service enforces.

Convinced that action against customs offenses can be made more effective by
cooperation between their Customs Services,

Having regard to the Recommendation of the Customs Co-operation Council
on Mutual Administrative Assistance of December 5, 1953,
Have agreed as follows:

article 1

Definitions

For the purposes of the present Agreement,
(1) "Customs laws" shall mean such laws and regulations enforced by the

Customs Services concerning the importation, exportation, transshipment and
transit of goods, as relate to customs duties and other taxes, or to prohil:)itions,

restrictions and other similar controls respecting the movement of goods and
other controlled items across national boundaries.

(2) "Customs Services" shall mean in the United States of America, the United
States Customs Service, Department of the Treasury and, in Mexico, La Direccion
General de Aduanas de la Secretaria de Hacienda y Credito Publico.

(3) "Offense" shall mean any violation of the customs law as well as any such
attempting violation.

ARTICLE 2

Scope of assistance

(1) The Parties agree to assist each other through their Customs Services, to

prevent, investigate and repress any offense, in accordance with the provisions of

the present Agreement.
(2) Assistance, as provided in this Agreement, shall also be extended upon

request for the purpose of assessing customs duties and other taxes by the Customs
Services and for the purpose of enforcing controls within the authority of the
Customs Services.

(3) Mutual assistance as provided in paragraphs 1 and 2 shall be provided for

use in all proceedings, whether judicial, administrative or investigative and shall

also include in the United States of America proceedings on "liquidated damages".
(4) All actions under the present Agreement by either Party will be performed

in accordance with its laws.
ARTICLE 3

Obligation to observe confidentiality

(1) Inquiries, information, documents and other communications received by
either Party shall, upon request of the supplying Party, be treated as confidential.

The reasons for such a request shall be stated.

(2) Information, documents and other communications received in the course
of mutual assistance may only be used for the purposes specified in the present

Agreement, including use in judicial or administrative proceedings. Such informa-
tion, documents and other communications may be used for other purposes only

when the supplying Party has given its express consent.
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ARTICLE 4

Exceptions from assistance

(1) In cases where the requested Party is of the opinion that compliance with a
request would infringe upon its sovereignty, security, public policy or other sub-
stantive national interests, assistance can be refused or compliance may be made
subject to the satisfaction of certain conditions or requirements.

(2) In cases where a request is made which the requesting Party itself would be
unable to provide if requested by the other Party, the requesting Party shall draw
attention to this fact in its request. Compliance with such a request shall be within
the discretion of the requested Party.

ARTICLE 5

Form and substance of requests for assistance

(1) Requests pursuant to the present Agreement shall be made in writing.
Documents necessary for the execution of such requests shall accompany the re-
quest. When required because of the exigency of the situation, oral requests may
also be accepted but shall be confirmed in writing.

(2) Requests pursuant to paragraph 1 shall include the following information:
(a) The authority making the request;
(b) The nature of the proceedings;
(c) The object of and the reason for the request;
(d) The names and addresses of the parties concerned in the proceedings, if

known

;

(e) A brief description of the matter under consideration and the legal elements
involved.

ARTICLE 6

Channel

(1) Assistance shall be carried out in direct communication between officials

designated by the Heads of the respective Customs Services.

(2) In case the Customs Service of the requested Party is not the appropriate
agency to comply with a request, it shall transmit the request to the appropriate
agency.

ARTICLE 7

Execution of requests

(1) The law of the requested Party shall be applicable in the execution of re-

quests; the requested Customs Service shall he requied to seek any official or
judicial measure necessary to carry out the request.

(2) The Customs Service of either Party shall, upon the request of the Customs
Service of the other Party, conduct any necessary investigation, including the
questioning of persons suspected of having committed an offense, as well as of

experts and witnesses.

(3) The Customs Service of either Party shall, upon the request of the Customs
Services of the other Party, undertake verifications, inspections and fact-finding

inquiries in connection with the matters referred to in the present Agreement.
(4) A request by a Party that a certain procedure be followed shall be complied

with pursuant to the laws applicable according to paragraph 1.

(.5) A request l)y a Party that its representative be present when the action to
be taken is carried out shall ])e complied with to the fullest extent possible.

(6) The requesting Party shall, if it so requests, be advised of the time and
place of the action to ])e taken in response to the request.

(7) In the event that the request cannot be complied with, the requesting Party
shall be promptly notified of that fact, with a statement of the reasons and of

circumstances which might be of importance for the further pursuit of the matter.

ARTICLE 8

Files, documents and other materials; experts and witnesses

(1) Originals of files, documents and other materials shall be requested only
in cases where copies would be insufficient.

(2) Originals of files, documents and other materials which have been trans-
mitted shall lae returned at the earliest opportunity; rights of the requested Party
or of third parties relating thereto shall remain unaffected.

(3) The Customs Service of one Party shall authorize its employees upon the
request of the Customs Service of the other Party, to appear as experts or wit-

nesses in judicial or administrative proceedings in the territory of the other Party
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and to produce such files, documents or other materials or authenticated copies
thereof, as may be considered essential for the proceedings.

ARTICLE 9

Costs

The Parties shall waive all claims for reimbursement of costs incurred in the
execution of the present Agreement, with the exception of expenses for experts and
witnesses.

ARTICLE 10

Special instances of assistance

(1) Upon request, the Customs Services shall inform each other whether goods
exported from the territory of one Party have l:)een lawfully imported into the
territory of the other Party. The information shall, upon request, contain the
customs procedure used for clearing the goods.

(2) The Customs Service of one Party, upon the request of the Customs Service
of the other Party, shall, to the extent of its ability, exercise special surveillance of:

(a) Means of transport suspected of being used in offences within the territory

of the requesting Party.
(b) Goods designated by the requesting Party as the object of an extensive

clandestine trade of which it is the country of destinati( n.

(c) Particular persons known or suspected by the requesting Party of being
engaged in an offense.

(3) The Customs Services of the Parties shall, upon request, furnish each other
all available information regarding activities which may result in offenses within
the territory of the other Party. In serious cases which could involve substantial
damage to the economy, public health, public security, or any other vital interest
of the other Party, such information shall be supplied without being requested.

(4) The Customs Services of the Parties, for the purpose of aiding, within the
scope of their authority, in the repression of offenses involving narcotics, will com-
municate to each other as far as possible, without the necessity of a request, all

information regarding such possible violations of the customs laws of the other
Party.

(5) The Customs Services of the Parties shall take such steps as may be ap-
propriate and within the scope of their authority in order to ensure that goods
exported and imported over the common frontier pass through the competent
Customs offices and under such controls as it may be appropriate to impose.

(6) The Customs Services of the Parties shall communicate to each other for
that purpose a list of the Customs offices located along the common frontier, de-
tails of the powers of those offices and their working hours and, when appropriate,
any changes in these particulars.

(7) The Customs Services of the Parties shall endeavor to correlate the powers
and working hours of corresponding Customs offices, subject to operational and
working limitations and in accordance with the requirements imposed by the
flow their international trade.

(8) The Customs Services shall furnish each other all information which may
be useful for enforcement actions against offenses, in particular information re-

lating to new methods used in committing such offenses. They shall, furthermore,
furnish copies of reports or excerpts from reports on the subject of special means
for combating offenses.

(9) The Customs Services of the Parties shall, upon request, furnish all avail-
able information, on a continuing basis, regarding the movement of goods, vessels,

vehicles, and aircraft between the United States and Mexico.

ARTICLE 11

Implementation of the agreement

The United States Customs Service, Department of the Treasury of the United
States of America and La Direccion General de Aduanas de la Secretaria de
Hacienda y Credito Publico of Mexico, may communicate directly for the purpose
of dealing with matters arising out of the present agreement which are not ques-
tions of foreign policy or international law, and after consultation shall issue any
administrative directives for the implementation of the present agreement, and
shall endeavor by mutual accord to resolve problems or doubts arising from the
interpretation or application of the agreement.
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ARTICLE 12

Territorial applicability

This agreement shall be applicable to the customs territory of the United States

of America and to the customs territory of Mexico. It shall also be appUcable to

the Virgin Islands of the United States of America.

ARTICLE 13

Entry into force and termination

(1) This Agreement shall enter into force sixty days after the date on which the

Parties notify one another by an exchange of diplomatic notes that they have
accepted its terms.

(2) The Parties agree to meet in order to review this Agreement at the end of

five years counted from the date of its entry into force, unless they notify one

another is writing that no review is necessary.

(3) This Agreement may be terminated by denunciations by either Party and
shall cease to be in'force six months after the notification of the denunciation has

been made.
Done at Mexico City, Mexico on September 30, 1976, in duplicate, in the English

and Spanish languages, both texts being equally authentic.

For the United States of America.
Joseph John Jova,
Ambassador of tke United

States of America.

Vernon D. Acree,
U.S. Commissioner

of Customs.

For United Mexican States.
Ruben Gonzalez Sosa,

Under Secretary of Foreign
Relations.

Oscar Reyes Retana,
Director General of Customs.

An Overview of Arms Smuggling Into Mexico in Exchange for Narcotics

(By El Paso Intelligence Center, November 15, 1976)

executive summary

This special report presents a preliminary overview of the extent, nature, and
current status of the exchange of U.S. manufactured arms and munitions for drugs
in the Republic of Mexico. The primary foundation for this summary is investi-

gative files received at the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) from the Drug
Enforcement Administration, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, and U.S. Customs Service.

The focus of this review is to synopsize the data relative to personalities, groups,

and organizations that have been identified by a variety of U.S. and Mexican
sources as having negotiated or traded arms for drugs.

The survey of incidents involving arms/drugs indicate that this activity has
been conducted by independent groups and there is an absence of data which
reflects a conspiracy on the part of any large international trafficking groups.

Confirmed reports indicate that the majority of weapons leaving the United
States for Mexico are of the common variety available at sporting goods stores.

Nevertheless, military weapons such as M-16's, AR-15's, and various light

machine guns have been reported in Mexico. The Department of Defense reports

a net loss of 267 weapons in the United States during the period of January 1

through June 30, 1976. The loss includes 164 weapons which were stolen from a
Marine Corps installation. The burglary was recently solved and the recovery of

most of the weapons is expected. DOD has taken appropriate action to upgrade
the security and accountability of arms at all installations.

During February 1976, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms con-

ducted a limited compliance survey of firearms dealers along the Mexican border
in Texas. This survey was limited to 36 dealers. The survey revealed that during
a 7-month period in 1975-76, 8.1 million rounds out of a total of 9.2 million

rounds of ammunition were sold to persons giving addresses in Mexico.



168

The smuggling of arms/munitions to Mexico is lucrative with minimal risk of

apprehension and prosecution. Price quotations in Mexico range from several

hundred dollars for handguns to $1,500 for a M-16 rifle delivered in Sinaloa,

Mexico.
The market demand for weaponry in Mexico offers a double profit potential

when bartered for drugs. Weapons have an inflated value upon entering Mexico,

and drugs purchased at wholesale prices in Mexico increase in value when dis-

tributed in the United States.

The preparation of this report illustrated to DEA that some of the case infor-

mation was fragmentary and not current. Many organizations generate and

possess information on arms trafficking—not just narcotics related. The Enforce-

ment Intelligence Subcommittee of the Cabinet Committee on Drug Law
Enforcement met at the request of the DEA Administrator to determine what

actions could be taken to improve intelligence exchange on this topic. At a

January 4 meeting of the subcommittee, the following actions were taken:

A. ATF was designated to chair a task force to recommend changes to infor-

mation flow between the various agencies.

B. DEA offered to make available the services of EPIC as a medium to improve

intelligence exchange.
C. ATF will assign an analyst for part-time participation in the Interagency

Drug Intelligence Group/Mexico (IDIG/M).
D. ATF will make available to DEA all active arms case names. DEA will

run these names in the Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Information System

(NADDIS) to attempt to identify a narcotics relationship.

INTRODUCTION

This report has been prepared by the El Paso Intelligence Center, and the scope

of this report is Umited to selective cases where intelligence indicates that narcot-

ics traffickers are also involved in arms smuggUng. The information was obtained

from case files, reports and direct interviews with law enforcement and intelli-

gence officers famiUar with the U.S.-Mexico border areas and other Latin Ameri-

can countries. It must be emphasized that although some of the information is

unsubstantiated, there are strong indications that a Umited arms for narcotics

trade does exist.

This is not an indepth study of the overall problem of smuggling contraband

into Latin America; rather, it is largely confined to the problem of arms smuggling

into Mexico from the United States in exchange for drugs. The history of contra-

band smuggling into Mexico and Latin American countries is long and encom-

passes a wide range of items.

The smuggling of firearms into the Republic of Mexico from the United States

is not a new phenomenon. There is a market in Mexico for all types of weapons,

and smugglers have traditionally sought to augment their illicit income by pur-

chasing, stealing, or trading weapons for a variety of purposes. Drug enforcement

operations by Mexican law enforcement authorities often discover caches of arms

and ammunition.
Government of Mexico forces have been involved in armed encounters with

what are deemed "bandits," "insurrectionists," "guerrillas," and "revolution-

aries." Members of some of these organizations have resorted to liank robberies,

kidnappings, raids on military or civiUan supply depots, and sales of drugs be-

cause of limited financial capabilities.

The increase in reported incidents of arms/drugs traffic may he due to a recently

intensified collection program on the part of drug enforcement agent personnel.

METHODS OF OPERATION

Land transportation is most frequently used by traffickers for moving weapons.

Personal body carrying of arms is common, especially among the majority who
make single weapon purchases. Mexican railroad cars have been used to trans-

port armaments from a border city to the interior of Mexico. It is being reported

that arms and ammunition also are being transported via sea vessels.

U.S. Customs Service and U.S. Coast Guard inspections are rarely performed

on departing vessels/vehicles, and Mexican customs authorities seldom inspect

entering vehicles at the ports of entry. It should be noted, however, that sub-

stantially more effective control is exerted by Mexican authorities on vehicles

passing through inland highway checkpoints on their way to the interior of Mex-
ico from the border zone.
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Aircraft, ranging from small single engine to multiengine, have been used in
the past to smuggle arms into Mexico in exchange for drugs. These aircraft rarely
file any international flight plan. Some file a legitimate domestic flight plan be-
tween points along the border, then deviate and make surreptitious entry into
Mexico to complete a smuggling mission. Most air smuggling intrusions are
"black" flights which cannot be monitored by flight service or existing radar
installations. Pilot smugglers take full advantage of the degree of difficulty to
detect and interdict their clandestine activities. Smugglers have been reported
to utilize high speed jet aircraft in their criminal activities.

The use of fraudulent documents by smugglers to enter the United States and
as identification for various illicit purposes, including the purchase of arms and
ammunition, is believed to be widespread. Intelligence from INS reflects the use
of fraudulent U.S. immigration Identification Cards (I-lSl's) by Mexicans to
purchase arms in the United States. These counterfeit cards are reported to
retail for $125 in Mexico. The Immigration Service recently announced a new
type of identification card which will be virtually counterfeitproof.

SOURCES OF SUPPLY FOR ARMS/mUNITIONS

The export of firearms without a permit issued by the Office of Munitions
Control, U.S. Department of State, is illegal under 22 U.S.C. 401. The U.S.
Customs Service is charged with the enforcement of this provision governing the
movement of arms and ammunition from the United States overseas.
The majority of weapons smuggled into Mexico are the non-military sporting

variety available in this country from department stores, mail order houses, ar.d

legitimate gun dealers. This has been established by seizures made by U.S. and
Mexican enforcement agencies.
During the recently completed enforcement program and poppy eradication

project in Mexico, a total of 662 drug traffickers were apprehended. These sub-
jects were arrested with a coml^ined total of 126 weapons—119 were of the
sporting variety and seven were military weapons.

Local U.S. police officials at or near the border have reported many legal and
illegal entries into the United States by Mexicans to burglarize stores and resi-

dences for merchandise which will secure an inflated price in Mexico. Numerous
cases are documented where weapons have been taken during these intrusions.

House burglaries in the Tucson, Ariz, metropolitan area yield approximately
3,000 weapons a year. In March 1975, burglaries in the city of Tucson netted
210 rifles, shortguns, and handguns. Tucson police sources relate a majority of

these burglaries to drug addicts. Additional research is indicated to determine
the percentage of these weapons that can be traced to Mexico and the correlation

between the number of thefts from a city the size of Tucson with its geographic
proximity to the border and other municipalities in this country.

During February 1976, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms conducted
a limited compliance survey of 36 firearms dealers along the Mexican border in

Texas. The survey revealed that during the period from July 1975 through January
1976, 8.1 million rounds out of a total of 9.2 million rounds of ammunition (ap-

proximately 88 percent) were sold to persons giving addresses in Mexico. It is,

therefore, presumed that the t were intended for export.
A recent U.S. Houre sibcommittee report determined that 18,500 military

weapons were st )len or unaccounted for during the past decade. Included in the
loss and thefts were 1,259 ai tomatic M-16 rifles and 169 machine guns. A Depart-
ment of Defense survey reports oily a net loss of 267 weapons in the United States
during the period from January 1 through June 30, 1976. The loss included 164
weapons which were stolen from a Marine Corps installation. The Ijurglary was
recently solved, and the recovery of most of the weapons is expected. DOD has
taken appropriate action to upgrade the security and accountability of arms at all

installations.

A recent ATF study revealed that 79 percent of stolen guns had not been
reported to police. Thus, it is almost impossible to ascertain the quantity of

weapons in circulation within the United States and those that have been illegally

exported.
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September 7, 1977

BORDER MANAGEMENT AND INTERDICTION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An interagency Review Team, under the leadership of
the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, conducted a comprehensive
review of Federal border control and associated law
enforcement activities. The basic assumption is that
improved effectiveness of border control will enhance all
related programs (drugs, aliens, guns, revenue, etc.)/ as
opposed to the traditional, but self-limiting response of
dedicating resources to a single purpose.

The report describes the vastness and distinctness of
our border areas, as well as the operation of land, sea and
air ports of entry. Many problems associated with effective
law enforcement at ports of entry and with patrolling
between ports are attributed to past and present practices
of dealing with border management in a fragmented manner.
The current organizational structure contributes to the
problem with personnel from eight agencies representing
seven different departments directly involved in border
operations.

The two principal functions of border control are
inspection of persons and goods at ports of entry, and
patrolling between ports to prevent surreptitious entry.
The principal agencies involved in these key functions
are the U.S. Customs Service (Treasury) and the Immigration
and Naturalization Service (Justice) . Other agencies
provide support and specialized skills in their areas of
responsibility.

After a thorough problem analysis, two major issues
are identified; overall lack of coordinated border management,
and the overlap and duplication of effort in the principal
border control functions. The principal overlap and
duplication is in the patrolling between land ports of
entry (Immigration and Customs) and in the primary inspection
at ports of entry (Immigration and Customs) . Massive work-
loads and duplicate management systems compound the problems.

11
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Several options are considered, ranging from assigning
budget priority to selected functions to creation of an
expanded border management agency. The report concludes
that a revised management structure is needed which can
achieve maximum effectiveness with available resources,
respond to changing priorities, and provide adequate border
control, as well as better service to the public. Further,
the first phase of any reorganization should be directed
at correcting the fundamental problems. From this basic
foundation, border management can evolve toward further
improvements in effectiveness and efficiency.

The Review Team recommends a consolidation of the
Customs Service and the Immigration and Naturalization
Service into a border management agency to provide central
management over the key border functions and resources.
Specific criteria are suggested to minimize opposition and

turbulence associated with reorganization.

Comments received from the departments and agencies
involved in border operations reflect general agreement
with the findings, but lack agreement regarding v/hich

department should have responsibility for a new border
management agency.

The President's Reorganization Project in the Office
of Management and Budget (0MB) has responsibility for

developing specific reorganization plans and the Office
of Drug Abuse Policy will assist 0MB in developing any
reorganization plan related to this review. Additionally,
the report will be used in conjunction with other policy
reviews in preparing a new Federal drug abuse strategy.

Ill
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

BORDER MAI'JAGEMENT AND INTERDICTION

PURPOSE

This report surmnarizes the observations and findings
resulting from a comprehensive review of Federal border control
and law enforcement activities. The review was designed to
meet the following objectives:

- To review Federal policies and management of resources
committed to control of the land, water, and air
borders of the United States and to assess their
effectiveness

.

- To review operating policies, procedures and practices
to identify areas where potential exists for improve-
ment in effectiveness, efficiency or economy and to
make appropriate recommendations.

BACKGROUND

Conducted under the guidance of the Office of Drug Abuse
Policy (ODAP) and in coordination with the Office of Management
and Budget (0MB) , this is one of a series of policy reviews of
all Federal drug abuse functions conducted under the provisions
of Public Law 94-237.

In establishing the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, the Presi-
dent asked the Director to "assume the lead role in studying and
proposing changes in the organization and management in Federal
drug abuse prevention and control functions, as part of my prom-
ise to reorganize and strengthen Government operations."

The Federal effort to reduce the availability of illegal
drugs is directed toward disrupting the supply chain at any
point where it may be susceptible; from crop eradication in

the foreign countries of origin to disrupting domestic inter-
state drug trafficking networks. The U.S. border provides a

unique opportunity in this chain of drug trafficking to inter-

cept the drugs, arrest the person and, perhaps, to trace the

source or ultimate destination of the contraband.

Therefore, the interdiction of drugs as they are smuggled
into the United States is an important function in the overall
Federal program for controlling illegal drugs.
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Border management is a piecemeal activity with numerous
Federal agencies responsible for various functions. Numerous
studies of segments of border management have been conducted in

recent years. However, these studies have focused on a specific

function or problem rather than taking a comprehensive view of

the entire border control problem.

ODAP and 0MB agreed that as part of the President's goal

to achieve greater effectiveness in Government operations,

attention should be directed towards a broad and long-term goal

of improving the management of the overall border effort. There-

fore, this review addresses all border law enforcement activities

and other Federal functions and resources associated with border

control. Any reorganization proposals made to the President re-

lated to this study will be made by the President's Reorganization

Project of 0MB, with the full participation of ODAP and any

affected departments and agencies.

THE PROCESS

The team reviewed the functions necessary to border manage-

ment and collected a comprehensive listing of problems having

an adverse impact on operational effectiveness. A "new start"

approach was developed which viewed the requirements for border

management as if there were no organizational structure. The

existing system was then compared to the hypothetical system.

Extensive field trips were conducted to test the analysis

and to obtain current observations of border enforcement opera-

tions. These observations were considered in developing team

findings and potential options for improvement.

A draft report was then furnished to the departments and

agencies for comment on the options. Their views were incor-

porated in the final report.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Previous studies of border management were used as back-
ground to minimize duplication of effort. However, no prior
conclusions or recommendations were accepted unless they were
revalidated as part of the current review.

Conversations were held with representatives of numerous
agencies involved with border enforcement operations, including
the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the U.S. Customs
Service, the Drug Enforcement Administration, the U.S. Coast
Guard, U.S. Attorneys, Canadian inspectional services, the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police and the El Paso Intelligence Center
operated by the Drug Enforcement Administration, as well as with
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inspection and patrol personnel along the borders. Additionally,
the Air Interdiction Program was discussed at the North American
Air Defense Command at Luke Air Force Base in Arizona and with
the Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) Project Manager
at Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma.

Officials were interviewed on a non-attribution basis to
assist the Review Team in receiving a frank and objective view
of internal management problems and interagency relationships.
The broad experience, objectivity and dedication of the team
members contributed significantly to the analysis process.

CONTENT

This report contains a description of our borders which
goes beyond the physical characteristics to address the nature
and philosophy of borders. Through a presentation of the various
functions necessary to meet border control requirements and of
the Federal agencies currently performing these functions, the
complexity of controlling our land, sea and air borders is
described.

The report then identifies those problems and issues which
are sufficiently important to demand Executive Office considera-
tion and presents a discussion and alternative solutions to
these problems.

. 3
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CHAPTER 2

OUR BORDERS AND THEIR CONTROL

A. BORDERS AS AN INSTRUMENT OF NATIONAL POLICY

Border control is not simply a matter of regulating the
international flow of persons, merchandise, and carriers.
Borders define a political entity and their control expresses
a national definition and purpose — legally, economically,
environmentally, and even philosophically. Thus, borders are
important as an instrument of national policy.

In our world of both highly industrialized and under-
developed countries, limited resources, and expanding populations,
border policies may have a dramatic international and domestic
impact. Rapid long distance transportation and communications
have changed the nature of the borders, but the requirement to
control the entry of persons and material continues.

Nations develop border policies which both protect and
further domestic goals and interests and project a constructive
international image. The two extremes of border control range
from a totally open border to a totally closed one. Either
extreme would have a major impact on domestic activities and
international relationships. Most nations have intermediate
policies which reflect their current interests and which
change over time to reflect new situations.

The United States has a generally unstated border policy
which attempts to enhance the flow of beneficial ideas, goods
and people to this country while simultaneously limiting illegal
entry. However, these interests tend to compete with each other
in actual implementation. Measures to keep out the harmful
inhibit the passage of the desirable, and vice versa. There-
fore, a balanced policy of selected enforcement measures is
necessary to keep out the most serious threats to our Nation
while facilitating international relations and commerce.

Historically, the U.S. Government has responded to border
management problems in a fragmented manner. As a crisis occurred
or a major National program was threatened, resources and manpower
were allocated to deal with the immediate problem. Border
management has been addressed piecemeal without deliberate con-
siderations of how changes in one segment may affect border policy
and management as a whole. Special interests have grown around
the specific commodities or organizations and they are not
receptive to any effort which is perceived to endanger their
priority for attention or resources. As a result, our present
border agencies are basically a set of activities directed at
a single purpose or commodity, e.g. , immigration, customs,
public health, agriculture, wildlife.
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B . THE DISTINCTNESS OF THE BORDER AREA

The concept of the border and border policy is broader
than a series of laws, regulations and operations applying to

a political boundary. To millions of persons living in and
near our land borders, the border is a way of life, a third
world distinct in character from the interior of either of
the adjoining nations. Border ties are far more complex than
demography and geography might dictate. There is a border
culture encompassing the arts, family ties and language. There
is a border economy intertwining industry, agriculture, tourism,
services and trade. Larger border cities adjoin each other on
opposite sides of the border where it is a way of life to cross
the physical border regularly, often several times daily, to
shop, visit with family and friends, enjoy recreation opportuni-
ties, or to work. This tradition is manifested in our law which
facilitates the movement across both the Mexican and the Canadian
borders.

In many areas along the Canadian border, the international
boundary bisects a playground, and children play a ballgame in
both countries at the same time. Next door neighbors are in
different countries with the backyard fence marking the inter-
national boundary. Along the Southwest border, the theory of

AZTLAN (the Aztec word for the territory encompassing Northern
Mexico, California, New Mexico, Arizona, Texas and parts of
Colorado) persists, maintaining that "rights" exist to access
this border territory which should not be violated by artifi-
cial political boundaries. This unique cultural affinity
and economic interdependence of border communities must be con-
sidered as an integral part of our border policy and management
of our borders.

C. DESCRIPTION OF OUR BORDERS

1. GENERAL

The borders of the United States are long and complex.
In addition to extensive land and sea borders, the advent of

international air travel extended the geophysical features of

the border, creating interior borders of points of arrival for
international travelers and cargo. The roughly 96,000 miles of

total land border and coastline present many diverse elements
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in terms of geography, workload, and problems faced as they ad-

join Mexico, Canada, the seas, or as they extend to international

airports in the interior.

2. SOUTHWEST LAND BORDER

a. Geographic Description; The almost 2,000 mile c

border adjoining Mexico varies from rolling hills, international

lakes, rugged mountains, vast deserts, wasteland, and thick brush [

to cultivated farmland immediately adjacent to the border on [

both sides as it extends from San Ysidro, California, to Brownsville,

Texas. In many areas, twin border cities exist. Typically,

these twin cities are interdependent and the border ports of

entry provide a mutual link to facilitate shopping, entertainment,
recreation and visiting. High chain-link fencing marks the border

for some 26 miles through five of these border cities, but else-

where, the border is a barely discernible line between concrete

boundary markers. Although the Rio Grande River forms approxi-
mately half of the border, it does not present a significant

physical barrier because it is narrow, shallow and slow-moving
much of the time. The weather along the Southwest border varies

from hot and dry to cool and rainy but is temperate most of

the year.

b. Workload: Legal traffic, including some 50 million

vehicles, 17 million persons, and an enormous volume of cargo

annually comes through 24 ports of entry and over 14 rail lines.

Another 1.5 million persons are apprehended annually as they

attempt illegal entry at or between the ports of entry.

c. The Problem ; The Southwest land border has his-

torically posed a unique problem to law enforcement agencies
attempting to control that area. Nowhere else in the world does

a greater difference in per capita income exist between two

adjacent nations than between Mexico and the United States.
Mexico is among the fastest growing nations in the world, with
extreme population pressures, especially in the border cities.

The standard of living and the economy of the United States
have attracted millions of Mexicans who have migrated to the

border area in Mexico and then on into the United States.
Additionally, in recent years Mexico has become the chief
source of heroin smuggled into the United States.

This influx of illegal entry and smuggling of all forms

of contraband and aliens from Mexico into the U.S. has exacerbated
Southwest border enforcement problems. Although in many areas

the natural terrain serves to channel much of the illicit flow

of people, drugs and other contraband, illegal crossings are

made all along the border.
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within the ports of entry, a similar problem occurs because
of the enormous inspectional workload of persons, vehicles, and
cargo along the Southwest border. Smugglers use a variety of in-
genious modes and tactics for smuggling aliens, merchandise, or
narcotics into the U.S. The use of hidden compartments in con-
veyances or merchandise, and the intentional mislabeling of mer-
chandise are common. Additionally, thousands of persons who are
not qualified to enter the United States attempt to do so at the
ports by presenting fraudulent documents or by misstating the
purpose of their visit. In addition to efforts to stem these
attempts at the illegal entry of aliens, drugs and merchandise,
there is also a major effort to facilitate the entry of legal
traffic and to ensure that cargo arriving by rail and truck
complies with revenue laws and other Federal requirements. These
factors, both at and between the ports of entry, make the Southwest
border a particularly complicated control problem.

3. THE NORTHERN LAND BORDER

a. Geographic Description ; The 4,000 mile long Northern
border is called the longest undefended border in the world.
Terrain varies considerably from mountains, to vast expanses of

great plains, the Great Lakes, rolling farmland, and forests.
The weather is far more variable than that on the Southern
border, with sub-zero temperatures and several feet of snow pre-
valent several months of the year. In contrast, in the summer
much of this same border region becomes a major recreation area
and attracts millions of people annually.

b. Workload: Some 30 million vehicles and 80 million
persons enter annually through the 94 ports of entry along the

Northern border. Additionally, numerous small waterports
(primarily on the Great Lakes) are located along the border.

c. The Problem : Although the illegal entry of aliens,

narcotics, and merchandise pose a problem along the Northern
border, the magnitude of the problem is much less than that
encountered along the Southwest border. Even though the numbers
of illegal entries may be small, border control is still required
to protect the interests of the United States as well as those
of the States along the border. The greatest problem on the

Northern border is the vastness of the border and the limited
manpower available to cover it.

4. SEA BORDERS

a. Geographic Description : The U.S. seacoasts include

the long Pacific and Atlantic coastlines, the Gulf coast from

Florida to Texas, the St. Lawrence Seaway, the Great Lakes,
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Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the U.S.,
Guam and American Samoa. The coastline is comprised of countless
inlets, bays and thousands of miles of inland waterways.

b. Workload ; The Nation's seaports and sea borders
are a significant part of the overall border activity. Represent-
ing the bulk of $250 billion in import and export trade, 160,000
vessels arrive at our seaports each year carrying 3 million crew-
men and passengers to the U.S. In addition to the required
inspection of people and cargo, several special navigation laws
must be enforced regarding the reporting of the arrival of vessels.

Special regulations have been developed to reduce the
enormous inspection workload by facilitating local traffic by
boat along the Northern border waterways. For instance, crewmen
of Great Lakes vessels and ferries operating between Canada and
the United States are inspected for immigration purposes only
once each year, on their first arrival each spring.

c. The Problem ; Our sea borders are frequently used
to evade the established importation controls and the prohibitions
against specific items such as drugs. Additionally, stowaways
or alien crewmen deserting ship are common problems. The inherent
difficulties of searching vessels for these persons or merchandise
present a unique enforcement problem. Ingenious methodologies
for concealing drugs and contraband have been developed by smug-
glers. Items can be concealed in cargo, in the vessel itself,
below the waterline of the ship, dropped overboard, or on the
persons of crewmembers or passengers. To combat the wide range
of smuggling activity requires special skills and techniques on
the part of Federal law enforcement agencies. Pilferage of
imported cargo at waterfront locations is a traditional problem
to carriers, importers and insurance companies.

Hundreds of thousands of arriving private yachts and
small boats have also become a major law enforcement problem.
Along the Florida/Gulf and Southern California coasts these
vessels are capable of reaching foreign ports and returning to
U.S. ports anywhere on the waterways. This technique is a
relatively safe way to smuggle aliens, contraband, or narcotics
because of the volume of small boats in these areas and the
comparably small law enforcement presence to combat illicit
traffic.

5. AIR BORDERS

a. Geographic Distribution : Arriving international
passenger and cargo flights are inspected at over 50 international
airports of varying size scattered across the country. The
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majority of international air arrivals are centered in thirteen
major international airports: J.F. Kennedy, Miami, Honolulu,
Los Angeles, O'Hare, Logan, San Juan, San Francisco, Houston,
Philadelphia, Dulles, Dallas, and Seattle.

b. The Workload : In recent years, the number of inter-
national flights has increased di.auiatically. Large numbers of
inexpensive package tours and charter flights have become avail-
able for travel to all parts of the world. During the past decade,
air arrivals have grown at the rate of eight to ten percent per
year. Annually, 20 million persons and huge volumes of air
cargo arrive in the United States on 350,000 commercial, military
and private flights. To help reduce some of the pressure at
the overcrowded U.S. international airports, some 4 million
passengers and their baggage are precleared at selected foreign
locations for both commercial passenger and military flights.

c. The Problem : Air arrivals pose a considerable risk
of illegal entry of aliens, contraband, agriculture pests, and
drugs. The alien visitor arriving by air who intends to violate
his legal status is generally more sophisticated than the land
border crosser. He usually has money to sustain his visit and
can blend easily into city populations, find employment and
remain illegally. To further complicate the inspection, many
aliens and U.S. citizens attempt to bring forbidden or undeclared
merchandise or illegal drugs into the United States. Under the
pressures of long lines of passengers waiting for inspection,
the need for a thorough inspection must be balanced with the need
to facilitate the entry of U.S. citizens, legal aliens and their
baggage.

Inspectiori of air cargo is subject to the same pressure
to facilitate entry. Because of the premium freight charges, air

shippers expect Federal inspectional agencies to show a con-
comitant interest in the quick release of the merchandise to

the importing public.

During the past decade, there has been increasing use
of private aircraft for smuggling drugs, contraband, and aliens.

The use of aircraft enables the smuggler to cross the border
at a time and place of his own choosing and with a minimal risk

of detection or interception. The Southern border is a natural
gateway for smuggling by air. There are thousands of landing
fields or suitable isolated landing places within a short dis-
tance of each side of the border. The thousands of legal air

crossings occurring each month offer the smuggler even further

concealment from detection. Interdiction of illegal entry by

air is difficult. Development of intelligence and use of the

short and long range radar capabilities of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and the North American Air Defense Command
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(NORAD) , mobile ground radar, airborne radar in patrol and

pursuit aircraft all contribute to interdiction efforts.
Current estimates indicate that some 4,000 to 6,000 illegal
smuggling flights are crossing the Southern border each year.

D. PRINCIPAL AGENCIES WITH BORDtiK INTERESTS

Presently eight agencies representing seven cabinet —
departments have a physical presence in border operations and

enforce over 4 00 Federal laws and regulations involving entry

and departure of people and goods across the border. This

diversity of organizational response is a reflection of the

multiplicity of problems inherent in border control. Protection
of agriculture and industry, control of immigration and illegal

entry, and detection of drugs and other contraband are some

of the contributions to the constant problem of border control

which has manifested itself throughout our history.

The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and the

U.S. Customs Service work side by side in enforcing laws and

providing service to people and goods entering the U.S. They

face many common problems and use many common techniques while
pursuing their individual enforcement goals. The U.S. Coast
Guard is also responsible for law enforcement and service to

the public, but works in a different element, the high seas

and U.S. waters. A number of other agencies have an interest
in and participate in border operations. These include the

Drug Enforcement Administration of the Department of Justice,

the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service of the Department
of Agriculture, the Center for Disease Control in the Public
Health Service (HEW), Fish and Wildlife in the Department of

the Interior, and other investigative agencies. These agencies
routinely support and are supported by each other. The Review
Team focused on the functions performed by these agencies to

include how they complement or conflict with each other and how

overall effectiveness might be improved.

Following are brief descriptions of the Federal agencies
with border management responsibilities. All of these agencies
or activities have varying degrees of border and interior
responsibilities. The personnel and budget data represents the

total for both responsibilities. Attached to this report is a

more complete description of the principal agencies as submitted
by the individual agencies. (See Appendices)

10



183

AGRICULTURE

Animal, Plant Health Inspection Service

Prevents the entry of foreign plant and animal
pests and the introducti'^n of plant and animal
diseases through the inspection of imported plants
and plant products and animals and animal products.
Provides export certification of the same.

FY 1977 Budget: 650 Positions, $24,8 million
(plus 177 man years and $4.3
million for veterinary services)

COMMERCE

U.S. Travel Service

Works with U.S. Government agencies to reduce
official barriers to international travel.

FY 1977 Budget: 141 Positions, $14.6 million

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Public Health Service

Prevents the introduction, transmission and spread

of communicable diseases from foreign countries into

the United States, and supervises the medical exami-

nation of aliens abroad seeking admission to the U.S.

and aliens in the U.S. applying for permanent residence.

FY 1977 Budget: 53 Positions, $1.9 million

INTERIOR

Fish and Wildlife Service

Monitors the importation and exportation of all wild-

life and parts of wildlife through the use of wildlife

inspectors and criminal investigations.

FY 1977 Budget: 271 Positions, $8.6 million

JUSTICE

Drug Enforcement Administration

Provides a leadership and coordination role in narcotics

and dangerous drug suppression programs at the National

11
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and international level and develops overall Federal
drug enforcement strategy, programs, planning and
evaluation.

FY 1977 Budget: 4,365 Positions, $168.3 million

Immigration and Naturalization Service

Controls entry and stay of persons into the U.S. by in-
spection of persons to determine admissibility; adjudi-
cation of requests for benefits under the law; pre-
vention of illegal entry; investigation, apprehension
and removal of illegal aliens; and the examination of
applicants wishing to become citizens through naturali-
ization,

FY 1977 Budget: 9,452 Positions, $244.5 million

TRANSPORTATION

U.S. Coast Guard

Exercises plenary jurisdiction over all violations of
Federal laws upon the high seas and U.S. waters; renders
aid to persons and property in distress on, over, and
under the high seas and waters of the U.S.; facilitates
the safe and expeditious passage of marine traffic in
U.S. waters; prevents environmental harm to navigable
waters and adjacent shore areas; and maintains an ef-
fective and ready armed force.

FY 1977 Budget: 45,336 Positions, $1.4 billion

Federal Aviation Administration (Support Only)

Regulates air commerce and assures its safe and proper
development; ensures the safe and efficient use of the
national airspace; develops and operates a common system
of air navigation and air traffic control for both mili-
tary and civil aviation; assists in the development of
an effective national airport system; and does all these
things with due regard to the safety, environment and
economic factors involved.

FY 1977 Budget: 75,626 Positions, $2.6 billion

TREASURY

U.S. Customs Service

Protects and collects revenue of the U.S. from imports
by inspection of baggage and cargo imports, prevention
of contraband smuggling, investigation of import vio-
lations, and enforcement of border-related laws of
other Government agencies.

FY 1977 Budget: 14,707 Positions, $359 million

12-13
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CHAPTER 3

FUNCTIONS

A. GENERAL

The principal enforcement functions at the border are:

- Inspection of people and goods crossing the borders.

- Patrolling land borders between ports of entry, at
seaports and air and marine patrol.

- Investigation or follow-up on illegal acts and viola-
tors.

These functions are supported by communication and com-
puter systems, as well as administrative activities. In
addition, the assessment and collection of duties produces
$5 billion annually. While other activities such as pro-
cessing of immigration applications, naturalization pro-
cedures, and drug trafficking and fraud investigations may
not be performed at the border, they are tied directly to
border interests.

Each function and related activities are described in
this chapter, followed by Review Group findings. No at-
tempt is made to repeat the quantitative analysis contained
in other recent reports regarding the level of threat or
the relative priority of functions.

B. THE INSPECTION FUNCTION

The inspection function is performed at air, sea and
land ports of entry by inspectors of five different agencies
from five different departments.!/

- Customs (Treasury)

- INS (Justice)

- Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (Agriculture)

- Public Health Service (Health, Education, and Welfare)

- Fish and Wildlife Service (Interior)

i./ Representatives of the U. S. Travel Service (Commerce)
are also present at some ports of entry to greet arrivals
and serve as interpreters. However, they do not perform
inspection.

14
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1. (a) Purpose : The purpose of inspection is to determine
the admissibility and conditions of entry for arriving persons
and cargo. The object of the inspection may be a person;

baggage; a vehicle, vessel or aircraft; or cargo and the

container in which it arrived. Customs and INS are the

principal inspection agencies.

The individual inspector must be cognizant of the

functions and requirements of the various agencies. However,

inspectors place greatest emphasis on the specific laws and

regulations of the agency which they represent. At land

borders, inspectors are cross-designated with the authority

of all involved agencies to allow them to do a full range

of inspection as required. The inspection function is

designed to be responsive to a number of potential threats

to the economy and well being of the United States.

(b) Immigration Threats ; The United States prohibits

some persons from entering the country, such as known
terrorists, narcotics violators, anarchists, etc. Immigration

quotas exist and must be enforced. On the other hand,

foreign tourists are encouraged to visit, providing they

depart the country at the scheduled completion of their visit.

The Immigration Inspector examines the arriving persons
to determine if they are aliens and, if so, determines
whether they can be admitted and under what conditions.

He must also identify and exclude those aliens who attempt

to enter with fraudulent documents or false claims. Four

hundred thousand immigrants enter the United States each
year. An additional 14,000,000 alien visitors have immigra-

tion controls placed upon their stay and 269,000,000 people
are examined on entry.

(c) Health Threats : Historically, the first uniformed
inspector that an arriving person met was a Public Health
Inspector. The inspector asked questions and examined
documents regarding immunizations, x-rays, places visited
and visually examined the person to determine if his entry

would pose a public health problem. The present strategy
is to support the elimination of disease overseas, rather

than attempt to stop it entering the country by assigning
hundreds of inspectors to ports. Immigration inspectors
perform the Public Health interrogation and visual inspection.

Public Health provides only a small backup force at selected,

ports.

15
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(d) Customs Threats ; The Customs inspector is re-
sponsible for preventing the entry of narcotics and other
contraband through the ports of entry. Customs inspectors
examine baggage and vehicles and collect duty on certain
imported articles carried by arriving persons. Arrivals
are questioned regarding thinas they are bringing with
them and an intensive search of persons, baggage, or
vehicles may be conducted on a selective basis. An in-
spection is also performed on all arriving cargo for the
purpose of assessing duties or permitting free entry.
Customs also enforces over 400 laws for 40 other agencies
thus reducing the requirement for additional border inspec-
tion agencies. Over 475 million tons of cargo were pro-
cessed in 1975.

(e) Agriculture Threats ; A major economic threat to
the United States is the possible entry of animal and
plant pests and diseases that could prove disastrous to
the U.S. agriculture. The Agriculture and Customs in-

spectors work together to detect any potential carrier of
insect pests or disease.

(f) Endangered Species Threats ; Laws aimed at pro-
tecting domestic and foreign endangered wildlife require
that wildlife be accompanied by proper documentation to
enter the United States. A small contingent of Fish and
Wildlife inspectors as well as Customs and Agriculture
inspectors enforce these laws. Additionally, the Fish and
Wildlife Service uses Special Agents to inspect and clear
fish and wildlife importations at various ports of entry.

2. (a) Process ; The process of inspection differs from
port to port and between different types of ports. Pro-
cedures also vary depending on whether the inspection sta-
tion is at an air, sea or land port.

Fundamental to the process is the principle of primary
and secondary inspection. Primary inspection is performed
by the initial inspector who meets the arriving person.
The arrival may be identified as low risk or with no com-
plications and may be cleared immediately. If there is

reason to require a more detailed inspection, the primary
inspector will refer the arrival to a secondary inspector
who completes the'' inspection. Reasons for referral may be:

to detect and exclude fraudulent alien entrants

to complete required forms

to obtain specialized inspection assistance

16
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to conduct a detailed search for drugs or other
contraband

to collect duty on imported merchandise

(b) Land Ports of Entry Inspection ; Cross-designated
inspectors of both INS and Customs staff the primary in-

spection posts on both vehicular and pedestrian lanes. A
few Agriculture Inspectors are also cross-designated and
staff a small number of pedestrian lanes on the Mexican
border. Primary inspectors have the authority to clear
persons for entry or refer them for a more detailed in-

spection in the secondary areas of the appropriate agency.
Temporary visitors, immigrants, suspect aliens, and border
crossing card applicants are referred for Immigration
secondary inspection. Referrals are made to Customs sec-

ondary for the collection of duty, baggage examination,
and personal or vehicle searches. Potential health, agri-
culture or wildlife threats are referred to the appropriate
office for secondary inspection.

(c) Airport Inspection : A two-stop inspection pro-
cess is used at airports. The person initially is in-

spected for public health and immigration purposes by
Immigration inspectors. All names of arriving persons
are checked in an INS lookout book and appropriate controls
are placed on all aliens. Referrals may be made to an

Immigration or Public Health secondary area.

After clearing Immigration, passengers pick up their
baggage and proceed to a Customs inspection area. A Customs
inspector enters the traveller's name into the Customs auto-
mated lookout system, completes the inspection or refers
the passenger to a secondary inspection. Referrals are
made to Customs secondary for the payment of duty or for

a more detailed search of the traveller and baggage.

(d) Seaport Inspection : Immigration inspection of

passenger vessels is typically conducted by inspectors
boarding the ship and performing crewman and passenger
inspection prior to docking. Public Health inspection is

accomplished by "Radio Practique," by which a responsible
ship's officer reports the absence of disease among the

crew. The Customs and Agriculture inspection is typically
done at dockside with inspectors and patrol officers board-
ing the ship and searching for contraband. The hundreds
of seaport facilities and different types of ships require
a wide variety of inspection procedures.

17
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(e) Preclearance Inspection ; To reduce inspection
workloads at U. S. airports and to facilitate travel,
passengers departing by air for the U. S. are inspected
by U. S. inspectors at selected locations in Canada, the
Bahamas, and Bermuda.

FINDINGS - INSPECTION

1. Current low levels of staffing create significant
problems in providing adequate inspection during peak
arrival times. The result is a faster, less detailed
inspection for each arrival.

2. Expanding the number of secondary inspections would
improve the effectiveness of law enforcement at land
ports of entry.

3. A more effective inspection process overall would
enhance the entire border control effort.

4. There is a significant duplication of management over-
head between INS and Customs at most ports of entry
and added duplication of an Agriculture management
structure at large ports.

5. Levels of interagency cooperation vary, but there is
a general sense of conflicting priorities and less
than full cooperation between agencies. Both personal-
ity conflicts and process conflicts appear to be
magnified by the lack of personnel to meet the work-
load.

6. The most obvious inspection problems are the duplica-
tion of effort and management difficulties associated
with the number of agencies present with separate
responsibilities for portions of the inspection process.

7. A single agency responsible for the inspection process
and for the entire inspection force would provide more
flexibility in scheduling and a more balanced inspec-
tion program.

8. Single management would significantly improve primary
inspection at land ports and could eliminate the
current two-stop inspection process at airports.

18
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9. There is a need for special expertise for the
more technical secondary inspection. Even with
single management, specialists in immigration, cus-
toms, agriculture, etc, will be required to handle
referrals. However, this requirement for specialists
could be met either by a limited number of secondary
inspectors from the responsible agency or specialized
career fields within a single agency.

C. THE PATROL FUNCTION

1. Purpose : The purpose of the patrol activity is to de-

tect and prevent the surreptitious entry or smuggling of

aliens or contraband into the United States. All persons
seeking to enter the United States for any purpose are
required to present themselves at a port of entry for in-

spection. Consequently, anyone crossing the border between
the ports is entering the U. S. illegally. The patrol
function is performed by the U. S. Border Patrol of the

Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Customs
Patrol of the U. S. Customs Service.

2. Process ;

(a) U. S. Border Patrol ; The U. S. Border Patrol
guards the land borders as well as the Gulf and Florida
coasts against the entry of persons without inspection and

is charged with apprehending those who try to enter sur-

reptitiously. The Border Patrol collects information and

watches the rivers, land, and coastal border areas. They
also intercept illegal border crossers by checking the

various modes of transportation and maintaining traffic
check points on highways leading from the border. Their
aim is to prevent the illegal aliens from moving into the

interior of the United States. The Border Patrol also
checks employees of farms, ranches and industries in the

border area and apprehends illegal entrants who have
evaded detection and obtained employment.

Because of its substantial presence along the border,

the Border Patrol interdicts significant quantities of

marihuana and other contraband as a by-product of its
primary mission. Many Border Patrol agents are cross-
designated with Customs search and seizure authority. In

areas where Border Patrol agents are not cross-designated,
they exercise citizen arrest rights under state law to

apprehend drug smugglers.
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(b) Customs Patrol ; The Customs Patrol's primary
responsibilities are patrolling between the ports of
entry to detect and prevent the smuggling of contraband
and providing port security at ports of entry. Between
the ports of entry, the principal tactic is to maintain
surveillance at locations -.•.Lire smugglers of contraband
are known to cross. To meet its port security function,
the Customs Patrol is stationed throughout the United
States at air, land and sea ports of entry. Customs
Patrol Officers (CPOs) also operate air and marine inter-
diction programs which are discussed below.

Air and Sea Patrolling ; Surveillance and interdiction
of illicit air and sea traffic are two of the most complex
and difficult tasks for Federal law enforcement agencies.

(a) Air Interdiction ; The monitoring of illegal air
traffic across the borders is a joint Federal effort with
the Customs Air Patrol Units supplying the lead. Sup-
ported by the North American Air Defense Command (NORAD)

,

the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and the El Paso
Intelligence Center (EPIC) , Customs currently provides
our anti-smuggling air interdiction capability. NORAD,
FAA and U. S. Customs mobile radar units are used in the

detection and identification of aircraft crossing the

border areas. Procedures have been developed with the

FAA to require pilots to fly into designated airports
along the Southwestern border or obtain previous Customs
permission to overfly into the interior. Aircraft which
fail to comply can be more readily identified and an inter-

diction may be attempted.

Smuggling by private aircraft has long been acknowl-
edged as a major threat in the southern border area.

The recent Domestic Council Report on the Southwest Border
indicated that marihuana is the predominant drug smuggled
by air.

A successful air interdiction program requires effec-
tive intelligence support. While the present air inter-

diction effort creates some deterrent effect, additional
information on smuggling activities would allow the re-

sources to be used much more effectively in apprehending
the smuggler.
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However, one of the principal objectives of the air

program must be to determine the volume of illegal air

traffic and its characteristics. The Air Force Airborne

Warning and Control System (AWACS) , is being considered

as a possible source of additional air traffic information

which might be collected during AWACS training flights.

Customs is engaged in discussions with the Air Force to

develop this potentially valuable support.

The Customs air support consists of 75 aircraft of

mixed capabilities. Additional air-to-air radar capabil-

ity combined with a better mix of aircraft would enhance

the potential capability of air interdiction.

(b) Sea Interdiction ; The Customs Patrol has re-

sponsibility for interdiction of smuggling attempts along

the water borders of the United States. Customs maintains

a small fleet of boats for their own use and has made a

number of marine interdictions using radar aboard their

boats.

The United States Coast Guard (USCG) is the lead

agency for maritime law enforcement because it is the only

Federal agency with plenary jurisdiction over all viola-

tors of Federal laws upon the high seas and waters over

which the United States has jurisdiction. The Coast Guard

has several primary missions other than law enforcement.

Therefore, most Coast Guard personnel, vessels and air-

craft are multi-mission oriented including such functions

as enforcing the 200-mile limit for fishing rights; public

safety; maritime assistance; aids to navigation; and pol-

ution control. An estimated 10 percent of the Coast

Guard's patrolling activities involve law enforcement.

FINDINGS - PATROLLING

1. The land, sea and air patrol functions are vital to

successful border control principally due to their

deterrent effect.

2. The U. S. Border Patrol on the Southwest border was
observed to be highly motivated and skilled in inter-

,

dieting larger numbers of illegal border crossers.

However, their efforts are somewhat frustrated by the

overwhelming volume of illegal aliens.
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3. The Customs Patrol is doing an excellent job in the
area of seaport security. While INS has responsibility
for crew member control at seaports there was no reported
conflict between the two efforts.

4. Along the Southwest border, the air interdiction func-
tion is a combination of patrol and investigative
activities that are supported with a variety of sophis-
ticated Air Force and FAA equipment.

5. The use of additional technologies, such as the Air-
borne Warning and Control System (AWACS) of the Air
Force and expanded support by the Federal Aviation
Administration can provide a more accurate picture of

the amount of illegal air traffic.

6. A better mix of aircraft would be likely to provide
a good return on the investment by increasing the
effectiveness of the Customs air interdiction effort.

7. The U. S. Coast Guard was judged to be responsive to
the needs of the existing border enforcement agencies.
However, it was noted that the Coast Guard's law
enforcement activities in support of the border control
effort are only a small part of their overall responsi-
bilities.

8. The major shortcoming in the patrolling function is

the duplication of effort and lack of cooperation
between the Border Patrol and the Customs Patrol on
the Southwest border.

D. INVESTIGATIONS

Purpose ; The purpose of the investigation function is

to gather evidence leading to the prosecution of violators
of U. S. laws. The analogy often used is the uniformed
ppliceman and the detective. The uniformed policeman
provides the physical presence to apprehend violators in

the act and present a visible deterrent to wrongdoers.
The detective in plain clothes is called in to investigate

a specific case and prepare evidence for prosecution. The

investigation function also supports border interdiction
through the collection of intelligence.

Each agency involved in border law enforcement has

its own force of criminal investigators (special agents)

.

Customs, INS, DEA, and Fish and Wildlife have special

agents who are located near the border, as well as in the

interior of the United States. By definition the smuggling
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of drugs and contraband and the illegal entry of aliens
are violations which originate outside our borders. The
illegal activity continues throughout the border zones to
interior destinations of aliens or distribution points for
narcotics or controlled merchandise. The international
nature of border crime assures that aliens are likely to

be involved as either the victim or the violator.

1. Immigration and Naturalization Service

INS currently has some investigators assigned to the
land border area. However, most INS investigators are
located at coastal and interior cities with large concen-
trations of aliens and frequent sea and air arrivals from
abroad. Investigators, usually responding to a specific
report, apprehend aliens in the interior cities. Informa-
tion gained from this activity, called "area control," may
lead to major investigations involving organized crime
and conspiracies.

Investigative emphasis is placed upon alien smuggling
and fraudulent documents. Joint investigations with
Customs or DEA may be generated when a multi-purpose
smuggling conspiracy is involved. INS also investigates
cases of fraudulent, criminal or immoral acts by aliens
or suspect aliens seeking benefits through the adjudica-
tions or naturalization process.

The U. S. Border Patrol also uses investigative tech-
niques in collecting information and pursuing alien smug-
gling in the vicinity of the borders. However, Border
Patrol agents, rather than criminal investigators, are
assigned these duties.

2. Customs Service

The Customs Office of Investigations investigates a

wide variety of violations of Customs and related laws
including, but not limited to, smuggling of merchandise
such as diamonds or jewelry, fraudulent invoicing, cur-
rency and neutrality violations. Fraud investigations
currently account for approximatly 25 percent of their
case load with the remainder in currency, neutrality and
other categories. Although the Customs Special Agents
are prohibited from investigating drug smuggling, the
Customs Patrol has adopted a limited investigative mode
and provides some direct support to DEA on narcotics
cases.
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3. Drug Enforcement Administration

DEA is the lead agency for all Federal drug investiga-
tions. DEA supports cooperative efforts in foreign countries
which are designed to reduce the availability of illegal
drugs, such as the eradication of illicit opium and the
disruption of the flow of illegal drugs in international
traffic. DEA is responsible for operating a national drug
intelligence system and is charged with providing informa-
tion on drug smuggling to the border law enforcement
agencies.

Drug arrests and seizures made by inspectors or patrol
officers are referred to DEA investigators who take custody
of the violators and drugs, initiate appropriate follow-
on investigations and prepare the case for criminal prose-
cution. In cases where the Federal system will not accept
the case for prosecution, DEA or Customs may attempt to
secure a prosecution in state courts.

4. Interagency Considerations

The current U. S. policy on drug trafficking requires
a full range of supply reduction activities, from eradicat-
ing the source of the drug at its overseas origin, disrupt-
ing the transportation or processing systems which bring
it to the U. S. in a more refined form and destroying
distribution networks within the U. S. DEA is designated
the lead agency to implement the Federal drug strategy.
Other Federal agencies responsible for border law enforce-
ment are required to pass their drug smuggling cases to
DEA for further investigation and prosecution.

The creation of DEA in 1973 was justified largely on
the basis of the then existing conflict over the drug
smuggling investigations in the U. S. Customs Service and
the domestic drug conspiracy investigations of the Bureau
of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs (BNDD) . It was alleged
that Customs and BNDD were unable to work together. The
intent of the 1973 reorganization was to make DEA responsi-
ble for all drug investigations, with Customs retaining
responsibility for border interdiction. Customs disagrees
with the current policy regarding drug investigations.

On most smuggling violations. Customs exercises in-
vestigative jurisdiction over the entire process. However,
Customs investigators are not permitted to pursue drug
smuggling investigations. Therefore, Customs has a strong
desire to resume investigation of drug smuggling to main-
tain the continuity of the Customs overall effort in the
belief that it will enhance the availability of drug smug-
gling information for use at the border itself.
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FINDINGS - INVESTIGATIONS

1. The principal border control functions are inspection
and patrolling. Investigation is an important supporting
activity in responding to seizures and developing
information. However, investigators have many other
responsibilities which are less directly tied to the
principal border control functions. Border management
should be organized around the principal control functions
with investigations organized to provide the best
possible support consistent with other priorities.

2. Customs disagrees with the relative priorities
assigned to drug trafficking investigations versus
drug interdiction at the border. Customs' principal
mission is border interdiction. DEA is responsible
for developing Federal drug enforcement strategy and
programs and for handling high level drug conspiracy
cases. The different perspectives result in some
conflict between the two agencies.

3. As long as the U. S. has a single purpose agency
charged with the overall drug control mission, that
agency should have the principal voice in determining
the most effective approach to drug trafficking in-
vestigations. Therefore, any change in Customs' re-
sponsibility for domestic drug smuggling investiga-
tion should be contingent on DEA's agreement.

4. The Review Team found wide disagreement regarding
current CPO/DEA relationships. Some Customs represent-
atives felt that the current CPO/DEA working arrange-
ments are a significant improvement in the relation-
ship between drug interdiction and drug investiga-
tion. Others felt that the total responsibility for
drug smuggling should be in Customs.

5. If the current National priority given to drug traf-
ficking investigations is changed or DEA should cease
to exist in its present form or role, consideration
should be given to restoring Customs authority to
pursue drug smuggling investigations.

6. A significant potential for reducing the impact of
new illegal aliens on the domestic economy exists in
expanding the investigative effort aimed at the inter-
state conspiracies which transport the smuggled aliens
from the border crossing location to their ultimate
destination in the U.S. Additional investigative re-
sources should be committed in this area.
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E. SUPPORT FUNCTIONS

In addition to the operating functions, there are a
number of direct support activities which are vital to
effective border management. The physical facilities
(buildings, inspection areas, etc.), computer systems, and
communications systems form the operational support base
for border law enforcement.

1. Facilities ; Physical facilities in many areas were
observed to be inadequate. Many major land border crossings
on both the Northern and Southwestern borders process a
hugh volume of passenger and cargo traffic through facili-
ties that are not designed to facilitate the flow of traffic
and do not provide adequate space for secondary inspections.
Emphasis on construction of standard port facilities, such
as the one at Nogales, Arizona, could enhance the inspection
function. Additional ports of entry could be opened to
distribute the workload. However, political pressures to
protect the economies along current entry routes have
restricted management decisions.

Several major airports have recently undertaken efforts
to remodel the international arrival areas to improve the
passenger and baggage processing cycle. For example, the
Seattle/Tacoma International Airport provides separate
levels for Immigration and Customs processing. The smooth
flow of passengers provides a valuable assist to the in-
spection process.

Observations at other locations supported the problem
perceived by the study team. In Dallas, for example,
the physical layout of the airport inspection area was
viewed as small and cramped. Problems concerning airports,
land border crossings and detention center facilities
were noted at other locations. In addition, inadequate
facilities at Montreal and Vancouver hampered effective
Customs inspection at these preclearance locations.
Passenger control, baggage control and ramp security are
all viewed as problem areas in the preclearance facilities
in these Canadian cities.
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Summary: Most of the physical facilities provided
for border operations are inadequate to meet current
workloads. A high priority should be given to improving
and expanding the facilities to provide both better
service and more effective law enforcement.

2. Computer and Telecommunications Systems ; Each of
the principal agencies operates its own computer system.
The DEA and Customs systems are modern and capable of
meeting the requirements of these agencies. INS is in
the process of expanding their computer system with some
procurement action currently underway. The agency budget
for computer procurement and operations for Fiscal Year
1977 were:

Customs $24.0 million
DEA 18.1
INS 8.2

TOTAL $50.3 million

A brief description of the systems follows:

(a) Customs

With almost 900 terminals located throughout the
United States and at preclearance sites, the Treasury
Enforcement Communications System (TECS) gives the greatest
user coverage of the systems reviewed. In addition to an
information storage and retrieval capability, TECS has
a real-time enforcement administrative message switching
capability, an intelligence function and interfaces to
several other enforcement systems. TECS provides informa-
tion to and receives information from several other agencies
in the Federal community, e.g., ATF, IRS, DEA, and the
Coast Guard. Department of State and the National Central
Bureau of Interpol also use TECS. The principal use of
TECS is to query the names of passengers arriving at air-
ports, and license plate numbers of vehicles entering at
land ports of entry. TECS provides a number of specialized
systems for aircraft inspection reporting, vessel viola-
tion profiles, and currency violations. The hardware
used for the TECS system also supports the Customs Activity
Reporting (CLEAR) System which includes several statistical
reports.

In addition to TECS, Customs also operates administra-
tive computer support systems and is developing an auto-
mated merchandise processing system.
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(b) PEA

The Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Information
System (NADDIS) is composed of centralized automated
files on some 660,000 narcotics traffickers, a secure
nationwide computerized telecommunications network which
supports approximately 190 terminals.

While not a computer system, the El Paso Intelli-
gence Center (EPIC) is an interagency sector intelligence
center where six Federal agencies work toward a common
goal — a more secure U.S. /Mexican border. They use all
available information systems including TECS, NADDIS,
NCIC, etc. The EPIC objective is to provide a complete
and accurate picture of drug trafficking and alien and
contraband smuggling along the Southwestern border of the
United States. Working under DEA leadership, INS, FAA,
Customs, Coast Guard, and ATF, render direct and immediate
services to enforcement officers of the member agencies
for border interdictions, seizures, arrests and/or prose-
cutions. EPIC provides timely information directly to
Headquarters and field elements of participating law
enforcement agencies. The processing and dissemination
of this intelligence also contributes to strategic analyses
by member agencies.

(c) INS

Currently, INS has limited computer capability.
The INS system is largely a Headquarters support system
which is rapidly developing agency-wide support capabili-
ties. However, there is no INS equivalent of either TECS
or NADDIS.

INS has devoted considerable systems design
effort in recent years to plan a modern computer support
system. INS' most promising development is the Alien
Documentation, Identification and Telecommunications
System (ADIT) . ADIT will replace the 17 existing editions
of the alien registration receipt and border crossing
cards concurrent With the development of similar documents
by the Visa and Passport Offices. The new cards contain
fraudulent document control features which, when used in
the automated ADIT System, are virtually couterfeit-proof
and unalterable. When fully implemented on a nationwide
basis in 1981, ADIT will consist of an alien ID card
plus automated card and visa readers at approximately 200

U. S. ports of entry; telecommunications lines; mini-computers
and automated access from field locations to the massive
documentation for files which INS is legally responsible.
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3. Radio Communications Systems ; The U.S. Border
Patrol, the Customs Patrol and the Drug Enforcement Admin-
istration all have radio communications systems. The
telecommunications capabilities described in the preceding
section supplement commercial and government telephone
lines. The radio system is designed primarily to provide
communication with mobile units. All agencies are inter-
ested in complete area coverage because of the need to
maintain contact with the individual law enforcement
officer both to give instructions and to provide for the
safety of the individual officers. Therefore, each agency
has an area radio system with repeaters located at appro-
priate locations to relay radio signals.

The Immigration and Naturalization Service, utilizing
VHF radio equipment, has the only nationwide radio system
of all border agencies. INS maintains a network of 340
radio base stations along U.S. borders and at the offices
in the interior U.S. All INS districts, all Border Patrol
Sectors, all ports of entry and suboffices are tied into
this nationwide system.

The U.S. Customs Service, utilizing VHF radio equip-
ment covers the U.S. borders everywhere except along
certain sections of the Canadian border. For area coverage
in these locations, there is a system to monitor INS fre-
quencies. Customs plans to expand its own system to in-
clude this area.

The Drug Enforcement Administration, utilizing UHF
radio equipment, maintains a radio network which supports
the operating offices.

Customs Patrol and the Border Patrol have the most
obvious need to communicate directly with each other.
Even though the radios are compatible, the assigned fre-
quencies are different and the mobile radios cannot com-
municate between patrols. At some locations, the field
unit may call its communication center and the message is
relayed by phone to the communications center of the other
agency who relays it on its own radio system to the in-
tended receiver. At some locations both INS and Customs
acquire "scanners" so they can monitor each other's
transmissions at the base stations and relay the message
to the intended receiver.
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Neither Customs nor the Border Patrol can communicate
with DEA because VHF and UHF systems are incompatible.
However, the need for routine radio communications between
the patrols and DEA does not appear to be as important
as the need for direct communication between mobile patrols.

4. Other Support Systems : R&D, Laboratory Support ,

Technical Equipment Program and Training ; All investi-
gative agencies have developed support programs to enhance
enforcement effectiveness ana proviae more efficient

operations and improved delivery of service. Research
and development, laboratory support, use of technical
equipment, and training are essential tools in improving
the effectiveness of law enforcement. To minimize dup-
lication, agencies with common or related objectives
coordinate their "support" activities.

(a) Research and Development ; Research and develop-
ment supports investigation, interdiction, intelligence
or regulatory programs and policy development and evalua-
tion. Two categories of programs exist — those resulting
in hardware developments; and those providing data and
analysis relative to policy or procedural development.

Hardware research and development programs include

the requirements analysis, systems design, fabrication
and test and evaluation of technical equipment required

(1) to meet immediate specific operational needs, and (2)

to meet long-term requirements of a general nature.

Other research and development programs include: analytical
studies primarily consisting of the application of systems

analysis, operations research and social and behavioral
sciences techniques to identify problem areas and recommend

solutions.

Many of the projects have applications in other Federal,

state and local law enforcement and drug abuse control

organizations; consequently, research and development is

coordinated with other agencies having similar functions.

Examples include coordination between DEA, the U. S.

Customs Service and the Department of Defense interdiction
sensing devices and research on methodologies to assess

abuse potential of drugs with Food and Drug Administra-
tion and the National Institute on Drug Abuse.
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(b) Laboratories ;

1. Customs

The Customs Service has laboratories in each
of its nine regions, at Headquarters and in Puerto Rico.
The labs are equipped to analyze samples of all merchandise
entering the United States. Analysis of merchandise is
essential since tariffs often depend on the component
parts of the imported commodity.

Prior to DEA's becoming responsible for drugs,
the Customs laboratories analyzed all seizures of drugs
made by Customs officers and testified in Federal and
State courts as to their findings. Customs laboratories
continue to analyze samples of significant heroin and
cocaine seizures made by Customs officers. Additional
analysis of these seizures is done in DEA laboratories.
Customs also analyzes drug seizures made by Customs of-
ficers when the Federal Government declines prosecution
or when prosecution is accepted by state or local agencies.

2. DEA

The primary purpose of DEA' s eight labora-
tories is to analyze drug evidence in support of the prose-
cution cases. The evidence analysis also provides a po-
tential for linking suspects to achieve conspiracy indict-
ments and providing strategic intelligence on the nature
of illicit traffic.

Much of DEA's strategic intelligence is based
upon laboratory analysis. Also, DEA supports state and
local agencies when they need assistance to prepare drug
cases for prosecution.

(c) Technical Equipment Programs ;

1. Customs

:

The Customs Technical Equipment Program is
working to expand surveillance of air smugglers and to
develop Regional Communication Centers which will cover
the entire Nation. The expansion of computer facilities
is also part of the program. Customs is now using mobile
radar, night vision devices, forward looking infrared
devices and ground sensor systems to track smuggling
suspects. Customs R&D effort is geared toward support of
the Customs Air Interdiction Program and operation of
ports of entry.
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2. PEA

DEA's Technical Equipment Program is designed
to identify, develop and/or provide required advanced
technical investigative equipment, and is managed by the
Technical Operations Division with several field area
technical operations groups who insure availablity, utili-
zation, maintenance and training in the use of technical
equipment. In addition to radio and other communication
systems and devices, technical equipment includes vehicle
position location and tracking systems and a remote multi-
spectral opium poppy sensor system.

3. INS

The Immigration Technical Equipment Program
includes their nationwide radio communications system.

In support of its border interdiction program.
Immigration has installed extensive systems of commercially
designed and procured ground sensors which are tied into
the radio base stations through a series of repeaters.
Minicomputers are being used in a number of Border Patrol
sectors to record, analyze and verify signals transmitted
to the base station by the unattended ground sensors.

(d) Training ;

1. Customs ;

Customs maintains its own training academy
for inspectors, patrol officers, import specialists, and
other Customs personnel. CPO's and Special Agents also
receive training at the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center at Glynco, Georgia.

2. INS

The training academies at Glynco, Georgia,
conduct basic and journeyman programs for all INS officers
including Border Patrol agents, immigration inspectors,
criminal investigators, detention and deportation officers
and naturalization examiners.
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3. PEA ;

DEA's National Training Institute (NTI)
conducts a full range of agent and support training to
provide U. S. and foreign law enforcement officers with
the drug law enforcement skills.

REVIEW TEAM FINDINGS - SUPPORT SYSTEMS

1. Facilities — High priority should be given to im-
proving and expanding the physical facilities at ports
of entry to provide better services and more efficient
enforcement.

2. Computer and Telecommunication Systems — The
systems developed by each agency appear to be appro-
priate for that agency's use. However, increased
effectiveness could be realized through joint use of
existing capabilities.

3. Radio Communications Systems — If two separate land
patrol forces are continued, the mobile VHP radios
currently in use should be modified or replaced to
provide direct radio communication between patrol
elements operating in the same area.

4. Other Support Systems -- Some basic duplication exists,
but there are no major advantages in consolidation un-
less there is a merger of the parent agencies.

F. INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT

Other policy review efforts are addressing the intelli-
gence function in detail. Therefore, this section will
address only the relationship of intelligence to border
enforcement activities.

Border interdiction intelligence consists of two types
of information which are reflective of the differing
missions and attitudes of the various agency's interests
in controlling the borders:

- Major trafficking networks or conspiracies which
deal in the high priority drugs (heroin and cocaine)
and with the smuggling of aliens from foreign areas
into the interior of the United States.

33



205

- Activities within the local border area aimed at
interdiction of narcotics and other contraband,
illegal entrants and those smugglers who assist
aliens in crossing the border itself.

1. National Intelligence

The major alien and narcotic trafficking network
intelligence (National level) is aimed at disrupting and
eliminating major trafficking rings wherever it is possible
and where the greatest impact can be achieved. This intelli-
gence effort supports crop eradication in foreign areas,
foreign prosecution of narcotics violators, and domestic
prosecution of major traffickers in both aliens and hard
narcotics. Although some of the resulting cases may be
terminated with an interdiction at the border to avoid
exposing confidential informants and investigative methods,
this National intelligence is not generally supportive of
the alien or narcotic interdiction function at the borders.
DEA concentrates its resources on national level intelligence.

2

.

Local Intelligence

In the border areas, however, the situation and
the information required to deal with it are quite differ-
ent. Border area smugglers trade in anything which is
profitable and which provides the least risk, such as
aliens, marihuana, parrots and pinto beans. Border area
smugglers build effective supply and distribution networks
on the basis of these relatively "safe" commodities.
Border area smugglers are directly affected by successful
interdiction efforts. High-level international drug traf-
fickers normally do not participate directly in the border
activity and, consequently, are insulated from the effects
of successful interdiction.

The local intelligence required for the inter-
diction function is normally gathered by the Border Patrol,
the Customs Patrol and DEA through their daily contacts
with the local population. Local persons and businesses
have proved to be a valuable source of local interdiction
intelligence.
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3. EPIC

To coordinate the collection, analysis and dis-
semination of border-related intelligence, DEA, with the
cooperation of INS, formed the El Paso Intelligence
Center (EPIC) which was described earlier in this paper.
All intelligence information gathered by the DEA and
Border Patrol relating to marihuana, narcotics, alien
smugglers, fraudulent documents, etc., is processed
through EPIC for analysis and dissemination to the appro-
priate agency. Customs does not believe that DEA assigns
a high enough priority to the collection of intelligence
to support the border interdiction function. It is,
therefore. Customs' view that EPIC, under DEA management,
is of limited utility to the principal border management
agencies, and, to be effective, EPIC must be under the
control of the principal border management agency.

FINDINGS - INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT

All intelligence gathered in the border area should
be processed through a central location and tied into
the communications and intelligence systems of all
concerned agencies. The most logical "clearing
house" for this intelligence function is the El Paso
Intelligence Center (EPIC)

.

EPIC will never be fully capable of providing adequate
information for border interdiction until Customs, as
a principal border enforcement agency, is also a
major user of the analysis capability of the Center.
Customs should participate in the management of EPIC
and reconsider the potential benefit of EPIC's
border interdiction information function for use by
Customs officers.

If a border management agency is created, EPIC is a
logical resource to be utilized by the border
management agency and should provide border inter-
diction information as well as supporting DEA's drug
investigative requirements.
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G. NON-BORDER FUNCTIONS

In addition to those functions performed at the border,
there are functions which, although performed in the in-
terior, are natural extensions of border operation. Those
functions performed by INS include such areas as adjudica-
tions, naturalization, investigations, detection and de-
portation, and certain other functions performed by the
inspectors and Border Patrol Officers. Customs, however,
by virtue of its mission, focuses its resources almost
exclusively on the border and border-related activities.
The preponderance of DEA's resources are allocated to
non-border areas.

For a more detailed description of non-border functions,
see Appendix G.
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CHAPTER 4

PROBLEMS AND ISSUES

A. INTRODUCTION

Over the past five years. Federal efforts to stop illegal
drug trafficking have received a high priority through
Federal attention and budget increases. Similarly, the
illegal alien problem and its impact on the U.S. economy
is causing a great deal of concern in both the Congressional
and the Executive branches of our government. Border control
is an important part of the solution to both of these
National problems.

This report addresses overall border management and what
can be done to improve border control. The preceding
chapters describe the organizations and functions which
contribute to the complexity of border operations. The
wide variety of responsibilities create a challenge to
management in balancing service to the public with effective
law enforcement.

In the midst of this complexity, it is difficult to
address individual problems. What is a significant problem
at a major airport may have no relevance to a small northern
land port. A multitude of examples can be collected to
support either side of any discussion regarding border
operations.

The review process has been designed to identify those
problems which are having the greatest impact on overall
effectiveness and to propose solutions which will improve
border management. The review is not intended to solve all
border problems, but to provide a framework within which
problems can be solved as they occur.

Following a problem identification phase, problems were
grouped into categories and used as the basis for discussion
during field visits. The principal categories were:

- The magnitude of border problems

.

- Duplication of effort.

- Lack of cooperation and coordination.

- Inadequacy of border management resources.

- Service to the public.

- Inadequacy of intelligence.

- Border policies and priorities.
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Specific problems associated with these categories
are discussed throughout the report. The organizational
implications have been included in the options in the
following chapter.

During the analysis of problems, tv;o areas were identified
as the major obstacles to effective border control. Both
issues are appropriate for Executive Office consideration
as beyond the control of any single agency or department.

ISSUE 1 -- Lack of coordinated border
management.

ISSUE 2 -- Overlap and duplication of effort.

Two other areas were considered as having a serious impact
on border interdiction, but are directly associated with
National policy and priorities regarding drug law enforcement;
drug investigations and drug intelligence. The Federal
strategy and relative priorities given to these two areas
are the subject of other policy reviews. Therefore, this
report only summarizes the border perspectives. Their impact
on border interdiction is described in the preceding chapter.

ISSUE 1

ISSUE : THE LACK OF COORDINATED BORDER MANAGEMENT

Effective border control is an important part of insuring
the economic and social well-being of the United States. Yet,
the Federal effort to control the borders is not a coordinated
activity. Various responsibilities are vested in eight
agencies in seven departments. Current border management
policy exists only in the form of separate laws, regulations
and operating priorities of the various agencies with border
management responsibilities.

Problem Resolution ;

Each of the border agencies is responsible for a specific
part of border control and each agency pursues its own
mission, sometimes in competition with the other Federal
border agencies and interests. When conflict between
agencies appears, there is no effective mechanism to
resolve the problem. Even though interagency agreements
exist in writing, the operating problems continue
along the borders.
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Flexibility ;

The current organizational structure of border agencies
creates a lack of flexibility in responding to crisis
and difficulty in providing a coordinated interdepartmental
response to new or existing threats. When a major
problem or a crisis situation grows beyond the control
of the responsible agency, it generates a lengthy process
of study, Executive Office decision. Congressional
consideration and eventual commitment of new resources
to the agency most concerned with the problem. More
flexibility in management would encourage timely use

of all existing Federal border resources before new
resources are considered.

New Approach :

The unique characteristics of the border area and the
increasing interest in border control suggest a broader
approach to management of our border resources. The
expanded use of the term "border management" in itself
suggests a more appropriate view of border requirements.
A long range plan for border management is needed to

set overall operational and budget priorities.

FINDINGS :

The Review Team found that two levels should be addressed
in improving coordination, operating management and policy
direction.

1. Eliminate the basic cause of lack of operational
coordination by consolidating the principal border
functions in one agency. By reducing the requirement
for interagency and interdepartmental coordination,
agency operating policies will be more representative
of the total Federal interests.

2. Provide a continuing overview mechanism within the
Executive Office to develop a long-range border
management plan and necessary policies to insure
that border operations are supportive of all Federal
programs.
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ISSUE 2

ISSUE ; OVERLAP AND DUPLICATION OF EFFORT

Findings of overlap pf responsibilities and duplication
of effort are the common theme in previous studies of border
operations. This review also identified overlap and
duplication in both the operating and support functions and
attempted to assess the resulting impact on effectiveness.

Several factors were considered in determining effec-
tiveness. The obvious need for economy and efficiency was
balanced with the observation that the differing perspectives
of a variety of specialities may enhance successful detection
of illegal activities. Duplication of effort was considered
in the light of reported resource deficiencies by the principal
border enforcement agencies. Both INS and Customs reported
a lack of personnel, equipment and other resources required
to perform their respective missions. The Review Team found
it difficult to determine the degree of resource shortage
because both agencies have duplicate functions and support
structures, e.g., inspection, patrol, and investigation;
computer systems, radio systems, boats, aircraft, vehicles,
etc. It is not possible to make a definitive judgment on
overall resource shortages because of the existing duplication.
Therefore, observations regarding resources shortages are
based on inability to meet workload requirements.

Likewise, the total amount of illegal activity taking
place is unknown and makes the determination of "adequacy"
particularly difficult. It was evident that considerable
illegal activity is continuing to take place despite a high
level of effort by the current Federal border enforcement
force. Following is a summary of the Review Team's observa-
tions in each functional area.

Inspections ;

a) At land ports of entry. Immigration inspectors and
Customs inspectors jointly man the primary inspection
area. Differences in inspection priorities and duplication
of management structure were observed. While duplication
of inspection personnel was evident, the v/orkload was
sufficiently large to suggest that the duplication is not,
in itself, inefficient.

There are informal local agreements regarding the ratio
of Customs inspectors to INS inspectors assigned at
primary inspection points. Shortages of inspectors
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resulted in an undesirable ratio or balance between
primary and secondary inspection and, in one case,
caused a major part of the facility to be closed.

Part of the illegal alien problem is attributed to lack
of adequate Immigration inspection, particularly on the
Southwest border. Further, lack of Customs inspectors to
fully man secondary inspection was identified as a serious
shortcoming in detecting smugglers. Both problems appear
to be resource sensitive, but one contributes directly
to the other. When INS cannot meet the desirable 50/50
ratio in staffing primary inspection of vehicles. Customs
inspectors are diverted from secondary to fill the gap.
Therefore, both conditions exist; understaf f ing of Immigra-
tion interests and of Customs secondary. Increasing the
number of INS inspectors would contribute to the solution
of both problems by restoring a balanced staffing of
primary inspection and releasing Customs inspectors to do
secondary inspections.

The dual management structure complicated local policy and
operating decisions. Various attempts have been made to
consolidate management of inspection by alternating
responsibility between INS and Customs, but the basic
problem remains.

Consolidation of inspection responsibility at land ports
would allow better utilization of the existing inspection
force and eliminate the duplication in management structures.
However, continued availability of qualified specialists
would be required for all areas of secondary inspection.

b) At most airports of entry there is a two-step passenger
inspection configuration; Immigration followed by Customs.
Elimination of the duplicative management structure and the
potential efficiencies in a consolidated inspection force
could improve airport inspection. A single-stop inspection
process would be the likely outcome of a merger of inspec-
tion forces. Again, the need for specialized secondary
inspectors would not be eliminated by consolidation. However,
consolidated management could include procedures which
would insure availability of specialists.

c) At sea ports of entry, overlap and duplication of
inspection efforts is apparent. Customs has responsibility
to board vessels for the purpose of checking cargo manifests
and ship's papers. Immigration and Naturalization Service
inspectors board vessels to ascertain the Immigration
status of the crew and/or passengers. Also, Agriculture
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inspectors board vessels and check the food lockers,
cargo manifests and garbage control. A single
inspection service could perform all ship inspections.

Patrol :

The most obvious example of overlap and duplication of
effort was observed in the patrolling of the land borders
between the ports, particularly along the Southwest
border. Customs Patrol officers and INS Patrol officers
cover the same territory. The Customs Patrol interdicts
drugs and other contraband. The Immigration Border
Patrol apprehends illegal aliens. Both use similar
methods of patrol by uniformed officers and intercept
persons in the vicinity of the border. Both use
sophisticated technology such as sensors and night
vision devices to detect intruders. Each patrol was
observed to pursue the mission of his respective agency
with little regard for cooperation with the other.

Consolidation of responsibility and resources for
patrolling would eliminate the overlap and duplication
of effort with the land patrol function and should
improve overall effectiveness.

Investigation

:

DEA, INS and Customs all have criminal investigators.
Each agency uses these special agents to investigate
violations of laws which they enforce. As a general
observation, the duplication of investigative staff
does not create inefficiency.

However, there are allegations of fragmentation of
drug smuggling investigative responsibilities. The
issue focuses on the relative priority of border
interdiction compared to the National priority on
narcotics trafficking investigations. As stated
earlier, this policy question is addressed in a

separate report on Drug Law Enforcement.

Air Surveillance and Patrol:

The Customs Air Program uses seized and purchased aircraft,
augmented by military type gap-filler radar to detect and

intercept smugglers of narcotics and other contraband.
INS uses light aircraft to support its ground operations
through surveillance of the actual border. DEA uses
aircraft in support of its investigations. The use of
aircraft provides both operational support and visible
deterrence.
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There is little overlap or duplication of effort in the
various aspects of the air activities. Each agency uses
its aircraft in a different mission orientation. The
geographic dispersion of the aircraft suggests that
consolidation of air support or maintenance activities does
not appear to offer either signficant savings or increased
effectiveness

.

Support Functions :

The support functions are generally duplicated in each
agency. It appears that each of the border agencies will
continue to develop their own systems with duplicative
management structures and processes.

In the absence of consolidation of agencies, the consolida-
tion of support functions is unlikely to be successful.
The history of lack of cooperation between border agencies
mitigates against a central support activity. As an
example, the joint use of the Customs computer support
system has been recommended for several years. The agencies
have not been able to get together on this obvious solution.
INS is developing its own computer support system and
current efforts to force joint use of a Customs system
are not likely to produce a solution acceptable to both
agencies.

However, if agencies are consolidated, significant potential
exists for greater efficiency and effectiveness in consolida-
tion of the following support functions:

- computer support systems

- radio communications systems

- telecommunications systems

- training activities

- research and development activities

The El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) is an intelligence
support activity designed to integrate the information
data bases of DEA, Customs, INS, FAA, the Coast Guard, and
other agencies, and provide a clearinghouse service to
meet border enforcement needs. The potential exists for
significant improvement in intelligence support if all
border agencies integrate the full use and support of
EPIC into their operations.
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other Considerations :

Secondary Inspection: Another factor considered was the
absence of conflict when one set of personnel have indepen-
dent duties, but operate in support of the primary function.
For example, there was no conflict attributed to the
specialized inspectors who normally do not work in primary
inspection (Agriculture, Public Health, Fish and Wildlife).
Several factors contribute to this lack of conflict;
very small numbers of personnel present, clearly defined
and specialized duties, and physical separation from the
massive workload of primary inspection.

The Review Team felt that the continued need for specialized
inspectors and the existence of other responsibilities
outside of inspection combined with the absence of conflict
provided sufficient justification to set aisde these smaller
contingents of specialized inspectors from considerations
of consolidation. In the long term, a consolidated
border management agency would be able to accommodate the
requirements for specialized inspectors by establishing
appropriate career fields within its inspection service.

Other Activities: In reviewing the operating problems in

border management, inefficiency and conflict inevitably
involved physical presence. Where patrol officers or
inspectors have similar responsibilities and operate in the

same facility or same geographic area, the opportunity for

conflict is greatest. Where agencies have similar
responsibilities but operate apart from each other in

different areas or in a different element, the problems

are greatly reduced.

The primary example of operating in a different element

is the U.S. Coast Guard. The current interagency relation-

ships and the support provided by the Coast Guard to other

law enforcement agencies were judged to be satisfactory.

Further, the Coast Guard may enforce Customs laws because

every officer of the Coast Guard is empowered, by statute,

with the authority of a Customs officer.

FINDINGS:

1. Overlap and duplication were noted in the functions

of patrolling the land borders between ports of entry and

in the inspection process at ports of entry. Elimination

of this condition would enhance overall effectiveness.
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2. Some support activities are duplicative but are not,

in themselves, likely candidates for consolidation. However,
consolidation of the principal agencies would allow
consolidation of support activities.

3. Universal duplication of effort in each function was
not found. For example, the port security function of the

Customs Patrol at seaports was not duplicated by another op'

agency. However, each port of entry had a dual management jli

structure of both INS and Customs managers. In some larger ihi

ports, there is an added management structure in the re

Agriculture inspection force. to

4. A merger of the principal border enforcement agencies
would significantly reduce overlap and duplication of sti

effort and greatly enhance the overall effectiveness of or

border operations. It would allow management greater re

flexibility in responding to peak workloads and to
immediate crises. A single border management agency
would also allow consolidation of management and support
functions which should create significant savings.
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CHAPTER 5

OPTIONS

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to set forth a range of
options identified by the Review Team as the most viable
alternatives for achieving more effective border management.
The objective in the selection of options is to be more
responsive to current needs and have inherent flexibility
to adjust to future needs.

The policy findings discussed in the preceding chapter
should serve as general guidelines for any border management
organization. The options selected range from additional
resources within the existing organizational structure to a
major reorganization. For example, additional resources
should be allocated to reinforce selected functions even if
a reorganization option is selected. In summary, the
options are:

OPTION 1 - No change in organization. Budget
priority to selected functions.

OPTION 2 - Limited consolidation involving specific
functions.

OPTION 3 - Creation of a multi-purpose border agency
(INS and Customs)

OPTION 4 - Creation of an expanded multi-purpose
border agency (INS, Customs and Coast Guard)

A detailed discussion of each option follows.
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OPTION 1

NO CHANGE IN ORGANIZATION. EXISTING AGENCIES

CONTINUE TO PERFORM THEIR CURRENT DUTIES.

ADDITIONAL BUDGET PRIORITY GIVEN TO SELECTED

FUNCTIONS.

DISCUSSION OF OPTION 1

This option provides direct additional resources to meet
specific needs identified during the review. In response to

current National problems of aliens and drugs, there is a need

for additional border resources to strengthen the inspection,

patrol and air interdiction functions. This approach continues

the policy of applying resources to the specific commodity or

function that is deficient and responding directly to critical

areas such as the illegal alien and drug smuggling problems.

Budget and other resource decisions should give priority to

the following:

1. Add INS and Customs inspectors to meet expanding
workloads and provide for increased level of secondary
inspections.

2. Increase the number of U.S. Border Patrol (INS)

officers to improve the interdiction and deterrence
capabilities between the ports of entry on the
Southwest and Northern borders.

3. Increase the force of INS investigators to conduct
interstate conspiracy investigations of alien
smuggling rings.

4. Expand the capability of the Customs Air Interdiction
Program to detect and intercept smuggling attempts by air,

5. Expand Customs participation in the management and use
of the border intelligence center (EPIC)

.

ADVANTAGES

Adds resources in areas of greatest potential for
effectiveness.

Provides additional resources to specific problem areas.

Permits agencies to continue emphasis in area of specific
expertise.
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Enhances the deterrent effect of more visible enforcement.

Least disruptive of all options in that existing
organizational structures are not changed.

DISADVANTAGES

Does not consider border management as a total package.

Continues a form of crisis management focusing on current
problems.

Does not eliminate existing overlap and fragmentation
of effort.

Continues duplicative management and support structures.

Higher budget priority does not insure better use of

existing resources which may be available in other
activities.

Does not correct the continuing interagency competition
and lack of coordination.

Little probability of improved management or procedures.
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OPTION 2

LIMITED TRANSFER AND CONSOLIDATION OF

SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES.

DISCUSSION OF OPTION 2

This option provides for substantial increase in

effectiveness through consolidating responsibilities and
resources for the key border enforcement functions. While
this option would not result in a decrease in the number
of border agencies, it would minimize jurisdictional and
geographical overlap by focusing one agency on a particular
aspect of border management activities. This option would
result in some short-term disruption but it would provide
more flexibility in meeting workloads. The major candidates
for consolidation and transfer under this option are:

. Responsibility and resources committed to the
inspection function at all ports of entry could
be transferred to either INS or Customs.

. Responsibility and resources committed to the
patrol function on the land borders between ports
could be transferred to either INS or Customs.

ADVANTAGES

Provides a single manager responsible for each of the key
border functions.

Minimizes disruption, since existing agencies would continue.

Assigns responsibility to a single agency to focus
attention and expertise within each functional area.

* Eliminates duplication in local management structure.

Permits some flexibility in that agencies would have broader
responsibilities within each function.

Eliminates the source of existing competition and lack of
cooperation within the principal operating functions.

49



221

DISADVANTAGES

Does not view border management in its entirety.

Would not completely eliminate competition between
agencies.

Creates high probability of conflict over how well the
single manager is performing services for the other
agency.

Continued duplication on part of the management structure.

Specific emphasis and expertise could be lost for those
functional and commodity responsibilities transferred
into the other agency.

Would create some personnel turbulence and disruption
during changeover.

Likely to receive intense opposition from unions currently
representing inspectors and patrol officers.

Has been tried and failed on several previous occasions
because of special interest opposition.
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OPTION 3

CREATION OF A MULTI-PURPOSE BORDER MANAGEMENT

AGENCY INCLUDING INS AND CUSTOMS

DISCUSSION OF OPTION 3

Option 3 represents a major change from the existing
structure. It would provide greater management flexibility
in the use of existing resources and would allow the consolida-
tion of the inspection and patrol functions included in

Option 2. Option 3 would result in fewer Federal agencies
with the transfer of functions and resources into a consolidated
multi-purpose agency. All agencies which have border enforce-
ment responsibilities were considered in developing this option.

For reasons discussed in the preceding chapter, this option

sets aside consideration of Agriculture, Public Health, Fish

and Wildlife and supporting agencies in favor of correcting the

fundamental problem of the overlap and duplication between the

two principal border enforcement agencies, INS and Customs. If

these two agencies were transferred into a new border manage-
ment agency, it would provide the basic foundation for a full

service organization which might expand later to include
secondary inspection functions performed by such agencies as

the Fish and Wildlife Service, Agriculture, and Public Health.

Option 3 focuses on the transfer of all functions and
personnel of INS and Customs, as well as the management of
the border support function within the El Paso Intelligence
Center. Consideration of Option 3 included:

1. Which agencies and functions should be involved.

2. How such a transfer would be handled to minimize
opposition and turbulence associated with the
organizational changes.

3. Which Cabinet department should be responsible
for the new agency.

Many of the current problems are tied closely to the

existing organizations. The border agencies have a long
history of service to the United States. Tradition should

not be lost through merger of one into the other. Any
reorganization effort should provide for the continuation of

special expertise where necessary to enforce specific laws

and regulations.
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The Review Team selected the following set of agencies and
conditions to be the most practical approach to improving
effectiveness through reorganization:

1. INS and Customs resources and functions should
be joined together under single management.
Management of the border interdiction portion of
the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) should be
assumed by the single border management agency.

2. Rather than specify a date certain for the
disestablishment of INS and Customs, the
consolidation should be accomplished over a
specified period of time and under the control
of the single manager ultimately responsible for the
new organization. Accordingly, the reorganization
should provide for an umbrella management structure
to direct the new organization and for a special
transition staff within the new agency to accomplish
the reorganization

3. As previously stated, the reorganization should not
be considered as a m.erger of INS into Customs or
vice versa. It should be considered as creation of
a new agency with the virtues of both organizations.
Along these lines, a proposed name for the new
agency might be the U.S. Customs and Immigration
Service.

4

.

Both Customs and INS should continue their current
organizational structure at the transfer. Priorities
for internal reorganization and consolidation should
be established and a target date should be specified
for the initial consolidation of selected functions.
The following functions should be considered by the

new agency for early consolidation:

A. Primary inspection at all ports.

B. Patrolling of the land borders.

C. Operational support functions, particularly
communications and computer systems.

D. Management structures and administrative support,

5. The new Director should be required to report to the

President and to the Congress at the end of 18 months

on the accomplishments during the transition period

and the plan for the next phase.
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6. In determining the appropriate Cabinet department for
a consolidated border enforcement agency, the most
likely candidates are the Department of Justice and
the Department of the Treasury. The review suggests
that the principal considerations should be the size
and nature of the border presence, the relative
strength of each agency's ties to its current
department, the relative contribution to control
over entry and the potential impact on the revenue
function.

Viewing Option 3 and an appropriate implementation process
as a package, the advantages and disadvantages are:

ADVANTAGES

Provides central management for principal border
enforcement functions.

Eliminates existing overlap, duplication and fragmen-
tation of effort.

Recognizes the interrelationships of border management
functions; i.e., inspection, patrol, revenue collection
and support services.

Responds to current problems of interagency coordination,
competition and parochialism.

Provides flexibility of a multi-purpose organization in
responding to a variety of both transitory and long-terra
problems.

Provides opportunity to provide better services to the
public.

Better utilization of Federal resources.

Reduces the number of Federal agencies.

Does not disrupt those areas which were not identified
as problems, e.g.. Agriculture, Coast Guard, etc.
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DISADVANTAGES

Possible reduction in effectiveness during reorganization
period.

Generates some personnel turbulence particularly at mid-level
and senior management as duplicate organizations are merged.

Larger organization may present more complex internal
management problems.

Change may be opposed by various special interest groups.
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OPTION 4

CREATION OF AN EXPANDED MULTI-PURPOSE

BORDER MANAGEMENT AGENCY WHICH INCLUDES

INS, CUSTOMS, AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD

DISCUSSION OF OPTION 4

Option 4 is an expanded version of Option 3 which provides
a more comprehensive border management agency. It goes beyond
control over entry to consolidate management of the major
Federal resources involved in control of the borders and U.S.

waters forming the perimeters of the United States.

As in Option 3, agencies with minor presence and support
responsibilities are set aside. Options 3 and 4 both provide
for the elimination of overlap and duplication between INS

and Customs. Option 4 greatly expands the size and respon-
sibilities of the new organization to include the broad
responsibility of the Coast Guard for the seas surrounding
the United States. Currently, the Coast Guard is responsive
to the support requirements of border law enforcement agencies
and coordinates directly with the agencies involved. However,
border law enforcement was found to be a relatively small
portion of the Coast Guard's total responsibilities.

Option 4 requires the same considerations as Option 3 for
implementation regarding INS and Customs. It assumes that the
Coast Guard would remain a separate entity within the border
management agency to facilitate its transfer for national
security purposes in time of war. A logical alternative to
Option 4 might be to include the U.S. Coast Guard in the same
department as the new border management agency. Assuming an
appropriate implementation process , Option 4 presents the
following advantages and disadvantages.

ADVANTAGES ;

The advantages described in Option 3 also apply to the
expanded multi-purpose border management agency. The
principal advantages which would result from such a

consolidation are:

. Places Federal responsibility for the entire
perimeter of the U.S., both borders and U.S. waters,
in a single organization.
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, Likely to enhance the priority of the border law
enforcement role within the U.S. Coast Guard.

. Significant increase in the total amount of
resources within the border management agency.

. Possible elimination of separate Customs Marine Patrol
activities.

DISADVANTAGES :

The disadvantages identified under Option 3 would also apply
if the U.S. Coast Guard were included. Additional disadvantages
are

:

. Increased emphasis on border law enforcement could
detract from the safety and other non-law enforcement
responsibilities of the U.S. Coast Guard.

. The large size of the Coast Guard and its broad range
of responsibilities could detract from the desired
border law enforcement orientation of the remainder
of the border management agency.
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. GENERAL

As the last step in the process of developing this report,

the preceding chapters were furnished to the involved agencies

and departments for review and comment. Upon receipt of the

comments, they were given careful consideration and appro-

priate changes were made to insure that the report accurately
reflects the intent of the Review Team.

The responses from the departments and agencies are attached

as appendices to this report. They are included in their entirety

with the exception of the remarks from the Department of Agri-

culture. The Agriculture comments were in the form of notations
on the original draft and have been incorporated in the final

report.

The comments acknowledge the existence of overlap and dupli-
cation and the need for some consolidation of effort. How-

ever, the comments reflect different opinions regarding which
Cabinet department should receive the new agency. Further,
other questions are raised regarding Federal law enforcement
in general which are beyond the scope of this review.

The President's Reorganization Project in the Office of
Management and Budget has the ultimate responsibility for

developing reorganization plans in conjunction with the overall
reorganization study of the Federal Government. Therefore,
this report is intended to provide OMB with a current evaluation
of and recommendations regarding border management. The Office
of Drug Abuse Policy will assist OMB in developing any specific
reorganization plan related to this review. Additionally,
the report will be distributed to the participating departments
and agencies and will be used in developing a new Federal
drug abuse strategy.

B. CONCLUSIONS OF THE REVIEW TEAM

The Review Team discussed the entire set of comments
received from the departments and agencies. The objective of
a long-term solution to observed problems of lack of central
management, overlap of responsibilities, and duplication of
effort in border management was reaffirmed and the Review Team
findings are:
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1. The current organizational structure was determined
to be the underlying cause of the majority of current operating
problems. Therefore, the solution to existing border manage-
ment problems lies in a revised management structure which
can achieve maximum effectiveness with available resources,
respond to changing priorities, and provide adequate border
control as well as better service to the public.

2. Any major change in organization must be planned to
provide clear responsibility for the result. The need for
long-term effectiveness was weighed against potential
disruption in on-going efforts. The first phase of any
proposed reorganization should be directed at correcting
the fundamental problems underlying the entire area of border
management. From this basic foundation, border management
should evolve toward further improvements in effectiveness and
efficiency.

3. The basic causes of lack of coordinated border
management can be eliminated by consolidating the principal
border functions in one agency. By reducing the requirement
for interagency and interdepartmental coordination, agency
operating policies will be more responsive to the total
Federal interests. It would also allow consolidation of selected
management and support functions which should create significant
savings.

4. The Coast Guard should not be included within a con-
solidated border management agency. However, the option of
including the Coast Guard in the same department was not
eliminated from consideration. The President's Reorganization
Project has indicated that further consideration of the
relative priorities of the Coast Guard's law enforcement
functions may be warranted.

5. A continuing overview mechanism should be established
within the Executive Office to develop a long-range border
management plan and necessary policies to insure that border
operations are supportive of all Federal programs. The
overview mechanism would also be useful during the transition
period for any reorganization effort.

6. In addition, there should be immediate action to

increase resources available to the functions of inspection,
patrol of land borders and adjudication.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Review Team makes the following recommendations:

A multi-purpose border management agency should be
created by consolidating INS and Customs in a new
agency (Option 3)

.

An appropriate reorganization plan should be developed
by the President's Reorganization Project to include
placement of the consolidated border management agency
in a Cabinet department consistent with overall
government reorganization planning.

The emphasis and direction of the reoganization
planning should be to provide the optimum organization
for long term effectiveness in overall border control.
This approach enhances control over all the border
threats (drugs, aliens, loss of revenue, gun smuggling,
etc. ) .

Consolidation of the agencies and functions should
be achieved through an umbrella management concept.
The reorganizaton plan should provide a set of initial
priorities, but allow the new Director some flexibility
in determining the internal structure of the new agency.
The following functions should receive high priority
for early consolidation.

1. Primary inspection at all ports.

2. Patrolling of the land borders.

3. Operational support, particularly communications
and computer systems.

4. Management structure and administrative support.

r
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APPENDIX A

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE"

The United States Customs Service of today is a dynamic organization, charac-
terized by a burgeoning workload, a professional workforce, and an increasingly
wide and more complex range of responsibilities. It is a relatively large and
a widely dispersed organization, performing a diversity of functions which pro-
foundly impact the travelling public, the importing and exporting coitnunity,
and the health and welfare of American business and the general public. Addi-
tionally, its annual collections of over $5 billion contribute significantly
to the National revenue.

Customs Organization

The Customs Service is comprised of approximately 15,000 employees assigned
to over 300 offices located throughout the United States and at various over-
seas locations. A major reorganization in 1965 - 66 resulted in a signifi-
cant decentralization of management control by establishing nine regional
offices, overlaying a regional structure upon existing district offices which
previously had reported directly to Headquarters. Today there are 45 districts
which supervise the activities of 303 ports-of-entry located at airports, sea-
ports and land border crossings. Additionally, we have Customs Attaches and
Representatives at ten foreign offices and Customs Military Advisors in four
countries.

Several factors, including: the wide geographic dispersal of the organization;
the requirement that enforcement and operational programs be coordinated among
the several offices; the scope and complexity of functions performed; and the
requirement that policies and laws enforced by Customs be consistently applied;
have presented formidable difficulties in assuring effective management and
control of Customs activities. In response to this challenge, in recent years
Customs has implemented several management improvements designed to enhance
communication, consistency, coordination, and cooperation among Customs man-
agers. These innovations have included the restructuring of field activities
to conform to common geographic boundaries; the collocation of Principal Field
Officers in the same building in the regional headquarters city and the insti-
tution of regular meetings among them; the initiation of annual conferences of
neighboring regions for discussion of inter-regional enforcement and operational
programs; and the increase of emphasis on face-to-face meetings between key

headquarters and field managers.

Customs Mission and Functions

The mission of the Customs Service is to collect the revenue from imports and

to enforce Customs and related laws. Customs administers the Tariff Act of

1930, as amended, and other Customs laws. Additionally, at ports-of-entry.

Customs administers over 400 statutory or regulatory requirements for 40 other

agencies. Among the specifically assigned responsibilities are: properly

assessing and collecting Customs duties, excise taxes, fees, and penalties due
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on imported merchandise; interdicting and seizing contraband, including nar-

cotics and illegal drugs; processing persons, baggage, cargo, and mail; ad-

ministering certain navigation laws; detecting and apprehending persons

engaged in fraudulent practices designed to circumvent Customs and related

laws; protecting American business and labor by enforcing statutes and reg-

ulations such as the Antidumping Act, countervailing duty law, copyright,

patent, and trademark provisions, quotas, marking requirements for imported

merchandise, etc.; cooperating with, and pnforcing regulations of, numerous

other Government agencies relating to international trade, including collection
of import and export data for compilation of international trade statistics;

and enforcing requirements of other agencies for protection of the welfare
and security of the American people, including automobile safety and emission
control standards, counterfeit monetary instrument prohibitions, electronic
product radiation and radioactive material standards, flammable fabrics
restrictions, pet quarantine regulations, and other food and drug and

hazardous substance prohibitions. At the border. Customs represents other

agencies, eliminating the need for these agencies to provide inspectional

personnel

.

The activities performed by Customs in executing these responsibilities call

for increasingly sophisticated operational and enforcement techniques and
the application of a wide variety of skills and dispiclines. Utilization of

modern communications and computer technology enable Customs Inspectors and
Import Specialists to efficiently and effectively process the growing numbers
of travellers and volume of merchandise entering the United States each year.
Built-in safeguards and follow-up regulatory audits by Customs Auditors assure
that facilitation of merchandise processing does not increase the opportunity
for fraud. Application of state-of-the-art technology and equipment, in-

cluding operation of sophisticated enforcement communications systems, assures
integration of inspection and control; air, land, and sea patrol; and investi-
gations functions in an all-out attack on smuggling of narcotics and other
prohibited articles and on frauds against the revenue. This effort involves
coordination of such diverse activities as laboratory analysis; classification
and valuation of merchandise; inspection of passengers; baggage and cargo;
technical investigation; aircraft and watercraft operation; and police-type
patrol

.

Customs External Involvements

Customs has an extensive involvement with other Government agencies, with out-
side commercial and policy organizations and trade associations, and with in-

ternational organizations and foreign Customs services.

In carrying out its revenue collection and enforcement functions. Customs
maintains working relationships with numerous agencies including the Inter-

national Trade Commission; the Internal Revenue Service; the Bureau of

Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms; the Department of State; the Federal Bureau
of Investigations; the Drug Enforcement Administration; the Coast Guard;

the Federal Aviation Administration; and state and local officials. As a

consequence of its inspectional presence at ports-of-entry. Customs has been
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charged with responsibility for enforcing, regulating, controlling, investiga-
ting, and reporting functions for other agencies, most notably the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, the Public Health Service, and the Department of
Agriculture.

In processing cargo, carriers, and persons. Customs maintains daily contact
with the public, with importers. Customhouse brokers, importers' associations,
freight forwarders, chambers of comme'^c" ?nd the media.

Customs emphasis on coordination and cooperation carries over into ever growing
international involvements. As a member of the Customs Cooperation Council,
Customs works for the simplification and harmonization of worldwide Customs pro-
cedures. Customs has ten foreign offices for the purposes of providing liaison
with foreign Customs services and advise to potential exporters to the United
States, and for conducting foreign inquiries related to fraud investigations,
general smuggling, illegal export violations, and currency or neutrality vio-
lations. Under the auspices of the Cabinet Committee on International Narcot-
ics Control, Customs provides enforcement training to foreign Customs officers,
and U. S. Customs Advisors provided assistance and share expertise with host
country customs services. Customs also participates on the Cabinet Committee
on Terrorism, assisting in the development of programs to enhance international
cooperative efforts to combat terrorism. The Commissioner regularly meets with
heads of foreign customs services, and as a result, Customs has entered into
several bilateral cooperative agreements with the services of the countries.

Importance of the Customs Program

Customs programs have a significant impact on international trade and travel;
on international narcotics control and the smuggling of contraband; on the
national revenue; and on domestic industry, agriculture, public health, and

the environment.

Regarding trade policy. Customs provides expert advice on tariff matters and

on the formulation and drafting of trade policy, agreements, and legislation

to House and Senate Committees, to the Department of State, and to the Inter-

national Trade Commission. Customs also works as a member with the Customs

Cooperation Council to simplify and harmonize Customs procedures throughout

the world. Customs continues to aggressively support passage of the Customs

Modernization and Simplification Act which is aimed at facilitating inter-

national trade and travel through institution within U. S. Customs of modern,

automated, business procedures in merchandise, revenue, and passenger proc-

essing; and modern auditing techniques.

Foreign Customs training programs - both here and abroad, international ex-

change of narcotics and other enforcement information, and especially close

working relationships with our Mexican and Canadian counterparts have paid

off in increased narcotics enforcement effectiveness worldwide.

Customs makes a signficant contribution to the national revenue, collecting

over $5 billion annually in duty, taxes, and fees on imported merchandise

and in penalties.
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Customs performs a significant service to domestic business and industry through
the administration of tariff laws and the enforcement of over 700 quotas. Customs
also enforce statutes and regulations related to patent, copyright, trademark,
and marking requirements. Additionally, the Service enforces antidumping and

countervailing duty regulations, conducting investigations which protect against
domestic sales of foreign merchandise at less than fair value. Import statistics
collected by Customs and issued by the Bureau of Census are used in negotiating
trade agreements protective of American industry and labor.

Finally, the Customs Service, in enforcing the myriad provisions of law on behalf
of 40 Federal agencies performs services which safeguard American agriculture,
public health, and the environment. These laws and regulations relate to such

things as pest and plant and animal disease control, meat and other foor product
restrictions, drug and hazardous substance control, public health requirements
for entering the country, water pollution standards, electronic product radia-
tion standards, radioactive material restrictions, auto safety and emission
control standards, flammable frabic restrictions, arms and explosive prohibi-
tions, pesticide restrictions, counterfeit coins, currency reporting require-
ments and endangered species and wildlife protective measures.

Workload

In the 15 month period from July 1, 1975, through September 30, 1976, the U. S.

Customs Service cleared 102,110,962 aircraft, vessels, and land carriers;
inspected 353,598,729 persons; processed 26,611,919 merchandise entries; col-
lected $6,369,607,621 with a return rate of $100 for each $6.60 expended; made
30,241 seizures of narcotics and dangerous drugs with a value of $770,724,906;
and made 86,480 seizures for other violations with a value of $188,015,455.
In addition, 654 special agents conducted 27,145 investigations.

The magnitude of those accomplishments is heightened when specific areas of
Customs workload are compared with the resources available to process that
work. For example, the 102,110,962 carriers and the 353,593,729 persons
were cleared and inspected with a force of only 4,020 Customs inspectors:
a ratio of one inspector to every 25,400 carriers and 87,000 persons;
96,000 miles of border were patrolled by a force of 1,426 officers.
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Customs Response

In an effort to meet this increasing workload, the Customs Service has
initiated the following programs which employ advanced technology and
sophisticated methods for deploying scarce resources and manpower:

. Customs Accelerated Passenger Inspection System (CAPIS)

The Customs Accelerated Passenger Inspection System (CAPIS) is

designed to increase passenger facilitation while providing
maximum revenue protection and optimal enforcement against the
introduction of narcotics, dangerous drugs, and other articles
into the United States in passenger baggage.

The higher processing rate of CAPIS results in better utilization
of manpower and inspectional facilities, since more passengers
are able to move into and out of the area in a given time frame.
Preliminary study further indicates that enforcement also im-

proves when the TECS query coupled with intensive examination
aspects of the system are utilized.

. Fraud Investigation Program

Current indications are that fraud violations -- as just one
component of the burgeoning white-collar crime problem con-

fronting the U.S. -- are on a sharp upswing. Investigations,

to date, have disclosed an increasing number of major fraud

cases involving country of origin violations, undervaluation,

dumping, etc., committed by large, multinational corporations

with multimillion dollar revenue losses to the Government.

The enactment of the Trade Act of 1974 is expected to only

accelerate this trend. In short, an increase in fraud violations

is expected to carry through FY 77 as a problem of national

significance.

. Cargo Security

In 1971, the Customs Service established a Cargo Theft

Prevention Program to curb losses from international cargo

in Customs custody. Customs regulatory authority, and the

close proximity of Customs personnel to such cargo placed

Customs in a unique position to make a major contribution

to the reduction of theft and pilferage.

The program implemented by the Customs Service is designed to:

1. Minimize thefts from international cargo in Customs

custody at ports of entry and its movement in-bond.

2. Combat organized crime involvement in cargo theft

and smuggling.
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Container Program

To increase our protection against smuggling, a servicewide

program of selective examination of high-risk house-to-house

and pier-to-house container shipments has been in operation

since March 1975. Mobile inspection/examination teams make

their examinations at importers' premises or at other designated

examination sites requested by the importer or his agent.

Sector Communications Systems and Regional Communications Centers

The Sector Communications Systems have proven to be a valuable

asset fn providing administrative, tactical, and strategic

support to the Customs enforcement mission. They have vastly

enhanced the effect of both TECS and the products of the Enforce-

ment Systems Development and Evaluation Program. They have

also afforded our officers the degree of mobility and safety

which is essential to permit them to cover the thousands of

miles of borders and coast lines and hundreds of designated

ports of entry.

Within the past two years. Customs has collocated the regional

management team in each of its nine regions in accordance with

the recommendation of a study to improve the efficiency and

the effectiveness of the Customs Service. Subsequently, it

was decided that further efficiency could be obtained by pro-

viding each regional management team with a total law enforce-

ment communications support facility in the form of a Regional

Communications Center. These centers will contain complete radio

and message center facilities; will serve as an integral part

of the enforcement activities of the region; will serve as

the focal point for all regional intelligence gathering and

dissemination; and will provide duty officer support to the

entire regional management team.

Automated Merchandise Processing System (AMPS)

The Automated Merchandise Processing System (AMPS) is an on-

going program designed to improve nationwide the Customs

Service supervision and control of $120 billion of imported

merchandise entering the United States each year and collec-

tions of over $5 billion of duties and taxes. This program

consists of a variety of process improvements to many funda-

mental Customs procedures, together with the application of

modern computer and communications technology to entry and

revenue processing. Implementation of AMPS is enabling Customs

to meet the demands of increasing workload and responsibilities

with limited resources while increasing operating efficiency.
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Treasury Enforcement Communications System

TECS has been in operation since late 1969. Originally developed
to provide an automatic lookout and message-switching capability
for Customs, its success has fostered its overall development
into a comprehensive Treasury Enforcement Communications System
(TECS).

Regulatory Audit

The Regulatory Audit Program is designed to implement a Customs
compliance by selectivity approach. This approach is in con-
trast to physically examining and individually processing each
importation. Under the Regulatory Audit Program, our limited
resources are concentrated on the high payoff, high-risk trans-
actions, and depend largely on importers and international
carriers to voluntarily comply with our requirements.

Integrated Interdiction:

- Tactical Interdiction

To protect the thousands of miles of borders. Customs has
implemented a tactical interdiction approach which employs
enforcement intelligence and mobility to place our units in

the right spot at the right time. On the land borders,
especially the Southwest border. Customs employs an effective
electronic ground sensor surveillance system for monitoring
activity in remote areas, mobile sensor reaction teams,
sophisticated communications systems, and a highly trained
staff of Customs patrol officers. Along the sea borders.
Customs has implemented a marine interdiction program to

curb smuggling by small boats and private yachts as well as

to combat smuggling by vessels in international trade, which
is the regular tactic employed by smugglers to evade detection.

- Air Support Program

In response to the escalating level of smuggling by private
aircraft across the nation's border, especially the Southern
border, the Congress in 1969, authorized the establishment
of a Customs Air Support Program.

Technologically, Customs has made enormous strides since

acquiring eight surplus military aircraft in 1969. In addition

to constant improvements in airborne radar and Forward Looking

Infrared (FLIP) capabilities, both used for detecting and

tracking suspect aircraft. Customs has developed an all-impor-

tant support system to assist the air interdiction units. The
supporting systems include the Treasury Enforcement Communica-
tions System (TECS), the Private Aircraft Reporting System (PAIRS),
and the recent breakthrough in inplementing an interagency
agreement with the military and the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion for long-range radar coverage.
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To deal with the multitude of problem related to interdicting

air smuggling. Customs has undertaken a systematic approach

to effectively diminish the inherent advantages enjoyed by

the air smuggler.

- Detector Dog Program

The Detector Dog Program is an integral part of the overall

Customs tactical interdiction program which concentrates on

drug smuggling. The program was developed to meet a require-

ment for an effective low unit cost method of screening in-

coming mail, cargo and vehicles. Detector dogs were first

introduced to the U.S. Customs Service on a wide scale in

September 1970, and were initially trained only in the detec-

tion of marijuana and hashish. Since then, their training has

been extended to the detection of heroin and cocaine and they

have become an integral part of the total Customs enforcement

effort. Detector dog teams, consisting of a dog and handler,

are assigned and utilized at Customs international mail

facilities, cargo docks and terminals, at international airports,

where they screen unaccompanied baggage and cargo, and at border

and seaports, screening cargo, unaccompanied baggage, ships and

other carriers.

- Neutrality Program

Customs has assigned a top priority to stopping the illegal

import and export of arms and munitions across this nation's

borders. Arms smuggling during the past year has been linked

to the IRA and organized crime groups in this country as well

as others.

Customs has deployed additional patrol officers, special agents,

and inspectors throughout Southwest border areas to counter this

traffic -- and dramatic results have been achieved. Over 41,000

guns, implements of war, and other weapons were seized during

FY 76 with an appraised value in excess of $300,000.

- Contraband Detection Systems

Customs enforcement programs call for the timely implementation

of technological advancements such as the electro/chemical nar-

cotic vapor detection. This instrument was recently developed
and is in the process of field testing and evaluation.

Customs has developed a pilot model of the vapor detection

apparatus that detects the major prohibited drugs -- heroin,

cocaine, hashish, and marijuana -- and in addition detects

explosives commonly used by today's terrorists. Several con-

figurations have been developed which allow the basic detectors

to efficiently examine passengers, baggage, and mail parcels.
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- Private Aircraft/Yacht Reporting System

In order to respond to the enforcement problems resulting from
private aircraft clandestinely entering the United States from
areas south of the United States, special requirements and
procedures were instituted to control such aircraft.

A similar system, but directed at private yachts, is now
operating in the Florida-Gulf area. A major weakness of this
reporting system is the statutory 24-hour grace period per-
mitted private yachts before reporting. An immediate report-
ing requirement would greatly improve our effectiveness against
smuggling by private yachts.

- Vessel Violation Profile System

The Vessel Violation Profile System (WPS) was developed
to maintain complete and accurate records on the activities
of commercial vessels. All violations or suspected viola-
tions of law and/or regulation as well as intelligence and
lookout data on such violations fall within the scope of

WPS. Sources of information contained in a vessel record
include Search and Seizure Reports, Penalty Notices, Memorandum
of Information Received, and Reports of Investigation. Active
liaisons are maintained with other Federal agencies and with
foreign governments for the purpose of obtaining data from

report documents which is input at Customs Headquarters.
Customs officers may directly input information of immediate
importance such as lookouts or positive search reports on

vessels engaged in coastwise movements.

- Currency Program

Since money is the single common denominator to all smuggling
actions — narcotics trafficking, arms and munitions, boats,

autos, aircraft, and general merchandise -- Customs has

launched a major effort to aggressively enforce the Currency &

Foreign Transactions Reporting Act against the illegal import

or export of currency and monetary instruments.

The intensified enforcement of the Currency Act may be one of

this country's most powerful weapons against narcotics traffic

and all other forms of smuggling. This view was reinforced in

a recent Presidential message to Congress in which it was

noted that tremendous amounts of money are illegally taken out

of the country each day, either to purchase drugs or to transfer

profits made by selling drugs, to safe and secret bank accounts

abroad. The White House Domestic Council's White Paper on Drug

Abuse also recommended that Customs adopt this strategy to pro-

vide lateral support to DEA in a coordinated attack against major

traffickers.

Organization and Budget

Customs appropriation for FY 77 was $359,190,000. The attached chart depicts

the Customs organizational structure.
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APPENDIX B

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

Background

The Immigration and Naturalization Service (I&NS) is responsible for

administering and enforcing the immigration and nationality laws of the

United States to insure that persons entering into or remaining in the

United States are entitled to do so. The immigration and nationality laws

have been structured to encourage the flow of temporary visitors across

our borders, promote family reunification, supply skills and knowledges

which are lacking here, and continually revitalize the United States with

infusions of people yearning to participate in the economic and social free-

dom we enjoy. Because our resources are limited and because our population

can accommodate only a small portion of those who wish to come. Congress

placed limitations on the numbers which may be admitted for permanent resid-

ence and provided for a system of controls on those who come temporarily

to insure that they depart from the U.S. within the time period authorized.

In the past fifteen years, the problem of illegal immigration has

grown far beyond the capabilities of the present staff of I&NS to handle

it. Decades ago the problem of illegal aliens was largely confined to the

agricultural sectors of the border areas. Today illegal aliens have spread

throughout the United States in large numbers taking jobs in factories,

construction, and service industries, as well as in agriculture. They are

found in New York, Chicago, Detroit, and Seattle as well as in the South-

west border area. The current illegal alien population has been estimated

at 6 to 8 million persons with more than one million additional illegal

aliens being added annually. With a current force of 9,473 people and $245

million, I&NS has apprehended almost one million illegal aliens and refused

admission at ports to almost another million in the last fiscal year, while

continuing to provide benefits and services.

Resources

Because of increasing national awareness of and concern about the

growing illegal alien problem in the United States, I&NS, since 1973, has

received significant increases in resources.

Fiscal Year 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

Positions 7,682 7,982 8,082 8,832 9,473

Dollars(OOO) 137,484 155,186 181,320 213,609 ?44,615

Mission and Organization

The Immigration and Naturalization Service (I&NS) has the d'jal mission

of providing services and benefits to the public and enforcing the law,

primarily against illegal entry into the country and violation of status
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after legal admission. Specifically, this includes the inspection of

persons to determine their admissibility into the U.S.; adjudication of

requests for benefits under the law; prevention of illegal entry into the

U.S.; investigation, apprehension, and removal of aliens in this country

in violation of law; and the examination o^ applicants wishing to become

citizens through naturalization. To respond to this dual mission, I&NS

has organized into the three major functional areas of Enforcement, Exam-

inations and Management. (See attached organization chart.) I&NS has a

central office, four regional offices, 34 districts in the U.S., three

districts in foreign countries and 21 Border Patrol sectors. Nine of the

sectors are on the Southwest land border, one in the San Joaquin Valley,

two on the Gulf and Florida coasts, and nine on the Northern border.

Functions

There are two major I&NS functions of a service nature: Adjudications

and Natural Ization.

Adjudications

I&NS must make decisions on some 31 different types of applications

for benefits under the immigration laws. These include applications by

aliens temporarily in the United States who desire extension of their

authorized stay, a change from one temporary status to another, or an

adjustment to permanent resident status; applications for certain docu-

ments required by law; requests filed by a prospective employer, or by an

alien's close relative who is a citizen or permanent resident of the

United States to permit the alien to immigrate to this country; and

many others.

Natural ization

In recent years approximately 200,000 persons annually have been

granted U.S. citizenship. At proceedings held in Federal and State courts.

Service officers make recommendations for the granting or denial of citizen-

ship following interviews and background checks of persons who have applied

and have met the legal requirements.

I&NS officers also must pass upon applications for Certificates of Citi

zenship from persons who claim to have acquired U.S. citizenship through one

of several ways: birth abroad to citizen parents; through the natural izatio
of one or both parents, or through marriage, prior to September 22, 1922, to

a U.S. citizen. I&NS has four major functions of an enforcement nature:

Inspections, Border Patrol, Investigations, and Detention and Deportation.

on
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Inspections

Operating at air, land and sea ports of entry into the United States,
immigration inspectors examine each person seeking admission to the United
States to determine if he is admissible under the immigration lav;s. This
is the first contact an applicant for aomission has with a representative
of the Government of the United States. The immigration inspectors must
conduct their inspections quickly enough so that the entry of U.S. citi-
zens, bonafide immigrants, tourists, and other nonimmigrants is facilitated.
At the same time they must be able to identify and reject aliens who are not
admissible under the law, such as terrorists and other criminal elements.
They must be especially alert for the increasing number of aliens who seek

to enter this country ostensibly as temporary visitors or students, with
the actual intention of remaining here permanently and working in violation
of the law. They must also be alert to the increasing use of fraudulent
and counterfeit immigration and identity documents, and false claims to

United States citizenship.

Several levels of alien control programs are geared to the vital port

inspection function. Border crossers are screened prior to the issuance of

their identity cards, and the border crossing privilege may be cancelled if

violations are found during inspections or after entry when encounters are

made with Border Patrol or investigative personnel. Individual controls

regarding length of stay and permission to work are placed upon approximately

seven million nonimmigrant visitors each year. Annual address report and

change of address reporting requirements follow the alien residing in the

United States until he becomes naturalized or departs.

Border Patrol

The United States Border Patrol, founded in 1924, is an elite corps of

highly trained, uniformed officers which guards our land borders and Gulf and

Florida coasts between ports of entry with the primary mission of preventing

the entry of persons without inspection and detecting and apprehending those

who have eluded our first line of defense. These officers are trained exten-

sively not only in immigration and criminal law but also in the Spanish lan-

guage. The Border Patrol operation involves the gathering of information in

adjacent foreign areas, actual watch of river, land and coastal border, check

of transportation, traffic check on highways leading from the border, obser-

vation by aircraft, and checks of farms, ranches and in industries in the

border area. The Patrol also handles criminal prosecution of immigration

law violators it apprehends, and, in some cases, handles similar criminal

violations arising at ports of entry.

The smuggling of aliens has become a lucrative business, posing a

threat to efforts to reduce the flow of Illegal aliens and resulting in a

heavy traffic in human flesh. Apprehension of smugglers and smuggled aliens

has increased dramatically in recent years, but large profits associated

with alien smuggling continue to generate Increased activity.
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Because of the extensiveness of our border (6,000 miles of land border,

plus over 2,000 miles patrolled along the Gulf and Florida coasts) and the

limited number of agents, the Border Patrol must employ sophisticated tech-

nology to extend the effectiveness of its officers and give it mobility,

good communication and illegal entry detection capabilities. To this end

the Border Patrol operates fixed wing aircraft and helicopters, a complex

and sensitive remotely controlled sensor system, a communication system

linking the entire border, and repair and maintenance facilities for

vehicles, radios, and electronic equipment. Border Patrol agents, while

pursuing their primary mission of immigration law enforcement, also appre-

hend violators of other laws and intercept millions of dollars worth of

narcotics, arms, ammunition and other contraband and identify and appre-

hend vendors and purchasers of fraudulent documents on which to base claims

to legal status or U.S. citizenship, either for illegal immigration or other

border related illegal activities.

Investigations

I&NS employs approximately 900 criminal investigators who conduct

case work investigations involving fraud and other violations of immigra-

tion law, and also apprehend illegal aliens in the cities and elsewhere away

from border areas. Among the Investigators functions is the detection of com-

plex fraudulent schemes to circumvent the immigration laws. These include

sham marriages to citizens or lawful residents of the U.S. and the use of

altered, forged, counterfeit or fraudulently obtained visas, passports,

birth certificates, and other documents. Investigators also develop material

used in prosecution involving violation of the immigration and nationality laws

and related statutes such as those relating to the making of false statements

in immigration or naturalization matters; the unlawful bringing in, transport-

ing or harboring of aliens; and the making of false claims to citizenship.

In addition to performing these functions at interior locations, criminal

investigators are stationed at selected northern and southern ports of p itry

to respond to suspected criminal violations disclosed during the inspection

process.

Detention and Deportation

The Detention and Deportation division supports the Border Patrol and

Investigations by controlling apprehended aliens from the time of apprehension

through removal from the United States. This is accomplished through an

extensive alien detention, transportation and removal network.

Other Functions

I&NS has numerous other functions which are interwoven into the fabric

of our major service and enforcement programs. These include an extensive

records and public information program; exclusion and deportation hearing

programs; the intelligence program; the Alien Documentation, Identification

and Telecommunication (ADIT) program and others.
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Interagency Cooperation

Border management and control is a complex operation involving a large
number of federal, state and local It is basically an enforcement activity to
control the passage of people and goods of all types in accordance with laws
and regulations. Agencies involved in the border management and control func-
tions have consistently been faced with the problems of limited resources and
budgets, making interagency cooperation for effective border enforcement a

necessity.

The Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration and the U.S. Customs Service, the three key agencies having principal
roles in law enforcement in the border area, face common problems and cooperate
closely for effective border control.

I&NS/Customs

I&NS Inspections coordinates its primary inspection operations with Cus-
toms at land border ports of entry where Immigration and Customs officers are
cross designated, to perform both functions. Interaction is taking place
between Customs and I&NS in the development of the I&NS Alien Documentation,
Identification and Telecommunications System. A Memorandum of Understanding
was signed by I&NS and Customs in April 1975.

I&NS/DEA

I&NS coordinates closely with DEA in exchange of mutually responsive
intelligence data and in some joint field operations. Drug seizures and relat-
ing apprehensions by Border Patrol agents, and I&NS investigators, are turned

over to DEA for disposition. I&NS inspectors turn over drug seizures to Customs

at the ports. These seizures are then turned over to DEA by Customs. Opera-

tional agreements have been in force since November 29, 1973.

I&NS and DEA share operational duties for the El Paso Intelligence Center
(EPIC), an interagency center which collects, analyzes and disseminates infor-

mation regarding drug trafficking and illegal alien activity along the U.S.

borders. I&NS maintains all narcotics trafficking lookouts at ports for EPiC.

EPIC participants also include Customs, FAA, ATF and Coast Guard.

I&NS/FBI

I&NS Inspections and Investigations cooperate with the FBI relating to

smuggled criminals and potential subversives and terrorists, and maintain

thousands of FBI lookouts at ports of entry and I&NS offices at their request.
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I&NS/State and Local Agencies

Local law enforcement agencies account for the greatest number of non-

I&NS illegal alien apprehensions. Therefore, both Investigations and Border

Patrol coordinate their activities with ti.ese agencies for maximum efficiency

in border enforcement.

I&NS/ATF

I&NS Investigations and Border Patrol cooperate with the Bureau of

Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms when violations within the jurisdiction of that

agency are encountered.

Accompl ishments

In the face of evermounting pressure from the flood of illegal aliens

who wish to gain entry into the United States and continuing shortages of per-

sonnel, the Immigration and Naturalization Service has responded with increas-

ingly sophisticated technology coupled with time-proven skills to stem the flow.

Even though I&NS apprehends and prevents entry of almost two million illegal

aliens a year, it is estimated that an additional million evade our defenses

at and between ports and join the illegal alien population which is currently

estimated at six to eight million, with three to four million employed. Because

of the severe impact that this population has on unemployment, I&NS has targeted

its interior operations on illegal aliens holding well-paying jobs.

As a by-product of I&NS's enforcement efforts to intercept all persons

entering the U.S. across the land borders between the ports of entry and as

a result of our presence in primary inspection at ports of entry, I&NS inter-

cepts large quantities of marijuana, narcotics, dangerous drugs and other

contraband.

While pursuing its enforcement mission, IMS must also devote significant

resources to providing services and benefits to those persons entitled to them.

To this end, more than one million adjudications are completed annually, more

than 200,000 naturalization applications are completed, more than 25,000 Certi-

ficates of Citizenship are issued, and more than 8 million requests for infor-

mation are answered. I&NS has also been involved in various refugee prog ams,

the most recent being the resettlement of approximately 150,000 Vietnamese and

Cambodians.
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DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION

APPENDIX C

I, BACKGROUND:

On July 1, 1973, the DEA was established under the provisions of

Reorganization Plan # 2. DEA was charged with the responsibility

of enforcing and implementing the Controlled Substances Act of

1970. These duties encompass the investigation and suppression

of the illegal importation and domestic trafficking in illicit

controlled substances and the licensing and regulation of the

pharmaceutical industry in the U.S.

The President's Reorganization Plan # 2 of 1973 merged the Bureau

of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs (BNDD), the Office of Drug Abuse

Law Enforcement (ODALE), the Office of National Narcotic Intelli-

gence (ONNI), the drug investigative and intelligence functions of

the Bureau of Customs and a major segment of the White House Office

of Science and Technology. BNDD had been created by Reorganization

Plan # 1 (1968) which merged the Federal Bureau of Narcotics (FBN)

and the Bureau of Drug Abuse Control (BDAC). The reorganization

and creation of DEA continued trends to consolidate the Federal drug

investigative efforts within the U.S. Department of Justice.

The cornerstone of DEA's authority and responsibility is the

Controlled Substances Act (CSA) of 1970. This act incorporated

the provisions of more than 55 previously-existing Federal narcotic

and dangerous drug laws; it provides a comprehensive framework for

the regulation of certain narcotic and non-narcotic psychotropic

drugs in order to reduce the illicit diversion of these substances

to non-medical or non-scientific users; and it provides the Attorney

General with the express authority to enforce its provisions. DEA

is the lead Federal agency charged by law with responsibility for

investigations pertaining to narcotic and dangerous drug violations.

II. MISSION:

DEA's mission is to enforce the U.S. drug laws and to bring to

justice those organizations and principal members of those organiza-

tions involved in illicit drug activities. (An illicit drug activity

is one that involves the cultivation, manufacture or distribution

of drugs appearing in or destined for the U.S. illicit market).
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DEA alsa provides information, technical assistance, and guidance
to its state, local and foreign counterparts and other Federal
and international organizations.

Specifically, the DEA:

1. Investigates and prosecutes major drug violators;

2. Regulates the legal manufacturing and distribution
of controlled substances;

3. Manages a national narcotic intelligence system;

4. Under the guidance of ODAP and the State Department,
operates all programs associated with drug law
enforcement officials in foreign countries;

5. Coordinates and cooperates with state and local
agencies in investigations of drug offenses;

6. Supports the overall drug suppression effort with
training, enforcement expertise, intelligence,
research, science/technology and other activities;

7. DEA cooperates with the United Nations, Interpol
and other organizations with mutual interests in
international drug control-suppression interests.

8. Coordinates and supports non-enforcement activities
designed to reduce drug availability.

III. RESOURCES:

During Fiscal Year 1977, DEA will carry out its mission using
a total appropriation of $168,263,000 and complement of
^4,365 employees, 2,117 of which are criminal investigators
(172 stationed in foreign countries). DEA is an organization
consisting of a national office and 13 domestic regions with an
accompanying 94 district offices. In addition, there are six foreign
regions supporting some 62 foreign district offices which represent
DEA in 40 foreign countries.

IV. FUNCTIONS:

These resources are deployed in a broad, multi-faceted attack
on the channels and individuals supplying narcotics and dangerous
drugs to the illicit market in the United States. Ihe DEA effort
is worldwide, with stress on eliminating the sources of illicit

drugs and disrupting the hi^est levels of the traffic, through
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intelligence gathering/dissemination and law enforcement actions.

The Drug Enforcement Administration has adopted as a management

tool, a program designed to evaluate, target and immobilize

significant narcotic traffickers operating throughout the world.

This system assesses traffickers and their orgarlzations on a

geographical/quantitative/qualitative format and ranks violators

numerically as to their relative importance within a specified

drug category. A Class I violator being the most significant -

a Class IV the least important. G-DEP provides DBA with a means

by which resource allocations can be prioritized and subsequently

evaluated

.

In carrying out its functions, DEA works to accomplish the

following:

1. Limitation of cultivation/production of legitimate

but abuseable pharmaceuticals to those quantities

required for the practice of medicine.

2. Elimination of illicit cultivation/production on

a global basis of narcotics and dangerous drugs.

3. Disruption of international routes and foreign

staging areas prior to the entry of narcotics into

the smuggling pattern aimed at the United States.

4. Disruption of organized efforts to smuggle narcotics

and dangerous drugs through the United States ports and

borders by means of coordinating intelligence acquired

through overseas operations with domestic law enforcement

investigations

.

5. Suppression of the domestic traffic in controlled

substances, whether produced in the United States or

illicitly imported from abroad.

6. Cooperation with state and local law enforcement agencies

to insure a continuity of enforcement actions at all levels

of narcotic trafficking activity.

To engage successfully in such programs conducted in diverse

geographic areas requires an array of techniques that must be

employed selectively and flexibly. Additionally, DEA maximizes

its strength by drawing upon foreign law enforcement agencies in

the international fight against narcotics.

The following approaches are illustrative of the methods used to

immobilize major traffickers and their organization structures:
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1. Substantive cases, in which detailed investigation
of a subject's modus operandi, surveillance of his
operation activities, the recruitment of knowlegeable
informants and undercover approaches which lead to the
arrest of the trafficker and seizure of evidence of
narcotics trafficking.

2. Conspiracy cases, in which the elements of past narcotics
trafficking are carefully delineated and substantiated
through documentary evidence and testimony.

3. Task Force approaches which combine the resources
available at all levels of Federal/State/local law
enforcement agencies which then interact and impact narcotic
trafficking at all levels of activity,

4. Special projects and central tactical units which are used
to provide flexibility in striking at major identified
groups, as these organizations generally transcend the
established regional boundary jurisdictions - domestic
and foreign.

Abroad, where DEA has no jurisdictional authority, additional
methods are employed such as:

1. Providing timely and accurate operational intelligence
which permits foreign narcotic enforcement agencies to

interdict and suppress controlled substances.

2. Providing substantive and documentary evidence obtained
by DEA in the United States which enables foreign governments
to prosecute source of supply narcotic traffickers in their

respective countries.

3. Providing training, technical assistance and other resources

to aid foreign countries in enforcing and suppressing the

narcotic traffic.

^." Upon the request of host countries assists in investigations

to the extent possible under operational agreements and

guidelines

.

These techniques require several essential support activities

including:

1. An intelligence program and data base which permits

exchange of DEA information with other Federal, state,

local and foreign law enforcement agencies.
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2. Training programs for domestic and foreign law enforcement

officers at the DEA Headquarters as well as regionally in

the U.S. and overseas. These programs assist these officers

in raising their individual and collective levels of enforce-

ment and intelligence expertise and familiarizing the officers

with the mission and resources capabilities of DEA. These

programs also enhance DEA's working relationships with state

and local officers and assist foreign countries in developing

cooperative techniques and enforcement methodologys

.

3. A network of forensic laboratories and other scientific

programs which support not only the DEA enforcement and

intelligence programs, but also those of cooperating

foreign -and domestic narcotics law enforcement agencies

.

V. COORDINATION:

Drug control, being the multi-faceted endeavor that it is, requires

not only the efforts of DEA, but also the cooperation of many other

agencies, including foreign, state and local police; the Departments

of State, Treasury, Transportation, Agriculture, and Health,

Education and Welfare; and other agencies within the Department of

Justice

.

DEA interfaces with foreign police under the auspices of the State

Department by providing these agencies with intelligence and

guidance. DEA works closely with the State Department's Narcotic

Control Coordinators who are assigned to the U. S. embassies in

nations that either produce drugs or are used as transit points in

the international drug traffic.

The most comprehensive foreign cooperative drug control program is

the joint program with Mexico. DEA has developed, expanded and

improved the Mexican effort to eradicate illicit poppy cultivation

and fully supports the Mexican drug investigative efforts.

DEA domestic cooperative efforts involve:

1. U.S. Customs Service. Narcotics intelligence is exchanged

between DEA and the U.S. Customs Service at the field level,

DEA provides monthly to Customs, a computer tape with all

new information on DEA Class I, II and III violators. In

most DEA Regions, a Customs Patrol Officer is assigned

to the Regional Intelligence Unit. DEA narcotics

intelligence is designed to assist the U.S. Customs Service

in their interdiction of illegal drugs at or between the U.S.

ports and borders. DEA operational agreements in this regard

have been in force since December 11, 1975. DEA in turn

responds to Customs narcotic interdictions at or near our

U.S. ports and borders.
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2. Internal Revenue Service (IRS). The IRS has agreed to
devote resources against major narcotics violators. Since
signing the Narcotics Trafficker Tax Program agreement
in July 1976, DEA has been providing the IRS listings of
hi^-level drug violators, and meetings have been conducted
by members of both agencies at the field level. IRS
prosecutions and investigations have proceeded with
increased efforts and results.

3. Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). DEA agents question
their informants not only on matter pertaining to drug
trafficking activities, but also other violations of Federal
law such as bank robberies, terrorism, etc. This information
is then forwarded to the FBI. In addition, DEA submits

names and pertinent data of all DEA Class I drug fugitives

to the FBI for their assistance in apprehensions.

4. Imnigration and Naturalization Service (INS). The DEA

coordinates closely with INS not only by exchanging
mutually-responsive intelligence, but also by responding

to notices of drug seizures and apprehensions effected by

the INS. Operational agreements have been in force

since November 29, 1973.

5. EL Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC).' This joint center

is comprised of full-time Watch participation from DEA,

INS, and Coast Guard. Liaison/coordination with Customs,

FAA, ATF is accomplished by representatives assigned to

EPIC. This center collects, analyzes and disseminates

information regarding drug movement and illegal alien activity

along the border, e.g., EPIC produces 1,115 copies of a weekly

bulletin of which 335 go to Customs. The center is currently

expanding its intelligence exchange with foreign intelligence

services as well as domestic state law enforcement organizations.

DEA, INS and Customs participate in the Interagency Drug

Intelligence Group/Mexico thus providing INS and Customs

access to all investigative reports (DEA-6's) that relate

to Mexican narcotics activity. INS and Customs are being

requested to participate in the newly formed Asian Heroin

Working Group. Participation in these groups permits joint

products. These programs are designed to provide strategic

and tactical intelligence on a timely basis to aid and assist

the interdiction agencies in performing their duties and

responsibilities

.
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VI. ACHIEVE>ENTS:

DEA functions within a worldwide social, economic, and political

system in which the variable performance of other governments and

agencies greatly affect the application of DEA's enforcement efforts,

and the total impact on the U.S. supply reduction efforts. Certain

objective statistical measures of performance may be cited which

either directly or indirectly reflect the value of the agency's

activity. It is of utmost importance that the quality and strategic

significance of the application of DEA's efforts be understood in

connection with the interpretation of these statistical measures.

Therefore, it is necessary to consider the significance of the

violators arrested and not simply their number. It is necessary to

consider the strategic significance of eradication efforts in Mexico

and other countries which have an impact on the overall supply and

availability of illicit drugs in the U.S. Finally, it is important

to realize the foreign drug enforcement efforts reflect the training,

expertise, and stimulus provided by DEA personnel with the diplomatic

assistance of the Department of State.
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APPENDIX F

U.S. Coast Guard

BACKGROUND

The Coast Guard is the nation's primary maritime law enforcement
agency. It is the only federal agency with plenary jurisdiction over
all violations of federal laws upon the high seas and v;aters over which
the United States has jurisdiction. These waters include the internal
waters of the United States; the 3 mile territorial sea; the 12 mile
contiguous zone for customs and immigration; the 200 mile fisheries
conservation zone; and the high seas beyond the territorial sea.

14 use 2 states that the Coast Guard shall enforce or assist in the

enforcement of all applicable Federal laws upon the high seas and

waters subject to the jurisdiction of the United States and under

14 use 89 the Coast Guard may make inquiries, examinations, inspections,
searches, seizures, and arrests to enforce those laws. For such

purposes, commissioned, warrant, and petty officers may at any time go

on board any vessel subject to the jurisdiction, or to the operation of

any law of the United States, address inquiries to those on board,

examine the ship's documents and papers, and examine, inspect, and

search the vessel and use all necessary force to compel compliance.

The section goes on further to outline the authority to arrest persons

and seize the vessel if a breach of the laws of the United States has

occurred. In addition to the authority outlined above, sections

14 use "143 and 19 USC 1401(1) designate Coast Guard commissioned,

warrant, and petty officers as "officers of the customs." Under

14 USC 141 the Coast Guard may, when so requested by proper authority,

utilize its personnel and facilities to assist any Federal agency.

State, Territory, possession, or political subdivision thereof, or

the District of Columbia, to perform any activity for which such

personnel and facilities are especially qualified. The Coast Guard

may also avail itself of the facilities and personnel of the organi-

zations listed above.

MISSIOHS

The Coast Guard has several primary missions and most Coast Guard

facilities, vessels, and aircraft are multi-mission: a buoy tender on

an Aids-to-Navigation mission may conduct law enforcement boardings of

pleasure craft and fishing vessels; an aircraft on pollution patrol

may also be looking for suspect vessels. In like fashion, a Marine

Inspector checking a vessel's seaworthiness may uncover a customs

violation.

Enforcement of Laws and Treaties . The objective is to protect and

preserve the natural resources and national interest on or under the

territorial waters, contiguous zone, and special interest areas of

the high seas by all apropriate means including the enforcement of
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international agreements and Federal laws except for those relating to

pollution, traffic control and port and vessel safety. This includes

but is not limited to the enforcing of federal laws and international
agreements related to fisheries, the protection of marine mammals,

the exploitation of natural resources, and the smuggling of narcotics

and illegal aliens.

Port Safety and Security . This mission is to safeguard the nation's

waterways, port facilities and vessels, persons, and property in the

vicinity of the ports from accidental or intentional destruction,
damage, loss or injury. It is also to protect the navigable waters

and adjacent shore areas of the United States, and the adjacent

resources from environmental harm.

Search and Rescue . The purpose of this mission is to minimize loss of

life, injury, and property damage by rendering aid to pesons and pro-

perty in distress on, over, and under the high seas and waters under

the jurisdiction of the United States. This includes cooperation with
other governmental organizations (Federal, State, and local) to carry

out activities in the international sphere where appropriate in

furthering national policy, and to assure efficient utilization of public
resources.

Marine Environmental Protection . The purpose is to maintain or improve

the quality of the marine environment. Also of major concern is to

minimize the danger caused by pollutants discharged into the marine
environment by endeavoring to provide efficient, coordinated, and

effective action in response to the discharges of oil or hazardous
substances into the waters of the coastal area.

Commercial Vessel Safety . The objective is to minimize deaths, personal
injuries, and property loss or damage associated with vessels and other

facilities engaged in commercial, scientific or exploratory activity
in the marine environment. This is pursued through the administration
of federal lav7s, the development and enforcement of Federal standards,

and implementation of international agreements.

Boating Safety . The purpose is to minimize the risk of loss of life,

personal injury, and property damage associated with the use of

recreational boats to provide the boaters with maximum safety in the

nation's waterways. In addition. Coast Guard boating safety personnel
conduct liaison with the States, train State personnel, and coordinate
Federal/State programs to assist effective State participation in

boating safety programs.

Military Preparedness . The objective is to maintain the Coast Guard

as an effective and ready armed force which is prepared for and

immediately responsive to assigned tasks in time of peace, war, or

national emergency.
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Ice Operations . The purpose is to facilitate U.S. maritime transportation,
scientific research, and other activities in the national interest. This
is accomplished by providing icebreaking service on icebound domestic
waters and in polar regions of interest to the United States, and by
providing assistance to other governmental agencies in the prevention of
flooding caused by ice accumulation.

Marine Science Activities . The objective is to conduct the International
Ice Patrol; to improve marine environmental measurement and prediction
in furtherance of the Search and Rescue, Marine Enviromental Protection,
Ice Operations, and other Coast Guard programs; and to assist other
Government agencies and non-Federal scientific organizations in support
of national marine science objectives.

Aids to Navigation . The purpose is to facilitate the safe and expeditious
passage of marine traffic in coastal areas, inland waterways, and harbors

in order to enhance the utility of national waterways for commercial,
recreational, public, and private users. In addition, this program is

to provide a continuous, accurate, all-weather position fixing capability

for marine and air traffic.

ORGANIZATION

The Coast Guard is organized into twelve districts which emcompass

all 50 states, U.S. territories, and possessions. East Coast and Gulf

districts are under the operational control of Commander, Atlantic Area,

while V/est Coast districts are under the operational control of

Commander, Pacific Area. Vttthin each Coast Guard district, the District

Commander controls all operations. If operations cross district

boundaries, the cognizant Area Commander normally assumes operational

control. The locations and areas of responsibility of the Area and

District commands are depicted on the chartlet attached.

RESOURCES

Personnel . The Coast Guard as of 31 March 1977 had 37,068 military and

6,532 civilian personnel to carry out and support Coast Guard operations.

Vessels . The Coast Guard has 253 cutters over 65 feet in length and

approximately 1800 smaller vessels.

Aircraft . The Coast Guard has 24 air stations located throughout the

country and Puerto Rico to provide aviation assets in support of Coast

Guard operations. There are 55 fixed wing aircraft (C-130, HU-16E, C-131)

and 115 helicopters (HH-52A, HH-3F).
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Shore Units . The Coast Guard has Bases, Marine Safety Offices, Depots,
Port Safety Stations, Search and Rescue Stations, and various other
shore units throughout the country. These units are located in major
ports and other areas along our maritime borders. Most of these units
have offshore and harbor patrol craft which engage in law enforcement
and other missions.

OPERATIONS

The following is a summary of Coast Guard maritime law enforcement
operations:

1. Operations in the Southeast U.S. including the Atlantic, the

Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean:

a. Surface Law Enforcement Patrol (SURLEPAT) - These surface
patrols are conducted by a single vessel, either a 210' medium endurance
cutter or an 82' patrol boat, and are primarily conducted in the Florida
Straits - Windward Passage area and in the waters surrounding Puerto
Rico. Vessel traffic is reported and law enforcement boardings are
conducted.

b. Multi-Unit Law Enforcement Patrol (MULEPAT) - This is a multi-
unit version of SURLEPAT that usually consists of a 210' medium endurance
cutter, with helicopter embarked, and one or more 82' patrol boats
supported by land-based aircraft. They patrol various areas of interest
such as Mona Passage, Windward Passage, etc. , based on available
intelligence information.

c. Yucatan Patrol (YUCPAT) - This is a random scheduled patrol
conducted by a 210' medium endurance cutter with helicopter embarked.
The patrol is in the Yucatan channel and vessel traffic is monitored and
law enforcement boardings are conducted.

d. Airborne surveillance flights are conducted on a random
schedule to detect violations and report on any suspect vessel activity.
The flights utilize rotary and fixed wing aircraft and are concentrated
along the Southeast and Gulf coasts of the United States, Puerto Rico,
and the isolated cays of the Bahama Islands.

e. There have been some very successful multi-agency (pri-
marily Customs, DEA and Coast Guard) operations in the Gulf of Mexico
and Caribbean areas.

2. Operations along the West Coast of the United States and Hawaii:

a. The Coast Guard's law enforcement efforts are being emphasized
in the Southern California area and the Hawaiian Islands. Effective
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liaison has been established in these areas with appropriate law enforce-
ment agencies, local and federal.

b. V7est Coast Coast Guard Districts, including Hawaii, have
scheduled random patrols utilizing 82' and 95' boats and small patrol

craft from local stations. The patrols will monitor vessel traffic and

conduct law enforcement boardings.

c. Airborne surveillance flights, similar to those conducted

off the Southeast United States, are also planned.

3. The Coast Guard fully supports and participates in the El Paso

Intelligence Center (EPIC). The intelligence provided by EPIC has

resulted in several major seizures by the Coast Guard.

4. Summary of vessels seized and value of narcotics and other

dangerous drugs confiscated.
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APPENDIX H

NON-BORDER FUNCTIONS

Introduction

The agencies involved in border management perform certain functions

which, although performed in the interior, are natural extensions

of the border operation. The following synopsis reflects some of

these activities involving INS, DEA and Customs. In addition,

significant functions performed by the United States Coast Guard,

although border related, are not law enforcement oriented. These

activities are detailed in the description of the U.S. Coast Guard

contained in Appendix F.

INS

The following represents a description of those INS functions performed
at interior locations and their relationship to the border.

1) Inspections: The inspections function is principally a border

operation. With few exceptions, the Immigration Inspector at the port

of entry creates a record of admission on every alien who enters the

U. S. This record is the basis for future investigation if the alien

fails to comply with his stay limit, and is used in determining
eligibility for other immigration benefits.

In some cases, the inspection may be deferred to an INS district

office to allow time to secure additional information before deciding
on the alien's admissibility. The alien is instructed to report there

at a later date to present the additional information to the examining
Inspector. Similarly, refugees must present themselves to an INS

district office for further inspection and permanent admission to the

U. S. two years after their parole or "conditional" entry at the port.

2) Adjudications: Applications or petitions for benefits under the

Immigration and Nationality Act are regularly adjudicated by Immigration.

Applications for Mexican border crossing cards, replacement cards and

for permission to go more than 25 miles beyond the border are considered
border functions because they are filed and adjudicated by INS at border
ports of entry.

The bulk of adjudications for other types of benefits, however,
are routinely processed in the interior in INS district offices. A large
volume of adjudication work is done by inspectors at air, Iqnd and
sea ports of entry during standby time available between peak workloads.
This administrative work is also performed during night shifts, at

airports between flights, and at low-volume ports of entry.
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3) Naturalization : Naturalization Is a function conducted exclusively
in the interior. Subsequent to immigration to the U.S. and the satisfaction
of specified time and qualitative requirements, an alien may apply for
naturalization at INS district offices. Descendants of naturalized
citizens in turn may become eligible for derivative citizenship. Therefore,
the file on the newly naturalized citizen may be the starting point
for continued immigration and naturalization.

4) Border Patrol : Although most of the functions of the Border
Patrol are directly related to the border, other functions such as

city patrol, transportation check and farm and ranch checks are done
beyond the immediate border location. For Instance, some Border
Patrol sectors and stations have no direct border responsibility but
maintain back-up operations to apprehend aliens illegally in the U.S.

Anti-smuggling efforts of the Border Patrol are directed at border area

alien smugglers and on the interdiction of trafficking rings at the

border.

5) Investigations : The INS investigations program is conducted

primarily in the interior. Although INS investigators are stationed

in a few of the Southern land border ports of entry to handle cases of

document fraud, most are stationed in district offices throughout the

U.S. Their function in the interior is to investigate cases of

fraudulent, subversive, criminal immoral, or narcotic actions by

aliens; to investigate suspect aliens seeking benefits through the

adjudications and naturalization processes; and to conduct area control

operations, where, in response to leads, they apprehend aliens

illegally in the U.S. Whereas border anti-smuggling operations are

conducted by the Border Patrol, in the interior, investigation of

alien/narcotics smuggling rings which recruit aliends abroad and

transport them to the interior of the U.S., are conducted by the INS

investigators.

6) Detention and Deportation : The detention and deportation

program in INS district offices supports both border and interior

operations. There are three INS detention facilities and a staging area

along the Southwest border. Many aliens apprehended at the border or

denied entry at the ports are held in these detention facilities

pending hearings, prosecution, or expulsion.

Border detention facilities are also used to support interior

enforcement operations. Mexican aliens apprehended through Border

Patrol back-up or interior investigative operations are bussed from

locations such as Albuquerque, Denver, and Chicago, to these border

facilities where they are detained. INS also operates a detention

facility in New York City which is utilized by the INS interior

enforcement efforts, primarily in the Northeast. In other areas of

the interior where INS detention facilities are not available, apprehended

aliens are held in state or local detention facilities.
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7) Immigration Judges : Immigration Judges are responsible for

presiding over administrative hearings both in the border area and in

the interior. All aliens found to be inadmissible to the U.S. at a

port of entry or determined to be illegally in the U.S. in the border

area or in the interior, are entitled to a formal exclusion or

deportation hearing. Judges are located in the interior in several of

the larger INS district offices and travel extensively to other

interior and border locations to conduct hearings.

8) Records : With few exceptions, a record is kept of all formal

INS contacts with or regarding the alien. These records together form

a single file on the alien which is used to establish eligibility,

deportability, or any other subsequent process within the Service.

These files are maintained in the INS district in which the alien lives.

9) Summary : INS can be considered as both a border and an interior

operating agency. The district offices and four regional offices

provide both the overall management and act as operating centers for

these interior functions. INS believes that the management of the alien

is a continuum from the time he states an intent to come to the United

States until he has departed or becomes a naturalized citizen, because

an alien's eligibility for benefits or liability to deportation often

depends on actions taken prior to or at the time of admission to the

U.S. The records maintained on the individual are the supporting

documents for all phases of the alien's involvement with Immigration.

The records provide a connecting link for the entire process. Therefore,

significant problems would be created if the border functions and the

interior functions were in different agencies.

PEA

The mission and functions of the Drug Enforcement Administration

focuses its resources on domestic enforcement (including investigations,

intelligence, regulatory and compliance and a number of support

activities) and foreign initiatives (principally enforcement support,

intelligence and training). The current thrust of DEA's operations

is to immobilize major traffickers and organizations with particular

emphasis on conspiracy investigations.

;'.Becauseof DEA's focus on investigations and penetrations of drug trafficking

networks, border support activities are viewed as important, but

subordinate to DEA's principal mission. Therefore, the preponderance of

DEA's resources are allocated to non-border areas.

CUSTOMS

In contrast to the DBA, Customs mission and functions focus its resources

almost exclusively on the border and border-related activities of the

Customs Service which can be classified as a non-border function is the

adjudication process of the Customs Court.

The Customs Court provides a mechanism for resolution of disagreements

or appeals to Customs determinations and rulings. This adjudiation

process is a direct result of Customs operations at the borders.
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APPENDIX I

THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20630

August 24, 1977

Peter G. Bourne, M.D.
Director
Office of Drug Abuse Policy
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Dr. Bourne:

By letter of August 8, 1977, you solicited the views
of the Department of Justice on the draft report of the
Border Management and Interdiction Review Team. We
appreciate this opportunity for review and comment.

The responses of the Drug Enforcement Administration
and the Immigration and Naturalization Service are attached.
In addition, the Department of Justice wishes to convey
several points.

The report, in our view, does not go far enough in the

development of alternatives to the present organization.
It falls short in analysis of the central questions which are

(1) where in the government a new border management agency
should be located, and (2) precisely what portions of

existing agencies would make up the new agency.

This study was initiated because drug enforcement was

identified as a high priority. On pages 74 and 75 the draft

states that the revenue collection function, traditional
departmental support, and the relative size of enforcement
activities are most relevant to determining the organizational

placement of a new agency. We do not agree.

Placement should be based on eliminating fragmentation

and competition which in the past have led to inefficiency.

The central findings of the ODAP study revolve around this

issue and therefore the proposed solutions should proceed

from it.

I-l
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The Department of Justice is charged with the enforcement
of the federal drug and immigration laws. It follows that
consolidation of border management functions should be
in the Department of Justice. This would permit the Attorney
General to direct the full range of drug control and
immigration activities. Any other placement would simply
perpetuate present problems of fragmentation.

Until such a discussion of alternatives takes place,
we do not believe the scope of the study has been sufficiently
developed to warrant a reorganization decision. A full
examination of enforcement issues is underway by the President's
Reorganization Project of 0MB. The ODAP study will provide
useful preliminary materials for that review. When completed,
the Attorney General expects to comment further before any
proposal on these matters is submitted to the President.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Peter F. Flaherty
Deputy Attorney General

J^
^^y^-^

Michael J. Egan'
Associate Attorney General

Attachments

cc: Bert Lance, Director, Office of Management and Budget
F. Treadwell Davis, President's Reorganization Project
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APPENDIX J

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON. DC. 20220

August 22, 1977

Dear Dr. Bourne:

Thank you for transmitting the draft report of the
Border Management and Interdiction Review Team with your
letter dated August 8, 1977 to us for our views and com-
ments.

The Customs Service is providing to you under sepa-
rate cover its comments on the report. We have reviewed
those comments and in general are in agreement with the
concerns expressed therein although we believe it is pre-
mature for us to endorse a particular option. We also
believe it would be premature to address the question of
which department should supervise consolidated border
agency enforcement. The resolution of that issue should
await not only a decision as to whether there should be a
border management agency but also the results of your study
on Drug Law Enforcement and 0MB ' s overall law enforcement
agency study. Those studies will necessarily have to face
issues that go well beyond the scope of this report but
that clearly have a bearing on the question, e.g. whether
all or most law enforcement activity should be concentrated
in one department, whether investigative and prosecutorial
functions should be consolidated under one department,
whether law enforcement activities associated with collec-
tion of revenues should be supervised separately from
enforcement of general criminal statutes, how the non-bor-
der enforcement activities of the agencies here involved
will be supervised, etc.

I might also emphasize that regardless of how the
overall question of consolidation is resolved, the present
structure of intelligence collection and dissemination per-
taining to border interdiction must be changed. Quite
apart from whether there is any valid distinction between
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national and border intelligence, the fact is that the
Customs Service is not now receiving adequate intelli-
gence whether that judgment is made on an historical basis
or on a current, qualitative basis. There is every reason
to believe that inadequate intelligence has adversely
impacted drug interdiction at the border, and any reorgani-
zation must address this inadequacy.

Sincerely,

Robert Carswell

Dr. Peter G. Bourne
Director
Office of Drug Abuse Policy
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20220

J-
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APPENDIX K

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20590

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

FOR ADMINISTRATION

Peter G. Bourne, M.D.

Director
Office of Drug Abuse Policy
The White House
Washington, O.C. 20500

Dear Dr. Bourne:

August 22, 1977

I am forwarding for your consideration the Department of

Transportation (DOT) response to the draft Border Management and

Interdiction Study . In view of your request for comments from

the United States Coast Guard (USCG), we have included in this

reply the views of the Commandant.

As a matter of general comment upon the entire study, some signif-

icant policy, management and organizational problems affecting

Federal border law enforcement activities were identified. Specifically,

the problem seems to be the numerous cases of jurisdiction overlap and

duplication of effort between the United States Customs Service and

the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS).

S^Ieither option one nor option two offer a lasting solution to the

problem. While additional resources, as suggested in option one,

may help stem a particular crisis it is precisely this approach

which seems symptomatic of the problems the review team identified

in their analysis. Option two also would be an inadequate solution.

By transferring and consolidating the inspection and patrol functions

it only partially addresses the problem. This approach is also

similar to the reorganization plan of 1973 which was met with

intense union and Congressional opposition and consequently was never

implemented.

The proposed creation of a multi-purpose border management agency

(option three) including Customs and INS is a solid, viable approach to

the problem. We endorse it. An opportunity would be created for the

rationalization of functions and the elimination of duplication and

overlap between the two principal border agencies. In addition to the

advantages delineated in the report, the two agencies should no longer

work at cross objectives but instead enjoy a cross-fertilization that

should have a positive effect on the quality of understanding and the

efficiency of the new organization. Except for political sensitivity,

I see no reason why the State Department's Visa and Passport Offices

should not be included in this option. They are integrally related

to the efficacy of any border management effort.
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We take vigorous issue with the proposed expansion of option three to

include the U.S. Coast Guard in a border management agency or in the

same Department as the new agency. The oody of the draft report does

not supply the kind of closely reasoned and well documented argument

needed to provide substance for this proposal. For example, not only

do chapters three and four not cite any functions, problems, or issues

involving the USCG which could be improved by transfer from DOT, but on

the few occasions the USCG is mentioned at all, its present role in

support of border law enforcement is judged to be responsive, appro-

priate and satisfactory. On page 76, option four frankly appears as a

"solution searching for a problem" which has not been defined in the rest

of the report.

The rationale for establishing a Department of Transportation in 1966

was to provide Cabinet-level direction to the development of a full

range of cohesive national transportation policies and programs. The

USCG, with its operational, regulatory and many of its law enforcement

functions directly involved in transportation and facilitation, was an

obvious candidate for inclusion in the new Department.

Since its transfer. Congress has given the USCG increasingly greater

responsibility in transportation safety-related functions. Tab A

briefly summarizes these legislative actions. It should be noted that

this increased involvement in transportation safety missions was not

obtained at the expense of the law enforcement program. In fact,

the law enforcement budget has grown from 2.2 percent of the total USCG

operating expense budget in FY 1969 to 11.1 percent in FY 1977. The

most significant portion of this growth, however, represents increased

activity in enforcement of maritime laws for which USCG does not share

responsibility with border management agencies; i.e., protection and

preservation of natural resources on or under the territorial waters,

contiguous fisheries zone and special interest areas of the high seas.

Tab B provides a detailed analysis of the various advantages and

disadvantages attributed to option four.

In conclusion, we strongly recommend that option four be eliminated

from the draft report. At the same time we give our strong endorsement

to option three. The inclusion of option four in the report only

obfuscates the problems and issues identified by the ODAP review team.

Option three is clearly the most viable current solution to the Nation's

border management problems.

Edward

Enclosures
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Tab A

SUMMARY OF MAJOR LEGISLATION AFFECTING COAST GUARD PROGRAMS
SINCE TRANSFER TO THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

1. National Environmental Policy Act (1970)

Aimed at reducing the dangc.^ of environmental damage, this Act
dictated Coast Guard involvement in the preparation of Environmental
Impact Statements for internal projects, and in reviewing similar
statements submitted by other agencies.

2. Water Quality Improvement Act (1970) - Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (1972 Amendments)"

Enacted to provide effective emergency response to pollution
incidents, this legislation is the basis for Coast Guard participation
in the National and Regional Response Teams. On-scene commanders for
individual pollution incidents are provided, and regional contingency
plans are prepared which encompass Coast Guard areas of responsibility.
The National Strike Force, consisting of the Atlantic, Pacific, and

Gulf Strike Teams, equipped with specialized pollution control equip-
ment, provides a Coast Guard ready response force for rapid control

and cleanup of pollution incidents.

3. Federal Boating Safety Act (1971)

In promoting safety on the water, this Act empowers the Coast

Guard to prescribe standards for the manufacture and construction
of pleasure boats and associated equipment. Existing regulatory

authority for controlling the use of boats and their equipment

was given added flexibility and extended to permit Coast Guard

termination of voyages involving unsafe operating practices.

Flexibility was also added to the provisions for administering

the boat numbering system to facilitatf? reciprocity by states

and encourage increased state participation through a financial

assistance program.

4. Vessel Bridge to Bridge Radiotelephone Act (1972 )

The Coast Guard is empowered by this Act to administer and enforce

regulations requiring approaching vessels to maintain radio contact

for communicating their intentions, thereby reducing the risk of

collision.

5. Ports and Waterways Safety Act (1972 - Title 1)

Aimed at the prevention of damage to vessels, structures and water

or water resources, this Act authorized establishment of the Vessel

Traffic System and granted broad Coast Guard authority for the

regulation of vessel movements in restricted or hazardous waters.

Provisions for the regulation of dangerous cargo and establishment of

limited access and safety zones were included.
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6. Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (1972 Amendments)

Coast Guard involvement in the Ocean Dumping Program stems from

this Act. Surveillance and enforcement of current regulations are

carried out to prevent unlawful dumping and transportation for dumping

in U.S. waters. Protection of marine sanctuaries is provided by charging
the Coast Guard with enforcement responsibility for individual sanctuary
regulations,

7. Oil Pollution Act (1973 Amendments)

Under this Act, the Coast is authorized to inspect for and report
violations of high seas pollution regulations such as bilge pumping,

ballast discharge, or tank cleaning.

8. Marine Mammal Protection Act (1973)

The authority of the Coast Guard under Title 14, U.S. Code permits
enforcement of the provisions of this Act. Assistance is furnished to

the Department of Commerce in the form of occasional surveillance
flights and transport of National Marine Fisheries Service personnel
engaged in marine marrmal protection. Such support is generally provided
in conjunction with activity involving enforcement of Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Convention regulations where an incidental porpoise catch
is anticipated.

9. Intervention on the High Seas Act (1974)

This Act provides the authority for Coast Guard intervention to

control or eliminate oil pollution hazards to the U.S. environment
stemming from high seas casualties involving foreign vessels. This

Act provided the basis for Coast Guard response to the Argo Merchant
incident. In the near future this Act may be amended to include
hazardous substances other than oil.

10. Deepwater Ports Act (1974)

This legislation provides the authority for the Coast Guard to

oversee the licensing, design, ownership, construction, and operation of
deepwater port facilities. A license has recently been issued for the
construction of a deepwater port facility in the Louisiana offshore
area.

11

.

Fishery Conservation and Management Act (1972)

A new scheme for control of U.S. fishery resources was introduced
by this legislation. Based on sound management and conservation
principles, FCMA regulations provide strict control of fisheries stock
and limit the types and quantities of fish which may be harvested by
foreign vessels. The Act established a 200-mile fishery conservation
zone and assigned enforcement responsibility to the Coast Guard and
National Marine Fisheries Serivce. Air and surface patrols and a compre-
hensive boarding program are used to ensure compliance with FCMA regulations.
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Tab B

ANALYSIS OF OPTION 4

The specific advantages cited in the draft report as applying to Option 4 are:

a. Places Federal responsibility for the entire perimeter of
the U.S., both borders and U.S. waters, in a single organization.

b. Likely to strengthen the law enforcement role of the U.S.

Coast Guard (USCG).

c. Significant increase in the amount of resources available to

the border management agency.

d. Possible elimination of separate Customs Marine Patrol activities.

Analysis of these cited advantages, however, does not demonstrate that

any clear benefits would accrue from the adoption of Option 4. In

particular:

a. Consolidation of border management responsibility is an

advantage only if cooperation among separate agencies has

proven inadequate and overlap and duplication of efforts

would be reduced. This is not so in the case of the USCG.

Indeed, the draft Report states that the USCG role in support

of border law enforcement is judged to be responsive, appro-

priate and satisfactory (see pp. 30 and 65). Since Option 4

states the USCG must be continued as a separate entity, the

law enforcement functions could not be consolidated with those

of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and Customs.

It should also be reemphasized that the USCG is multi-mission

in every sense and have no operational resources identified

solely with the support of narcotics and drug interdiction.

b. Option 4 implies that the USCG's role in law enforcement has

been unduly constrained by its location in the Department of

Transportation (DOT). An analysis of the growth of the Enforcement

of Laws and Treaties (ELT) since FY 69 (with DOT input) demonstrates

that such an assumption is fallacious. Table 1 compares the

growth of the operating expense budgets for ELT and for the

USCG as a whole in fiscal year dollars. The fact that ELT has

grown at an average rate of 35.5% compounded annually over the

past eight years, while the total USCG operating expense budget

has grown at a rate of only 10.8% clearly indicates that DOT

location has not been an undue constraint on the law

enforcement role of the USCG.

c. There would be no significant net increase in resources

available for border management resulting solely from the

transfer of the service to the new agency since USCG total

mission requirements would transfer as well. Any increased

commitment of existing USCG resources to border management

duties could be accomplished only at the expense of other USCG
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mission areas since no excess USCG resources exist. Note again

in the draft Report that the current level of border management

law enforcement services provided by the USCG is judged to be

responsive, adequate, and satisfactory; the need for more USCG-

type resources has not been identified.

d. It may prove possible to eliminate the Customs Marine Patrol

without transferring the USCG from DOT. Rather than reorganization
of the Executive Branch, the first step towards this goal should
be the initiation of working level discussions between the

sub-cabinet level agencies involved.

The specific disadvantages cited as possibly applying to Option 4 are:

a. Safety and other non-law enforcement responsibilities of the

USCG could be adversely affected by over-emphasis of law
enforcement.

b. Because the majority of the USCG's responsibilities are non-

law enforcement, they could detract from the law enforcement
orientation of the remainder of the border management agency.

Analysis of these possible disadvantages indicates that they are all

too probable.

a. "Advantage" c. cited above indicates the members of the study
team already regard the non-law enforcement portions of the

USCG budget as a central pool from which resources could be

reprogrammed to deal with the "real" work of the border
management agency.

b. Assuming that the new agency consisted of the USCG, INS, Customs,
and 10% of the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), (i.e., the El Paso
Intelligence Center (EPIC)), its budget would be (in missions of
FY 78 dollars):

CG
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APPENDIX N
S/S 7721562

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Washington, D C. 20520

August 23, 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR DR. PETER G. BOURNE
THE WHITE HOUSE

Subject: Draft Report of the Border Management
and Interdiction Review Team

We have reviewed the draft report of the Border
Management and Interdiction Review Team. It is a highly
commendable and incisive report that focuses on the prob-
lem areas and offers reasonable solutions.

We agree with the report's emphasis on the two basic
issues of lack of coordinated border management and the
overlap and duplication of effort. Concerning the four
options offered for solution, we agree with Option Four
recommending the creation of an expanded multi-purpose
border management agency. It offers many more advantages
and optimal resolution of the problems described in the
report. Our second preference would be Option Three.

The following are suggestions for minor changes in
wording that might be considered:

Page 17 — under the definition of the role of DEA,
suggest the elimination of the words: ..."at the national
and international level . . . .

" This would avoid the issue
of ODAP and State performing the direction and coordina-
tion for the international program, which Is not really
relevant to this study.

Page 35 — We suggest that the third sentence of the
first paragraph should read: "DEA is responsible for
developing Federal drug enforcement strategy and programs
and for handling high-level drug conspiracy cases within
the U.S." This would avoid the problem of questioning the
responsibility of ODAP and State to direct the international
program. Next line should begin : "The different "
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Annex C (V) paragraph 2 — suggest the elimination
of the sentence concerning overseas narcotics control
coordinators. They are State personnel, not DEA, and the
sentence gives a misleading impression.

The team deserves high praise for the yeoman service
it has performed in putting together the report and its
recommendations

.

Peter Tarnoff '

Executive Secretary

N-2
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APPENDIX O

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE

WASHINGTON
''•w!**

August 23, 1977
REFER lO

The Honorable
Peter B. Bourne
Director, Office of

Drug AlDuse Policy
Old Executive Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20503

Dear Dr. Bourne:

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the draft report of

the Border Management and Interdiction Review Team. The review team,

under the guidance of ODAP, is to be complimented for this fine effort.

We believe that the study has already shown positive results in the

emergence of the term "border management." The now common use of this

term in the federal community represents a new generation of thinking
in regard to border activities and has served to focus attention not

upon a single or possibly transitory issue, but r^ither upon the identi-
fication of long term solutions for a variety of border related problems.

In our opinion, several points contained in the report do require
further clarification. Initially, however, we believe it essential to

again offer our perspective of the approach required to improve the
overall effectiveness of border management. Since the intention of
this study, we have suggested that creation of a single border manage-
ment agency would eliminate the duplication and overlap existing in

the current federal response to border activities. Therefore, it

was gratifying to note that two and possibly three options presented
in the report could result in the creation of a single border manage-
ment agency.

The review team has been both comprehensive and realistic in the
array of options presented for consideration. In addition, we agree
with their assessment that these options are not mutually exclusive.
It is, therefore, difficult to totally eliminate any of the alterna-
tives presented. However, we favor the approach in option three as we
believe it could be implemented within a relatively short timeframe,
with a minimum of opposition and organizational disruption. This
option would provide the border management agency sufficient time
to determine the functions to consolidate while enabling consolidation
of certain duplicative functions to occur immediately. We feel this
is a logical and well reasoned approach to significantly increasing
the effectiveness of border management.

REPLY TO: COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, WASHINGTON, DC 20229
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As a resolution to the current fragmented approach to border manage-
ment, we believe option one, if it were to be considered the only action
taken, is undesirable. This option is contrary to the principles we
attribute to a total border management system. It is this type of frag-
mented approach to border problems that has led to the overlap, duplica-
tion, and ineffectiveness that characterize border management today.
Increases in resources for patrol and inspection may be required, but
this action by itself would tend to perpetuate existing problems while
resulting in only a marginal increase in enforcement effectiveness.

We do not view option two as a viable proposal as presently written.
If rewritten, however, to recognize that direct border functions such as

patrol, inspection, revenue collection and certain support services form
an integrated system that should be located in one agency, while retaining
non-border functions in the other agency, it could provide for a flex-
ibility in implementation not available in the other options.

Option four, like three, provides for a single border management
agency and presents the possibility of enhancing the perimeter defense

of the nation through increased utilization of the Coast Guard. In

the event this option is supported by either ODAP or 0MB, we suggest
that the Coast Guard be maintained as a separate entity outside of the

border management agency but within the same department.

Also, we concur with the study team's criteria for the selection of

the cabinet level department to host the new agency. In our view, the

Department of Treasury most nearly meets these criteria and that, further,

in Customs, Treasury has a multipurpose agency that already manages and

meets the enforcement requirements of a number of other federal agencies.

Border law enforcement is inextricably tied to collection of revenue

($5 billion in 1976). The problems and administrative strictures associ-

ated with this intermixture have been dealt with in Treasury for many

years, not only in Customs but in the Internal Revenue Service and the

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms. We, therefore, suggest that

Treasury is the most appropriate department to assume these functions.

As previously stated, for the most part, the report is thorough

and accurate in the assessment of the present state of border manage-

ment. However, we suggest that the following points require clarifi-

cation before the report is finalized:

- There is only passing reference to the investiga-

tive and intelligence requirements in support of

the border management function. As you know, it

is Customs position that overseas intelligence

collection, border interdiction and follow-up

investigations of all contraband smuggling,

including narcotics, are integral and insepar-

able parts of the same process. While we

recognize that ODAP is addressing the narcotics

intelligence and investigative functions in
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separate studies, it is our contention that the

Border Management Study should specifically

address this question as a major issue as

follows: "Can the border management agency

achieve optimum efficiency in border inter-

diction if the investigative and foreign

intelligence functions reside outside the

border management agency?"

- We believe that the conclusion that consolida-

tion of the support functions should not be

attempted if no merger of border agencies is

achieved should be reconsidered. Of particular

concern is the area of computers and tele-

communications systems. Several instances of

successful interagency cooperation including

the FBI's National Crime Information Center

and the Treasury Enforcement Communications

System refute this conclusion. These systems

have resulted in substantial savings while

significantly increasing federal law en-

forcement effectiveness. We believe failure

to recommend a consolidation of these systems,

regardless of merger possibilities, would be

a significant oversight.

- The assessment of the patrol and inspection

functions contain certain inaccuracies or

omissions that should be clarified. For

example, the difference between the tactical

deployment of the Customs Patrol and the

Border Patrol is not adequately described.

Also, the assertion that additional INS

inspectors alone would significantly improve

the interdiction effort is, we believe,

fallacious.

Further amplification of our position is con-

tinued in the attachment to this letter.

We wish to once again express our appreciation for the opportunity

to participate in this study effort. If you wish to discuss the study

or our comments in further detail, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

Commissioner of Customs

Enclosures
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fie Inspection Function

While the report is quite comprehensive, it does not adequately
articulate the close relationship of the inspection function to the

cargo processing and revenue collection functions. The functions are

essential components of the overall Customs concept and are inextri-

cably related to the collection and protection of the revenue.

The Customs Inspector, during the merchandise examination process,

identifies critical elements required by the Import Specialist in deter-
mining the proper classification, value and rate of duty to be applied

to imported goods. The importance of the inspection function is further

magnified by the impact which the control of carrier and goods and the

collection of trade statistics have upon international relationships

through trade agreements and the balance of payments.

In addition, the inspection function should not be viewed as an

activity which can be easily divided into two distinct and unrelated

parts: the inspection of cargo versus the inspection of persons.

Quite the contrary is true. The demands of both cargo and passenger

processing upon the inspectional workforce dictate an extremely high

degree of flexibility in the utilization of available manpower.

Customs Inspectors do not function in a stable work environment, but

are utilized over a wide range of inspectional activities and loca-

tions which encompass a great diversity of the duties required to

process both cargo and persons.

In view of the need for a dynamic, flexible and versatile inspec-

tional workforce, we have some concern over the efficacy of the

remedy suggested by the report to overcome the perceived deficiencies

in the inspectional workforce; specifically, to increase the number of

INS inspectors for primary inspections to release Customs inspectors

for secondary inspections. The logic behind this suggestion may be

fallacious, for, as this and other studies recognized, inspectors of

the various agencies tend to concentrate upon the duties related to the

mission by their parent agencies and pay less attention to the require-

ments of other agencies. Consequently, the staffing of the primary in-

spection activity largely with INS inspectors would have the effect of

increasing the number of referrals for secondary inspections, without

regard to criteria that might enhance the interdiction effort, resulting

in the overloading of the Customs inspectional workforce and thereby

diminishing the effectiveness of the total inspection function.

We feel that a better solution to problems of the inspection func-

tion lies in the single agency approach, where an integrated inspectional

workforce, adequately trained and under the direction of a single manager

would produce maximum efficiency, effectiveness and economy.

0-4
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The Pacrol Function

A significant issue raised by the report relates to the overlap

and duplication of effort in the patrolling of land borders between

ports of entry, particularly along the Southwest Border.

While it is true that Customs and INS operate in the same border

areas, the tactics of the Customs Patrol and the INS Border Patrol

differ considerably. In attempting to intercept illegal aliens, the

INS Border Patrol protects specific areas of the border which are well

known crossing points. Routine patrols and a "laying in" at the points

of crossing are common tactics. In contrast, the Customs Patrol employs

a tactical interdiction approach which features a highly mobile patrol

force supported by sophisticated and highly developed eletronic sensor

and detector systems, a widely deployed computer-assisted intelligence

network, and a nationwide direct communications system. The time, place

and mode of the smuggler are extremely unpredictable. Consequently, the

Customs interdiction force is geared to responding to intelligence, both

tactical and strategic, and to sensor alerts. Because we have determined

that protecting an area as extensive as the Southwest Border against the

illegal intrusion of smugglers by routine patrols and static border watches

is ineffective, we continue to emphasize the tactical interdiction approach.

Insofar as overlap and duplication are concerned in the deployment

of unattended ground sensors, we wish to point out that INS sensor

fields are generally located near ports of entry where most illegal

alien crossing occur, while Customs sensor fields are deployed much

further away from ports where the majority of smuggling activity occurs.

These distinctions are drawn not to refute the issue that overlap

and duplication does exist, but to explain certain differences that

should also be recognized in the report.
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The Itiv'estigation Function

As the report discloses. Customs and DEA view the priorities assigned

to the combatting of drug trafficking from different perspectives. While

DEA operates over the entire spectrum of the anti -narcotics effort. Customs

is restricted to the interdiction of narcotics at the border.

The conflicts which the Study Team perceived to exist between Customs

and DEA are not simple conflicts engendered by the uncooperative attitudes

of two agencies sharing the responsibility for preventing the introduction

of illegal narcotics into the U. S. The conflicts stem from the efficacy

of the concept of a single agency being charged with the overall Federal

drug control mission, including the responsibility for determing the most

effective approach to the combatting of drug trafficking by all agencies

having a role in the Federal drug law enforcement effort.

Reorganization Plan No. 2 had the effect of disrupting the Customs

narcotics law enforcement effort. That effort, prior to the reorganiza-

tion, was a continuum which included the investigation of cases abroad,

interdiction at U. S. borders and related follow-up investigations. The

The reorganization constructed barriers and created gaps along the con-

tinuum by placing the investigators in one agency and the interdiction

force in another. The result has been that the investigators are

functioning with less than total involvement by the interdiction force,

while the interdiction force is handicapped by the lack of a closely

coordinated investigative capability.

We believe that it is important to address this aspect of the in-

vestigation function and, in addition, to express the Customs view that

any border management agency must be authorized to conduct the investi-

gations necessary for the support of its mission whether these investi-

gations involve illegal aliens, fraud, currency violations, neutrality,

export control, narcotics or other forms of smuggling, or any other
^

violations which are within the scope of the border management agency s

responsibility.

Note: The data on page 32 should be corrected to indicate that

approximately 25 percent of the case load is fraud and the balance on

all other investigative categories.

Support Systems

The Information contained In page 38 concerning Customs support

systems and cost data should be amended. The cost information s not

limited to the TECS system but relates to total computer costs Incurred

by Customs. The attached proposed insert explains the various programs

Involved.
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CUSTOMS $ 24.0

DEA $ 10.2

INS $ 8.2

Total $ 42.4 million

A brief description of the systems follows:

(a) Customs

TECS : With 900 terminals in the U. S. and foreign preclearance sites,

the Treasury Enforcement Communications System (TECS) is operational

24-hours-a-day, 7-days-a-week providing lookout information on passen-

gers and vehicles; an automated index to Customs central enforcement

files on persons, vehicles, aircraft, vessels and companies; an intel-

ligence function; an administrative message capability and enforcement

management information. TECS interfaces with NLETS, CLETS and NCIC,

as well as provides services to ATF, IRS, DEA, Coast Guard, Department

of State and INTERPOL.

Administrative Computer Support : These systems provide, through on-

line, batch and dispersed processing capabilities, centrally controlled

at the Headquarters Computer Center, revenue, appropriations and reim-

bursable charges, accounting, property, vehicle and legal case inven-

tories, space management, resource utilizations, position management,

personnel and payroll, and fraud investigations services.

AMPS : Customs is developing an Automated Merchadised Processing System

(AMPS), to be fully implemented by FY 1981, which will provide modernized

entry and appraisement processing of commercial entries. The first phase

of the system has been installed at a number of major ports and is based

on a nationwide computer supported telecommunications and data processing

system, implemented through a cost effective modular operating plan.

(b) DEA: The Narcotics and Dangerous Drug Information System

(NADDIS)

0-8
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APPENDIX P

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE pixase «>oii£m rwiv to

Washington, D.C. 20536

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER ,,„ „„ „ „„ „^, ,„

CO 235-P

Dear Doctor Bourne:

This refers to your request of August 8, 1977, for comments on

the draft report of the Border Management and Interdiction Review Team.

I want to express my admiration and congratulations to you and the

team for producing a comprehensive and balanced study of an extremely

complex set of interrelated federal programs.

Before conmenting on the "OPTIONS" chapter, which is the core of

the report, I want to emphasize the immediacy of providing a solution

to the immigration problems facing the nation. The President, in his

message to Congress of August 4, 1977, underscored the urgency of seeking

remedies, which included a substantial increase in resources. These

should not be delayed by a possible prolonged evolution of a reorganiza-

tion plan.

The increasing workloads of the Service, such as the enormous

growth of air traffic, and the predictable new additions to the workload

stemming from the President's determination to control illegal immigra-

tion, require a timely and significant addition of personnel, as your

report states.

OPTION 1 - NO CHANGE IN ORGANIZATION. EXISTING AGENCIES CONTINUE TO

PERFORM THEIR CURRENT DUTIES. ADDITIONAL BUDGET PRIORITY GIVEN TO

SELECTED FUNCTIONS.

This option responds to the President's concern regarding illegal

immigration by recognizing the necessity of adding a substantial number

of enforcement personnel to the Immigration Service. In his message to

Congress, the President proposed such an increase, and your report

parallels the recommendations of the Cabinet Committee in this regard.

I agree with the report's statement of the advantages and disadvan-

tages of Option 1. However, many of the disadvantages might be overcome

by a sub-option which stressed coordination among the agencies. An

increase in resources, although necessary to meet present workloads,

does not in itself guarantee cooperation. I believe that explicit and

detailed interagency agreements that clearly define the roles of the
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agencies involved in border management would go a long way towards

resolving the present problems. One obvious and exemplary arrangement

is the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) which could be expanded to

satisfy most of the needs of DEA, I;:;migration, and Customs.

Incidentally, the notion in the report's FINDINGS on page 51, that

the only way to persuade the Customs Service to utilize EPIC would

require their being put in charge of it, does a disservice to that

agency. Their reluctance to support and benefit from this centralized

border intelligence center could not spring from so base a motive, but

must stem from some other, and presumably more lofty, perception on

their part. But this is the type of dispute that could be resolved by

an Administration-mandated set of interagency agreements.

Similar agreements in areas such as facilities management, communi-

cations, and computer support would simplify border management.

OPTION 2 - LIMITED TRANSFER AND CONSOLIDATION OF SPECIFIC FUNCTIONS AND

RESPONSIBILITIES.

As your report notes, the major candidates for transfer are the

patrol and inspection functions. The Service views the two as comple-

mentary and therefore inseparable.

The issue, as I view it, revolves around which cabinet department.

Justice or Treasury, takes on the sole responsibility for patrolling

the borders and inspecting arriving persons.

Using the sound management principles of single direction and

concentration of force, logic would dictate that the Attorney General

take on these functions, since the Department of Justice is responsible

for both drug enforcement and immigration enforcement. The transfer

of these functions to Justice would end the present split of drug

enforcement responsibilities between Justice and Treasury, strengthen

immigration response to the threat of illegal entry, and eliminate all

the disadvantages cited regarding duplication of effort, divided manage-

ment, and ineffective utilization of resources.

Another basic reason for such a transfer to Justice involves the

relation of agency programs to border management. The Immigration Ser-

vice is unique in that all its nonborder activities are inextricably

tied to the entry of persons at ports or through the borders. As stated

in your report, the immigration programs of adjudicating petitions and

applications, naturalization, investigations, and immigration records,

all of which are administered away from border activities, are never-

theless rooted in the actions taken and the records created in border

management operations. Thus, where inspections go, adjudications must

follow. In contrast, as your report also states, the Customs border

functions relating to the entry of persons are self-contained, beginning

and ending at the border. The transfer of these limited-impact functions

would not be disruptive, since the revenue collection program of cargo

inspection and control would remain undisturbed in the Customs Service.
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Conversely, the transfer of the inspection and patrol functions to
Treasury, as proposed in the ill-fated Reorganization Plan Number 2 of
President Nixon, would only serve to deepen the split in drug enforcement
responsibility, create an equally intolerable split in responsibility for
administering the immigration law, and simply multiply and intensify all

those problems and issues regarding the lack of single direction and the
scattering of resources.

In sum, the only logical course under this option for effective
drug enforcement and immigration programs, is the consolidation and trans-

fer of resources for patrol and inspections into the Department of Justice.

OPTION 3 - CREATION OF A MULTI-PURPOSE BORDER MANAGEMENT AGENCY

INCLUDING INS AND CUSTOMS.

This option could provide an answer to the lack of single direction

and the dispersal of resources, and it also dissolves the threat of

separating related immigration activities from border operations.

This option would not be disruptive of immigration law administra-

tion in the long-run. It is also attractive in that it could carry out

a stated goal of the President to eliminate overlap and duplication in

federal programs by consolidating agencies and reducing their number.

It is, however, the most politically sensitive in that it will cause

major changes in the spheres of influence of special interest groups.

The option has one potential pitfall relating to the heart of the

whole study: effective drug enforcement. The key, as in Option 2, is

what cabinet department receives the new agency. If the Justice Depart--^

ment takes it, there will be single direction and concentration of

resources in the federal drug enforcement program. If the Treasury

Department takes it, the current split in drug enforcement, with all

attendant problems, will remain. The solution really rests on where the

Drug Enforcement Administration is located. If it is in the same depart-

ment as the new border management agency, drug enforcement will benefit.

If it is in a different department, this option does not solve any of

the present problems relating to the lack of single direction or dupli-

cation of effort in the drug enforcement effort.

thai
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ment, then the Social Security Administration should absorb

or Internal Revenue should run the Bureau for Prisons. And bigness does

not necessarily equate with competence. New York has never been named

an All-American City, while Rockville, Maryland has achieved that honor

three times.

P-3
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It would be more appropriate to focus on factors such as Immigra-

tion's required bi-lingual competence for border officers, its unique

long term experience as the sole patrol force on the Mexican border,

its people-oriented programs as contrasted to thing-oriented programs

of Treasury, and its interlocking program arrangements with the staffs

of the US Attorneys.

OPTION 4 - CREATION OF AN EXPANDED MULTI-PURPOSE BORDER MANAGEMENT
AGENCY WHICH INCLUDES INS, CUSTOMS, AND THE US COAST GUARD.

I believe the disadvantages of merging a para-military organization
into a federal law enforcement agency outweigh any of the apparent

advantages.

Overall, the implementation of any of the first three options, with

the restricting conditions I have noted, would be of considerable benefit

to the administration of both immigration policy and drug enforcement
policy.

Thank you for soliciting our views on these important national issues,

and I commend you and the review team for a job well done.

Sincerely,

Leonel J. Castillo
Commissioner

The Honorable
Dr. Peter G. Bourne
Director
Office of Drug Abuse Policy and

Special Assistant to the President
Old Executive Office Building, Room 424
Washington, DC

Enclosure

P-4
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APPENDIX Q

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION
Washington, D.C. 20537

August 24, 1977

Dr. Peter G. Bourne
Director
Office of Drug Abuse Policy
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Dr. Bourne:

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on your August 5,
1977, Border Management and Interdiction Review. In my opinion,
the significant narcotics investigations are neither border,
nor international, nor domestic; they transgress all three
areas. What the Federal drug investigative function needs
most is stability and a Government-wide commitment, not major
changes in responsibility or jurisdiction.

In general, we are quite impressed with the border review
team effort, the logic of the draft, and the fact that you have
clearly focused on the two most pressing border management
issues. We endorse the requirement for coordinated border
management, and the need to minimize overlap and duplication
of our border effort.

In our opinion, options two, three and four are responsive
and could resolve the major issues. Option two appears to
satisfy an immediate requirement to improve the inspection
and patrol functions without undue disruption of the current
border effort. Options three and four represent a comprehensive,
long-term, organizational response with a high potential for
improved border effectiveness. Ultimately, we must recognize
the very real requirement to dedicate additional resources to

the border effort.

While I am not prepared to endorse a specific option or

combination thereof, I will observe that the majority of the

nation's border problem is of an enforcement nature; therefore,

I feel that the enforcement aspects of border management must

Q-1
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be weighed heavily when selecting the appropriate Departmental
placement of a new consolidated border enforcement agency. The
Attorney General is the Chief Law Enforcement Officer of the
United States.

The report seems to reflect a U.S. Customs frustration regard-
ing the adequacy of the drug investigative and intelligence support
to the Government's border interdiction effort. We believe that
much of the controversy associated with drug interdiction centers
on its relative priority within the overall U.S. drug supply
reduction strategy. The role of border drug interdiction is

essential; however, its relative importance must be placed in

juxtaposition with the value of programs aimed at removing the
foreign source, financing, etc., and the disruption of drug
trafficking systems. Border interdiction is a deterrent to drug
smuggling; it is a defensive rather than an offensive strategy.
Its effectiveness, however, is handicapped by the need to expedi-
tiously process a tremendous volume of cargo, passengers, baggage,
and vehicles.

I also believe the report's perception of the El Paso Intelli-
gence Center is oversimplified. EPIC now functions as a key
element in DEA programs for managing and maintaining a national
narcotics intelligence system, and it should be retained by the
agency responsible for that system. The draft's limited view
of EPIC as a processor of border intelligence may arise from
its artificial separation of intelligence into two categories,
namely, national and local. This divides what is actually a

continuum of drug intelligence programs which moniter the inter-
actions of violators involved in producing, processing and

moving drugs into and through the United States. The report
concludes that high-level traffickers are not involved at the

border, and further concludes that border area intelligence
should be assembled and processed independently of "national"
intelligence. This assessment avoids the reality that major
traffickers are located in or operate from border cities, and
it fails to recognize that investigations and analyses of these
and related targets clearly support interdiction operations
at our borders and ports of entry.

EPIC currently supports the investigative efforts of all

DEA field offices and, in an increasing mode, it supports state

narcotics intelligence organizations. In fact, DEA looks forward

Q-2
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to the day when every state has some narcotics intelligence capa-
bility supported through EPIC. Finally, we believe that EPIC's
capability to provide information for border interdiction will
be increased if and when Customs becomes a major participant.

In summary, DEA has a vested interest in border management
in that it plays an important role in the U.S. drug supply reduction
effort. DEA recognizes its responsibility to support border narcotic
interdiction and to exercise its lead agency responsibility to

ensure the maximum effectiveness of the U.S. border enforcement
effort. Narcotics interdiction at our U.S. ports and borders is

a most complex and difficult task. Its deterrent value must be

increased to present a high-risk barrier to the international

drug traffickers and their organizations. An organizational

response that will bring about such a deterrence has the support

of DEA.

Sincere!'

Peter B. Bensinger
Administrator /

Q-3
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Illegal Entry at United States-Mexico Border—Multtagency Enforce-
ment Efforts Have Not Been Effective in Stemming the Flow of Drugs
AND People

(Comptroller General's Report to the Congress, December 2, 1977)

DIGEST

Mexico is the principal source or transit country for illicit drugs and illegal

aliens entering the United States. Law enforcement activity along the United
States-Mexico border is a large part of the Nation's domestic and international

effort to contain these problems.
Controlling the movement of people, aircraft, boats, and vehicles along this

2,000-mile open-land border is complex and difficult. It requires what has not yet

been achieved—a comprehensive, coordinated effort bjj^ all Federal law^ enforce-

ment agencies.

If Federal law enforcement activities along the border were better planned,

coordinated, integrated, and executed, more control could be maintained. Instead,

separate Federal agencies carry out their specific missions with limited consid-

eration for the activity of the others. This produces separate but similar lines of

effort that dilute border coverage and control, with little consideration given to

overall border security.

Federal Government expenditures to improve border control have nearly

doubled since fiscal year 1971. About $142 million was spent in fiscal year 1976.

The principal agencies involved are the Custom Service, Immigration and
Naturalization Service, and the Drug Enforcement Administration. Other agencies

having an interest in controlling the Southwest border are the Federal Bureau of

Investigation; Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms; Department of Defense;

Federal Aviation Administration; Coast Guard; Department of Agriculture; and
Public Health Service.

a COMPREHENSIVE STRATEGY IS NEEDED

Since the Federal Government has not developed an integrated strategy or an
overall border control plan to determine what it intends to accomplish with its

various agency law enforcement resources:

Costly overlapping and poorly coordinated enforcement continues to exist.

Border forces do not intercept significant quantities of heroin and cocaine.

The Customs Service and the Immigration and Naturalization Service seize only

about 2 percent of the heroin estimated to come from Mexico. The Drug Enforce-

ment Administration—including seizures made in Mexico near the border—ac-

counts for an additional 4 percent.

Border drug apprehensions involve the small-time operator, courier, or user

and seldom lead to the identification and conviction of important drug traffickers

or to the immobilization of trafficking oganizations.

The Federal Government is apprehending increasing numbers of illegal aliens

(over 600,000 in 1975), but believes that for each illegal alien caught, at least two
others get through. The border is a revolving door.

Too little is known about how most drugs enter the country to make decisions on
how to respond. Available intelligence suggests that heroin, cocaine, and danger-

ous drugs are being smuggled through the ports-of-entry. However, in? pe?tor staff-

power at major United States-Mexico ports has remained about the same or de-

creased, while patrol forces away from the ports have increased.

The agencies involved have stated that recent improvements have been made in

some of these areas.

Illegal entry into the United States is more than just a serious enforcement

problem. Illicit drugs and the influx of illegal aliens are considered to have
enormous adverse social cost. Estimates of the annual cost to counter drug-related

crimes, lost productivity, treatment, and prevention range from $10 billion to $17
billion. The toll of broken homes and ruined lives is incalculable. Estimates on
illegal aliens in the United States range up to 12 million. Illegal aliens cause a wide
variety of economic and human difficulties, including lost tax revenues, increased

social welfare costs, and greater competition for available jobs. Recent appraisals

by the Congress and administration of the nature and extent of the drug abuse and
immigration problems show conditions are worsening.
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Aliens

It is generally acknowledged that reliable estimates of the illegal alien popula-
tion in the United States do not exist. An Immigration and Naturalization Service
contractor estimated that about 5.2 million of the 8 million illegal aliens he believes

are in the United States are Mexican nationals. Most illegal aliens apprehended
are Mexican—about 89 percent. The number of illegal Mexican aliens appre-
hended increased from about 29,700 in fiscal year 1960 to over 680,000 in fiscal

year 1975. The illegal entry of Mexicans increased after 1965 when the U.S.
Government did not renew a 22-year-old agreement with the Government of

Mexico that had allowed Mexicans to seek farm jobs in this country legally

(Bracero program).

Drugs

U.S. authorities estimated that in 1971 drugs flowing from and through Mexico
represented 20 percent of the heroin, 90 percent of the marihuana, and 80 percent

of the illicit dangerous drugs (amphetamines and barbituates) consumed in the

United States. In September 1976 officials estimated that during 1975

—

Eighty-nine percent (5.2 metric tons) of the heroin reaching the United States

came from poppies grown in Mexico,
Seventj'-five percent (2,700 tons) of the marihuana coming into the United

States originated in Mexico,
One-third of Colombian cocaine (4 to 5 tons) passed through Mexico, and
One-third of the dangerous nr .gs (16 million dosage units) entered from Mexico.

Much of this was believed to represent diversions from U.S. exportations.

Although the U.S. Missio.i and the Mexican Government have intensified the

eradication efi"ort in Mexico to reduce the amount of Mexican heroin available for

smurgli-gr I'nto *ho United States, little attention has been given to the intelligence

needs of border enforcement agencies. The U.S. Mission needs to design a program

for develoi.iug um.rniation to assist in intercepting smugglers at the border (ch. 4).

While certain steps can be taken, such as helping Mexico develop its capability to

provide actionable intelligence, the Mexican Government is the key to any real

success. Improved effectiveness in stopping smugglers at the border is dependent

upon the priority and commitment of the Mexican Government to supporting law

enforcement activities on both sides of the border. Indications are that the Mexican

Administration is giving an increased commitment to the area.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO AGENCIES

GAO recommends that:

(1) The Director of the Office of Management and Budget prepare an annual

analysis on law enforcement along the United States-Mexico border. Such an

analysis would bring together the separate budget requests of the various border

enforcement agencies to facilitate integration of agencies' plans, programs,

resources, allocations, and accomplishments. The analyses should be included with

the agencies' appropriation requests.
, xi. t>.- i.

(2) The Director of the Office of Management and Budget and the Director

Office of Drug Abuse Policy, together with the Attorney General, Secretary of

the Treasury, and the other Department heads having responsibihty for border

law enforcement should develop an integrated strategy and comprehensive opera-

tional plan for border control. This plan should consider the various alternatives

for managing border operations ranging from the present management structure

to single-agency management.
, , , , ^ i i -+1.

(3) The Office of Management and Budget should coordinate closely witn

responsible congressional committees legislation needed to accomplish the pro-

^^S) The' Secretary of State should require the U.S. Mission in Mexico to

expand the Narcotics Control Action Plan to include program goals and specifac

objectives for supporting border interdiction efforts.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

Because of the problems discussed in the report, the appropriate congressional

committees or subcommittees should hold oversight hearings to evaluate past

performance and provide guidance for future activities. To diminish the incentive

to smuggle drugs across the border, the Congress can help by legislating tne

following:
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Expand the jurisdiction of Federal magistrates to encompass most misde-
meanors, e.g., minor drug offenses, especially marihuana.

Appropriate funds for additional U.S. magistrates to be appointed in the South-
west border area.

Establish criminal penalties for pilots who fly without a valid certificate.

The Office of Management and Budget and the Department of Justice, the
Treasurj^, and State generally agreed with GAO's findings and recommenda-
tions. The various departments support the conclusion that the absence of a Fed-
eral Government integrated strategy and an overall border control plan has re-

sulted in overlapping, duplication, and poorly coordinated enforcement activi-

ties. Detailed comments are discussed on pages 68 to 73.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT STRATEGY

Regretably, it is unlikely our Nation will ever eliminate drug and illegal alien

problems.
Federal strategy to curl) the extent and impact of drug abuse in the United

States has become multifaceted, recognizing the link between education, treat-

ment, rehabilitation, law enforcement, and research. It consists of a variety of

domestic and international efforts to reduce the supply of and demand for illicit

drugs. No single approach available to Government can minimize the social cost

of drug addiction. Suoply reduction efforts attempt to disrupt the entire chain of

production and distribution through eradicating crops in illegal growing areas
abroad, interdicting illicit shipments, arresting and jailing important traffickers,

and seizing and confiscating the equipment and fiscal resources needed to operate
trafficking networks.
One of the major themes of the Federal strategy is that there should be more

selectivity and targeting of Federal efforts. Federal policy gives priority to re-

ducing both the supply of and demand for drugs which inherently pose a greater

risk to the individual and to society. Additionally, priority law enforcement is

to be given to high-level trafficking networks rather than "street-level" activities.

United States policy to prevent illegal immigration emphasizes border enforce-

ment rather than apprehension of illegal aliens after settlement. Massive deport-
tation of illegal aliens alreadj^ in the United States is considered both inhumane
and impractical.

MEXICO MAJOR SOURCE OF SUPPLY

Mexico is the major source or transit country for illicit drugs and illegal aliens

entering the United States. U.S. authorities estimated that in 1971 drugs flowing

from and through Mexico repres?nted 20 percent of the heroin, 90 percent of the

marihuana, and 80 percent of the illicit dangerous drugs (amphetamines and
barbitu."tes) consumecl in the United States. In September 1976 officials esti-

mated h t during 1975:
Eighty-nine percent (5.2 metric tons) of the heroin reaching the United States

came from poppies grown in Mexico,
Seventv-five percent (2,700 tons) of the marihuana, coming into the United

States r riginated in Mexico,
One-third of Colombian cocaine (4 to 5 tons) passed through Mexico, and
Or^e-third of the dangerous drugs (16 million dosage units) entered from Mex-

ico. Much of this was believed to represent diversions from U.S. exportations.

Our .eport, "Opium Eradication Efforts In Mexico: Cautious Optimism Ad-
vised," cited the inadequate bases supporting the estimates that were made of the

quantity of Mexican heroin reaching the United States and the continuing need
to develop meaningful data.

It is generally acknowledged that reliable estimates of the illegal alien popula-

tion in the United States do not exist. An Immigration and NatuaUzation Service

(INS) contractor, however, estimated that about 5.2 million of the 8 million illegal

aliens he estimated are in the United States are Mexican nationals. Most illegal

aliens apprehended are Mexican—about 89 percent. The number of illegal Mexi-
can aliens apprehended increased from about 29,700 in fiscal year 1960 to over

680,000 in fiscal year 1975. The illegal entry of Mexicans increased after 1965 when
the U.S. Government did not renew a 22-year-old agreement with the Govern-
ment of Mexico that had allowed Mexicans to seek farm jobs in this country
legally (Bracero program).
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UNITED STATES-MEXICO BORDER

Efforts within Mexico provide the first opportunity to interdict iUicit drug traf-
ficking by working with the Government of Mexico to minimize exports to the
United States. The second opportunity to interdict drug traffic and the first to
apprehend ahens is at the U.S. border. Other potential border-related law enforce-
ment problems are the smuggling of firearms, stolen property, and stolen vehicles
into Mexico. In some communities along the United States-Mexico border, crimes
committed by and against border crossers is causing increasing concern.
Our pieviously mentioned report on opium eradication efforts in Mexico points

out that progress has been made by the Government of Mexico in attacking the
source of h-roin—the opium poppy. This progress has resulted, in part, from sub-
stantial U.S. funding; however, we cautioned that future success would require
continued upgrading of the narcotics control capabilities of the Mexican Federal
Judicial PoUce (MFJP)—Mexico's narcotics agents—and the continuing com-
mitment by the Government of Mexico toward this end.

Control of the border is basically a problem of controlling the movement of
people, vehicles, aircraft, boats, and goods. While there are other agencies which
have an interest in controlUng the Southwest border (e.g.. Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI); Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (ATF) ; Depart-
ment of I)e>nse; Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) ; Coast Guard; Depart-
ment of Agriculture; and Public Health Service), the principal agencies involved
in law enforcement are the Customs Service (Customs), Immigration and Naturali-
zation Service, and the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA).
The INS includes the U.S. Border Patrol, port-of-entry inspectors, and in-

vestigators, whose primary responsibility is to prevent the illegal entry of persons
into the United States or to apprehend and return illegal entrants. Customs,
from a law enforcement standpoint, has the primary responsibility of preventing
contraband from entering the United States and of detecting and apprehending
smugglers. Customs also includes patrol officers, port-of-entry inspectors, and
investigators. DEA is the single Federal agency charged with the responsibility
for investigations pertaining to narcotics and dangerous drug violations.

OBSERVATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING BORDER LAW ENFORCEMENT

Since the early 1970s administration studies, in addition to our reports, have
made suggestions for improving Federal efforts to reduce drug abuse and illegal

immigration. Recently, separate Domestic Council task forces have presented
reports on these issues to the President. With the emergence of Mexico as the
major source of illicit drugs and illegal aliens, the Southwest border has received

Executive and congressional attention. Appendix I presents a summary of the

studies and reports which identified problems between Federal border enforcement
agencies. Included were recommendations to improve cooperation/coordination
and to leduc" costly overlapping. While some of these recommendations have been
implemented, the essential characteristics of the problems remain.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our rev'ew was primarily directed toward an analysis of the activities and re-

sources of Federal agencies having direct, indirect, and supporting responsibilities

for law enforcement along the United States-Mexico border.

We reviewed policies, procedures, practices, correspondence, and documentation
relating to e ich agency's approach, as well as studies which have been made on the

problems of border control. Data was compiled regarding illegal aliens in the

United States; Mexican narcotics production and transshipping estimates; illegal

alien apprehensions; the seizure of drugs, equipment, and material used in

smuggling; and arrest of drug smugglers. Additionally, we examined and analyzed

agencies' files relating to selected drug interdiction cases.

Locations visited

Our review was conducted at

—

Department of State, DEA, INS, U.S. Attorney, Customs, Coast Guard, and
FAA Headquarters offices in Washington, D.C.

;

The U.S. Embassy in Mexico City and DEA's Mazatlan District Office; and
Various reg onal and district offices of these Federal agencies in the Southwest

area of the United States.
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Case analyses

Our findings and conclusions are based, in part, on an analysis of drug inter-

diction cases. At the locations visited, we reviewed (1) all sea and air interdiction

cases for calendar year 1975 and (2) port-of-entry and land patrol interdiction

cases for the last quarter of calendar year 1975 involving heroin, cocaine, dan-

gerous drugs, or one kilogram (1000 grams or 2.2 pounds) or more of marihuana,
as follows:

Port of entry

Land patrol:

Customs
INS

Customs:
Air patrol

Marine patrol

Total

San Ysidro/

San Diego,

Calif.
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Nonporl-of-entry

The Viorder area between the ports-of-entrj- is relatively unpatrolled and the
heavy traffic along the l)order helps conceal illegal entry.

Ground mode.—Only 2 percent of the entire Southwest border (40 miles) offers
sufficient topographical barriers to make illegal land crossings unlikely. The
patrol forces are able to cover about 10 percent, or one patrolman for every 10
miles of the border at any given time.
Air mode.—Aircraft can easily cross into the United States. DEA has estimated

that there are up to 150 illegal flights per day across the Southern border (San
Diego, California to Miami, Florida). The Southwest includes thousands of square
miles of land containing abandoned or little-used airstrips, dry lake beds, and
isplated roads whei-e light aircraft can land. Southern California has about 53,000
active pilots and the three busiest general aviation airports. FAA and military
radar coverage exists over portions of the United States/Mexico border, but
sufficient limitations exist that aircraft, especially low-fiying aircraft, run little

risk of detection.
Boat mode.—The majority of the 500,000 small craft registered in the State of

California, which includes about 3,500 yachts with long-range capability, are
located in Southern California. There are three major harbors in Southern Cali-
fornia and more than 15 small boat harboi's which dot the coastline between San
Diego and San Luis Obispo. In San Diego, where 300 to 400 pleasure vessels
depart or arrive on a Saturday, Sunday, or holiday, there are over 120 miles of
waterfront, and it is only 10 miles for the entrance of San Diego Bay to Mexican
waters. Limited law enforcement resources result in virtually no monitoring of

small boat activity on a day-to-day basis and regulations governing small boat
reporting are very lenient. Only vessels landing in Mexico or making contact with
another boat in Mexican waters (an extremely difficult thing to prove) are required
to report their arrival to Customs within 24 hours.

RESOURCES 1

Difficult control problems exist at the Southwest border, as evidenced by the fact

that most illicit drugs and illegal aliens enter the United States over this border.

The estimated Federal investment for law enforcement in that area has nearly
doubled since fiscal year 1971.

The following chart illustrates the mix and general purpose for which these

expenditures were made.

1 Because of the varying geographic boundaries of the various agencies, differing account-
ing systems, and incomplete documentation, the dollar figures and statistics presented in

this chapter and the drug seizures in the following chapter do not represent a precise

accounting for resources allocated to the Southwest border. The estimates were prepared by
the agencies and, therefore, should represent a reasonable approximation of such resources.

25-024—78 20
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S17.1 Customs, 23%

$4.3BNDD/DEA, 6%^

1976

$141.7

$39.7 Customs, 28%

29% in 1971 and 42% in 1976

Sf)ent for narcotics and

contraband control

$19 6DEA, 14%

Customs, INS, and BNND/DEA Expenditures
Fiscal Years 1971 and 1976

(dollars in millions)

a Since BNDD/DBA cost estimated for fiscal year 1971 unavailable, fiscal year 1972 cost
for BNDD/DEA was used.
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$141.7

$122.0

$110.3

$89.9

$87.2

$69.6-2'a/

Fiscal Year; 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

Customs, INS, and Bureau of Narcotics
and Dangerous Drugs (BNDD)/DEA Expenditures

(millions)

» No cost for BNDD/DEA was included since such data was unavailable. BNDD/DEA
estimated cost for 1972 was $4.3 million.
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Not only did the expenditures change dramatically during this period, but also

the purpose for which they were being expended. During 1971, INS spent 71
percent of the toal funds in this area to control the entry of illegal aliens, while
only 29 percent of the funds was being spent to control illegal drugs and other
contraband. By 1976, INS' expenditures had dropped to 58 percent of the enforce-
ment funds being spent by these agencies.

A breakdown of estimated INS, Customs, and DEA resources for various
categories follows.
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DRUG SEIZURES' AT THE SOUTHWEST BORDER—FISCAL YEAR 19762

[In pounds]

Heroin Cocaine Marihuana

199



4,791
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Little is known about how most drugs enter the country. High priority is being
given to improve the situation. Available intelligence and seizure statistics indi-
cate that most of the heroin, cocaine, and dangerous drugs are smuggled through
the ports-of-entry. However, inspector staffpower at major United States-Mexico
ports has remained about the same, or decreased, while patrol forces away from
the ports have increased.

This chapter discusses the opportunity and need to strengthen law enforce-
ment at the border under the major areas of intelligence support and law enforce-
ment operations.

INTELLIGENCE

Intelligence for border law enforcement—too little known
Resource deployment and border law enforcement effectiveness (significant

arrests and seizures) depend upon the quality and quantity of information (in-

telligence) available to enforcement decisionmakers. The hordes of legitimate

traffic in the vicinity of the border and passing through ports-of-entry make it

extremel}^ difficult to identify smugglers. Quality intelligence concerning the ac-

tivities of smugglers, in combination with mobile air, water, or ground interception

systems, is considered to be the best tool to improve interdiction results, short of

total surveillance and interception coverage.
Information on how drugs enter the country is not adequate for making de-

cisions on how to respond. The Domestic Council's Drug Abuse Task Force, in

its draft report on the Southern border, supported this position. The report pointed

out that "the single greatest area of deficiency, or in a more constructive sense,

the area which has the greatest opportunity for improvement, is the drug in-

teUigence function."

DEA's efforts to improve intelligence

Under Reorganization Plan No. 2, DEA was tasked with providing nationwide

drug intelligence. DEA is currently working on this task and some improvements

have been made; but problems still exist. To illustrate, DEA has developed a

preliminary Mexican Heroin Trafficking Model which describes the methods and
routes used in transporting Mexican heroin from the poppy-growing areas to U.S.

cities. Many of these suspected heroin trafficking routes are probably used for

smuggling cocaine and marihuana manufactured in and transited through Mexico.

Although DEA suspects the routes and methods, little factual data exists to re-

liably establish the amount of illicit narcotics smuggled across the Southwest

border. DEA supi)lies interdicting agencies with very little actionable mtelligence

necessary for successful operations along the borders. When it has provided such

information, the successes have been significant.
tvt i i »

In our report entitled "Federal Drug Enforcement: Strong Guidance JNeeded,_

dated December 18, 1975, we recommended that DEA place increased emphasis

on the gathering of intelligence information to assist border law enforcement m
catching smugglers at U.S. ports and borders. The Chairman of the working group

of the Domestic Council's Drug Abuse Task Force for the Southern border said

that DEA needs to reorient its agents to the intelligence function, especially out-

side of the country.

Border Inlelligence Center—a step forward, hut problems still remain

In September 1974 the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) was established by

DEA at El Paso, Tex., to provide an overall intelligence picture of drug trafficking

and/or smuggling bv land, sea, or air between Mexico and the United States.

This mission was to "be accomplished by accumulating raw intelligence, analyzing

this data, and providing tactical intelligence to agencies with border enforcement

responsibilities. Plans were for a jomt effort between DEA, INS, and Customs.

In the earlv stages of EPIC's development, progress was slow due to lack ot

support and agency resistance. Initially, only INS and DEA placed personnel at

EPIC, but more recentlv other Federal agencies have begun to support EFll..

Current participants are" Customs, ATF, Coast Guard, and FAA, with increased

DEA and INS commitment. Recent progress supports the desirability ot a single

border intelligence center, but there are problems.

Agencies commitments and views

In the earlv stages, the 20 DEA employees at EPIC devoted their efforts to

building an intelligence data base and answering queries received from law en-

forcement personnel seeking current mteUigence data on narcotics suspects and
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vehicles under surveillance for illegal drug trafficking. The initial personnel in-

cluded three analysts whose time was devoted to preparing a weekly brief. This
brief contained current trends, patterns, and statistical data relating to narcotics
smuggling. Little time was left for other analysis of drug trafficking.

DEA now has 35 positions and most of the new positions were placed in the
Analysis Section. With the increase in personnel, the Analysis Section is currently
developing information and issuing reports in such areas as the exchange of ai-ms
and/or vehicles for narcotics; organized crime influences and narcotics trafficking

organizations; alien-smuggling organizations; use of fraudulent docum.ents by
traffickers; and organized smuggling via land and commercial aircraft, ocean-going
vessels, and small vessels. The Analysis Section reviews the EPIC lookouts ' to
determine the degree of success being achieved.

Initially, INS staffing at EPIC consisted of a deputy director, secretary, and a
special agent. Currently, INS has 14 people at EPIC. The air intelligence and in-

spection program, the fraudulent document center, and the anti-smuggling pro-
gram of INS have been transferred from Yuma, Arizona, to EPIC. INS is now in a
better position to assess the impact of EPIC on it? performance. The Justice De-
partment said that "INS is the largest user of EPIC and EPIC has proved to be a
very effective law enforcement tool for INS purposes."
FAA officials have found EPIC to be an effective tool for providing appropriate

information concerning aviation. FAA has an arrangement with DEA to have all

aviation intelligence handled through EPIC. FAA has one representative at EPIC.
ATF is very supportive of EPIC according to ATF officials. Participation in

EPIC provides ATF with a larger data base of useful intelligence with a minimum
investment. Since its involvement in EPIC, ATF has made more arrests and
developed more cases. ATF currently has one representative at EPIC.
The Coast Guard informed us it relies heavily on intelligence provided by EPIC

and Customs. The information is in the form of vessel lookout lists. The Coast
Guard generates some intelligence on its own which it transmits to EPIC. The
Coast Guard feels EPIC is very beneficial l)ecause its vessels can and do make real

time requests concerning suspicious vessels. Usually, EPIC will respond to the
Coast Guard vessel by the time boarding takes place. The Coast Guard has one
representative at EPIC and plans to add four more.

Unlike the other participants in EPIC, Customs is critical of EPIC because it

feels that to a great extent EPIC duplicates the Treasury Enforcement Communi-
cation Systems (TECS), and TECS fulfills Customs' needs. Customs presently
has two representatives at EPIC. TECS and other agencies' intelligence support
systems are discussed in detail on pages 308 through 311.

EPIC^s operations and results

The heart of EPIC is the Watch Operation Section and the Analysis Section.
The Watch Operation Section operates on a 24-hour, 7-day week schedule in order
to support ongoing field investigations being conducted by Federal, State, and
local law enforcement agencies.

Since EPIC became operational, users seeking information have steadily in-

creased. In January 1975 EPIC received 429 inquiries. During May 1976 about
6,750 inquiries were received seeking information on suspects, aircraft, vehicles,

fraudulent documents, smuggling, and related items. This increased volume sug-
gests growing reliance on the system by user agencies.
Each of the participating agencies has given EPIC access to its pertinent data

base. The TECS and DEA's Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Information System
(NADDIS) are accessible through computer terminals installed at EPIC. Lookout
information received at EPIC, pertaining to individuals, vehicles, aircraft, and
vessels that are suspected of participating in smuggling ventures, is placed in each
participating agency's information system if relevant. This sharing of information
among the agencies has facilitated arrests and seizures.

Our analysis of EPIC lookouts for a 4-morith period between Deceml")er 1,

1975, and March 31, 1976, that were placed in the TECS, INS, Coast Guard, and
FAA systems disclosed the following:

1 A lookout is an alert communicated to EPIC by an agent and usually consists of a
name, an automobile registration or license plate number, or an aircraft number to help
EPIC intercept violators and the vehicles they use.
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Results of
lookouts

Lookouts placed
i ^55

Response to lookouts ~
_

~ _"""
'

153
Arrests _ ~ __~ 42
Seizures:

Marihuana kilograms__ 4, 529
Hashish grams 794
Heroin gi-ams 18,871
Cocaine grams 7,320
Jewelry $G00
Aircraft 10
Vessels 1

Vehicles 9

EPIC lookouts placed in October 1976 have provided agencies with information
which resulted in five seizures yielding 51.5 pounds of brown heroin, 2 pounds of
cocaine, 298,650 mini-amphetamines, and 35 tons of marihuana.
The Chief, Watch Operation vSection, stated that recently there has been a

noticeable increase in requests for information from EPIC by the Mexico City
region. In October 1976 the region submitted 158 inquiries to EPIC seeking
information and through EPIC placed 30 lookouts with TECS and 1 with INS.

.1 problem—too little intelligence from Mexico

Our work in jNIexico showed that little infoimation was Ijeing developed within
Mexico to improve interdiction efforts at ports-of-entry and other locations along
the Southwest border. Intelligence-gathering efforts within Mexico were geared to
the eraflication campaign and known trafficking operations within Mexico.
Tactical and operational intelligence to support border law enforcement was a low
priority itt^m within the U.S. Mission, with limited cooperation from the Govern-
ment of Mexico.

In June 1976 the U.S. Mission was developing little information to assist in

intercepting drugs at the border. The Narcotics Control Action Plan (NCAP) for

Mexico—the basic planning document for implementing and evaluating the
l)ilateial program—while encouraging the development of drug intelligence

capability with the Government of Mexico for incountry enforcement activity,

was silent regarding the gathering and exchanging of interdiction-related narcotics

information to assist border enforcement personnel.

Copies of all investigative reports that DEA agents develop dealing with opium
poppy cultivation and trafficking organizations are forwarded to EPIC. Specific

initiatives to monitor vehicle, boat, and aircraft traffic have occurred to a limited

degree.
With the exception of several informants paid to monitor the movement of

vehicles, aircraft, and boats suspected of transporting narcotics from the Mexican
mainland through the Baja peninsula to Southern California, the DEA's Mexico
C'ity Regional Intelligence Unit's information forwarded to assist in intercepting

drugs at the border consisted of responding to inquiries from EPIC, and occasion-

ally ol)taining data from Mexican officials on U.S. registered boats and aircraft

traveling in Mexico. These actions have not provided the type of tactical intelli-

gence necessary to identify specific shipments, or traffickers' plans, which could be

acted upon l^j^ border enforcement agents.

The Chief, Analysis Section, at EPIC stated that he iDelieves the Analysis Sec-

tion receives all intelligence developed by the Mexico City region. This official said

that the Analysis Section receives monthly reports, teletypes, and DEA records of

investigation pertaining to arrests and seizures made by Mexican officials. He
commented that EPIC needs information developed from debriefings of informant

contacts, luit the Mexico City region furnishes only about eight of these debriefings

a month. He attributes the lack of debriefing intelligence to the fact that DEA
agents in the INIexico City region are not involved in enforcement and case work,

l)ut primarily devote their efforts to liaison, training, and intelligence activities.

It is very difficult for an agent to develop a contact when he is not involved m
enforcement work.

The same official stated that the Analysis Section receives additional intelligence

pertaining to Mexico from suspects that are arrested for possession of narcotics

when entering the United States. This type of intelligence is a poor source of in-

formation because the violators are usually couriers transporting the narcotics

and have little, if any, information about the smuggling operation.
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Mexico's intelligence efforts need to he encouraged

An intelligence unit within the MFJP has been established. The unit is con-
sidered by DEA to be poorly staffed, inadequately trained, and reluctant to work
with the DEA intelligence unit. None of the three MFJP agents trained in the
United States for intelligence work were working in the unit. Although the need
exists for more accurate and actionable intelligence, we noted no planned program
to assist this \uiit in developing its capabilities through NCAP funding.
The sharing of intelligence information developed by the Mexican agents,

which could benefit border interdiction efforts, has seldom occurred. During our
visit to the U.S. Mission in Mexico during June 1976, we were informed that the
MFJP and DEA had established a procedure for the exchange of information. We
noted, however, that for the period November 2.5, 1975, through May 24, 1976,
DEA's regional intelligence unit had forwarded 64 memorandums regarding drug
intelligence to their Mexican counterparts, but had received responses to only 3.

DEA officials were able to identify only one instance where intelligence obtained
within Mexico from the MFJP resulted in a significant border interdiction seizure.

This example clearly shows the potential benefits when the MFJP provides
tactical intelligence:

On January 17, 1976, a confidential informant told the MFJP that a blue and
white Ford pickup truck bearing Arizona license XXXXX was enroute to Chicago,
Illinois, with about 14 kilograms of heroin. The heroin was believed to be hidden
in the door panels, and possibl}^ in the drive shaft. The MFJP was unable to locate
the vehicle within Mexico and an all-l)order lookout was placed in EPIC. When
the vehicle was stopped and searched at the Hidalgo, Texas, port-of-entry, 14
kilograms of heroin were found. Two defendants were arrested.
The need to encourage cooperative programs with the Government of Mexico

to improve effectiveness in stopping the shipment of illicit drugs is discussed in

chapter 5.

A long-time 'problem—opportunities to consolidate and share intelligence support
systems

Federal agencies operating in the border area have, over the years, developed
their own systems and data bases to provide tactical, operational, and strategic
intelligence ^ to support their basic enforcement missions. At the present, there
are four separate data systems (three automatic and one manual) supporting en-
forcement efforts. These sj^stems have unique aspects, designed to be responsive
to the individual missions of the agencies. At the same time, to varying degrees,
the systems contain elements and capabilities that are markedly similar, the
primary differences being in the agency's orientation or intended use. The present
or planned intelligence support systems of Customs, INS, and DEA are examples
outlined below.
TECS operated by the Customs Service, is the principal means of disseminating

intelligence information to inspection and enforcement personnel at border cross-

ing points, airports, seaports throughout the country. The predominant element
of the system is a computerized operational suspect-file, housed in San Diego,
Calif., which is linked to some 900 terminals located at major ports-of-entry,
including 100 terminals located at land crossings along the Southwest border.
The types of information contained in the system on inclividuals are:

Name, race, sex, height, weight;
Date and place of birth;
Address information; and
Such identifying numbers as social security, driver's license, i^asspoi-t,

National Crime Information Center, license plate (s), and aircraft.

TECS presently contains approximately 485,000 records of which 220,000 or
45 percent are narcotics case records. TECS has access to the National Law
Enforcement Telecommunications System (NLETS) and the FBI's National
Crime Information Center (NCIC).
The data system currently being used by INS is the Lookout Book System.

This contains phonetically arranged names of persons for whom INS has estab-

1 Strategic intelligence—provides the situation overview and the magnitude of the prob-
lem. It is essential for the formulation of broad policy and strategy. Operational intelli-

gence—provides an overview of the modes of operation, traffic patterns, and principal
personalities involved in the illegal operations at the border. Tactical intelligence—provides
the identification of specific traffickers and their methods of operation.
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lished a "lookout." Persons listed in this system include immigration offenders;
fugitives sought by the FBI, other Federal agencies, and State and local enforce-
ment agencies; and suspected subversives and/or espionage agents whose names
have been furnished by the State Department, Department of Defense, and the
intelligence agencies. Although this is a manual data retrieval system, it is highly
accessible and it requires an average of only about 5 to 12 seconds for an experi-

enced officer to locate a name.
In fiscal year 1976 INS l^egan development of an Alien Documentation, Identi-

fication and Telecommunication (ADIT) system. ADIT involves the replacement
of all existing INS-issued alien registration receipt and border crossing identifica-

tion cards with a computer readable card which cannot be easily counterfeited or

altered. In addition to the identification cards, the system will consist of an
automated central data base and operational remote access terminals. Eventually
the system will include automated card readers for validations at approximately
200 ports-of-entry. Initially, the central data base is to be an ADIT/master index

file, later interfacing with other INS data files for computer-aided enforcement and
service functions. Plans provifle for installation of the access terminals at primaiy
and secondary inspection areas, district offices, regional offices, and border patrol

stations.

Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Information System (NADDIS) was designed

by DEA to further investigations of drug violators. NADDIS is an operational

automated retrieval system that provides biographical information on knov/n

violators and rc^ferences to case files. The data includes:

The ti'afficker's residence, phone number, and such identifying characteristics

as height, weight, and age;
The drug involved and the level of the case;

The trafficker's passport data, vehicle, boat, and aircraft numbers; and
The trafficker's associates.

Like TECS, NADDIS has access to the FBI's NCIC criminal data files.

As previously mentioned, DEA is developing another computerized intelligence

system, called "Pathfinder I. The principal objective of Pathfinder I is to provide

I3EA with a totally integrated and centralized system for the automated storage,

retrieval, and analysis of all sources of information relevant to illicit drug activities,

as well as oth(>r types of criminal activity of interest to enforcement agencies.

The Pathfinder I data base consists of subjects, organizations, vehicles, aircraft,

and vessels relevant to illicit drug activities.
_ ^ , „.

Pathfinder is the first of five phases in DEA's National Narcotics Intelhgence

System which is supposed to be completed and fully operational in 1981. Phase 2

is to combine the scattered data bases within DEA—Drug Abuse Warning

Network (DAWN), System to Retrieve Information from Drug Evidence

(STRIDE) Ballistics, and NADDIS. These data bases are to be combined under

one svstem' so that the analyst can derive indicators or patterns of activities

from a consolidated base. Phase 3 will include the data bases external to DEA,

such as TECS and NCIC. Phase 4 wiU see the complete fusion of all data bases

under a master system, and Phase 5 wiU see the completion and full utihzation

of the National Narcotics Intelligence System.

According to a DEA official, the system may not completely replace other

data bases '(NADDIS, DAWN, etc.) ; however, a committee has been formed to

look into the possibility.

Intragovernvient suggestions for improved utilization of intelligence support sijstems

In commenting upon the intelligence function as an integral part of the overall

narcotics supply reduction program, the Domestic Council Drug Abuse iask

Force, in its September 1975 White Paper on Drug Abuse, observed that the

problem of inadequate information storage and retrieval capability is coinplicatecl

bv the existence of four separate automatic data processing systems, ihe taslc

force recommended an analysis of these systems be conducted, perhaps by UMU,
with a view toward integration or at least improved interface.

_ ^ ,, , ^ ,

In a 1973 report, the MITRE Corporation, after au analysis of the data ele-

ments and uses being made of the TECS and NADDIS intelligence support sys-

tems, concluded that the potential for duplication appears to have developed in

Federal drug law enforcement intelligence data processing operations. Duplica-

tion could be avoided with the use of a common data base, common equipment,

auS compatible data accessing techniques. MITRE felt that, with the formation

of DEA, certain functions accomplished by these systems could be combined to

avoid unnecessary duplication.
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The Domestic Council Committee on Illegal Aliens, in its December 1976 re-

port, suggests that INS, Customs, and DEA jointly develop and share automatic
data processing (ADP) and telecommunications. The report states that it appears
feasible that ADIT could use the existing Customs ADP and communication
network.
The INS Manager for ADIT advised us that interface with TECS and EPIC

is envisioned. INS and Customs personnel have had several meetings to ex-

change thoughts on the development of the ADIT and TECS systems. As of

January 1977 there had been no contact with DEA. No specific steps have been
taken, since ADIT is not far enough into the design phase. He was only vaguely
aware of the report by the Domestic Council Committee. He felt that INS' needs
are unique, and TECS does not presently have inherent capabilities to fully

satisfy ADIT requirements. Furthermore, he felt it could cost as much or more to
upgrade TECS than to develop a separate system. However, no analysis or study
has been done to confirm or deny this. On November 3, 1977, Justice told us that
ADIT automated system design had just now been completed to the point where
meaningful consideration of alternatives foi' implementation can be realistically

evaluated. Plans for a joint ADIT/TECS experiment are currently being discussed.
The Commissioner of Customs advised us in December 1976 that if current plans

are carried through, all arriving travelers at airports and seaports, including re-

turning citizens, will be queried in ADIT, "a computerized lookout system similar

to the already in-place and operating TECS." He felt that only a single system was
needed and TECS could easily incorporate an index to the alien information data
base without degrading response time, as is currently accomplished with the
TECS/NCIC interface. His staff .studied the possibility of incorporating these
requirements, and found no real obstacles to implementation of a unified system.
He suggested that: "Under a single agency inspection sj'stem, each screening loca-

tion would have a terminal to access simultaneously the complete file of all rele-

vant enfoi-cement information. A similar arrangement would l>e used under any
system of single stop inspection ; in essence, any agency inspector in primary could
use the system. Obviously, compared to current plans, a jointly used system offers

significant reductions in resource outlays for computers, related telecommunica-
tion systems, and possiblj' inspector processing time. The net effect would lie

greater facilitation, more effective enforcement and a leveling of governmental
costs."

Customs believes that EPIC is unresponsive to its intelligence needs and dupli-

cate?; many systems previously available. Customs believes that EPIC should be
located at Washington Headquarters rather than El Paso, since it is serving as a
national, rather than a Southwest border, information center.

Consistent with the concept of centralized collection of intelligence resources

at Washington, Customs supported the creation of the Interdepartmental Intel-

ligence Group-Mexico (IDIG-M), located at DEA Headquarters. In March 1977,

however, Customs reassigned one of their three IDIG-M analysts back to Cus-
toms Headquarters after DEA and INS downgraded their commitment to the
IDIG-M function. In a March 1977 letter to DEA, Customs stated the follow-

ing: "EPIC and IDIG-M remain two separate efforts to deal with the Mexican
narcotic problem, but even though they are under the leadership of DEA, nei-

ther communicate to combine their efforts. This division of effort into two inef-

fective units is doing nothing to aid Customs. If the IDIG concept cannot be
realized. Customs will have no alternative Ijut to continue withdrawing our rep-

resentatives next from EPIC followed by more from IDIG-M."
A Domestic Council Task Force member also expressed concern about EPIC.

0MB believed that EPIC's charter, or mandate, has been ambiguous and ex-

pansive in its mission, and that EPIC should be reexamined to determine its

objectives. The Council member feels that EPIC is best at performing a "watch
function" for DEA and as a clearinghouse for law enforcement information.
According to a former 0MB official, currently with the Office of Drug Abuse
Policy, major constraints on EPIC functioning as a focal point for coordinating
border enforcement activities are:

EPIC can only have a limited scope because all of the analysis of intelligence

data must take place in Washington, where comprehensive case files and the
computer capability actually are located.
EPIC will never be a focal point for coordinating border enforcement activities

because of Customs nonacceptance of the role of DEA and DEA leadership as

EPIC. OMB does not see anj^ prospects for improvement in either area in the near
future and, consequently, docs not recommend any expansion of EPIC.
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In commenting on our report, 0MB agreed with the thrust of this official's

analj^sis, but did not entirely share his convictions about the future of EPIC.
Justice did not agree with these opinions. In its opinion, EPIC precludes the

need for comprehensive Washington files for anything other than background data
since it concentrates on the analysis and dissemination of fresh intelligence—less
than 30 daj-s old. Furthermore, Justice believes EPIC is presently an effective
clearinghouse for border intelligence and its effectiveness could be amplified if

utilized by all border agencies. It stated that in an effort to enhance DEA/Customs
Operations, the Administrator of DEA and the Commissioner of Customs have
scheduled a series of meetings to develop improved cooperation between the agen-
cies and thereby increase Federal drug enforcement effectiveness. As a result of

these meetings. Justice believes the OMB's view that Customs is unwilling to
accept DEA's role in EPIC appear to be premature.

Treasury said EPIC's limitations are not the result of inadequate participation
or duplication with TECS but are caused by the limited intelhgence available in the
system. Treasurj' stated that the lack of intelligence is a result of DEA's belief that
border interdiction plays a relatively insignificant role in its overall narcotics
supply reduction strategy.

OPERATIONS

Smugglers enter the United States by four modes: through ports-of-entry ; by
boat into coastal areas between ports-of-entry; on foot or by vehicle between ports-

of-entry; or over the border by air. Law enforcement efforts and selected support
sj'stems directed at countering illegal crossings are discussed below.

Ports-of-entry interdiction—difficult but possible

Border enforcement officials told us the majority of hard narcotics smuggled
across the Southwest border comes through the ports-of-entry. Nearly all heroin

seizures afe made at these locations. The port-of-entry is probably the l)est border
location for interdicting hard narcotics—the smuggler must at least present him-
self for inspection. Nevertheless, the drug interdiction task, even at the ports-of-

entry, is extremely difficult—like looking for a needle in a haystack.

Little imi^act has been made on the amount of hard drugs estimated to come
from Mexico. During fiscal year 1975 and 1976, Customs seized 262 pounds of

heroin in 439 seizures at the' Southwest border, including 405 at ports-of-entry.

Of these, 11 seizures were in excess of one kilogram.

Ports-of-entry resources

Before crossing the border into the United States, vehicles and pedestrians arfe

stopped at the primary inspection lanes where only the most cursory inspections o-

vehicles, persons, or baggage are conducted. The primary inspectors are respone

sible for determining whether a vehicle and its occupants or a pedestrain should bs

referred to the secondary inspection area for a thorough examination. Custom
and INS share the responsibility for staffing the primary lanes. For example, INS
inspectors staff 5 of the 10—out of a toal of 24—vehicle inspection lanes at San

Ysidro, California, which are usually open. Across the Southwest Ijorder, INS
maintains a 37-percent presence, with a 50-percent presence at some ports such

as El Paso. „ , ,

As discussed in chapter 2, traffic coming through the ports and ovei-all border

expenditures have both increased in recent years. But there is still a shortage of

inspectors at the four ports that we visited along the Southwest border. Inspector

staffpower has a significant impact on the thoroughness of inspections performed

at a port-of-entry. According to Customs officials, additional inspection personnel

were necessary to adequately staff the primary and secondary inspection areas.

For example, the facilities at San Ysidro were not fully utilized because of a

shortage of inspectors. Although the port had 24 primary lanes and 70 secondary

inspection spaces, they were not always used. We were told that one of the two

secondary inspection areas, with 35 spaces, was never used on Monday through

Friday. , . , rpiu t-.-

In iil Paso, Texas, there was a shortage of 12 primary lane inspectors. Ihe Dis-

trict has had to sacrifice enforcement to move traffic. Special enforcement pro-

grams dictated bv Headquarters have not been performed, since El Paso lacked

the resources to carrv them out. Secondary inspection personnel were used in the

primary inspection area to process vehicular traffic in a timely manner. Primary

inspectors were reluctant to refer many vehicles to the secondary, despite suspi-

cions, l)ecause of the lack of inspection personnel. At the Laredo, Texas, port-ot-

entry there were 11 inspector vacancies. While the Customs force continued to

decrease in size, the workload increased.
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Detection aids—few with limited success

Judgment of the inspector is a critical ingredient in drug interdiction. The only-
detection aids availal^le to assist the inspectors at the ports-of-entry are TECS
data and trained detection dogs.
The value of TECS for port-of-entrj^ drug interdiction is limited because it is

keyed to vehicle license numljers. Justice informed us that unless a "hit" is

made or the vehicle referred to secondary inspection, the remaining information
in TECS will not be queried. Inspectors are instructed not to rely on TECS data
because there are many ways it can be circumvented.

The majority of Customs research and development efforts to improve border
interdiction is aimed at between-ports airborne detection devices and ground
sensor systems. About one-third of Customs reseai-ch expenditures through fiscal

year 1976 was to develop and test devices that detect drugs being smuggled into

the United States through ports-of-entrjr. The Domestic Council's Drug Abuse
Task Force recommended high priority be given to the development of improved
technical equipment to detect easily concealed drugs. Efforts to control smuggling
through the use of contraband detection devices and "sniffer dog" teams will be
expanded during fiscal year 1978.

Detector dogs are an effective time-saving drug interdiction aid—dog teams are

responsible for 27 percent of the narcotic seizures made by Customs. Nationwide,
in fiscal year 1976, the dogs screened over 21 million units of cargo, mail, and
arriving carriers. Their efforts resiilted in the seizure of: 71.8 pounds of heroin,

93.4 poimds of cocaine, 4,260.6 pounds of hashish, 52,954 pounds of marihuana,
and 2,914,574 units of dangerous drugs.

One seizure at the San Ysidro port-of-entry accounted for 30.75 pounds, or 43
percent, of the total heroin seized in fiscal j^ear 1976. In this instance, an INS
inspector referred a vehicle and its driver to the Customs' secondary inspection

area. A detector dog alerted his handler to the back seat. The seat was removed
and the heroin was foimd. A dog team can search a vehicle for drugs in about 5
minutes, while it might take an inspector 30 minutes to assure himself that no
contraband is secreted in the vehicle. Effective use of the dogs, however, is de-

pendent on the skill of primary inspectors, since the dogs are only used in secondary
inspections. In addition. Customs officials told us that although the dogs are

trained to search for all types of drugs, the dogs usually detect marihuana.
Customs and other officials believe much of the hard narcotics which comes

through the ports is packaged and inserted into the human body, and therefore is

extremely difficult to detect. Detector dogs are not used to search people, and
inspectors are reluctant to perform intensive personal searches because of the
difficulties involved. For example. Customs officials at San Ysidro are seldom
successful in locating a medical facility or doctor willing to participate in these

personal searches. Consequently, such searches are rare.

Intelligence data available to inspectors is very limited. Most port-of-entry

drug seizures are "cold busts," that is, not based on prior information. Customs and
INS officials continue to assert that one of their greatest needs is better intelligence

data on the operational modes of smugglers. A study done for DEA concluded in

1974 that the volume of entries into the United States from Mexico is so great

that narcotics seizures will not occur in any significant numbers unless there is

hard tactical intelligence available to inspectors concerning the movements of

illegal drugs.

Results—few drugs are seized

During fiscal years 1975 and 1976, the San Ysidro, Nogales, Laredo, and El
Paso ports-of-entry accounted for about 75 percent of the total number of heroin
seizures made at the Southwest border. The hard narcotic interdiction cases, and
those involving one kilogram of marihuana or more, at these four major ports for

the last 3 months of calendar year 1975 are summarized below.

DRUG SEIZURES
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It is evident that enforcement at the ports-of-entrv is having Uttle effect on the
tons of heroin and other drugs entering the United States from. Mexico.
Land patrols between ports-of-entrxj—two separate yet similar activities

The vast areas between the ports-of-entry along the southwest l^order and the
hmited resources available to prevent illegal entry demand that availaljle re-
sources Ije deployed in a manner to gain optimum results. The INS Border Patrol
and the Customs Patrol have overlapping roles for control of illegal moveme nts
across the land borders between the ports. Poor coordination and cooperation be-
tween the Customs and INS l:)order patrols, as well as costly overlapping facilities,
cause conflict, tension, and marginal results.
The Customs Patrol and the Border Patrol face mnny common problems, use

many common tools, and follow the same methods while pursuing their individual
enforcement targets and goals. The agencies maintain separate border stations,
sensor eciuipment, communication networks, and other support systems.
The enforcement strategies of the Border Patrol and Customs Patrol recognize

that neither has the resources to cover the vast land area between ports-of-entry.
To maximize interdiction, both agencies use ground patrols, air patrols, sensor
equipment, and surveillance at known crossing points. The patterns of illegal
entry result in concentrations of each agency's patrol officers m the same high-
volume crossing areas.

Results achieved

Working in close proximity to the border, the Customs Patrol, whose primary
interest is drugs and other contraband, often apprehends illegal aliens and the
INS Border Patrol apprehends drug smugglers. The success of both in drug inter-
diction has overwhelmingly been with marihuana; the amount, as well as fre-
quency of heroin, dangerous drugs, or cocaine seizures have been negligible. Cus-
toms and INS patrol officers express the opinion that heroin, dangerous drugs,
and cocaine pass through, not between, the ports-of-entr}'. Our case analyses and
other data support this observation. Almost without exception, Customs Patrol's
interdictions of controlled drugs, other than marihuana, involved smugglers who
originally entered through a port-of-entry.
At the four locations along the border, we analyzed 140 controlled drug interdic-

tion ci'ses of the two patrols during the last 3 months of calendar year 1975. Our
analysis showed that 133 cases, or 95 percent, involved marihuana, of which 45,
or 34 percent, were abandoned marihuana seizures without arrests. The following
table shows the results of the interdictions made by the two patrols.

Drug seizures

Locations

Nogales:
Border patrol

Customs patrol

San Ysidro:

Border patrol

Customs patrol

El Paso:

Border patrol

Customs patrol

Laredo:
Border patrol

Customs patrol

Total

Percent

' Represent seizures totaling 20,357 kilograms of marihuana, of which 6,763 kilograms, or 33 percent, were abandoned,

with no arrests made.
2 Represent seizures totaling 330 grams of heroin, with 1 of the seizures accounting for 211 grams, or 64 percent.

Coordination and cooperation of activities between ports-of-entry

In April 1975 the Commissioners of Customs and INS signed a Memorandum
of Understanding mandating "full cooperation between the two Services." As
stated in the memorandum, this cooperation includes: Common communication
channels, immediate exchange of information, immediate alerting of the other

as to projected operations, coming to the other's assistance whenever called,

exchange of intelligence, and performing the other's duties capably and pro-

fessionally whenever so designated.

Marihuana
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At the locations visited, we noted some communication at the management
level, but limited coordination and cooperation at the working level. The patrol
officers rarely work together, and we could not identify any joint operation be-
tween the patrols. Competition and animositj' between the patrols continue to
occur, causing tension and near confrontations. The following observations are
illustrative.

Customs and INS patrolmen are unable to communicate directly with each other
in the field because of incompatible radio systems which operate on different
frequency ranges.
Remote sensors are deployed in close proximity to each other, and neither of

the patrol forces know exactly where the other's sensors are located. The sensors
are monitored at separate sites, with each agency unaware of the activitj' being
detected by the other.

We accompanied the Border and Customs Patrol officers on patrols and ob-
served the officers using essentially the same interdiction tools and techniques.
Their knowledge of the other agency's patrol activities was limited to what they
had observed while on patrol. To illustrate, at one location, we traveled the same
roads along the border and were shown the same smuggling routes where both
patrols had implanted sensors, but neither knew the exact locations of the others'
sensors. They patrolled routinely until sensor alerts indicated smuggling activity.
When it occurred, the patrolman drove to a predetermined spot, waited until the
intruding vehicle appeared, stopped the vehicle, detected marihuana, and arrested
the smuggler.

Patrol officers could not recall a single example of a joint operation or of

assistance to one agency by the other on an as-needed basis, even though both
agencies complained of insufficient staflfpower. To illustrate, while waiting and
watching with a Customs Patrol officer at a border canyon where a sensor hit

occurred, the supervisory patrol officer told us that lack of personnel would
perhaps cause them to miss the intruder. Right after he made this statement, an
INS Border Patrol car cruised slowly by our position, but no attempt was made
to contact it and ask for assistance.

The Chief Border Patrol agent in El Paso, Texas, stated that Customs will

sometimes place a sensor right behind a Border Patrol sensor. The Customs
Patrol Director said relations with the Border Patrol were terrible. He cited this

example: In April 1976, near Columbus, N. Mexico, after a Customs aircraft

responded to a sensor hit which disclosed nothing. Customs relayed the negative
result to the Border Patrol. According to the Customs Patrol official, the Border
Patrol disregarded this information, dispatched an automobile to the scene, and
was overheard on the radio to say: run the Customs people off the road, if neces-
sary, to arrive there first. In a memorandum dated Api'il 14, 1976, regarding this

instance, a Border Patrol pilot stated that Customs Patrol had responded with
two aircraft and, until a false alarm was reported, a Customs Patrol vehicle was
following the Border Patrol vehicle to the site of the sensor. This memorandum
stated it was apparent that Customs responded to the sensor alarm by monitoring
the Border Pati-ol f]•equencJ^ The Treasury told us this problem was resolved
shortly after it was identified.

Customs air interdiction—Cost, use, and results

Air interdiction forces have had some success in apprehending smugglers using
aircraft to cross the border. The results to date, howe\-er, are considered marginal.
DEA and Customs have speculated for years that heroin and other hard

narcotics are smuggled into the United States by privately owned aircraft. Even
though great potential exists to smuggle heroin by aircraft, air interdictions as
well as anal5^ses of aircraft crashes within Mexico and along the United States-

Mexico border substantiate that marihuana is the commodity commonlj' being
smuggled by aircraft. There is no evidence available which indicates that large
shipments of heroin or other hard narcotics are being smuggled by private aircraft

across the border.
We were unable to identify a single smuggling case where an aircraft known to

have crossed the United States-Mexico border had other than traces of hard
narcotics aboard. To illustrate, during calendar year 1975 the single Customs air

program case along the border involving a substantial amotint of heroin was not
an air smuggling case. The heroin was seized at the El Paso International Airport
after being smuggled through a port-of-entry, then delivered to the airport for

further shipment into the interior of the United States.

Implementing an effective program aimed at preventing drug smuggling by
aircraft is difficult because, as described in chapter 2, a smuggler using an aircraft
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has man J' advantages that interdiction forces may be unable to counter. While DEA
and INS have air resources deployed along the Southwest border, Customs has
assumed the operational role of detecting and interdicting smugglers using aircraft.

The aircraft deployed by INS are not capable of air-interception type opera-
tions. These aircraft operate at low altitudes and at slow speeds in support of
Border Patrol ground activities. Similar aircraft are operated by Customs in sup-
port of Customs Patrol ground operations.

Customs air interdiction—Cost, use, and results

Since 1971 Customs has spent $25 million on aircraft and radar for the air

interdiction program. In fiscal year 197G salary costs, excluding overtime, for the
four Southwest border Air Support Branches were about $1.3 million.

Customs has requested large increases in its air program including a jet aii'craft

and two twin-engine turboprop planes. In a response to the Southern Border Drug
Abuse Task Force, Customs estimated that at the very minimum an additional
$29.3 million in resources was required to adequately mount an effective war on
the smugglers who utilize aircraft.

The Domestic Council Southern Border report cited the Customs air pi-ogram
as being only marginally effective, and 0MB reduced the portions of Customs'
fiscal year 1977 budget request for additional aircraft and support equipment.
Customs could not show 0MB how the additional aircraft woulcl give significant

results. Based on airplace crash data, 0MB believed that primarily marihuana,
the lowest drug priority, was being smuggled by air.

Routine patrol and surveillance, as well as support of special operations,

chai-acterize Customs use of aircraft. During our review we noted that the majority
of the aircraft flight hours and missions were for:

Patrol/search: Routine border or port patrol not involved in a specific case.

Surveillance : An aircraft is called in on a case or potential case for intelligence

gathering purposes.
Other: Any type of mission or utilization not otherwise categorized, such as

liaison missions (most of w^hich are contacts with fixed based operators).

During fiscal year 1975 only 1.4 percent of the flight hours at the Tucson ASB,
and 5.5 percent at the San Diego ASB, were for interception/apprehension where

an aircraft was called in to assist in arrest or seizure.

Oui- followup of drug interdiction cases at the ASBs along the Southwest border

for calendar year 1975 showed that very few major drug interdictions were made,

and virtually all involved marihuana. The table below summarizes these activities.

CUSTOMS ASB DRUG CASES, CALENDAR YEAR 1975

Marihuana only

Kilo— Other cases

Total grams

ASB branch cases Cases seized Number Type and quantity Arrests

San Dieeo "7 -21 4,760 2 1 trace, cocaine, 1 trace amphetamine, 97 kg marihuana. 53

Tucson..;::::::: 29 329 13,422 ss

San Antonio 9 9 519 — ...
1"

EIPaso4 3 2 366 n 2.4 kg heroin °

Total 68 61 19,057 3 1^9

1 Includes 4 cases where no drugs were seized.

2 Includes 6 cases where 1 kilogram or less was seized.

3 Includes 3 cases where less than 1 kilogram was seized.

< Statistics for El Paso are for period July 1, 1975, through May 31, 19/6
•

. ,«* ,h*h<. c, p,^n
5 The heroin seized did not come from Mexico aboard an aircraft; it was delivered to the suspect s aircraft at the El Paso

International Airport.

DEA aircraft operation

DEA's annual operating cost for the air program is about $2 million. The

program's basic mission is to support enforcement operations. An--to-surface

surveillance flights account for the majority of the missions, about 60 percent.

Increasing numbers of pilots and aircraft are being devoted to special operations,

particularly Operation Trizo, the opium eradication campaign in Mexico.

A recent DEA evaluation of air operations disclosed that, overall, the air pro-

gram is meeting its basic objectives, both domestically and in foreign operations

but, as presently structured and supported, is accomplishing its mission through

25-024—78 21
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"makeshift" techniques in the aljsence of planned programs encompassing aircraft

procurement, utilization, maintenance, safety, pilot training, and career develop
ment. In discussing problems pertaining to the air program's operations, the
evaluation report questioned the program's involvement in gathering intelligence

data, as that function duplicates, to a large measure, the Customs air interdiction

role and has, to date, borne limited accomplishments. While DEA pilots are

special agents, they are nonproductive from an investigative standpoint since they
neither develop nor conclude investigations. The DEA evaluation team found that

(1) pilots' involvement in undercover capacity is minimal—less than 10 percent of

total air missions, (2) pilots do not testify in court, do not write surveillance

reports, and rarely are involved in arrest situations, and (3) in all instances of

air-to-surface surveillance, pilots are accompanied by a special agent who serves as

radio operator, observer, and the recorder of facts.

Eleven of UEA's 39 aircraft are stationed along the United States-Mexico
border with many in close proximity to, and having similar capabilities of. Cus-
toms aircraft. DEA, Customs, and INS have separate aircraft maintenance and
support facilities.

Marine drug interdiction—some success, but increased cooperation and program
integration are needed

Customs, DEA, and the U.S. Coast Guard all have roles in preventing drug
smuggling by vessel. These agencies have had some success in stopping marihuana
smuggling by vessel. Several large interagencj^ marihuana seizures have been made
in cooperation with State and local enforcement personnel. Generally, however,
marine enforcement efforts have rarely resulted in hard narcotics seizures in other

than user amounts, and have not been effectively planned and integrated.

Interdicting drug smugglers on water is difficult, as discussed in chapter 2.

Intelligence data, the key ingredient to any interdiction effort, seldom has been
available. Occasional joint operations and routine interdiction and enforcement
activities characterize the marine operations ofenforcement agencies in the Southern
California area. Customs and DEA vessels seldom have been operated.

Customs

The Customs Marine Support Branch in San Diego, California, with 13 patrol

officers and three vessels, made 10 marine drug interdictions during 1975. Seven-

teen middle- and lower-level violatoi-s were arrested. In two of the cases, no
arrests were made—al^andoned loads of marihuana were found. The Marine group
seized 2,315 kilograms of marihuana and 14 grams of heroin.

A marine drug interdiction made during 1975 is summarized below to illustrate

the operation mode of the Marine Support Branch: While investigating marine
smuggling activities at a local marina in January 1975, Customs Patrol officers

(CPOs) observed a Ijoat being launched. Immediately after launching the boat,

the tow vehicle and trailer departed the area, arousing the suspicions of the CPOs.
After further inquiry disclosed that the boat had been the subject of a Harbor
Police report nearly 4 months earlier, the CPOs decided to maintain surveillance,

and an additional CPO was called in to help. When the boat departed the marina,

a Customs airplane was called in to assist in surveillance. The l)oat was observed

from the air to enter Mexican waters and return to San Diego Bay, where a search

of the vessel yielded one-half ounce of heroin, 300 kilograms of marihuana, a small

amount of hashish, and a "hash" pipe.

The Marine group did not use a vessel during the interdiction.

Vessel utilization and value data are shown in the following table.

SAN DIEGO CUSTOMS MARINE-SUPPORT-BRANCH, VESSEL VALUE AND UTILIZATION DATA, JANUARY1975 THROUGH

JUNE 1976

Number of days

Patroling results
Approximate

Positive Negative Training Maintenance Other i Not used value

38 ft Bertram 125 7 14 25 376 $110,000

26 ft Livesay.... 5 98 2 52 17 373 23,500

16ftNauset3 - -- 1 13 351 4^
Total 5 223 9 67 55 UOO 137, 700

' Testing and demonstration to visitors.

3 Does not include data for January 1976, through June 1976.
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The San Diego Customs Marine Support Branch participated in four special
operations between Octoljer 1974 and Noveml)er 197(i. The hxst two operations
involved DEA and the Coast Guard, as well as other Customs units. The marine
involvement in these operations was limited primarily to picket line duty and
inteUigence gathering activities, which resulted in a small number of marine
drug interdictions. These interdictions all involved marihuana. Operation Star
Trek, the longest operation, was held from September 20 through Novemljer 11,
1975. Customs, DEA, and the Coast Guard were involved in the marine segment
of the operation, utihzing 11 vessels and 1 aircraft. Their comljined efforts resulted
in one drug interdiction which was the result of a Coast Guard search and rescue
mission. They arrested one suspect and seized 296 kilograms of marihuana. Three
of these special operations are discussed in greater detail on pages 46 to 49.

DEA uncertain of its role

The DEA San Diego district office has one agent assigned part-time to marine
drug enforcement. The district office has two vessels, a 36-foot Uniflite and a
24-foot Wellc!-aft. The Uniflite, valued at about $70,000, was used only about
54 hours daring 1975, and 29 of those hours occurred in .January. The Wellcraft,

valued at about $8,000, has never been used by DEA Ijecause needed repairs have
not Ijcen made. This vessel was seized by DEA in Miami, Florida, and trans-

ferred to San Diego in July 1975 at a cost of $3,000, which included a boat trailer.

As of April 1977 funds had not l)een authorized by headquarters to make the
repairs.

DEA's marine program could be improved by increased Headquarteis direc-

tion anfl development of clearly defined objectives and operational modes. The
following example illustrates the need for such improvement:
The DEA Assistant Administrator for Enforcement stated in a memorandum

dated April 23, 1975, to the Los Angeles, Miami, and New Orleans regional direc-

tors, that an "in-depth" evaluation of DEA's boat program had been conducted.

DEA concluded that five vessels transferred from Customs at the time of the

reorganization did not adequately meet DEA's investigative mission. He further

stated that DEA would offer these vessels to other government agencies and
either put seized vessels into service or rent vessels when needed. The Assistant

Administrator, however, issued another memorandum dated May 12, 1975, to

all flomestic regional directors regarding DEA policy on water craft. As a result

of his evaluation, he wrote, "we have determined there is a definite utihty for

water craft in the accomplishment of DEA's mission." The vessels were retained

by DEA.
In February 1976 in an interview with GAO, the Acting Chief, Special En-

forcement Programs, said that the DEA boat program is considered an on-going

active enforcement tool. The original "in-depth" evaluation consisted only of a

few telephone calls. Following the issuance of the Assistant Administrator's first

memo, the Acting Chief and others visited the sites of the boats and concluded

that the vessels were needed in the DEA enforcement effort. The Acting Chief

told us that "the boats in DEA are more or less like fire engines. That is, they

may sit for long periods of time unused, but occasionally you really need one.

In a March 1975 memo, a San Diego DEA official wTote concerning the marine

program that "guidelines for sufficient enforcement are undefined and ineffective.

As late as May 1977, it was recognized by the DEA official in charge of the marine

program in San Diego that "DEA continues to ignore its responsibilities of initiat-

ing marine intelligence and follow-up investigation * * *." Thus, according to this

official, DEA is failing to support combined Customs/DEA/Coast Guard efforts.

Coast Guard

The Coast Guard in recent years has emphasized marine law enforcement as a

primary mission, including the interdiction of illicit narcotics.

The nth Coast Guard District's area of responsibility along th« California

coast extends from the Santa Maria River to the Mexican border
._
The Chief of

Operations said that the increased emphasis was in response to wna^the Coast

Guard perceived as an increase in smuggUng by vessel. He said ^^^e •L>|stnct can

dedicate men and equipment for a period of time; beginning May 18, 1976, tney

maintained a vessel on law enforcement patrol 24 hours per day at least 8o percent

of the time. As of November 1976 this patrol had not resulted m a single drug

interdiction. Coast Guard officials attributed this to their not receiving the kind

or amount of intelligence data needed. The District's participation ma recent

ioint operation was much less than in a simUar operation a year earher. Ihe Coast

Guard is essentiaUy operating its own program because of its own law enforcement

responsibilities.
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Unclear understanding of whether the Coast Guard or Customs has primary
jurisdiction on marine narcotics interdiction has led to some problems. To illustrate,

Customs officials told us the Coast Guard has requested that local police in an
oceanside community with whom Customs had been maintaining liaison furnish
the Coast Guard rather than Customs any information regarding suspect vessels.

Joint operations—limited coordination

The White Paper on Drug Abuse recommended that a program l)e developed for

more effective border control and that Customs, DEA, and the U.S. Border Patrol

vastly improve their coordination of activities along the border, including joint

task force operations.
Since September 1975 when the White Paper was issued, there have been three

intensified interdiction operations along the United States-Mexico border. These
were to be cooperative and coordinated efforts among various Federal agencies and
were aimed at more effective border control. During these Customs-initiated
operations, FAA and the Department of Defense were to provide air radar support.
There was nominal or no coordination among the enforcement agencies. Interdic-

tion results were varied; some large seizures of marihuana were made but heroin
seizures were disappointing. Marihuana represented the overwhelming m^ajority of

drugs seized. These operations are discussed below.

Texas-Mexico border

Operation Diamondback, a joint operation along the Texas-Mexico border, was
to augment Customs resources with those of other Federal enforcement agencies in

an effort to achieve maximum effectiveness in interdiction capaV^ilities. The DEA,
Border Patrol, Coast Guard, and FAA were to be ecjual partners, and by integrat-

ing their efforts the interdiction function was expected to be more efficient. The
operation was conducted for a 37-day period beginning on April 20 and ending May
26, 1976.

In evaluating the program, the participants reported lack of planning, coordina-
tion, cooperation, and information/intelligence. Some of the observed prol)lems

were:
Fundamental planning and coordination of the operation never got out of the

idea stage. The clecisionmaking process was very poor due to confusion as to who
had the authority and responsibility for directing actions. In essence, the land, sea,

and air units were going their separate waJ^s.

An incorrect assumption was made that the area to Vje covered during the opera-

tion had FAA and North American Air Defense Command (NORAD) radar
coverage.

Personnel to maintain/operate the mobile radar units and staff the Tactical

Command Post were insufficient and improperly cjualified.

Intelligence data to field units from a headquarters or command level was
nonexistent.
The INS Border Patrol had no involvement in the operation except for being

notified at the implemental stage. DEA's participation was limited to agents

accompanying Customs agents into the interior of IMexico to record the names/
identification numbers of suspect vessels and aircraft. A Customs Patrol official

pointed out that one possible source of intelligence would have been to have the

Customs liaison office at EPIC provide analyses in advance of the operation, with
updates during the operation.

In a memorandum to Customs the Coast Guard stated that, "this operation

was rushed into execution with little or no planning at the field level and con-

sequently was fraught with many flaws." Customs ASB and Customs Patrol

officials considered the air and sea operations a failure; no arrests or seizures were
made. Total drug seizures from other operational modes were: 13,013 pounds
marihuana and 402,134 5-grain units of dangerous drugs,

California and Arizona-Mexico border

Customs initiated two interagency operations along the California and Arizona-

Mexico border. Star Trek I and II. Star Trek I was held in late 1975 and Star

Trek II about a year later.

Star Trek I was to involve DEA, Coast Guard, FAA, and the Air Force. DEA
was to provide intelligence data. INS was not mentioned in Custom's operation

plans and did not participate. The intensified day and night, land, sea, and air

operation lasted 52 days. It was aimed primarily at interdictions between port-of-

entry. The temporaiy duty personnel and equipment assigned to the operation were
deploj''ed accordingly.
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Some large marihuana seizures were made l:)y the Customs Air Support Branches.
The marine enforcement groups made only one marihuana seizure ; that resulted
from a Coast Guard search and rescue mission rather than the special operation.
Most of the cocaine was seized away from the United States-Mexico border by
the Los Angeles District Customs inspectors, while the overwhelming majority of

the heroin and dangerous drug seizures were made at land ports-of-entry.
Customs noted that a weakness of the operation was the scant information

provided by DEA, especially regarding the Arizona-Mexico border area. The El
Paso Intelligence Center was not asked to support Star Trek I, according to the
EPIC Director. There were only two telephone calls received by EPIC from Star
Trek personnel during the .o2-day operation.

Drug seizures we-re: 46,141 pounds marihuana, 81 pounds hashish, 90.7 pounds
cocaine, 2. .5 pounds heroin, and 1,-540,861 .5-grain units of dangerous drugs.

Star Trek II was a 40-day operation, to be supported by DEA, FAA, Air Force,

and the Coast Guard. Cooperation among the enforcement agencies was poor and
the lack of intelligence data regarding drug smuggling was still a major v/eakness.

Customs reported receiving onh" three pieces of intelligence from DEA which
resulted in seizures.

In May 1976 the Coast Guard initiated its own law enforcement patrol program.
The Coast Guard participation in the Star Trek II operation was much less than in

Star Trek I. There were no joint patrols using Customs and Coast Guard boats,

l)lancs, and other equipment. Customs Patrol officers were aboard Coast Guard
vessels occasionally during the operation. The Officer-in-charge of Operations,

11th Coast Guard District, said the Coast Guard followed its own patrol program
and operated independent of Customs. Customs was advised to call if support was
needed, but no such requests were received during Star Trek II.

As in Star Trek I, primarily marihuana was seized. Inspectors at ports-of-entry

intensified their operations to coincide with Star Trek II. The quantities of dif-

ferent narcotics seized mostly exceeded those of Star Trek I. The first significant

seizure of Star Trek II was 'made by a mobile task force of Customs inspectors

assigned to a small port in Arizona.

Drugs seized during Star Trek II were: 33,294.8 pounds marihuana, .lo

jiounds ha.shish, 11.38 pounds cocaine, 4.53 pounds heroin, and 4,946 5-gram

units of dangerous drugs.
CONCLUSIONS

Control of the United States-Mexico border is a complex and difficult task that

requires a comprehensive, coordinated effort by all segments of the Federal law

enforcement community.
, i •

i

Over the past few years the Congress, executive branch, and we have issued

reports dealing with efforts to control illegal entry of people and thmgs into the

United States. Studies by the Congress and the executive branch have delineated

the policy and direction that such a program should take and the areas of operation

that should be improved. The predominant recurring theme of these reports and

studies is the need for greater coordination and cooperation among the various

agencies having enforcement responsibilities in this area.
,.

, i, +

While some recommendations Have been implemented, the essential character-

istics of the problems i-emain. Separate agencies with different orientations continue

to identify the l^est activities to meet their missions with limited consideration i or

the activity of others. This had led to the development of separate but similar

lines of effort that continue to dilute border coverage and impact. Little consioera-

tion is given to overall border security.

We 1 relieve that sound management principles and the inherent difficulties or

Muiltiag^^ncy cooperation call for an integrated Federal law enforcement strategy

and a comprehensive border conti-ol plan. A specific plan is needed to assure tnat

all responsible agencies arc pursuing established goals and that operational re-

sponsil)ilities for specific missions are established. The objective of the plan shouirl

l)e to obtain maximum border security with availal)le resources by minimizing

unnecessary duplication and overlapping. Such a plan, in our opinion, should in-

clude single-agency management and responsibility. For example, law enforcement

interdiction at every port-of-entry in the country should be handled l^y one agency

whether it be Custons or INS. The same would apply to interdiction by (1)

Innd, (2j sea, or (3) air at points away from the ports-of-entry. Single-agency

mankgement was recommended in our report, "A Single Agency Needed lo

Manage Port-Of-Entrv Inspections—Particulariy At U.S. Airports, dated May

30, 1973. We envision that single-agency management would include tne au-
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thority and responsibility for the development and maintenance of all support
activities, including a single automated lookout system. Besides managing the
day-to-day operations of the ports-of-entry, the agency would be responsible for

the research and development of all new techniques and devices to improve detec-

tion of people, drugs, and other contraband entering illegally.

Two critical elements to devising and operating such a plan would be:
A comprehensive analysis of the various border law enforcement agencies' total

resources to facilitate integration of the various missions into the overall Federal
strategy. Such an analysis would permit identification of areas of overlapping
operations and duplicative equipment.
A study of the various alternatives for managing l:)order operations ranging

from the present management structure to single-agency management.
Federal investment in law enforcement activity along the Southwest border

has been increasing steadily over the years, but has had only a minor impact on
the alien and drug problems. Law enforcement agencies continue to seek addi-
tional funds, without clear support as to meaningful results or impact. For
example, we concur with OMB's position that Customs' air interdiction has only
been marginally effective and has not justified additional aircraft and support
equipment requested.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO AGENCIES

As an initial step to strengthen law enforcement at the border, we recommend
that the Director, Office of INIanagement and Budget, prepare an annual analj'sis

on law enforcement along the United States-Mexico border. Such an analysis

would bring together the separate budget requests of the various border enforce-

ment agencies to facilitate integration of agencies' plans, programs, resources,

allocations, and accomplishments. An essential element of the analysis should
be a statement of strategies and milestones to show the most important results

intended to be accomplished over a period of time (e.g., 1, 2, or more fiscal years)

with the resources recjuested from the Congress. This analysis should be provided
to the Congress with the agencies appropriation requests. In concert with this

analyses, we recommend that OMB and ODAP, together with the Attorney
General, Secretary of the Treasury, and other Department Heads having respon-
sibility for border law enforcement, develop an integrated strategy and compre-
hensive operational plan for border control. This plan should consider the various
alternatives for managing Ijorder operations ranging from the present manage-
ment structure to single-agency management. Also, OI\IB should coordinate
closely with responsible congressional committees as to legislation needed to

accomplish the proposed plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

The plans and programs of the Department of Justice, Department of the

Treasury, and other departments responsible for securing our border are subject

to authorization by a variety of appropriations and legislative committees within
the Congress. Because of the problems discussed in this report—Federal agencies,

having separate statutory responsibilities, competing for limited resources where
complex long-term national problems of drug aljuse and aliens, come together at

the border with Mexico—we recommend that the appropriate congressional
committees or subcommittees hold oversight hearings to evaluate past perform-
ance and to provide guidance for future activities. 0MB, ODAP, and agency
action in carrying out our recommendations should provide the data needed for

evaluating the problem and determining what legislation is needed.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVING THE DETERRENT EFFECT OF BORDER LAW
ENFORCEMENT

Improved interdiction capability can do little by itself to deter smuggling
unless the penalties imposed outweigh the benefits derived. Opportunities exist to

diminish the incentive to smuggle drugs into the United States bj^ expanding the
jurisdiction of Federal magistrates, selectively enforcing existing administrative
sanctions, and encouraging enforcement improvements in Mexico.

OVERVIEW OF THE EFFECT OF CRIMINAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SANCTIONS

The Federal Government has criminal and administrative sanctions to punish
drug smugglers. These include forfeiture of conveyances used to smuggle narcot-

ics, administrative fines levied by the Customs Service, suspension or revocation

of air smugglers' pilot licenses by the FAA, and prosecution of the smuggler by
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the U.S. Attorney. Our review of drug smuggling cases made by Federal law en-
forcement agencies along the Mexican border showed:
Most drug smugglers caught bringing in greater-than-user quantities of con-

trolled substances are prosecuted, but few are major violators.
Forfeiture of conveyances used to smuggle narcotics can be easily avoided or

minimized by the experienced smuggler.
Penalties and fines are seldom levied against drug smugglers and, when levied

almost always go unpaid.
Revocation or suspension of a smuggler's pilot license seldom occurs.
To evaluate the action taken following a drug interdiction at the locations

visited, we reviewed (1) all sea and air interdiction cases for calendar year 1975
and (2) port-of-entry and land patrol interdiction cases for the last quarter of

calendar year 1975 involving heroin, cocaine, dangerous drugs, and one kilograiu
or more of marihuana.

Who is being prosecuted and convicted?

Many more violators are apprehended than prosecuted for bringing illegal drugs
across the border.

Individuals apprehended while smuggling small quantities of drugs into the
United States, often for personal use, comprise by far the largest category of those
apprehended. The overwhelming majority of these are not prosecuted. They are

rarely detected away from ports-of-entry, account for over half the drug inter-

dictions, and usually do not meet the U.S. Attorney's criteria for prosecution. To
illustrate, interdictions in the category which were not prosecuted represented about

60 percent of the port-of-entry interdictions at San Ysidro and Nogales during the

last quarter of calendar year 1975. During the period January through August 1976

about 780 or three-fourths of Customs and INS interdictions in the San Diego
area were in this category and were not prosecuted by the U.S. Attorney. In the

majority of these cases the persons apprehended paid tines in lieu of forfeiting

automobiles. Pedestrians, if not prosecuted, are released without penalty.

Most smugglers caught bringing in greater-than-user quantities of illegal drugs

are prosecuted. Seven out of every ten cases in our sample involved marihuana
only, with those involving other illegal drugs almost exclusively associated with

ports-of-entrv. Almost without exception, the air, sea, and land cases involved

marihuana. As shown on the following chart, in the cases we reviewed, 89 peicent

of those arrested were indicted; of those indicted whose cases were completed

at the time of our review, 84 percent had been convicted.
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Expanding the use of magistrates can help

Although there has been a shift in priorities to the higher level trafficking net-

works and to drugs which pose a greater risk to society, the Federal law enforce-

ment community is left with the problem of enforcing laws against small-time
smugglers. The problem is particularly acute for marihuana interdictions made
along the Southwest border. One way to increase the risk of prosecution for these
lower-level violators would be to expand the trial jurisdiction of U.S. magistrates.

At pi'esent there are no Federal narcotics statutes with penalties low enough to

allow the case to be heard before a magistrate.
Under existing law the U.S. District Courts may designate U.S. magistrates to

try and to sentence persons accused of certain minor offenses for which the penalty
"does not exceed imprisonment for a period of 1 year, or a fine of not more than
$1,000, or both." It is the view of the Judicial Conference of the United States

that there are a number of misdemeanors in the United States Code not presently

included in the term "minor offense" which could properly be tried by U.S. magis-
trates. These include the illegal possession of drugs (21 U.S.C. 841(b)). The Con-
ference believes that an increase from $1,000 to $.5,000 in the magistrates'

jurisdiction for minor offenses, while retaining certain exceptions presently enu-
merated in the statute, would provide a beneficial expansion and would thereby
relieve U.S. district judges of some of the burden in handling minor crimes which
are misdemeanors. In our prior report, "The U.S. Magistrates: How Their Services

Have Assisted Administration of Several District Courts; More Improvements
Needed" (B- 133322), September 19, 1974, the benefits of expanding the authority

of and increasing the use of magistrates was discussed. The report recommended
that the Congress consider modifying the Federal Magistrates Act to expand the

magistrates' trial jurisdiction to include most misdemeanors. Legislation intro-

duced into the 94th Congress to accomplish this was not enacted. Legislation to

expand m.agistrates authoritv has been introduced in the current session, how-
ever (H.R. 7493, S. 1612, and S. 1613).

Sixty-six percent or 137 of the 209 convicted smugglers received criminal sen-

tences' of 1 .year or less, which is within the existing misdemeanor authority of

magistrates. However, these cases were precluded from being prosecuted liefore

magistrates because the maximum penalties (fines) that could have been imposed
under the indictments exceeded their trial jurisdiction. Yet, a fine was imposed in

only 14 cases, with three of these above $1,000.
The expanded use of magistrates could significantly reduce the amount of time

U.S. Attorneys, public defenders, investigators and apprehending officers spend
on each case. It could relieve (1) the dilemma U.S. Attorneys face along the

Southwest border when a violator does not warrant felony prosecution and (2) the

U.S. District Court's time spent on first-time apprehension of couriers or narcot-

ics users attempting to sup])ort their hal^it. U.S. Attorneys believe the latter merits

punitive action beyond mere confiscation of vehicles used to smuggle drugs. Even
greater savings could result at locations along the border such as Calexico, Cali-

fornia, where the nearest Federal court is 125 miles away in San Diego while a

U.S. magistrate is located in El Centro, California, only 18 miles from Calexico.

PROSECUTION OF BORDER INTERDICTION CASES IN MEXICO CAN BE EFFECTIVE

Tui-ning back selected Ijorder interdiction cases to Mexican enforcement officials

has been a successful alternative to Federal prosecution in the United States. In

some cases, investigation by ]Mexican enforcement officials led to the identifica-

tion and arrest of major drug supi^liers when the cases were considered to hold

little followup potential on the United States side of the border. The use of this

technique, however, has l^een confined to a small number of interdiction cases.

Continued or increased use of the turnback procedure can help solve prosecution

problems. To turn a case over to Mexican authorities, the smuggler must be a

Mexican citizen residing in Mexico. If a vehicle is involved, it must be registered

in Mexico.
In Arizona, the U.S. Attorney has given DEA blanket authority to turn drug

cases over to Mexico. DEA officials believe the turnback procedure is a good
enfoi-cement tool, although there are at least two problems. First, few MFJP
agents have been assigned along the border, and frequent turnover of personnel

has hampered the continuity needed for effectiveness. Second, Customs said it

has no authority to turn a se'ized vehicle over to the Mexican officials who need it

to prosecute a case.
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In the San Diego District five drug interdiction cases were turned Ijack to Mexi-
can enforcement officials during January and February 197G. The potential of the
turnlsack procedure is illustrated by one of these cases T
A Mexican citizen was arrested "at a port-of-entry attempting to smuggU; small

amounts of heroin and cocaine into the United States. After questioning the sub-
ject regarding his source without success, DEA turned him over to the MFJP who
persuaded him to cooperate and lead them to his source of supply. The supplier
was also induced to cooperate, and further investigation led to a higher-level
supplier. In total, four suspects were arrested: one Class I, one Class II, and two
Class III. Another Class I suspect escaped. This investigation enaliled the MFJP
and DEA to disrupt a trafficking organization they had previously been unsuc-
cessful in penetrating. Prior to these arrests, DEA had planned a task force
solely to combat the same organization; the turnback case made the task force
unnecessary.
The U.S. Attorney's Chief, Criminal Division, Southern Distrcit of California,

told us that this alternative to prosecution in U.S. Federal Court has resulted in a
decrease in the number of people willing to l^ecome "mules" (couriers) who smug-
gle drugs across the California/Mexico border.

SEIZURE OF VEHICLES AND AIRCRAFT HAS LITTLE DETERRENT VALUE

Conveyances used to smuggle drugs may be seized and forfeited in accordance
with the provisions of 19 U.S.C. 1595a. The Customs Service can seize smuggling
conveyances and forfeit them administratively if the value is less than $2,500.
Conveyances having a value of $2,500 or more must be forfeited judiciallj-.^

For smuggling cases inv^olving very small amounts of drugs (excluding heroin
and cocaine), Customs Headquarters has developed guidelines for mitigating
vehicle forfeitures down to a $100 to $300 fine, where the District Director of

Customs is satisfied the drugs were not intended for resale. With few exceptions,
these guidelines were being adhered to at the ports-of-entry where we followed up
the disposition of small smuggling cases.

For cases involving larger amounts of drugs, Customs generally was successful

in forfeiture actions where the apprehended smuggler was the owner of the vehicle.

The following table summarizes drug-related vehicle seizures at the four border
sites we visited:

Vehicles Number Percentage

Forfeited

Returned with mitigated penally

Returned without penalty

Pending or disposition unknown

Total vehicles seized 327 100

Of the 63 vehicles returned without penalty, at least half were returned to a

rental agency, lienholder, or other legal owner not implicated in the case. The other

vehicles were returned for various reasons, i.e., the car belonged to a passenger or

driver who appeared uninvolved, the smuggler cooperated with authorities, or

criminal prosecution was dropped.
The Customs Service was much less successful in forfeitiu-e actions against

seized aircraft used in smuggling drugs. Our analysis of 56 aircraft seized in drug

related cases by the four Customs Air Support Branches showed that only G, or

11 percent, were forfeited and 28, or 50 percent, were returned without penalty:

Aircraft

192
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Of the 28 aircraft returned without penalty, about 80 percent were returned
to a legal owner not implicated in the case. The remaining aircraft were returned
for various reasons, including insufficient evidence or owner cooperation with
authorities.

It is unlikely that the seizure of a conveyance will deter drug smuggling for

three main reasons:
The smuggler often uses a conveyance in which he has little or no financial

interest such as a rented, borrowed, or heavily financed vehicle or aircraft. If it

is seized, the smuggler has lost little.

Automobiles used l^y smugglers often are old and of little value. For instance,
the average age of the 90 vehicles seized at San Ysidro during a 3-month period
was 8 years.
The value of smuggled drugs is so high that possible loss of a conveyance is

viewed as a cost of doing business.

ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTIES SELDOM LEVIED AND ALMOST ALWAYS UNPAID

Title 19 of the United States Code contains several statutes which provide
Customs the authority to administratively fine persons transporting illegal nar-
cotics into the country. Most of these statutes were not being used to penalize
apprehended drug smugglers at the locations we visited. In a small number of

instances, penalties were levied against marihuana smugglers using aircraft, but
were rarely collected.

A listing of the statutes and circumstances under which penalties can be applied
against drug smugglers is presented in appendix II. In short, any person who
fails to report arrival from a country, or fails to declare acquired possessions,
can be fined by Customs.
Customs Headquarters was unable to tell us whether the various statutes were

being used to penalize drug smugglers.
Customs official stated that the statutes were being used, but could not tell us

if they were being used against drug smugglers. At the district office level, where
the penalties are issued, we found that most of the administrative sanctions are
routinely excluded from consideration for the foUov/ing reasons:
Few of the smugglers apprehended have the potential to pay or offer a reason-

able prospect of collection due to incarceration or having assets well concealed.
Substantial time and effort are involved in Customs attempting to collect when

such penalties have been levied.

As a last resort, if an individual refuses to pay Customs, the penalty case is

referred to the U.S. Attorney, who places low priority on penalty collections

because of the limited collection possibilities.

We did find assessment of administrative penalties in marihuana smuggling
cases involving aircraft, but our analysis of 27 fines issued against smugglers dis-

closed only 2 instances where the fines were collected. All of the fines related to
one or both of the following types of violations.

Navigation penalty

Private pilots must report to Customs or the Federal Aviation Administration
at least 15 minutes prior to entering U.S. air space along the Southwest border
and must land (unless exempted) at a designated airport for Customs inspection.
Any pilot violating Customs aircraft reporting requirements is subject to a
penalty of $500 for each of the three sections of the regulation violated or a
maximum penalty of $1,500 (United States Code, Title 49, Section 1474 and
Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of the Customs Regulations).
Our case analysis showed that tliis penalty is often issued by the Customs

District Director but is seldom paid. Of 23 penalties issued at a dollar value of

$29,000 a total of $800 had been collected in two cases.

Failure to manifest merchandise

United States Code, title 19, section 1584, Falsity or Lack of Manifest, provides
for a $500 penalt}^ for failure to produce a manifest of merchandise on any vessel

or vehicle bound to the United States. Failure to manifest can result in a penalty
equal to the value of the merchandise not manifested. If the merchandise includes

narcotics, the master of the vessel or person in charge of the vehicle is liable for

a penalty of $50 for each ounce of heroin, morphine, cocaine, isonipecaine, or

opiate; $25 for each ounce of smoking opium or marihuana; $10 for each ounce
of crude opium.
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We found that only one of the five Customs district offices visited was using
this penalty. That district was restricting its use to pilots of aircraft smuggling
marihuana across the border. The other districts felt that the statute could not
he apphed to smuggling by aircraft. A Customs headquarters official informed
us that while there is some statutory doul)t as to whether these penalties can be
levied, Customs has on occasions used this authority. This official further stated
that due to the severity of the penalties under section 1584, such penalties are
considered i-elatively meaningless because of the dirnculty in making collections.
We noted four such cases where a district levied penalties against pilots

smuggling marihuana. The penalties issued averaged $258,000. The size of these
penalties, however, made the U.S. attorneys reluctant to accept these cases for
collection for the practical reason that they were considered impossible to collect.
The U.S. attorney in Arizona is against the ari^itrary assessment of penalties

in aircraft violations involving narcotics smugglers, especially when there is not
reasonable prospect of collection due to incarceration, lack of assets, etc.

FAA REGULATIONS LITTLE EFFECT ON AIR DRUG SMUGGLERS

FAA has two regulations to penaUze pilots involved in drug-related offenses.
FAA can suspend or revoke the pilot's certificate of anyone who knowingly carries
drugs in an aircraft, a violation of Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) 91.12.
The FAA can also suspend or revoke the pilot's certificate of anyone convicted
of violating any Federal or State narcotics statute under FAR 61.15. Without a
valid certificate, an air smuggler is prohibited from piloting any aircraft, rented
or otherwise. FAA can also move against suspected air smugglers for safety vio-
lations, such as flying without lights, carrjdng fuel in the cabin area, or fljdng
too low. FAA's primary reason for taking any of these actions is to improve air

safety. The P'AA Western Regional Counsel told us there are no criminal penalties
for FAR violations, only civil penalties with a maximum fine of $1,000 per violation.

FAA has considerable latitude in administering FAR. FAA officials stated that
while revocation of a certificate is "permanent," it can be appealed after a waiting
period of 1 year. FAA has the authority to waive the 1-year waiting period. Ap-
peals and reinstatement are common. FAA officials informed us that normally
a pilot whose certificate has been revoked will reapply for certification (appeal) at

the end of the waiting period, and proceed to obtain certification. If his certifica-

tion was merely suspended, he does not have to reapply.

FAA relies on DEA to furnish names of convicted pilots before it initiates re-

vocation proceedings. FAA Headquarters officials told us that they do not have
the investigative resources to examine each allegation of drug activity prior to

conviction. Accordingly, FAA revocation procedures normallj?^ require a convic-

tion before a certificate is suspended or revoked.
During the 21-month period ended September 1976, FAA Western and South-

west Regions look action in 82 cases for drug offense under FARs 91.12 and 61.15.

Action completed during this period resulted in FAA revoking 31 and suspending

11 pilot certifications. Additional cases were pending but action had not been taken.

Our analysis of 43 drug interdiction cases made by the San Diego and Tucson
ASBs during 1975 showed that FAA's western Region often does not suspend or

revoke the pilot's certificate of convicted narcotics violators. There were no in-

stances of suspension or revocation for pilots knowingly carrying drugs in their

aircraft. In FAA's Southwest Region we did find one case where FAR 91.12 was
used to suspend an airman's certificate.

In 10, or 23 percent, of the Tucson and San Diego ASB cases, DEA did not in-

form FAA of the violation. Of the remaining 33 cases, only 15 reached the Re-

gional Counsel's office, where revocation actions are initiated. No action was taken

on four of these cases. Of the remainder, FAA revoked six and suspended one.

Action remained pending on four cases as of December 1976.

We identified several other factors which explain why the FAA Western Region

seldom took action against the drug smugglers:
FAA was not carrying out existing procedures to insure that reported violations

are investigated and forwarded to the Regional Counsel in a timely manner.

FAA is reluctant to use FAR 91.12, which does not require a conviction, because

it could be difficult to prove that the pilot knew drugs were in the aircraft.

Interpretations made by Administrative Law Judges of the National Transpor-

tation Safety Board discourage the Regional Counsel from taking pome actions.

In cases where the pilot appeals revocation or suspension, the Regional Counsel

believes that the Judges give the appellant the extreme benfit of doubt.
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Because FAA seldom takes action a'ginst drug smugglers, applicable regulations
have little deterrent effect. The following case illustrates the problems within the
existing system:
An FAA-certified pilot was arrested on May 31, 1974, for smuggling 400 pounds

of marihuana. On January 23, 1975, the pilot pled guilty to possession of a con-
trolled substance for sale and the smuggling charge was dismissed. On Mai'ch 12,

1975, the pilot received a sentence of 10 days in jail, 3 years probation, and a $1,000
fine. On November 4, 1975, the pilot's certificate was revoked because of the May
1974 arrest. On November 14, 1975, he again was arrested for smuggling mari-
huana by aircraft. On December 3, 1975, FAA, unaware of the November 1975
arrest, held a revocation appeal hearing based upon the May 1974 arrest. The
revocation was reduced to a 6-month suspension retroactive to November 10,

1975. Therefore, the pilot did not possess a valid certificate at the time of the
second arrest.

On March 1, 1976, the Regional Office was informed about the November 1975
arrest. On March 11, 1976, the Regional Office recjuested a district office to in-

vestigate the second violation. We inquired on November 3, 1976, about the status

of the pilot's certificate. We were informed that the district office was not aware
of the Region's request and thus the incident had not been investigated. The
Chief of the Investigation Branch informed us that probablj^ nothing could he done
regarding the November 1975 arrest because 1 year had passed and it was the
policy of the Regional Counsel not to proceed on old cases.

Officials cited their lack of criminal sanctions as another reason for the inefTec-

tiveness of FAA regulations against drug smugglers or any other violators.

IMPROVED BORDER NARCOTICS CONTROL NOT LIKELY WITHOUT INCREASED UNITED
STATES-MEXICO COOPERATION

The capability of the United States to deal with the flow of drugs crossing the
Southwest border depends not only on an organized coordinated effort among U.S.
law enforcement agencies and the judicial system, liut also upon the coopei'ation of

the Mexican Government in disrupting the production and shipment of illicit

drugs. The U.S. international narcotics control program relies heavily upon the

Government of Mexico.
During our visit to the U.S. Mission in Mexico City in June 1976, we discussed

the status of narcotics enforcement activities with DEA regional office personnel

and U.S. Mission officials. U.S. officials in ]\Iexico see the opium poppy eradica-

tion program as the top priority activity there liecause it eliminates heroin at the

source. Other enforcement action and intelligence-gathering are considered second-
ary to the eradication program.
Our report, "Opium Eradication Efforts in ]\Iexico: Cautious Optimism Ad-

vised," points out that progress has l:)een made bj^ the ^Mexican Government in

attacking the source of heroin—the opium poppj'. This program has resulted, in

part, from substantial U.S. funding; however, we cautioned that future success

would require continuing improvements and commitment bj' the Mexican Govern-
ment to upgrade its narcotics control capabilities.

Besides the increased attention given to the eradication program within Mexico,
enforcement and information gathering capalMlities must also be improverl if

narcotics control efforts arc to have an overall impact within Mexico and at the

Southwest border. The need for tactical and operational intelligence on narcotics

traffickers, as well as the narcotics distribution system, is particularly acute in

view of the reality that without it our border resources are largel.y wasted. DEA
agents stationed in Mexico are becoming more dependent on their Mexican
counterparts to carry out investigative and intelligence-gathering operations.

This has resulted from two factors—the Government of Mexico's reluctance to

increase the presence of U.S. agents operating within Mexico, particularly those

associated with ch-ug intelligence-gathering, and the restrictions placed on DEA
agents l)y the International Security Assistance and Arms Export Act of 1976
(P.L. 94-329) which prevents DEA from directly participating in any drug arrest

action. Any effective activity within Mexico must therefore rely on increased

Mexican commitment and cooperation. The prol:»]em of too little intelligence data
from Mexico to assist bordc^r enforcement agencies was discussed in chapter 4,

beginning on page 18.

Mexico has a 500-person Federal police force which is charged with enforcing

all Federal statutes. Since 1974 when we issued a report ' on this subject, Mexico

1 "Effort to Stop Narcoties and Dangerous Drugs Coming From and Through Mexico and
Central American," GGD-75-44, Dec. 31, 1974.
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has expanded the size and improved the MFJP enforcement capal)ilities. According
to the Drug Enforcement Administration, MFJP is being improved by new I'ecruits
who are now required to have 2 years of coUege training and have attended and
graduated from a formal ti-aining academy cstal^lished l)y the Attorney Genei-al.
The MFJP's first formal rhug enforcement training class was completed at the
institute in the fall of 1975. Four additional classes had been completed by the
time of our visit in June 1976.
The total staffpower devoted to enforcement activities is not curi'ently sufficient

or experienced enough to deal with the magnitude of the narcotics pi-oi)lem in
Mexico. Over half of the MFJP officers are committed to the year-round eradica-
tion campaign, leaving less than 250 officers to enforce all other Federal laws
throughout Mexico. Effective law enforcement is still inhibited l^y the corrupting
influence wealthy traffickers have held. Attempts to overcome poor working
conditions (e.g., lack of equipment, below subsistence income, and poor job
security) have had some success.

CONCLUSIONS

Criminal prosection and enforcement of existing administrative sanctions are
limited as an effective deterrent l)ecause of the large profits involved, the nature
of the violators being ajjpiehended, and the ease with which penalties can be
iivoided by the experienced smuggler.

Expansion of the jurisdiction of Federal magistrates could enable them to handle
minor narcotics cases now recpiired to go before a U.S. District Judge. This would
ease the overburdened District Court system with al^out the same deterrent effect.

Administrative penalties could be used more effectively by the FAA against
pilots smuggling illicit drugs by aircraft. While FAA actions are not the primary
penalties to discom'age drug smugglers, the revocation of a pilot's certificate is a
viable tool for crippling or inconveniencing the operation of an illicit trafficker.

FAA's enfoi'cement of regulations could be strengthened if criminal sanctions were
established for pilots who fly without a valid certificate.

The U.S. Mission and the Mexican Government have intensified the eradication

effort in Mexico to reduce the amount of Mexican heroin available for smuggling
into the United States, but with little attention given to the intelligence needs
of border enforcement agencies. The U.S. Mission needs to design a program for

developing information to assist in intercepting smugglers at the border (ch. 4).

While certain steps can be taken, such as helping Mexico develop its capability

to provide actionable intelligence, the Mexican Government is the key to any
i-eal success. Improved effectiveness in stopping smugglers at the border is de-

pendent upon the priority and commitment of the Mexican Government to

supporting law enforcement activities on both sides of the border.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO AGENCIES

The Administrator of DEA should assure that FAA is advised of all arrested

persons who are pilots.

The Secretary of Transportation should direct the FAA Administrator to:

Estaljlish an effective system to insure that reported violations are investigated

and adjudicated in a timely manner.
Clarify use of existing regulations to insure that all available sanctions are

considered for use in deterring drug smugglers.

Rigorously apply administrative sanctions against air smugglers.

The Commissioner of Customs should evaluate the use being made of ad-

ministrative fines and penalties and develop guidelines to restrict their use to

cases where there is a reasonable possibility of collecting the penalty.

The Secretary of State should require the U.S. Mission in Mexico to expand

the narcotics control action plan to include program goals and specific objectives

for supporting border interdiction efforts. Emphasis should be placed on encourag-

ing the Mexican Attornev General to (1) develop information which could be of

use in Mexican as well as"^U.S. interdiction efforts and (2) strengthen enforcement

by Mexican forces along the border with full-time drug enforcement officers.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

The Congress can help by legislating the following:

Expand the magistrates' jurisdiction under the Federal Magistrates Act to

encompass most misdemeanors, e.g., minor drug offenses, especiaUy marihuana.

Appropriate funds for additional United States magistrates to be appointed in

the Southwest border area.

Establish criminal penalties for pilots who fly without a valid certificate.
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Agency Comments and Our Evaluation

The 0MB, the Departments of Justice, Treasury, and State generally agreed
with our findings and recommendations. The various departments and OAIB were
supportive of the conclusion that the absence of a Federal Government integrated
strategy and an overall border control plan has resulted in overlapping, duplica-
tion, and poorly coordinated enforcement activites. Their comments are discussed
below. The Department of Transportation's comments are included as appendix
VII.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

0MB informed us (see app. Ill) that a study of border management and inter-
diction conducted under the direction of ODAP was near completion. 0MB sug-
gested we consider adjusting our recommendation that an integrated strategy and
comprehensive operating plan for border control which considers various alterna-
tives for managing ))order operations be developed to reflect this action.
The ODAP report issued on September 7, 1977, identified as the major obstacles

to border control the lack of coordinated border management and overlap and
duplication of effort. ODAP's report proposes a wide range of alternatives con-
sistent with the above recommendation and recommends transitional actions that
should be taken to improve l)order management. This leport points out the need to
establish an overview mechanism to develop a long range border management plan
and policies to insure liorder operations are supportive of all Federal programs.
Although we believe this effort is a significant first step in carrj^ing out our recom-
mendations, the Congress and the administration must now resolve the most
difficult questions of revising the management structure, reorganizing border
organizations, and developing an overall border control plan to resolve the prob-
lems discussed in our report. Until these actions are completed, we do not believe
the intent of this recommendation will be met.
0MB agrees with our ol^servation that border interdiction alone will not solve

the illegal alien problem, and pointed out that the President submitted a proposal
to the Congress on August 4, 1977, dealing with undocumented workers. This
proposal would:
Make unlawful the hiring of undocumented aliens with enforcement by the

Justice Department against those employers who engage in a "pattern or practice"
of such hiring.

Increase significantly the enforcement of the Fair Labor Standards Act and the
Federal Farm Labor Contractor Registration Act, targeted to areas where heavy
undocumented alien hirings occur.

Substantiallj^ increase the resources available to control the Southern border
and other entry points.
Promote continued cooperation with the governments which are major sources

of undocumented aliens.

The proposal is viewed by the President as an intei'im step. He has directed the
Secretary of State, the Attorney General, and the Secretary of Labor to begin
comprehensive interagency study of existing immigration laws and policies. These
actions are consistent with our recommendation that the Congress and the ad-
ministration work together to totally reassess U.S. immigration policy presented
in our October 1976 report titled, "Immigration—Need To Reassess U.S. Policy"
(GGD-76-101).

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Justice said our findings and recommendations were compatible with its current
philosophy. (See app. IV.) Justice supported our recommendation to the Congress
to expand the jurisdiction of Federal magistrates and appropriate funds for ap-
pointing additional magistrates to the Southwest area. Justice also believes our
recommendation to estaljlish criminal penalties for pilots to fly without a valid
certificate has merit, although it believes that sufficient legal means already exist

to prosecute them.
Justice stated that the report concentrates heavily on diug interdiction efforts,

with only passing references to all other Federal border responsibilities. Justice

cited the following examples:
The discussion on ports-of-entry resources ends with the statement that "While

the Customs force continues to decrease in size, the workload increases." No
mention is made of INS inspection manpower requirements and workload.
Obviously, this omission contributes to an incomplete view of border operation
problems.
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The section of the report which cUscusses detection aids concentra,t(!S on (h-iig

interdiction and states that "Judgement of the inspector is a critical ingredient in
drug interdiction." This is an accurate statement and apphes equally to the de-
tection of mala fide applicants for admission. However, no section of the i-eport
deals with the skills required to meet l^order threats other than drugs.
The discussion regarding the overlapping roles of the Border Patrol and Customs

Patrol between ports-of-entry measures their achievements only in terms of drug
interdiction. No mention is made of the superior numerical presence and equip-
ment support of the Border Patrol.

Consequently, in Justice's opinion, the report does not provide the compre-
hensiveness of border activities necessary to develop a ti'uly "integrated strategy
or an overall border control plan" which the report says is needed. Our report
was not intended to accomplish this goal. Our intent was to complement and ex-
pand the areas not covered in the numerous previous studies dealing with border
enforcement cited in appendix I. In our opinion, these leports along with this

report, when considered in total, support the need for an intragrated strategy and
an overall border control plan. We have recommended that 0MB, in conjunction
v/ith ODAP and the affected agencies, perform the comprehensive study of border
activities to develop an integrated strategy and comprehensive plan for border
control. Most Departments involved recognized the need for this.

Our report commented on the fact that DEA supplies little actionable intelligence

necessary for successful operations along the bordeis. Justice informed us that
DEA recognizes the need to integrate its investigative and control strategy with the
strategies of INS and Customs. Justice stated that, in addition to border inter-

diction intellience being supplied by EPIC, a new intelligence-collection school

for special agents has been initiated and Customs patrol officers are now being
assigned to posts of duty at DEA regional ofiices for coordination purposes.

Justice stated that our report was critical of intelligence-gathering and exchange
in Mexico by Mexican and U.S. agencies. Justice informed us in Mexico City, the

staff has been expanded from one agent/supervisor and one collection agent to

nine professional personnel and that the Regional Office has taken steps to

strengthen and broaden DEA's and Mexico's collection of border interdiction

intelligence.

Regarding our comments on the inability of the Border Patrol and Customs
Patrol to communicate with each other, Justice said a more accurate presentation

would state that: "* * * in most areas, the radio base stations of both patrols are

equipped with commercial scanners which allow each patrol base station to moni-

tor the frequencies of the other and immediately retransmit messages to mobile

units."
Our work and that of the ODAP task frove indicates that the use of scanners is

not nearly as extensive as these comments indicate.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

The Department of the Treasury stated (see app. V) that our report correctly

singles out the absence of an integrated strategy or an overall border control

plan which has resulted in overlapping, duplication, and poorly coordmated en-

forcement activities. It pointed out that an overall review of border management,

being performed by the various agencies involved in border management under

the direction of the Office of Drug Abuse Policy, should provide a basis for im-

proving the effectiveness of border enforcement activities. The Department fur-

ther pointed out that it recently concluded a U.S.-Mexican Customs-to-Customs

agreement designed to increase cooperation between the Customs Service and the

exchange of information in suppression of Customs' offenses, including the smug-

gling of narcotics, guns, and other contraband.

Treasury stated that our comment that one-third of the Customs research and

development funds are used foi drug detection systems may give a distorted

picture of the relative importance placed on drug detection aids at ports It said

that detection devices used between ports are extremely expensive and funding

levels do not indicate proportionate priorities. Treasuiy hsted current and planned

research related to port interdiction. Although we agree that expenditures are not

the sole indicator of proportionate priorities, in our opinion, it is a signihcant

indicator. This is especially true if one is to determine where the most significant

results will be achieved for dollars expended.

In commenting on our observation concerning the placement of sensors,

Treasury maintains that INS sensor fields are generally located near ports-of-
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entry, whereas Customs sensor fields are deployed much further away from ports.
This was not the case at the locations visited. Both INS and Customs officials

stated that despite agreements to this effect, traffic patterns result in sensor as
well as patrol activity of l^oth agencies being located in close proximity to each
othei', and neither of the patrol forces knows exactly where the other's sensors are
located. We did not attempt to make a detailed analj^sis of sensor locations along
the entire ):)order.

The Treasury commented that INS and Customs did not have similar inter-
diction strategies as the report imphes. Our report is not an attempt to present the
strategies of the agencies but their operating mode. We found that in attempting
to achieve the most significant results, in the absence of tactical intelligence, each
agency's patrol generally concentrated on the same high-volume crossing areas.
The Treasury questioned whether heroin seizures by the air program is a signifi-

cant measui'e of its usefulness and effectiveness. The Treasury l^eUeves that such
a view overlooks the imj^ortance of the air program in the Customs overall border
interdiction effort as well as the inadequacy of intelligence from all sources, on
how the bulk of heroin actually enters the country.
The intent of our report was to give an indication of the measurable benefit

being achieved at the border. While it is not possible to measure the deterrent
effect, the continual readily available supply of drugs in the United States indicates
it has little if any significant effect on reducing the supply of heroin and other
drugs.
We agree with the Treasury that there is a need for a balanced border inter-

diction approach. The primary point of our report is that without an integrated
strategy or overall border control plan, overlapping agency jurisdictions make an
efficient and effective interdiction approach difficult, if not impossible. Our report
is intended to show that the use of aircraft along the border was ineffective. It

presents the information that should be used in determining the need and cost
effectiveness of air operations.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The Department of State informed us (see app. VI) that it agrees with the
recommendations contained in this report and supports the thesis that an inte-

grated strategy for border control is needed. The Department agreed with the
specific recommendation to the Secretary of State that the U.S. Mission in

Mexico be required to expand the narcotics control action plan to include progiam
goals and specific objectives for supporting border interdiction efforts.

The State Department commented that the increased commitment of the new
Mexican Administration has resulted in greater cooperation and exchange of in-

telligence data. It outlined joint planning efforts with the Mexican Government
and improvements in intelligence operations that have taken place since com-
pletion of our audit work in Mexico. These joint planning efforts are expected to
increase Mexican effectiveness in controUmg narcotics along the United States-
Mexican border.

Observations and Suggestions for Improving Border Law Enforcement

december 1972 general accounting office

(Heroin Being Smuggled Into New York City Successfully, B-164031(2))

Conflicts between Customs and BNDD arose about the question of jurisdiction
over the control of narcotics smuggling. The operating level of cooperation and
coordination called for in guidelines approved by the President to settle the
jurisdictional dispute have not been fully realized. GAO pointed out emphasis
should be placed on devising methods of improving coordination in the day-to-
day, case-]:)y-case operations of local offices of both agencies.

MAY 19V3—GEI^JERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

(A Single Agency Needed To Manage Port-of-Entrv Inspections—Particularly

at U.S. Airports, B-1 14898)

Fragmented approach to inspections did not allow a more efficient and effective

inspection system to develop. Four Federal agencies were engaged in inspecting
entrants to the United States: (1) Public Health Service, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare; (2) Immigration and Naturalization Service, Depart-
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ment of Justice; (3) Bureau of Customs, Department of the Tn-asurj-; and (4)
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Department of Agriculture. Bene-
fits of single-agency management included: Development of a single inspection
system; uniform administrative policies and procedures; improved scheduling,
planning, and coordination; elimination of duplication; and reductions in space
and staff requirements and inspection time.
GAO recommended that the Director, Office of Management and Budget, in

cooperation with the Attorney General and the Secretaries of Health, Education,
and Welfare; Agi-iculture; and the Treasury should implement single-agency
management of port-of-entry inspections.

OCTOBER 1972 THKOUGH DECEMBEK 1973 MITKK COKP.

(System Concept for Drug Interception: United States/Mexican Border Narcotics
Interdiction Technology Research and Development Program)

In a series of reports the MITRE Coi'p. definefl and exaluatcd technical and
procedural concepts which would significantly impi'ove the capability of the
United .States to stop the flow of illegal drugs entering the United States from
Mexico. These reports addressed the problems of low-flying aircraft cro>;sing

anywhere over the border, and ground vehicles and people crossing the border
Ix'tween and thi'ough ports-of-entry. Means of detecting and intercepting this

traffic were identified, :.nd technical feasil>ility, cost and effectiveness of the pre-

ferred concepts were estimated. MITRE concluded that the technology was
available to support an effective detection and intercept system, and that pro-

cedural changes will consideraltly simplify the system complexity with minimum
imjjact on the legal international traveler. The proposed approach including the

design and implementation of an intercept system for the Mexican border was
estimated to cost about ?300 million and take 10 years to implement.

JUNE ]0:4 OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

(Identical letters, dat( d Jun(> T), l!-74, to the Attorney General and the Secretary

of the Treasury)

The Director, 0MB infoinud the Attorney General and the Secretary of the

Treasury of OMB's crnclusions in its analysis of Federal law enforcement along

the Southwest border. This analysis pointed out continuing competition, con-

flicts and ov(>rlaps in functions,' and duplication of expenses in multiagency

operations.
OMB outlined a strategv for principal bordei- agencies together with neces-

sary implementing steps. The "management strategy" OMB proposed was that

a single agency should l)e it sponsible for each element of routine border enforce-

ment : Ports, "between ports, air, and sea. OMB believed the single-agency ap-

proach represented the only feasible approach to ensure an adequate line of

enforcement targeted on priorities of drugs, illegal aliens, and general contraband.

OMB felt that hard narcotics (heroin) was being smuggled through ports-of-entry

and marihuana between ports-of-entry.

DECEMBER 1974 COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

(Law Enforcement On The Southwest Border (Problems Of Coordination Be-

tween Immigration and Naturalization Service and Customs Service) House

Report No. 93-1630)

The problems of enforcement duplication and competition along the Mexican

border, as outlined in the OINIB study and suggested plans of action, were studied

by the House's Legislation and Militarv Oi-erations Subcommittee, Committee

on Government Operations. The OMB plan was not approved by this Committee

The Committee felt the ph;,r. \\as not supported l)y a convincing analysis and

that more work was needed before a solution could Ije found to the border

situation.

SEPTEMBER 1975 DOMESTIC COUNCIL DRUG ABUSE TASK FORCE

(White Paper on Drug Abuse)

Tl e Task Force pointed cut that "Under Reorganization Plan 2 (of 1973), a

distil ction is drawn between investigatne fvncticns and intei diction functions

will les] ect to narcotics enforcement efif rts . . . Unfortunately, the distinction

25-024—78 22
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between interdiction and investigation was not precise in the legislation. This
ambiguity has led to jurisdictional disputes among enforcement agencies, and the
resulting interagency rivalry and lack of coordination have hampei-etl supplj^

reduction efforts. ..." The Task Force recommended that the Pi-esident direct

the Attorney General and the Secretaiy of the Treasury ".
. .to settle jurisdic-

tional disputes l)etween DEA and Customs by December 31, 1975, or to report
their recommendations for lesolution of the matter to the Presiflent on that date."

This paper also contained many othei- recommenchitions for imi^roving Fcrleral

drug at)use programs including, in jjarticular a recommendation that a program
be developed for more effective border control, and that Customs, DEA, ancl the
U.S. Boi'dei- Patrol vastly improve their coordination of activities along the
border, including joint task force operations. The task force also recommended that
CCINC l)e instructed to discuss cooperative programs with the Government of

Mexico.
DECEMBER 1975 GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

(Federal Drug Enforcement: Strong Guidance Needed (GGD-76-32))

Federal drug law enforcement efforts have for j^ears suffered from pronlems of

fragmentefl organization and resulting interagency conflicts. Efforts to resolve the
prol)lem have not been successful.

GAO endorsed the recommendation in the Domestic Council's September 1975
report calling for a settlement of the jurisdictional disputes betwet^n DEA an<[

Customs. GAO felt, however, especially in light of the failui-e of a piloi- agTeenis'nt

))rought about liy a Presidential directive, that estaljlishing such agreements will

not solve the problem. GAO pointed out that it was questionaljle whether .->uch

agreements will ever work without a clear delegation of authority to someone
acting on l)ehalf of the President to monitor adherence to guide-lines and tell

agencies what is expected of them.

SEPTEMBER 1976 DOMESTIC COUNCIL DRUG ABUSE TASK FORCE

(Report on the Southern Border (Secret))

A icport foi- the President, containing numerous recommendations for improving
interdiction, domestic enforcement and the program within Mexico to contrc^l

trafficking along the Southern border (United States-Mexico liorder and the Gulf
Coast). '

OCTOBER 1976 GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

(Immigration—Need To Reassess U.S. Pohcy (GGD-7G-101))

U.S. Immigration problems as discussed in this summarj^ of six prior GAO
reports 'are severe. This summary deals with matters ranging from an inability

to control lai-ge-scale illegal entry to an inecjuity in the existing iminigi-ation law
which imfaii-ly allows illegal entrants to later oljtain immigration Ijenelits while
Ijenia fide immigrants are denied early admission.
GAO mentioned pending legislation which contained a provision to deter

employers from hiring illegal alienis by making it unlawful to knowingly employ
them. Since this legislation, if enacted and enforced, would remove a major eco-

nomic incentive which attracts illegal aliens, GAO recommend(>d that the Congress
favoraljlj' consider these ])i-ovisions.

The seriousness of our immigi'ation proljlems dictates a need for early correction.

GAO also recommended that the Congress work with the Administration to totally

reassess U.S. immigration policy.

DECEMBER 11)76 DOMESTIC COUNCIL COMMITTEE ON ILLEGAL ALIENS

(Preliminary Report—Domestic Council Conunittee on Illegal Aliens)

A comprehensive discussion of the liolicy issues raised by the illegal alien prob-
lem contained both immediate and long-term recommendations including, in

particular, that U.S. enforcement policj^ continue to emphasize prevention of

illegal entry rather than apprehension of illegal aliens after settlement. The Com-
mittee also recommended that INS continue to place emphasis on evaluation tech-

niques, process studies, and simulation models that offer the prospect of improving
the current deployment of resources. In striving to achieve this goal, the Com-
mittee recommended that INS should take full advantage of the wide range of

technical services that are availal)le within the Federal Government. To illustrate,
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the Committee pointed out that "some joint automatic data processing and tele-

communication development and sharing between INS, Customs Service and DEA
has a wide range of potential Ijenefits, Some INS and Customs personnel at field

offices around the countrj^ are frequently co-located; the use of remote ADP
terminals and the development of a common communication network could result

in significant cost savings; it appears feasible that INS' alien documentation, iden-
tification and telecommunication system ccnild use the existing Customs Service's

ADP and communication network."

United Statks Code: Title 19^

—

Administrative Penalties Available to
Customs

19 U.S.C. 1534 Establishes penalties for failure to manifest (invoice) merchan-
dise upon entering U.S. Applies to masters of vessels and those in charge of

vehicles. No i)enalty if Customs officer is satisfied that failure to invoice was
inadvertent (e.g., clerical error).

If any of merchandise not invoiced was heroin, etc., then specific monetar\'
penalties established per ounce. Such penalties may constitute a lien against the

vehicle or vessel. However, no penalty is imposed if the vessel is a common carrier

and the master, owner, and any other officer knew nothing about the contraband

being on Ixtard, nor should they have known.
19 U.S.C. 1439 Imposes a duty upon the master of a vessel to deliver a copy of

the manifest to a designated Customs officer immediately upon arrival and before

entering the vessel. "Entry" is a process by which the master must perform a

variety of tasks as outlined in 19 U.S.C. 1434 (American Vessels) and 19 U.S.C.

1435 (Foreign Vessels).

19 U.S.C. 1453 Prohibits the landing of merchandise or baggage from a vessel

or vehicle without a permit. Violation will result in penalty equal to the value of

the merchandise and subject it to forfeiture. If the value exceeds $500, the vessel

or vehicle is likewise subject to forfeiture.

19 U.S.C. 1454 Prohibits landing of passengers without a permit—$500 penalty/

passenger.
19 U.S.C. 14G0 A failure to report arrival of vessel or vehicle, or proceedmg

further inland without a permit, is punishable l)y a penalty of $100/offense. Any
nierchaiidise in such vessel or vehicle which is not declared is subject to forfeiture,

as well as the \essel or vehicle. The master or person in charge is sul)ject to and

additional penaltv of the value of the merchandise. Where passengers are involved,

a possible additi(nial penalty of $500/passenger.
, ^ .

19 use. 15S5 Where a vessel or vehicle arrives in, and then departs, trom

the U.S'. without making a report of arrival or complying with entry procedures, or

if any merchandise is landed Ix'fore such report of entry, the master of a vessel

is suljject to a $5,000 penalty and the person in charge of a vehicle is subject to

a $500 penaltv. The vessel or vehicle is also sul)ject to foreiture.

49 U.S.C. 1509 (a) Navigation laws generally do not apply to seaplanes or

other aircraft. ^ , , ^ ^ c i-

(b) (irants authority to Secretary of the Treasury to designate ports of entry

for aircraft, to assign Customs officers to these ports, and by regulation to apply

Customs laws to aircraft.
. i i„

(c) Grants authority to Secretary of the Treasury to improve laws and regula-

tions relating to entry and clearance of vessels to aircraft.
,. .u i ^..

(d) Grants authority to Secretary of Agriculture to apply to aircraft the lawb

governing animal and plant quarantine, etc. ...
(e) Allows Government agencies the authority to acquire space m airports

^
'Cus^toms Regulation 6.10 (19 CFR) Applies to aircraft arriving from Canada

and Mexico (contiguous countries) the Customs laws relating to vehicles

Applies to aircraft arriving from any other place the Customs law relating to

Executive Office of the President,

Office of Management and Budget,
Washington, B.C.

Mr. Victor L. Low'e,
Director, General Government Division,

General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Lowe: We have reviewed the cliaft of the proposed '-^Po;;^ ™/i^ "
"Illegal Entry at United States-Mexico Border—Multiagency Enfoi cement
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Efforts Hav(> Not Been Effective in Stemming The Flow of Drugs and People,"
received under cover of your letter of July 19, 1977.

Early in this administration the Office of Drug Aliuse Policj' (ODAP), in co-
ordination with the Office of Management and Budget (0MB), initiated thiee
interagency studies of the problems and issues discussed in your di-aft report. The
final report of the first of these—the Border Management and Intrediction study

—

will be issued by August 31, 1977. Since the product of the Border Management
and Interdiction study will l)e a "plan [which considers] the various alternatives
for managing Ijorder opeiations ranging from the present management structure
to single-agency management," you might wish to reconsider the wording of your
second major recommendation. Otherwise, it may appear to the reader that the
General Accounting Office is recommending actions that arc already completed.
The second ODAP study is a comprehensive review of drug law enforcement and

the third is an analysis of narcotics intelligence. The two studies will be completed
shortly after your report is issued, and we will wait until then to comment on the
substance of our secondary recommendations.
The administration agrees with your oljservation that "the attempt to prevent

illegal entries at the Iwrder will not solve the illegal alien problem" (p. 20). I

believe your final report will l)e more complete if it contains an outline of the
comprehensive proposals on undocumentefl aliens which President Carter sub-
mitter! to Congress on Augu.st 4, 1977.
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the draft of your forth-

coming report.
.Sincerely,

W. Bowman Cutter,
Executive Associate Director for Budget.

U.S. Department or Justice,
^
Washington, D.C.

Mr. \'icTOK L. Lowe,
Director, General Qovernment Division,

U.S. General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Lowe: This letter is in response to your request for comments t)n

the draft report entitled "Illegal Entry at United States-Mexico Border—Multi-
agency Enforcement Efforts Have Not Been ICffective in Stemming the Flow of

Drug^ and People."
We have reviewed the draft report and generally agree with the findings and

recommendations. Overall we find them to be compatible with current 13epartment
philosophy. It is also worthy of note that the Office of Drug Aliuse Policy is

currently addressing the ])order problem and will undoubtedly deal with many of

the same areas of concern expressed in the GAO report.

The Department supports the recommendations to expand the jurisdiction of

Federal magistrates and appropriate funds for appointing additional magistrates
to the Southwest area. We have found that the trial of cases before Federal
magistrates greatly reduces the time spent on each case by U.S. Attorneys, public
defenders, and apprehending officers, and also reduces the volvmie of cases proc-
essed in U.S. District Courts. In fiscal year 1976, the Border Patrol and Inves-
tigations Divisions disposed of over 7,000 cases before the Federal magistrates.

Any proposal to increase the numlier of magistrates should be coordinated with
the LInited States Marshals Service and the Bureau of Prisons to determine the
need for additional detention facilities.

The recommendation to establish criminal penalties for pilots who fly without
a valid certificate has merit. However, we believe that sufficient legislative au-
thority exists for the prosecution of unlicensed smugglers who operate by means
of small aircraft.

After reading the report, we were somewhat disillusioned in terms of the scope
of the study. According to the title, the report is presumed to address the issue of

"Multiagency Enforcement Efforts Have Not Been Effective in Stemming the
Flow of Drugs and People." Although the report makes reference to the many
agencies with liorder responsibilities and the three principal agencies with border
presence, the report concentrates hea^ily on drug interdiction efforts, with only
passing references to all the other Federal border responsibilities. The apparent
decision to studj^ drug interdiction efforts has focused the report on the successes,

failures, operations and interfaces of the Customs Service, the Federal agency
charged with drug interdiction at the 1 orders, and has dealt with the other prin-

cipal border enforcement agencies, the In n.ipratirn and ^ aturalization Service
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(INS) and the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), only as they impact
on the Customs drug interdiction mission. This narrow approach to a study of
border law enforcement presents an incomplete view of border operations and
results in several areas of the report presenting incomplete or misleading infor-
mation. It does not provide the comprehensiveness of border activities necessai-y
to develop a truly "integrated strategy, or an overall border control plan" which
the report says is needed. The following paragraphs focus on the misconceptions
that have resulted from a strictly drug-oriented approach and provide updated
information and developments which have occurred since the time of the review.
The strategy of apprehending illegal entrants at or near the border is far more

cost effective than attempting to locate and remove aliens from interior locations.

The ultimate solution to the problem of illegal entry is dependent on the estab-
lishment of deterrents. However, in spite of deterrents, illegal entry across the
):)Order will continue as long as the push-pull factors, created by the economic
differences between the United States and Mexico, exist.

Page 23 of the report comments on the shortage of actionable intelligence which
DEA provides to interdiction agencies. DEA recognizes the need to integrate its

investigative and control strategy with the strategies of INS and Customs in

order to increase the successfulness of operations along the borders and at ports-of-

entry. Efforts are being made to fulfill this need and accomplishments toward
this objective have taken place in some areas. In this regard, a new intelligence-

collection school for special agents has been initiated. At the present time, five

schools have been held and 60 agents have been trained. We would also like to

point out that in the past DEA provided, and will continue to provide interdiction

intelligence in the form of profiles in the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC)
Bulletin and in other publications. These profiles of drug smuggling patterns offer

a significant interdiction potential to alert border inspectors. Customs patrol

officers are also now being assigned to posts of duty at DEA regional offices for

coordination purposes.
The discussion on page 26 states that since the inception of EPIC the number

of users seeking information has increased and that this increased volume suggests

glowing reliance on the system by user agencies. The recent addition of more

analysts to the EPIC staff, the continued increasing participation by law enforce-

ment agencies, the specialized training of DEA agents and the expanded intelli-

gence effort in the Mexican interior have resulted in greater seizures of herom.

A seizure of 32.7 pounds of brown heroin was made at the Ijorder crossing in Eagle

Pass Texas, in August of this year. At approximately the same time, an initial

seizure of 23 pounds of heroin made at Del Rio, Texas, led to an additional 17

pound seizure and the arrest of three members of an important family in Chicago

involved in drug trafficking.
. , . at • v.- u u •

The discussion of intelligence-gathering efforts within Mexico, which begins

on page 27, was critical of intelligence-gathering and exchange m Mexico by

Mexican and U.S. agencies. Since GAO visited DEA's Regional Intelhgence

Office (RIO) in Mexico City during June 1976, the staff has been expanded from

one agent/supervisor and one collection agent to include nine professional per-

sonnel. The RIO has taken steps to strengthen and broaden DEA s (as well as

Mexico's) collection of border interdiction intelligence. Land, sea, and air sur-

veillance programs have been expanded to provide much broader coverage using

Mexican officials as principal collection agents with back-up systems employing

informant networks. A phased approach is being implemented whereby principal

seaports, airfields, and vehicle routes are initially targetted for monitoring. As

the program progresses, it will be expanded to cover all major transportation facil-

ities in Mexico. The RIO has also been involved in efforts to upgrade Mexico i

intelligence function. Assistance has consisted of developing recommended

organizational charts, training clerical and analytical staff, and providing a

preliminary data base. ^ r,^ ,, ^ <• +^
In the discussion of Intelligence Support Systems on page 31,the report refers, to

the Treasury Enforcement Communication System (TEGb) and states tnat

"TECS operated by the Customs Service, is the principal means of disseminating

inteUigence information to inspection and enforcement personnel at border crossing

points, airports, and seaports throughout the country." It should be pointed out

that the only TECS query made at the land crossing primary terminal by the

inspector is the license plate of the vehicle entering the U.S. from Mexico. Unless

a "hit" is achieved or the vehicle is referred to secondary inspection for some other

reason, the remaining information in TECS wiU not be queried. Operational

intelligence will be of little value if a license number is not included.

25-024—78 23
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The report of the Domestic Council Committee on Illegal Aliens is mentioned
on page 34 in reference to the Alien Documentation Identification and Telecom-
municutyon System (ADIT). The comment in the Domsetic Council Committee
report "that it appears feasible that ADIT could use the existing Customs ADP
and communications network" is premature. ADIT system requirements could be
provided in a stand-alone mode or in combination with existing systems. However,
the ADIT automated system design is just now completed to the point where such
implementation alternatives can be realistically evaluated.

Another portion of the discussion on Intelligence Support Systems on page 35
quotes the Commissioner of Customs as referring to the ADIT system as '"a
computerized lookout system similar to the already in-place and operating
TECS.' " Until early 1977 many Customs personnel thought ADIT to be no more
than "a computerized lookout system." Through multiple presentations to
Customs, the system has been explained to be much broader in scope—encompass-
ing volume ID card issuances, nationwide computerized document validation,
and access to multiple INS data files. One aspect of the system is its ability to
search a portion or subset of the complete set of "lookout book" tj^pe data.
Immediate plans do not call for query of all arriving travelers at U.S. ports via
ADIT, but in the future consideration should be given to reading all travel docu-
ments presented at ports-of-entry. We agree that the future should include joint

INS/Customs planning for interface of data and communications as justifiable.

ADIT has just now reached the point of automated system design where meaning-
ful consideration of alternatives for implementation can be addressed. Plans for a
joint ADIT/TECS experiment are currently being discussed.

In an effort to enhance DEA/Customs operations, the Administrator of DEA
and the Commissioner of Customs have scheduled a series of meetings to develop
improved cooperation between the agencies and thereby increase Federal drug
enforcement effectiveness. As a result of the initial meeting held on September 7,

1977, the Commissioner of Customs recognized that DEA's mission of developing
major conspiracy cases that have far-reaching impact on trafficking organizations
precludes any diversion of personnel specifically to support the interdiction of

individual cases of smuggling at the border. The Commissioner also recognized
that improved cooperation and liasion should be encouraged rather than arbitrary
non-acceptance of respective agency missions. The Administrator of DEA and
the Commissioner of Customs have demonstrated current commitments to ensure
that both agencies are given maximum opportunity to fulfill their respective roles.

Thus the views of the Office of Management and Budget that Customs is unwilling;

to accept DEA's lead role in EPIC appear to be premature.
Within this context, we would like to point out that while border interdiction

is a deterrent to drug smuggling, it is a defensive rather than an offensive strategy.

DEA's priorities will continue to stress programs to reduce drug cultivation and
production, immobilize major traffickers through conspiracy investigations, and
reduce the profitability of drug trafficking.

The discussion on ports-of-entry resources ends on page 40 with the statement
that "While the Customs force continues to decrease in size, the workload in-

creases." No mention is made of INS inspection manpower requirements and
workload. Obviously, this omission contributes to an incomplete view of border
operation problems.
The section of the report on pages 40-42 which discusses detection aids con-

centrates on drug interdiction and states that "Judgment of the inspector is a

critical ingredient in drug interdiction." This is an accurate statement and applies

equally to the detection of mala fide applicants for admission. However, no
section of the report delals with the skills required to meet border threats other

than drugs.
The discussion on pages 42-43 regarding the overlapping roles of the Border

Patrol and Customs Patrol between ports-of-entry measures their achievements
only in terms of drug interdiction. No mention is made of the superior numerical
presence and equipment support of the Border Patrol. It should also be noted
that much of the direct competition between the patrols which the report outlines

has been mitigated l^y agreements at the local level.

Page 45—The section referring to the inability of the Immigration Border
Patrol and the Customs Patrol to communicate with each other should be
amended to add the following sentence:

"However, in most areas, the radio base stations of both patrols are equipped
with commercial scanners which allow each patrol base station to monitor the

frequencies of the other and immediately retransmit messages to mobile units."
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this di-aft report. Should you
have any further questions, please feel free to contact us.

Sincerely,

Kevin D. Rodney,
Assista72t Attorney General for Administration.

GAO notes: (1) Page numbers cited in this appendix may not correspond to
page numbers in the final report. (2) Deleted comments relate to suggested
changes that have been made in this report.

Department of the Treasury,
Washington, D.C.

Mr. Victor L. Lowe,
Director, U.S. General Accounting Office,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Lowe: The draft report entitled, "Illegal Entry at United States-
Mexico Border—Multiagency Enforcement Efforts Have Not Been Effective in

Stemming the Flow of Drugs and People," forwarded to the Secretary on July 19,

1977, has been carefully reviewed and we concur generally with the assessment of

the problem.
The report correctly singles out the absence of an integrated strategy or an

overall border control plan which has resulted in overlapping, duplication and
poorly coordinated enforcement activities.

Currently, the Department of the Treasury, together with the U.S. Customs
Service ; the Department of Justice, together with the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service and the Drug Enforcement Agency; and the Department of Trans-
portation are involved in an overall review of border management l^eing conducted
under the direction of the Office of Drug Abuse Policy. The results of this review
should provide a basis for improving the effectiveness and efficiency of border
enforcement activities referred to in the subject report.

la the course of this review, Treasury and Customs have advanced recommenda-
tions which go beyond the scope of the report as presently drafted. We would be
pleased to discuss them with you or your staff.

In other interdepartmental meetings, and most recently in preparation for the

U.S.-Mexican Consultative Mechanism, Treasury repeatedly advocated a greater

commitment of Mexican resources, with the objective eventually of "DeAmerican-
izing" the narcotics program in Mexico. Specifically, we have recommended that

Mexico should (a) develop an improved intelligence capaljility to exchange infor-

mation on the illicit movement of narcotics and guns (b) move against the major
trafficking organizations; and (c) step up interdiction and anti-smuggUng efforts on

the Mexican side of the border, including the involvement of Mexican customs'

enforcement resources. The recently concluded U.S.-Mexican customs-to-customs

agreement is designed to increase cooperation between the customs services and

the exchange of information in the suppression of customs offenses, including the

smuggling of narcotics, guns and other contraband.

U.S. Customs Service comments relating to specific sections of the draft report

are attached with the view of clarifying the contents.

Sincerely,
James J. Featherstone,

Deputy Assistant Secretary, Enforcement.

Attachment.

U.S. Customs Service Comments Relating to the Draft Report

The report states that there is a need for more and better intelligence for

border law enforcement and the eoncommitant requirement for more timely and

cost effective dissemination of this intelligence (pp. 22 ff). The effectiveness of

Customs border enforcement efforts is dependent on advanced mformation

and we have repeatedly supported any decision that will result in the generatiori

and dissemination of more useful and effective inteUigence. The development and

implementation of an integrated strategy and comprehensive operational plan

for border control, will go far in solving the proljlem of supplymg needed mtel-

ligence to appropriate border enforcement officers.

The GAO conclusion that current inteUigence support data systems could be

consolidated to provide a single more comprehensive and cost-effective informa-

tion dissemination system receives our full support. As indicated, U.S. Customs

conducted a study and concluded that the INS Alien Documentation, Identih-
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cation and Telecommunication (ADIT) System could be incorporated within the
existing Treasury Enforcement Communications System (TECS). Plans to
proceed are dependent upon INS concurrence. (Note: p. 31—should be amended
to show 900 TECS terminals.)

In the report (Chapter 4, pp. 28 flf) several areas that required improvement,
were identified, viz. (1) resources for border inspection and patrol; (2) develop-
ment and application of drug detection aids; (3) cooperation l)etween Customs
Patrol and INS Border Patrol; (4) air and marine interdiction programs, and
(5) joint operations. The comments which follow are intened to amplify some of
these issues.

RESOURCES FOR INSPECTION AND PATROL

Lack of border enforcement resources, in a period of increasing workload and
drug smuggling from Mexico, is a major problem. In the five year period 1971-76,
for example. Customs Mexican l)order inspector positions increased by 25 percent.
During the same period, however, key workload indicators increased even more
rapidly. The numljers only provide part of the story. Increased smuggling attempts
involving sophisticated tactics magnify the problem: and Mexico has become the
principal source for heroin entering this country. Therefore, we agree with the
GAO conclusion that more resources arc required at the Mexican border ports.

DRUG DETECTION AIDS

The Treasury Department and the U.S. Customs Service place a high priority
on the development of technological support systems to increase the effectiveness
of border enforcement. The comment on page 40 of the draft report, which states
that only one third of the Customs research and development funds are used for
drug detection systems, as opposed to between ports technological systems (e.g.

airborne and ground sensor systems), is misleading. Airborne and ground sensor
systems are extremely expensive compared to drug detection systems, and the
relative funding levels do not indicate proportionate priorities. The following are
examples of technological support systems being considered or in use by the
Customs Service for the interdiction of illicit narcotics.
Customs developed an electro-mechanical sniffer which is currently being tested

at selected ports of entry;
X-ray sj^stems have been used in mail l:)ranches for years and cargo and tire

x-ray sj'stems are now undergoing development and field test;

Neutron backscatter devices are being evaluated for detection of secreted drugs;
Hand-held infrared thermal viewers for detection of "hot spots" created by

secreted drugs have been tested;
Closed circuit television systems at ports of entry have aided in identifying drug

smugglers; and.
In addition to increasing the number of detector dog teams in the field, tests

and studies are iDeing conducted on breeding, rearing and training detector dogs.

COOPERATION BETWEEN PATROL UNITS

A significant issue raised in the chapter on Operations relates to the overlap
of mission, resources, and tactics between the Customs Patrol and the INS Border
Patrol (pp.42 8) and the resulting apparent jurisdictional conflicts and lack of

cooperation between these two groups (pp. 44 fif). These points of general ref-

erence should be noted:
INS sensor fields are generally located near ports of entry where most illegal

alien crossings occur; Customs sensor fields are deployed much further away from
the ports where smuggling activity occurs.
INS and Customs do not have similar interdiction strategies as the report

impHes. In attempting to intercept iUegal aliens, the INS Border Patrol protects

specific areas of the l^order which are well-known crossing points. Routine patrol

and a "laying in" at the point of crossing are common tactics. In contrast, the
Customs Patrol has employed a tactical interdiction approach. The crossing

points and the time of crossing the border are not predictable. Thei'efore, Customs
units are geared to responding to intelligence, both tactical and general, and
sensor alerts. To protect an area as extensive as the Southwest border against

smuggling by routine patrols would be largely ineffective. The use of the tactical

interdiction approach has permitted Customs to employ its scarce resources

most efficiently.

In those instances where the Customs Patrol arrests illegal aliens or INS
uncovers smuggling, the other agency is usually immediately notified.
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AIR INTERDICTION

The report emphasizes the lack of heroin seized by the air program as the signi-
ficant measure of its usefulness and effectiveness. We believe, however, that such a
view overlooks the importance of the air program in the Customs overall l:)order

interdiction effort, as well as the inadequacy of intelligence from all sources, on how
the bulk of heroin actually enters the country.

In our view the intelligence that heroin smuggling at the Southwest border
occurs almost exclusively at the ports of entry is not entirely supportable. Customs
has made every effort to determine the routes and methodologies in an effective
manner. During August/September 1975, a special operation along the border was
conducted using intensified inspection of vehicles by detector dog teams. Some 35
teams were detailed to the border for a period of 2 months. Operating in conjunc-
tion with inspectors, who were also focusing on heroin smuggling, thousands of

vehicles were thoroughly searched. The results were disappointing. Very little

heroin was uncovered, indicating either that heroin is not being smuggled through
ports of entry and established traffic routes, or, as Customs believes, smugglers
adjust their operations to encounter the least possibility for detection over all

possible points of entry, routes, and times.
Customs continues to direct its resources against heroin smuggling at and be-

tween ports of entry on the Southwest border. Because heroin seizures represent
only a fraction of the estimated 6 to 8 metric tons coming from Mexico annually,
we are convinced that the Customs assessment of the situation is correct; no one
knows how, when, or where heroin is being smuggled into the United States ; and
that smugglers vary their methods, points, and times of entry. Customs also feels

that the mobile tactical interdiction strategy is the most effective means for com-
bating smugghng, and that strategy supported by adequate tactical intelligence,

will disrupt smuggling operations and bring illegal traffickers to justice.

The Customs enforcement posture is strongest within the ports. A full-scale

inspection system, supported by TECS, detector dogs, and secondary search

areas, is operating at each of these ports on the Southwest border. Our inspector

force is experienced, highly motivated, and trained in detecting potential smug-
glers. Unquestionably, the risk potential for a smuggler is greater at these ports

than in the vast areas between the ports, or in the use of aircraft to penetrate the

border.
To effectivelv combat this smugghng of narcotics and other contraband, a

balanced border interdiction approach is required w^hich combines improved

enforcement at the ports as well as between ports, and against air and boat

smuggling. The greatest effectiveness against the smuggling of contraband is

achieved through the deterrent effort. So attribute a law rate of seizure to the in-

effectiveness of an interdiction tactic, e.g., air interdiction, without considering

other factors such as lack of intelligence and the deterrent factor is at best ques-

tionable. " ^ A • T X J- i-

The Draft report's views on the effectiveness of Customs Air Interdiction,

although accurate statistically for the time period analyzed, do not reflect the

increasing potential in Customs aircraft detection capability. During fiscal year

1976 substantial progress was made in improving or acquiring the elements of

the interdiction program necessarv to achieve maximum productivity. Ihe

North American Air Defense Command, and also the Federal Aviation Agenc>%

have extended the agreements enabling Customs to utilize the long-range ground

radars of those agencies. Discussions with the Air Force concerning the Airborne

Warning and Control Svstem (AWACS), which could ultimately provide the

most complete radar detection and tracking capability possible along our borders,

have also recently been undertaken. „ . . x •

An additional problem facing the Customs Air Program, but not alluded to m
the Draft Report, is the condition and quality of the airci-aft available for inter-

diction. Customs has been almost completely dependent upon the Department of

Defense for its source of interdiction aircraft. The light aircraft supplied to Cus-

toms since 1971 were miUtarv surplus, generally outmoded and already requu-ing

extensive maintenance to keep them operational. Since these aircraft have been

phased out of the active inventory, maintenance becomes even more difficult and

costly. To increase effectiveness against the full-range of smuggler aircraft, it is

essential to replace these old and obsolete military aircraft.

JOINT OPERATIONS

The Operations Section also raises the issue of lack of coordination in joint

operations. The planning for a major joint operation is complex. Much has been
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learned from past mistakes. In the future extensive planning will precede the
•operation, covering all facets of coordination, resource allocation, intelligence,

etc. Currently under review is a planning document outlining the procedures for

controlling all such operations.
OTHER ISSUES

Customs endorses the GAO recommendation to expand the use of U.S. magis-
trates in the prosecution of lower level drug violators. Customs has already in-

stituted administrative penalites for seizures of small amounts of marihuana.
However, most cases must await prosecution in Federal, State, or local courts. If

magistrates could be used in lower level violator cases, the risk of prosecution
would increase and more serious cases would receive quicker action.

The final issue concers the imposition of administrative penalties in Ueu of

criminal prosecution. Customs Circular ENF-4-0:I:PP, dated May 27, 1976,

provided guidelines for imposing administrative penalites on pedestrians crossing

the border found to be carrjnng marihuana or hashish. This may have resulted in

the situation noted by GAO at San Diego. Under the circular, pedestrians are

subject to a mitigated civil penalty, in addition to forfeiture of the drugs. The
guidelines contained in the circular as follows:

Penalty Amount of marihuana Hashish

$25.. 1 oz or less 7 g or less.

$50 . Up to 0.5 lb Up to 0.5 oz.

$75 Up to 1 lb Up to 1 oz.

$100 Up to 2 lb Up to 2 oz.

If the amount of drugs carried exceeds those specified, the penalty is cumulative.
The penalty also applies to passengers on common carriers and in vehicles.

At the time of the GAO study the Circular had only been recently issued and
many of Customs Districts were not prepared to fullj' implement this action. There
has been an increasing number of administrative penalties throughout the country.
Collections, although varying widely by locations, are generally also improving.
GAO note: (1) Page numbers cited may not correspond to page numbers in the

final report.
Department of State,

Washington, B.C., August 2, 1977.

Mr. J. K. Fasick,
Director, International Division,

U.S. General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Fasick: I am replying to your letter of July 19, 1977, which for-

warded copies of the draft report: "Illegal Entry at United States-Mexico Border

—

Multiagency Enforcement Efforts Have Not Been Effective in Stemming The
Flow of Drugs and People."
The enclosed comments were prepared by the Deputy Senior Advisor for Inter-

national Narcotics Matters.
We appreciate having had the opportunity to review and comment on the draft

report. If I may be of further assistance, I trust you will let me know.
Sincerely,

Daniel L. Williamson, Jr.,

Deputy Assistant Secretary

for Budget and Finance.

Enclosure.

GAO Draft Report: "Illegal Entry at United States-Mexico Border—
Multiagency Enforcement Efforts Have Not Been Effective in Stem-
ming the Flow of Drugs and People"

The Department of State agrees with the recommendations made in the GAO
Report and supports the thesis that an integrated strategy for border control is

needed. The Department further agrees with the specific recommendation of the

report that the U.S. Mission in Mexico should expand the narcotics control action

plan to include program goals and specific objectives for supporting border inter-

diction efforts, and design a program for developing information to assist in inter-
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cepting smugglers at the border (see iii and Chapter 4) . Since the report was written
and the authors of the report made their visit to the Mission in Mexico City in

1976, the Embassy has been developing joint planning with the Mexican Govern-
ment directed at the achievement of these objectives.
A Mission narcotics strategy paper more comprehensive than the narcotics

control action plan was prepared in Deceml>er 1976, which proposed common
United States-Mexico drug control goals for the long-run period and descril)ed

general steps to reach the agreed upon goals, including greater emphasis on inter-

diction. This paper is being revised to reflect the increased commitment and efforts

of the new Mexican Administration. Additionallj', the Embassy is carrying on
negotiations with the Mexican Attorne}^ General's office to develop a cooperative,
rational and realistic Mexican program of goals of the new Mexican Administration
for the full six-year period of the new Administration. Consideration of appropriate
resource levels of the United States Government and the Mexican Government
in order to carry out the long-range program, to meet required time frames and
develop mutual evaluation criteria, is part of this planning exercise. The joint

planning approach is expected to increase Mexican effectiveness in controlling

narcotics along the U.S.-Mexican border. It should also promote the development
of needed intelligence and its exchange between the two governments.

Following are specific comments relating to selected areas of the report that

need clarification, qualification, or classification:

Pg. 27: The last sentence on Page 27 states that the Government of Mexico
provides limited cooperation in the development and exchange of narcotics in-

telligence with the U.S. Mission. In view of the increased commitment of the new
Mexican Administration, this statement should be revised to reflect more positively

on the Mexican efforts in intelligence cooperation.

Pg. 28: The comments in the first paragraph on Page 28 concerning the lack of

development and exchange of narcotics intelligence is out of date, in view of ac-

tions that have taken place later in 1976 and 1977 within the Mission to strengthen

this part of the program.
Pg. 29: The last paragraph criticizes Mexican efforts in the narcotics intelligence

field. This statement is no longer considered valid, in view of the Mexican Attorney

General's actions in reorganizing his narcotics intelligence effort. The same applies

for the last statement on Page 29, in which consultations between the Mission and

the Attorney General's oflSce have focused on needed assistance for developing

Mexican capability in narcotics inteUigence.

Pg. 30: We suggest that the report use more recent data concerning cooperation

on specific exchanges of intelligence between DEA in Mexico and the Attorney

General's oflfice. ^ ^
William B. Grant,
Deputy Senior Advisor for

International Narcotics Matters.

Office of the Secretary of Transportation,
Washingto?i, B.C., November 3, 1977.

Mr. Henry Eschwege,
Director, Comviunity and Economic Development Division,

U.S. General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C.

DEA.R Mr. Eschwege: I am forwarding for your consideration the Departnient

of Transportation (DOT) response to the draft report "lUegal Entry at United

States-Mexico Border." -^ . v„„
As a matter of general comment on the entire study, some significant policy,

management and organizational problems afi-ecting Federal law enforcement

activities on the southwest border were identified. Specifically, the problem seems

to be numerous cases of jurisdiction overlap and duplication of effort between the

United States Customs Service and the Immigration and Naturalization bervice

(INS). However, the report does have several shortcomings both m its approacn

^"one of the report's recommendations would have the Director, OflRce of Man-

agement and Budget (0MB) and the Director, Office of Drug Abuse Policy

(ODAP) together with the Attorney General, Secretary of the Treasury, and other

department heads having responsibility for border law enforcement develop a

"plan" and "strategy" for border control. This recommendation has already been

implemented as the President's Reorganization Project has circulated for comment

a set of options to be forwarded to the President for better managing the entire

border. These options were developed from an ODAP study on border manage-

ment.

»
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As the report indicates, any border interdiction effort relies heavily on intel-

ligence support; the need for more and better intelligence is basic to good border
management. However, the report does not aggressively pursue the major short-

coming of the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC).
The report also states that mere revocation or suspension of a pilot's license has

little deterrent effect on air drug smuggling. While this may be a valid observation,
it is not a profound analysis of the enforcement problem of interdicting air drug
smugglers. The lack of effectiveness of current efforts should more appropriately
center around the tactical methods (or lack of) employed by the Customs and DEA
air-interdiction operations. At the present time, proposals to amend Title VI of

the Federal Aviation Act to include criminal sanctions against pilots who know-
ingly and willingly engage in illegal activities as crew members of a U.S. civil

aircraft without appropriate and valid pilot certificates are under review within
DOT.
The GAO report concludes the marine drug interdiction program has had some

success but there is a need for increased cooperation and program integration.

However, the report fails to mention that the Customs Patrol has primarj- respon-
sibility for the interdiction of smuggling attempts along the water borders of the
United States. The U.S. Coast Guard, as one of several primary missions, supports
the marine drug interdiction effort. It should be noted that the ODAP/OMB
studj^ judged Coast Guard support of these efforts to be satisfactory and respon-
sive.

In conclusion, the Department of Transportation role in border law enforcement
is one of support. While these activities are a relatively small peicentage of the
FAA and Coast Guard operations, we place a high priority on their performance.
We expect to continue this support with a view toward assisting the drug interdic-

tion efforts to our maximum capability.

Sincerely,
Edward W. Scott, Jr.
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Reorganization Options Related to Border Management

(This paper is a draft option document circulated to knowledgeable individuals
and groups for their comments and suggestions. It does not constitute the
recommendation of any option by the President's Reorganization Project,
December 14, 1977)

BACKGROUND

A number of serious social and economic problems facing the United States
today converge at our national borders and bring into sharp focus a fundamental
question of control. On the one hand, concern over narcotics, illegal aliens and
the smuggling of contraliand argues for strict border controls to enforce Federal
laws. On the other hand, concern for encouraging travel, tourism and trade

—

in keeping with this Nation's democratic principles—argues for border controls
more likely to reduce inconvenience, delay, and economic loss.

The prol)lems of border control are intensified because of the immensity of the
activities involved. Almost 300 million people and 80 million vehicles legally

cross our borders each year. Enormous volumes of cargo annually pass through
United States' ports of entry. Representing the bulk of $250 billion in import
anfl export trade, 160,000 vessels arrive at United States' seaports annually
carrying 3 million crewmembers and passengers. Customs duties collected on
imports alone exceed $7 billion each year. Twenty million persons and huge vol-

umes of air cargo arrive annually on 350,000 commercial, military and private

flights. At the same time, tons of narcotics and related sul^stances are smuggled
into the country each year. In recent years Mexico has become the chief source

of heroin smuggled into the United States. One and a half million persons are

apprehended annually as they attempt to enter the country illegally. Smuggling
of all forms of contral^and and aliens appears to be increasing. Problems related

to border activities are the source of growing concern to the Hispanic and other

American communities along our borders and the source of serious potential

conflict with our international neighbors.

Effective control of the United States' borders has a direct impact on a wide

range of government programs, including narcotics control, alien regulation,

contraband smuggling, and protection of the economic, health, and agricultural

interests of the United States. This option paper assumes that improved control

of the national borders could benefit the many Federal domestic programs which

are linked to border activities.

Historically, Ijorder control has been exercised by the agencies charged with

enforcing each separate substantive law and its related domestic program. At one

time separate border inspections were conducted l:)y the Public Health Service

(now of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare) ; the Department of

Agriculture; the Immigration and Naturalization Service (of the Department of

Justice); and the United States Customs Service (of the Treasury Department).

Today at many United States ports of entry separate and largely uncoordmated

inspections are made by the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and

the U.S. Customs Service (Customs). The same duplication of effoit occurs in

conducting patrols between ports of entry where entirely separate patrol forces are

maintained by the INS and Customs. It is not clear that this duplication is neces-

sary or l^eneficial.
. . i .• i i i

the effect of such a commoditj^-oriented system for performmg identical border

functions, including inspection and patrol, has been waste and inefficiency, not

only in the performance of the functions, but also in the need to acquire separate

systems and facilities to support these functions, such as telecommunications and

computer hardware. Fragmentation of border control efforts has also meant a lack

of overall planning, with the present disjointed organizational structure resulting

all too often in the lack of any overall policy for managing the borders.

In September, 1977, the Office of Drug Abuse Policy (ODAP) conipleted a

review entitled "Border Management and Interdiction—An Interagency Review.

The President's Reorganization Project cooperated in the ODAP study, and con-

curs with its basic finding that adoption of a concept of a total "l)order manage-

ment" is necessary to solve the organizational problems identified, and to imple-

ment President Carter's announced initiatives in response to the problems of drug

abuse and undocumented aliens. The conclusion, that some organizational changes

in Federal border activities are required is also supported m a report releasecl by

the General Accounting Office on December 2, 1977, and in a recent position

paper prepared by a unit of the American Federation of Government Employees.
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Prior to the submission of any recommendations to the President by the Re-
organization Project, this option paper is being circulated in draft form to in-

terested persons and groups in order to allow comment and advice from knowledge-
able persons inside and outside of the Federal Government.

GENERAL FINDINGS

The President's Reorganization Project has made the following tentative

findaigs:

(1) The United States borders are under increasing pressure from a flow of

illegal narcotics and drugs, undocumented aliens, and contraband such as guns
and stolen vehicles. A number of community leaders along the Southwest border
report a thriving commerce in guns and other property stolen in the U.S. and
exchanged for narcotics in Mexico.

(2) Serious problems of overlap, duplication of effort, and lack of coordination

exist between the two principal agencies involved at the land borders, Customs
and INS.

These problems significantly hamper effective border control. In one instance,

persons on patrol in the two major patrol forces on the border cannot directly

communicate with each other because they use diflferent radio frequencies. In

another instance, inspection forces which are located virtually side-by-side at

international airports rely on separate systems—the one manual; the other fully

automated—to identify know or suspected violators, many of whom may be
dangerous. Preliminary efforts are only now being made toward integrating these

systems.
(3) In concentrating on its border enforcement responsibilities to prevent

illegal entries, INS has been unable to devote sufficient resources to its important
nonborder administrative law functions. As the President noted in his undocu-
mented alien message of August 4, 1977, over 240,000 alien benefit applications

were backlogged.
INS appears increasingly to be faced with a serious conflict in principle in the

administration of the immigration laws. First, INS is required by its interdiction

mission to undertake more restrictive enforcement efforts to deter alien entry

and to increase deportation. At the same time, in administering the Immigration
and Nationality Act, INS must exercise extraordinary discretion in deciding

sensitive issues of human rights, with both the appearance and substance of fair

and evenhanded justice. Important questions of fair play and humane adminis-

tration of immigration laws are directly involved, often with persons who do not

speak English and who have little education. In meeting these dual responsibilities,

it can be argued that INS assumes the role of police officer, prosecutor, and judge.

(4) Any effort to make land border enforcement effective without enforcement of

the air and sea borders simply invites an increase of smuggling by air and sea.

Current intelligence estimates indicate that some 4,000 to 5,000 illegal smuggling
flights cross the Southern border each year. In the southern California area alone

there are over 200,000 small boats, many of which regularly travel between
Mexican and U.S. waters, while in the Miami area there are some 47,000 small

craft, many of which regularly travel to the Bahamas. An air and marine inter-

diction capability is an important factor in any overall border management con-

cept. At present this capability appears insuflftcient, with Customs attempting to

obtain the resources to carry out effective border interdiction at sea and in the air.

The U.S. Coast Guard, as the civilian maritime general with agency law enforce-

ment responsibility, is empowered both with the legal authority and operating

capabilities to assume a preeminent enforcement role in the waters and related

air space adjacent to our borders. However, except in the Miami Region, the Coast

Guard conducts few self-initiated patrols or other activities in direct support of a

border enforcement mission, i.e., anti-smuggUng or interdiction of drugs, contra-

band and undocumented aliens. Only a small percentage of Coast Guard resources

is devoted to law enforcement. As a result, large sea and air gaps exist in our border

defenses against narcotics, contraband, and to a lesser extent, undocumented
aliens.

(5) There is substantial duplication and inconsistency in the visa application and
approval activities of the State Department and the INS border admissions process.

These general findings form the framework within which the major organizational

issues in the border management area should be considered. These issues are:

(1) What organizational arrangement is most appropriate for border manage-
ment activities?
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(2) If a l^order Management Agency is established, what departmental location

is most suitable—Treasury or Justice?

(3) What actions should be taken to ensure that border management is supported
by necessary air and marine interdiction capabilities/

(4) What actions should be taken to ensure that the visa issuance and border
admission functions are consistently and effectivelj^ carried out?

In the following section, these issues are discussed more fully and alternative

solutions presented together with brief outlines of their apparent advantages and
disadvantages.

ISSUES AND ALTERNATIVES

Issue I.—What organizational arrangement is most appropriate for border

management activities?

DISCUSSION

Both Customs (Treasury) and INS (Justice) now have separate major patrol

and port inspection units which perform comparable duties, operate in the same
manner, often in the same location at the same time, employ similar enforcement

techniques, and require the same type of support systems and facilities. As a result

of past studies and the recent ODAP review, there is a general recognition that the

fragmentation and duplication in the present organizational arrangement of patrol

and inspection functions hinder effective border control. Among the findings of the

ODAP study relevant to this issue are the following:

There is a significant duplication of management overhead between INS and
Customs at most ports of entry.

The most obvious inspection problems are the duplication of effort and the

management difficulties associated with duplicate inspection processes.

Levels of interagency cooperation vary, but there is a general sense of conflicting

priorities and less than full cooperation between agencies (although the current

Commissioners both of INS and Customs have made great efforts to encourage

cooperation).
. , «. ,

The major shortcoming in the patrolling function is the duphcation of effort and

lack of cooperation between the Border Patrol and the Customs Patrol on the

Southwest border. , . ^, , ,, i

Some agency support activities are dupUcative but are not, m themselves, likety

candidates for consolidation. However, consolidation of the patrol and inspection

functions of the principal agencies (Customs and INS) would allow consohdation

of the major support activities.

The ODAP study concludes that: "A merger of the principal border enforcement

agencies would significantly reduce overlap and duplication of effort and greatly

enhance the overall effectiveness of border operations. It would allow management

greater flexibility in responding to peak workloads and to immediate crises. A
single border management agency would also allow consolidation of management

and support functions which should create significant savings."

Although not commenting directly on the merits of a single border management

agencv, GAO, in a December, 1977, study entitled '^Illegal Entry at United

States-Mexican Border—Multi-Agency Enforcement Efforts Have Not Been

Effective in Stemming the Flow of Drugs and People," reported similar findings:

Border forces have not intercepted significant quantities of heroin ana cocaine

and too little is known about how drugs enter the country.
.

Although increasing numbers of aliens are being caught, the border is a re-

^Vf'anvtliinff PRP's review indicates that the findings of ODAP and GAO
understate the serious extent of the problems. Duplication in some areas clearly

hampers the effectiveness of either agency. Narcotics slip through ports of entry

because of the confusion and delay inherent in the duplicate inspection process

carried out by INS and Customs at international airports.
., ^. ^u

In proposing solutions to these problems, PRP offers for consideration the

following range of organizational alternatives: , ^.- „„j
Alternative 1.-Make no organizational change but improve coordmation and

increase resources to selected functions and agencies.
x- i

' „ ^.^

To respond to mounting border problems, the following operational areas re-

quire improved interagency coordination, the infusion of added resources, or a

combin" on of both: Customs and INS must coordinate mspection activit^s

at ports of entry and patrol activities along the border between ports; Customs

and the U.S clast Guard must coordinate border enforcement responsibihties
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to provide an air and marine interdiction capability, and INS and State must
coordinate the screening of persons seeking to enter the United States to ensure
the uniform and consistent application of immigration law.

ADVANTAGES

Least disruptive of all options in that existing organizational structures remain
unchanged.

Provides additional resources to specific problem areas.

Permits agencies to continue emphasis in areas of specific expertise.

DISADVANTAGES

Does not treat border management as an organizational system, but continues
the fragmented approach of the past.

Continues a form of crisis management focusing only on current problems.
Continues duplicative management and support structures and overlapping

responsibilities with loss of economies which could result from consolidation.
Alternative 2.—Combine and unify the patrol functions of Customs and INS

in one department (Justice or Treasury) ; and the inspection functions of Customs
and INS in the other department (Treasury or Justice).

This option would minimize jurisdictional and geographical overlap by focusing
one agency on a specific function of border control. It would place responsibilities

and resources dedicated to the inspection function in either Customs or INS with
patrol responsibilities and resources assigned to the other.

ADVANTAGES

Responds to overlap and duplication in selected functions of border control.

Provides single-manager responsibility for discrete functions of border control.

Causes minimal disruption to existing organizational structures.

DISADVANTAGES

Fails to recognize the interrelationship of patrol and inspection functions to

overall border management.
Continues duplicative management and support structures.

Does not provide single-manager accountability in border management.
Does not separate law enforcement functions from regulatory functions in either

agency.
Alternative 3.—Establish a Border Management Agency in Treasury or Justice

containing: (1) the patrol functions of Customs and INS in one unit; (2) the in-

spection functions of Customs and INS in another unit; and, (3) the remaining
functions and support activities of either Customs (if in Treasury) or INS (if

in Justice). The agency (Customs or INS) no longer having inspection or patrol

responsibilities would retain its organizational identity in its present department,
and would continue to perform its non-border regulatory functions.

This option identifies patrol and inspection as the principal border enforcement
functions and recognizes the dual systems for these functions in Ijoth Treasury and
Justice as the principal source of fragmentation, duplication of effort and inter-

agency conflict. Alternative 3 would merge the two separate patrols into one unit

and the two separate inspection forces into one unit, and place both within the
same Border Management Agency. The unified patrol would continue to investi-

gate alien smuggling rings according to the present practice of the U.S. Border
Patrol. Investigations related to adjudication and other regulatory functions would
continue to be performed by the present INS investigations units to support non-
liorder regulatory functions. This option would encourage innovation in the
separate regulatory functions, such as possible use of ombudsmen and local ad-
visory councils.

ADVANTAGES

Provides a single manager responsible for the major functions of inspection and
patrol.

Responds to existing operating problems of overlap, duplication, and fragmen-
tation of effort Ijy organizationally recognizing the interrelationships and inter-

action between the patrol and inspection functions.
Responds to current interagency problems of coordination, competition, and

parochialism.
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Provides opportunity for sviljstantial gains in efficiency and effectiveness.

Allows for separation of regulatory and administrative law functions from border
enforcement functions.

DISADVANTAGES

Would create some personnel turbulence and disruption during changeover.
Transfers traditional enforcement functions from one department.
Separates regulatory functions of at least one agency from enforcement func-

tions, therel)y requiring interdepartmental coordination.
Alternative 4.—Establish a Border Management Agency in Treasury or Justice

by combining all of Customs and INS.
This alternative would provide single management of all INS and Customs

functions, including those not directly related to l)order management. The new
agency head would be responsil)le for designing and managing the consolidation
of functions and for the ultimate performance of the new organization. Implicit in

Alternative 4 is the assumption that all Immigration and Customs functions are
sufficiently related to border operations to Justify their inclusion in a border-
oriented agency. The consolidated agency would have broad responsibilities for

both Immigration and Customs activities in the interior of the United States and
overseas, as well as in the border areas.

ADVANTAGES

Provides central management for principal border enforcement functions.

Responds to existing operating problems of overlap, duplication, and frag-

mentation of effort by providing central control.

Recognizes the interrelationships of border management functions; such as,

inspection, patrol, and support services.

Eliminates current interagency problems of coordination, competition, and
parochialism.

DISADVANTAGES

Would create some personnel turbulence and disruption during changeover.

Transfers traditional functions from one department.
Requires the transfer of a number of functions which are not directly related to

])order management.
Fails to distinguish regulatory or administrative law functions which might be

improved bj"^ separation from border enforcement activities.

Issue II.—If a Border Management Agency is established, what departmental

location is most suitable—Treasury or Justice?

DISCUSSION

Because of the importance of the departmental affiliation of any Border Man-
agement Agency, this issue, though related to Issue I, should be considered

separately.
While there is agency consensus that border control problems are serious enough

to require some organizational change, there is little support for the creation of

a new, independent, and separate Border Management Agency. On the contrary,

the consensus is that both the Departments of Justice and Treasury have the

types of personnel, organizational framework, and management capability to

assume any border enforcement responsibilities that might be consoUdated.

The Departments of Justice (INS) and Treasury (Customs) exercise tradi-

tional authorities which allow both to maintain a highly visible presence at the

borders through uniformed inspection and patrol forces. The Justice inspection

function (INS) involves the examination of persons and documents to deter-

mine admissibility of persons to the United States, focusing upon the illegal

entry of ahens. U.S. citizens, who represent approximately 45 percent of those

entering, must submit only to a cursory inspection by INS.
The Treasury Department devotes approximately three times more resources

to inspection than the Department of Justice. The Treasury inspection function

involves the inspection of all persons without regard to citizenship and applies

also to general merchandise and carriers at the point of entry. Treasury is respons-

ible for: (a) collecting appropriate duties and taxes; (b) ensuring that merchandise

meets the admissibihty requirements of more than 40 government agencies;
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(c) ensuring compliance with navigation laws and other carrier control regula-
tions and requirements; and (d) preventing smuggling.

Justice, through its U.S. Border Patrol, and Treasury, through its U.S. Cus-
toms Patrol, each maintains uniformed patrol forces along our borders. A Treas-
ury Patrol force is also located at the ports of entry. As in the case of inspection,
the Justice patrol force is primarily concerned with persons seeking illegal enti-y

while the Treasury patrol force is concerned with the smuggling of contraband
and the ph3^sical security or ports.

APPROXIMATE NUMBERS OF PERSONNEL INVOLVED IN THESE ACTIVITIES BASED ON FISCAL YEAR 1978 BUDGET

FIGURES

Customs INS Total

Inspectors 4,400 1,450 5,850
Patrol 1,500 2,200 3,700

Total 5,900 3,650 9,550

Both Customs and INS have either developed or have imder development sepa-

rate computer and communications systems to support their border operations.

Treasury has an operational computer system to identify wanted or suspected
Federal violators; INS does not. Customs has devoted more resources to its sys-

tems to date and has developed considerable expertise in their planning, design,

implementation, and management. "While INS has devoted substantial resources

to computer systems development, none of its central data bases is as yet directly

retrievable by computer terminals in the field.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1.—Place the Border Management Agenc}^ within the Department
of Justice.

ADVANTAGES

Locates within a single department the administrative, adjudicatory, and law
enforcement responsibilities for the undocumented alien problem.

Provides for an integrated, efficient Federal effort by concentrating more border
responsilDilities in Justice. Justice already has primary responsibility for the princi-

pal border problems of drugs and aliens.

Facilitates coordination with the Drug Enforcement Administration.
Recognizes that Justice already maintains a strong border enforcement orga-

nization in the U.S. Border Patrol.

DISADVANTAGES

Concentrates primary law enforcement authorities in one department.
Could separate the Customs revenue collection function from other revenue

functions in Treasury.
Could require transfer of a larger organizational entity (Customs) to join a

smaller one (INS).
Entails the transfer of functions from a multi-purpose organization (Customs)

to a single-purpose organization (INS).

Alternative 2.—Place the Border Management Agency within the Department
of the Treasury.

ADVANTAGES

Recognizes Treasury's almost 200-year experience in some aspects of border
management, its current responsibility for a range of border management func-

tions and its traditionally strong support for border operations.

Acknowledges Treasury's present capacit}^ in supporting the border requirements

of 40 or more agencies and the adaptability of its management structure, resources,

and support systems for administering border enforcement operations, including

illegal alien responsibilities.

Divides major enforcement responsibilities between Treasury and Justice con-

sistent with the constitutional precept of "checks and balances," avoiding the

concentration of police power in any single agency of government.
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DISADVANTAGES

Could disrupt the continuum of the immigi-ation }3rocess which now gives
INS jurisdiction over most asjjects of alien status.

V/ould require close interagency coordination between Treasury and Justice
on drug and, possibh^, alien problems.

Divides primary enforcement responsibilities Ijetween Treasury and Justice,
continuing fragmentation in the Federal justice system.

Issue III.—What actions should Ije taken to ensure that border management
is supported by necessary air and marine interdiction capabilities?

DISCUSSION

The exten,t of the land borders and coastline—roughlj^ 96,000 miles—provides
relatively easy access to the United States by land, sea, and air. While air and
marine operations presently represent secondary considerations in viewing
problems of border control, they are nevertheless important ones. At present the
Coast Guard and Customs play a largely undefined role in air and marine inter-

diction, with Customs undertaking increasingly greater program initiatives and
the Coast Guard furnishing limited support in response to specific requests for

assistance.

The U.S. Coast Guard is the only civilian Federal agency equipped and au-
thorized to provide full marine and air support to civilian law enfoi'cement agen-
cies. The Coast Guard at one time performed all the functions of both the immi-
gration and Customs patrols in certain coastal areas and today exercises plenary
jurisdiction for enforcement of all laws both on the high seas and our inland

waterways.
However, in recent years, the Coast Guard has gradually deemphasized its

law enforcement role. It devotes only minimal resources to bolder control activi-

ties, carries no firearms on many of its vessels, and performs few regular patrol

operations in proximity to the land borders of the United States. While the Coast
Guard remains responsive to specific requests for assistance by other enforcement
agencies, it undertakes few initiatives in performing any border law enforcement

function. Its operational emphasis has clearly shifted toward programs such as

search and rescue, aids to navigation, and boating safety. The Coast Guard, in

short, now has no priority program, objective or strategy throughout its 12

districts for the protection of U.S. waters or coastline against entry of drugs,

aliens, or the smuggling of contraband. The result has been a noticeable void

in Federal maritime efforts to control the borders. To partially fill this void

Customs has begun a boat and aircraft acquisition program, requiring an increasing

funding level.

The.issue is whether to alter the Coast Guard's mission and commit its resources

to an increased role in marine and air interdiction in support of border manage-

ment activities, or to increase the resources provided to either Customs or a new
Border Management Agency to play such a role. A secondary l3ut important issue

is where to house the Coast Guard should the decision be taken to alter its priori-

ties. Factors to be considered in arriving at a decision are: (1) the limited law en-

forcement role actually performed by the Coast Guard at present and its major

responsibilities in other areas (2) the substantial duplication of equipment and
resulting costs associated with building a marine and air support capability m
either Customs or a new Border Management Agency; and (3) the implications of

realigning a large, multi-purpose agency such as Coast Guard to support the more

narrow enforcement programs of a Border Management Agency or Customs.

ALTERNATIVES

AUernative 1.—Make no change in present structures or emphasis for the Coast

Guard; give increased resources to Customs or a new Border Management Agency

to allow development of a strong air and marine support capability for border

enforcement operations.
ADVANTAGES

Establishes and fixes accountability for border enforcement and perimeter

security in one agency.
. , ^ j i

Allows Border Management Agency or Customs to acquire boats and planes

with the specific type of equipment needed to support border enforcement opera-

tions.

25-024—78 24
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Allows Coast Guard to continue to assist border management functions on a
request basis—e.g., interception of vessels on the high seas.

Ensures that the non-border and non-enforcement missions of the Coast Guard
continue to receive emphasis.

DISADVANTAGES

Fails to fully utilize the existing enforcement authority and plenary jurisdiction
of the U.S. Coast Guard; thus, would allow further diminution of U.S. Coast
Guard role in U.S. territorial waters.
Requires either Customs or new Border Management Agency to expand costly

air and marine support programs.
Makes close coordination necessary between Coast Guard and another agency

with expanded maritime enforcement jurisdiction to avoid overlap and duplica-
tion in enforcing U.S. laws.

Alternative 2.—Redefine the Coast Guard's primary operational role as one of
providing high priority close support to the Customs or Border Management
Agency, and leave the Coast Guard within the Department of Transportation.

ADVANTAGES

Avoids the need to duplicate expensive, sophisticated hardware for Customs or a
separate border enforcement agency.

Preserves the relationship between Coast Guard and Transportation for carry-
ing out maritime programs.

Allows the non-border and non-enforcement missions of Coast Guard to con-
tinue to receive some emphasis.

Avoids the disruption of an interdepartmental transfer.

DISADVANTAGES

Requires Coast Guard to choose between competing and sometimes conflicting
priorities in meeting multimission responsibilities.

Provides for increased utilization of Coast Guard air and marine support for

border management efforts to the possible diminution or detriment of other non-
border, non-enforcement programs.

Presents agency conflicts over methods of deploying Coast Guard if separate
departments utilize Coast Guard capabilities to support their programs.

Alternative 3.—Transfer the Coast Guard intact to the same Cabinet Depart-
ment in which the Border Management Agency is to be located, if such an agency
is established.

ADVANTAGES

Places Federal responsibility for all principal border functions in a single de-
partment.

Ensures a high priority for the border law enforcement role within the U.S.
Coast Guard.

Significantly increases the total amount of resources available for border
management functions.

Provides for the assimilation or elimination of separate Customs Marine and
Air Patrol activities.

DISADVANTAGES

Could cause an adverse impact on other responsibilities of the U.S. Coast
Guard, such as icebreaking, aids to navigation, and boating safety, if increased
emphasis is placed on border law enforcement responsibilities.

Could tend to have adverse impact on the Coast Guard's morale and sense of

mission, since it was transferred from Treasury to Transportation as recently as
1966.
Would seriously hamper Transportation's objective of developing an inte-

grated maritime program.

Issue IV.—What actions should be taken to insure that the visa issuance and
border admission functions are consistently and effectively carried out?

DISCUSSION

In addition to the duplication in inspection at the borders there is an added
duplication created by the so called visa "dual check" system. Aliens are screened
abroad during the visa application stage, and then must submit to a separate
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de novo determination by INS upon arrival. (At either step of the admissions proc-
ess, the person may be denied entry for identical reasons.) The result is an often
inconsistent application of the immigration laws.

Prior to 1924, the dual system did not exist, and the desirability of such a sys-
tem has been questioned periodically since that time. Some object to the need for
a visa system at all (most Western European countries no longer require prioi
visas) ; others feel that the functions should not be divided between two separate
agencies ; and still others think that visas should only be required for the approxi-
mately 250,000 immigrants each year, rather than the approximately 3,750,000
non-immigrants who are now issued visas annually. The Hoover Commission
(1952); the Commission on Government Security (1957); the Domestic Council
Committee on Illegal Aliens Report (1976); and, a number of GAO studies have
all made recommendations for change in the organizational placement or opera-
tion of the visa function.

With the growth of international travel, the issuance of visas has increased by
about 100 percent over the last 10 years. U.S. visa denials now exceed 300,000
annually, while almost 50,000 persons (35,000 crewmembers) holding visas are
denied admission at ports of entry. Visas are not required for short tourist visits by
Canadians. Regular border crossers, most of whom are Mexicans, are issued special
entry permits called Border Crossing Cards without having to obtain formal visas
for each entry. Most port of entry denials (about 750,000 per year) are apphcants
without visas who seek entry from Mexico or Canada, and most of these entry
denials are for economic reasons. Any reorganization of the current inspection
system operating at our borders should take into account the current system for
visa issuance which is, in effect, an extension of border regulation. The growing and
serious problem of undocumented aliens has served to highlight perceived prob-
lems in our system of admission. Concerns for promoting international travel and
various exchange programs compete with concerns for stricter measures at the
border to prevent wholesale violations of the immigration laws.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1.—Retain the visa function within the Department of State and
develop better coordination with INS.

As with any other status quo recommendation, this alternative involves the
least amount of organizational disruption and recognizes the deterrent effect of a
dual-check S3^stem. It also assumes that the sensitivity of visa issuance is an
overriding foreign policy concern requiring the Department of State to remain
directly involved. Improved coordination would stress more cross-training of

personnel, expanded communications emphasizing consistency in procedures and
regulations, and joint planning for support sustems.

ADVANTAGES

Maintains the historical dual-check system to provide for separate assessments
by two different agencies.

Recognizes the flexibility of Department of State programs as better suited to
accommodate foreign language fluency associated with the visa function.

Preserves any link between the visa issuance function and the conduct of foreign

policy.

Makes it unnecessary to expand the operational role of another agency abroad.

DISADVANTAGES

Risks the visa function receiving the same relatively low priority which his-

torically has been placed on it by the Department of State.

Creates difficulties in coordinating admissions policy between two administra-
tive systems.

Requires maintaining an enforcement and regulatory activity of a type that is

not often maintained by the State Department.
Fails to place policy direction and decision making governing immigration

matters within a single agency.

Alternative 2.—Place the visa function within INS to fix accountability for the
uniform administration of immigration policy.

This alternative assumes that joining visa issuance with the administration of

related immigration programs within INS would give more emphasis to the regula-
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tory feature of visa screening; under such a system, nevertheless, the Department
of State would continue to issue diplomatic visas. In all low volume visa issuance

posts, Department of State personnel would continue to issue visas based on
authority delegated from INS on a client basis, as State now does for many other

agencies^ but INS would establish policy as to issuance of all non-diplomatic visas.

ADVANTAGES

Provides for more uniform and consistent application of immigration law
governing the issuance of visas.

Places related immigration policy functions under one head—fixes ac-

countabilitj'^.

Enhances preventive aspects of visa issuance function by placement in an agency
with similar program concerns and orientation.

DISADVANTAGES

Diminishes importance and visibility of State's Consular Affairs program.
Expands the Overseas role of another domestic agency.

Reduces impact of foreign policy considerations now implicit in State's

administration of this aspect of immigration law.

[U.S. Qovernment Memorandum)

Department of the Treasury,
U.S. Customs Service,

Washington, D.C., January 26, 1978.

To : Deputy Commissioner, Assistants to the Commissioner, Special Assistants to

the Commissioner, Assistant Commissioners, Regional Commissioners, District

Directors, Port Directors, Dvision Directors.

From: Commissioner of Customs.
Subject: Cooperation with DEA and INS.

There has been considerable publicity concerning an alleged lack of coordination

and cooperation between DEA, INS and the Customs Service. Reports and studies

have been released which imply a lack of inter-agency cooperation.

I feel that these studies and reports describe alleged relationships which do not

reflect the situation as it exists today. As all of you know, for some time now we
have been conducting executive meetings with officials of both DEA and INS.
Both of these fellow public service agencies have acted in good faith and with a
complete desire to achieve effective working relationships for the balanced best in-

terest of those we serve.

It is appropriate at this time for me to remind all of you that this program of

mutual assistance by these key agencies must continue onward in the successful

direction that has already been taken. I am depending on all employees of the

Customs Service to join me in the implementation of this program of full

cooperation.
Mr. Leonel Castillo, Commissioner of the Immigration and Naturalization

Service, has said, "The Customs Service and the Immigration Service share a great

responsibility. Together we provide the first line of defense at the borders—working
cooperatively to stem the flow of narcotics, other contraband and aliens attempting

to enter without proper documents."
Mr. Peter B. Bensinger, Administrator of the Drug Enforcement Administra-

tion, has said, "Narcotics enforcement is difficult, dangerous and complex. Federal,

state and local narcotics agents are up against criminal organizations which, with

awesome power and money, cause death and health damage to thousands of Ameri-

cans every year. Cooperation between all agents and agencies is an overriding

necessity in the fight against drug abuse."
Anything less than full support by our agency to both DEA and INS in the

difficult task which they have to perform will not be tolerated.

Robert E. Chasen.
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II. Newspaper and Magazine Articles

[From the Christan Science Monitor, Jan. 19, 1978]

El Paso Drugs "Out of Control"

(By James Nelson Goodsell)

"Wanna fix?"

The voice came from the darkened shadows of a huge trailer truck at a truck

stop 20 miles southeast of here.

"I got it cheap," the voice went on, "only five bills."

This reporter moved toward the owner of the voice—a young man in blue jeans,

a bright plaid cowboy shirt, and a wide-brimmed Texas hat. His girl friend kept a

wary eye out for all other movement.
"Let's get it over quickly. I don't want the 'narcs' coming around and bustin'

me."
When this reporter failed to hand over $50, the young man exclaimed: "Hey,

you ain't the fuzz or the narcs, are you?"
I assured him I was neither a policeman nor a narcotics agent, and after some

cajoling, the young man, whom I shall call Red because of his hair, his girl,

Sandy, and I went into the restaurant at the truck stop.

Lodged in a booth at the rear of the place, Red told how at 13 he had become a

heroin addict, robbing and stealing to feed the addiction, eventually kicking the

habit, and now at 20, selling the stuff to others.

"Man, there's, money in it," he went on. "Me and Sandy have a red Mustang
that I paid for with my earnings in the past six months."

Red's story is not unusual. This city, like so many other border towns, is not

only a funnel through which drugs pass from Mexico into the United States, but

also a place where it is increasingly easy to get drugs.

Moreover, the flow of illegal drugs—marijuana, heroin, cocaine, and a variety of

others—across the border has become a billion-doUar-a-year industry.

In the course of a three-day visit to El Paso, a border city, this reporter was

offered—at a price—marijuana, heroin, and a variety of pills, amphetamines,

and the like. On downtown streets, at the motel where I was staying, in a shoppmg
center, and at the airport, I was approached at least 20 times.

"The situation is out of control," commented a Police Department source.

An official of the local office of the United States Drug Enforcement Admmis-

tration (DEA) complained that there are "not enough, just not enough" personnel

to put much of a damper on the drug traffic and the usage of these drugs here.

Yet in fiscal 1977, the 12 months from July, 1976, through June. 1977, the DEA,
customs, and border-patrol personnel in the El Paso area alone seized 4N kilos of

heroin, 2'^ kilos of cocaine, 11.3 tons of marijuana, 46,000 units of dangerous

drugs including 700 bottles of codeine or approximately 25 kilos.

Those seizures, DEA people assert, are only a small fraction of the drugs that

come through here, mostly from Mexico, but also from South America.

"There is enough raw material in Mexico," says Omar A. Aleman a top DEA
agent: "so that there is always more ready to come no matter how much we are

able to stop." ^ .it.,. j-i „
For DEA officials, it is a little like using your fingers to plug holes in a dike

—

only to have so manv more holes that you don't have fingers enough.
^^

Drugs have become a huge business. "We're talking billions of dollars, says

But people like Omar Aleman will not put a specific dollar amount on the traffic

that flows through, around, or over El Paso. One custom source said: We simply

don't know."
, . , ,,,, , c, , ,

"I never have any trouble getting it," Red, the pusher, said, Me and bandy

get it from a guy who alwavs tells me there is more where this came from.

How much does Red sell in a day? At least $2,000 worth, "but you gotta hustle.

Red says. "After all, there are other guys out there peddhng the stuff to truck

drivers, people from El Paso who know it is easy to get heroin here and anyone

who wants it. Sure j^ou don't want some?"
Given the volume of the local drug traffic and the availability of drugs, together

with the limited size of the enforcement personnel, federal authorities here regu-

larly decline to prosecute small offenders. „
Our courts would be so backlogged, it would take years to handle all tbe cases,

comments a poUce official. "So we go after the big fish and try to take them out of

the traffic."
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[From the Christian Science Monitor, Jan. 25, 1978]

Drug Agents Stress the Trafficker, not the Traffic

( By James Nelson Goodsell)

To the men and women who monitor and try to stem the flow of illegal drugs
from Mexico into the United States, it is more important to nab the trafficker

than to actually seize drugs.
Omar A. Aleman, a top Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) agent here,

puts it succintly

:

"It's the guy at the top of a network we are after. Put him out of business and
the network collapses."

A number of such networks here have collapsed. Last year, drug enforcement
people in El Paso arrested seven men who ran various-size drug traffic networks as
well as 316 others cited for drug offenses.

"We are not doing enough," Mr. Aleman admits. "But at least we are taking
some people out of the traffic."

To do a better job, the DEA needs dozens of extra agents here and hundreds
more elsewhere along the border with Mexico and in the l)ig U.S. cities where
illegal drugs are readily available.

two-pronged mission

Here in El Paso, the DEA's job is twofold. Along with customs, immigration, and
border patrol personnel, as well as local police agencies, it:

Tries to impede the flow of drugs into the United States by watching border
entrj^ points, the largely unpatrolled 1,500-mile frontier, and air corridors.

Seeks to uncover the drug traffic networks that funnel drugs elsewhere in the
U.S. and provide drugs for the expanding local market.

In the process, DEA estimates, it may be seizing about 10 percent of the total
traffic passing through El Paso. Figures are elusive, but the DEA and other federal

agencies use 10 percent as an estimate of just how successful drug enforcement
efforts are in the United States.

In the El Paso area, one of the problems is that much of the flow comes by air,

aboard airplanes that fly below radar control and go elsewhere with their shipments
of drugs. Another problem is that whije marijuana can be detected by smell,

heroin cannot. That may explain the fiscal 1977 seizure of 1 1.3 tons of marijuana by
drug enforcement personnel, while only 4^^ kilos of heroin were seized.

ENTRY IS TOUGHER

Moreover, El Paso is known among drug traffickers as a difficult area to get into.

Other border crossings now are being used: Parral, Van Horn, places that have less

surveillance. After all, El Paso long has been a major border crossing point, with
Ciudad Judrez, the largest Mexican city on the frontier, just across the Rio Grande.
Many of those who are picked up here are the so-called "mules," the people who

actually carry the drugs across the border.
Along with other drug enforcement people, Mr. Aleman worries that not enough

is being done to slow the drug traffic. The real key is the growing demand for

drugs in the U.S.
"As long as someone is desperate enough for a fix," Air. Aleman says, "someone

in Mexico will produce" marijuana or the poppy for heroin.

MORE effort SUGGESTED

But short of stopping the demand, Mr. Aleman, who has been with the DEA
for years and worked in Mexico as well as elsewhere, thinks more could be done at
the source.

Noting the burning and destroying of whole fields of marijuana and the poppy
in Mexico, he would like to see stepped-iip cooperation between Mexican Govern-
ment agencies and the DEA. "It is a key line of defense in drug control," he
commented.

Actually, DEA sees three lines of defense:
The source, usually overseas—with Mexico (for marijuana, heroin), Colombia

(for marijuana, cocaine manufacture), Jamaica (for marijuana), and Bolivia (for

cocaine) being key Western Hemisphere origins for drugs.
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The border, being the frontier with Mexico and just about any entry point

where a plane can land or a ship can tie up.

The user and the trafficker, where the money is for the drug.

For Mr. Aleman, the effort is a little like sticking fingers into a leaky dike. No
matter how many holes are plugged, there are dozens more. "But it is worth the

effort," he feels.

"When you see one key person taken out of the traffic," he says, "that's en-

couraging."
Much of Mr. Aleman's work depends on informants. "They are our bread and

butter," he says. "Without them, we could not exist."

A disgruntled trafficker who lands behind bars can become one of these key

informants. Others get fits of conscience and talk. Still others may do it for money.
Whatever the reason, informants are important in the drug enforcement work.

But it is obvious that Mr. Aleman is frustrated that more progress is not being

made to stem the drug flow into the United States. The marijuana flow is "almost

beyond control," he says.

The heroin flow has been somewhat disrupted of late and the ' purity of it has

declined as a result. "But we still have heroin coming through in big quantities,"

he adds.
Is he optimistic or pessimistic? "Both," he concludes.

[From the Washington Star, Mar. 26, 1978]

Huge Radar Planes To Join "War" on Drug Smugglers

(By Robert Kaj^lor)

The Air Force's $128.5 miUion AWACS command post planes soon will fly a

new kind of "war" against the airborne smugglers who hedgehop across the Mexi-

can border with marijuana, heroin and other drugs.

The AWACS—for Airborne W\arning and Control System—was designed to

provide early radar warning against Soviet Mig fighter attack in Europe and

elsewhere.
Now oflSicials say they expect to have the giant radar planes in use along the

1,600-mile Mexican border from Texas to California around May 1.

OfficiaUy the flights will be training missions for AWACS crews—but U.S.

Customs Service inspectors also will be on board.
.

Customs sleuths now use ground radar and their own force of light planes against

the smuggler-pilots who sneak in from Mexico through mountain passes or just

above the treetops. . x ^u +

Because the smugglers usually fly at night and as low as 200 feet, the agents

have had only limited success.
, x, . x cic

Last year inspectors snared 57 planes and seized marijuana worth about a>lb

They estimate 80 to 90 percent of airborne smugglers—including professionals

who carry Mexican heroin and other hard drugs—may be getting through

undetected.
. , x -i +

Smugglers in some cases now are using executive jets that can easily outrun

customs planes.
,, , ,.. , . , ^ • ,

Sources say most of the successful "busts" must be credited to electronic bugs

agents planteVl aboard the smuggler planes before they took off. That allowed the

planes to be tracked to their destinations.
, , , . , ,, ,

Officials hope AWACS, with its sophisticated downward-looking radar that can

peer into mountain vallevs, will change that situation.

In one test an AWACS tracked three customs planes from takeoff to landing on

low-level flights. Agents could have been waiting on the ground when the smugglers

landed at isolated airports. .

Despite complaints in Congress about the high cost of the converted 707 jetliners

with flying saucer-shaped radar domes on their backs, the Air Force so far has

bought six of the planes. It plans to buy 28 more.
^, on nnn

An AWACS flying over Washington at its normal altitude of more than ^U,UUU

feet has used computers to simultaneously track hundreds of aircraft m the air

between New York and South Carolina.
j. u e ^

On the United States-Mexico frontier, two of the planes could watch from

Tijuana on the California border to Laredo in Texas.
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Most AWACS training flights are flown along the northern and.QO^stal U.S.
borders that would be most threatened by air attack. But Air Force sources said
the big planes can easily be routed along the Mexican border between those areas
^nd their home station at Tinker Air Force Base, Okla.

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 7, 1978]

U.S. Studies How To Plug Border

(B}'- Jack Anderson)

The border fences between the United States and Mexico are deterring drug
smugglers and illegal aliens about as effectively as a wall of Swiss cheese.

The situation is so serious that the Carter administration has set up a task
force to reorganize law enforcement operations along the border. Its confidential
report, which we have obtained, is a scalding assessment of the failure of federal
agencies to plug the leaks in the southern boundary.

Four months ago, we sent two of our reporters, Hal Bernton and Doug Fos-
ter, to Mexico to see how easy it is to cross the border illegallJ^ They set out
on foot from Nogales after moonrise and trudged into the desert, following a
well-beaten path that paralleled the fence demarking the border.
They spotted a well-used hole in the barrier, wriggled through, and walked

to a main Arizona highway. Their illegal entry into the United States had taken
them only 30 minutes.

Our reporters also found that organized smugglers would transport them
by truck or auto into this country for a fee. In addition, they uncovered evi-

dence that tons of heroin and marijuana were being shipped across the border
almost without challenge.

The White House report points the finger of Ijlame at the two main agencies
that are supposed to guard the borders—the Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) and the Customs Service.

Here are some highlights from the confidential report:
• Serious problems of "overlap, duplication of effort and lack of coordination

exist between the two principal agencies involved at the land borders." Inspec-
tion forces of both the INS and Customs, for example, work virtually side by
side at international airports, yet they use separate systems to spot known or

suspected criminals and undesirables.
• The rival agencies both maintain separate patrols to police the areas be-

tween ports of entry. But they cannot communicate directly with one another
because they use different radio frequencies.

• Despite the double inspections by Customs and INS, large quantities of

narcotics continue to pour through entry points. Border forces have not inter-

cepted significant quantities of heroin and cocaine, and too little is knowTi about
how smugglers enter the country.

• Federal agencies have been unable to crack down on smuggling by sea and
air. Although the Coast Guard has the authority and capability to play the major
law enforcement role, only a "small percentage" of its resources is being used.

As a result, "large sea and air gaps exist in our border defenses against narcotics

[and] contraband."
• The INS has been remiss in performing even its nonborder fimctions. There

is a backlog, for example, of more than 180,000 alien benefit applications.

The reorganization team will suggest several policy options to President Carter.

According to White House sources, the president could decide to leave Customs
and INS as they are and simply beef up their resources. Or, he could combine
the patrol functions of the two agencies into one department, either Justice or

Treasury, and transfer all inspection functions to the other department.
A third option, which the task force privately favors, would create a new

Border Management Agency in Treasury or Justice and assign the two functions

to different sections. Inside sources told our associate Larry Kraftowitz that the
reorganization team has tilted in favor of the Treasury Department to absorb
the proposed new border agency. This is because the Customs Service, which is now
a Treasury agency, has "a tradition of better management."

Worried INS officials, who would be left only with their "nonborder" respon-

sibilities, have already begun lobbying on Capitol Hill to protect their empire
from dissolution.
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[From the San Angelo Standard, Apr. 20, 1978]

Judiciary Hears Agent Dilemma

(By Miller Bonner)

Washington (AP).—State and local law enforcement officers have enough prob-

lems battling heroin traffickers without interference from federal officials, said

the head of the Colorado Organized Crime Strike Force's narcotics division.

In testimony Wednesday before a Senate Judiciary subcommittee, Ron
Pietrafeso joined three other state officials-—including Floyd Hacker, the head of

the Texas Department of Public Safety (DPS) Narcotics division—in asking

for more cooperation from federal officers.

Afterwards, Pietrafeso outlined a series of events more common to the Keystone
cops than to modern-day law officers.

Last fall, Peitrafeso sent a total of 16 men into the Big Bend area of Texas to

follow a gi-oup of heroin traffickers and catch the group as they transported their

illegal cargo from the Texas-Mexican border back to Colorado.

Pietrafeso said he wanted to seize the shipment in Colorado, thereby snaring not

only the traffickers but also the persons in Colorado who were financing the

operation.
"We had notified the Texas DPS and seven DPS men worked with us for alwut a

week," said Pietrafeso. "The DPS, in turn, notified Customs."
And Pietrafeso's protalems began.
An informant traveling with the traffickers kept Pietrafeso's men informed as

to the group's activities and told them the group was not able to make a heroin

purchase when originally planned. "He said the buy would take place a week
later than we thought and we were in a position to wait for them."

Customs, however, did not. ,t r r^
As the would-l3e traffickers traveled from Presidio toward Marfa, Customs

moved in and made arrests.

"Of course, we had given them the identity of all the persons and the type of

vehicle they were driving." added Pietrafeso. "They searched for drugs and, of

course, didn't find any."
Customs also overlooked $13,000 in cash hidden under a floorboard of one of the

cars. "And $13,000 in cash would have been a lot easier to find than dope," dryly

noted Pietrafeso.

Customs did find two guns, however, and made a firearms arrest.

"One of the guns belonged to our informant," said Pietrafeso, He brought it

to us and we had removed the firing pin. We thought our operation was going

smoothly, then all of a sudden the whole group was in the Presidio jail.
'

Pietrafeso said Colorado had invested more than eight months and thousands

of dollars in the ill-fated case. "I had eight men in Texas the week Customs picked

everybody up. We also had eight vehicles and two airplanes involved in surveil-

lance ... all for nothing."
, „ . , ^ . ,,

After both Pietrafeso and DPS officials "raised hell with Customs, a meeting

with state and federal officers was arranged by the DPS.
"And when I stood up in the meeting and told what happened, Pietrafesa

began, "a DEA (Drug Enforcement Administration) man said by us following

narcotics from Texas to Colorado, we would have been in violation of federal nar-

cotic conspiracy statutes, and if he caught us doing it again he'd have us thrown in

jail. Can you l^eheve that?"

The ten men arrested by Customs were convicted on drug trafficking charges,

based on the information compiled by the Coloradoans and DPS. "But, naturally,

we would have had a much stronger case and more arrests if we had completed

what we set out to do," noted Pietrafeso.

"But before the trial, we asked Customs for a report on the arrest and for them

to return some scales (used in weighing heroin) and cutting material (to dilute

the heroin before street sale) so we could use them during the trial, he added.

"After about a week, they said we couldn't have the reports. They said it would

be a violation of the Privacy Act."
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[From the San Angelo Standard, Apr. 20, 1978]

Drug Agents Feuding Over Bust

( By Mark Vogler)

Federal Customs agents deliberately tried to bungle an investigation plotted by
Colorado and Texas state narcotics agents of a major heroin trafficking ring

through West Texas which was coordinated by an inmate of the Colorado State
Penitentiary, a Denver official has told the Standard.
A Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) agent in Midland also told Colo-

rado police that if they had been arrested by federal agents they would have been
"locked up."
The series of events illustrates a major breakdown in communications between

federal and State narcotics agencies on drug enforcement efforts and is being re-

viewed this week in Washington, D.C. by a U.S. Senate subcommittee considering
reorganization of government agencies.

Meanwhile, Tim James of the Organized Crime Force of the Texas State

Attorney General's Office says that state officials who feel that the federal govern-
ment overstepped their bounds in the case could file charges for obstruction of

justice.

Joel Humphrey, a detective with the Special Narcotics Unit of the Colorado
Organized Crime Strike Force, told the Standard in an interview that "U.S.
Customs agents in West Texas almost blew our investigation by deliberately

interfering after thej^ were advised by use to lay off the suspects."

"I think the Customs action is inexcusable. We've had our ups and downs with
the Federal Government, but this is disturbing."
A Brewster County grand jury had returned nine indictments on Feb. 17 for

conspiracy to import heroin through Brewster County to Denver, Colo. The indict-

ments followed a joint investigation by the Colorado authorities and the Organized
Crime Task Force of the Texas Attorney General's Office.

The inmate who was calling the shots from the prison is said to be a close

associate of "a target" drug trafficker sought by narcotics agents on both state

and federal fugitive warrants, one of them in West Texas.
The narcotics agents were never able to seize any heroin in the case because of

intervention by Customs agents in Presidio County, according to Humphrey.
He said that Customs agents were advised that Colorado agents had followed

the would l)e traffickers from Colorado into Presidio County and were going to

keep them under surveillance until after the heroin transaction was made.
"We had the vehicles under surveillance and had requested that they not stop

the vehicles and not interfere with our surveillance. But Customs stopped them
and advised them they were under surveillance and arrested two of the suspects

for stolen fire arms," Humphrey said.

"Any attempt to complete the deal was thwarted l)y Customs intervention.

The suspects were in the process of negotiating. But when this happened, it cre-

ated so much distrust among the parties involved that they would no longer

associate."
Presidio County Sheriff Rick Thompson told the Standard that federal agencies

were notified that Texas and Colorado state police were planning to follow the

suspects back to Colorado in an attempt to arrest a drug smuggling suspect that
Colorado authorities have been attempting to arrest for the past eight years.

Customs officials denied they knew about the parties they had stopped. But
Humphrey notes that the federal agents refused to turn over to the Brewster
county Grand Jury information relating to the arrest on the stolen fire arms,
claiming they were restricted under the privacy act.

"We have' had prol)lems operating with the federal agents down in this area

])efore. It's very oljvious that they did not want the state officials making the

arrests. They wanted to make the arrest themselves," said a Texas narcotics

agent involved with the investigation.

U.S. Attorney Jamie Boyd of San Antonio told the Standard that he thought the

incident had been i-esolved following a discussion at the Alpine Police Department
last fall. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss coordination and communica-
tion problems involving federal and state narcotics agents and suppljnng more
security for the park.

It was at that meeting that U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration agent
William F. Boiling of Midland had told a Colorado agent that had any of his agents

arrested the Colorado authorities unknowingly they would have been jailed.
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"Friend, I'm a DEA agent and I didn't know anything about it. But if ray-

people had busted you, we would have locked you up and put you in jail, friend,"

Boland told Ron Pietrafeso, director of the Colorado narcotics unit.

Pietrafeso told his story to a U.S. Senate subcommittee Wednesday.
Boyd, who attended the meeting told Boiling that there would be no prosecution

of the state narcotics agents as long as he is U.S. Attorney.
"I can't stop him from arresting someone. But as far as I'm concerned there

would be no prosecution as long as the agents are operating in a legitimate fashion.

I don't know what prompted Mr. Boiling to make that remark," Boyd said.

The U.S. Attorney declined to discuss the alleged interference from Customs.
"I think it was just a lack of coordination and communication. I thought we

pretty well got it worked out harmoniously," he said.

Boiling declined to comment to the Standard about his remarks to Pietrafeso,

but indicated that he may have something to say later in the week.
State and county narcotics agent in the Big Bend area have said that their rela-

tions with the DEA and other federal agencies have not been good in recent years

in fighting drug traffic.

Boyd said the purpose of the meeting in Alpine last fall was to get things

together and hash out some things like jurisdictional matters."

The Standard in a copyrighted series last December, entitled "The Permian
Basin Corridor," reported that lack of cooperation among various drug enforce-

ment agencies has undercut efforts to stem the flow of drugs through the Brewster

and Presidio County areas—which form the heart of what is considered to be a

major drug trafficking corridor from Mexico into the U.S.

A DEA agent told the Standard that the conspiracy case made jointly by
Colorado and Texas state narcotics agents was billed up to be a major case for the

purposes of procuring federal grant money and was not as important as was made
out to be.

"There were no federal funds involved at all," said James of the state attorney

general's office.

"And as far as any suggestion of this being a minor case, I beg to differ. It was a

very significant case with significant people involved. We're talking about people

who are pretty heavy into drug trafficking."
^

Colorado authorities said the case is one of the biggest in the state s history.

[From Newsweek, May 22, 1978]

Busting the Heroin Pipeline

(By Dennis A. Williams and Sylvester Monroe)

Alfredo Alamo-Ramirez eased his old Ford up to a checkpoint on the U.S.-

Mexico border at Del Rio, Texas—and was promptly yanked out of line by sus-

picious customs agents. Acting on an informant's tip, they inspected the car

•uid found 23 pounds of Mexican brown heroin, worth at least $2.5 million on the

street, concealed in the gasoline tank. But instead of pleading ignorance, as the

agents fully expected, Alamo-Ramirez asked for sanctuary and agreed to cooper-

ate with American drug officials. They substituted 23 pounds of dog food for the

heroin and three days later, Alamo-Ramirez drove the car into a garage in a

Latino neighborhood of Chicago. Drug Enforcement Administration agents

then crashed in—with warrants—and grabbed another 17 pounds of heroin

concealed in another car and $94,000 in cash. They also arrested three important

drug-dealing suspects—each of whom is now serving a 45-year jail term.

That bust last June proved to be a major break for Federal agents seeking to

halt the flow of Mexican heroin—and it could help bring about the downfall ot

the Herrera family, the dominant dealers in the trade according to DEA agents. A
month after the 'garage bust, two key members of the Herrera organization

were arrested, and their convictions ultimately led to the indictment in Mexico ot

Jaime Herrera-Nevarez, 50, alleged "godfather" of the clan, who has since fled

Mexico to avoid prosecution. In the past month, Mexican authorities working

with the DEA have issued arrest warrants for fourteen other members ot the

operation, and a dozen more are expected within the next wee^k. The DEA now

estimates that there are 1.5 fewer tons of Mexican heroin m the country tlian a

year ago and that the heroin coming in is both lower in quality and higher in
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price. "We are beginning to win the war," says DEA director Peter B. Bensinger,

who predicts that the Mexico-Chicago pipeline will be effectively choked off in

eighteen months.
If so, Federal officials will have shut down the major supply route for heroin.

Since the curtailment of the Turkish heroin trade in 1972, the Mexico-Chicago
connection has supplied about 90 percent of the heroin sold in the U.S., and Chicago
has become the nation's undisputed drug capital. Each year, an estimated 10 or 11

tons of Mexican heroin with a gross retail value of more than $2 billion are smug-
gled into Chicago, nearly all of it by car coming across the Texas border. Half of

the dope stays in Chicago; the rest is shipped around the country on commercial
flights, and some goes as far as Puerto Rico. In all, Chicago police say that 99 per-

cent of the known drug dealers in the city belong to the Herrera organization.

Family Affair.—According to DEA officials, the Herrera organization has as

many as 2,000 members and associates, many of them in fifteen Mexican families

related by marriage. The older members, such as patriarch Jaime Herrera-
Nevarez, control the operation from Durango, high in the rugged poppy-growing
country of the Sierra Madres. The raw opium is first processed in Mexico, then
shipped to six separate dealing and distributing operations in Mexican-American
communities in Chicago, as well as to "field offices" in major American cities,

including Los Angeles, New York, Boston, Miama, Philadelphia, and Washington,
D.C.
Some of the Chicago Herreras operate small businesses such as bars, restaurants

and apartment houses, but they generally keep low profiles and live in modest
circumstances, easily blending into the mostly poor Chicano neighborhoods.
Despite their humble life-styles, they run their operation like an efficient big

business. The Chicago outfit alone, the DEA says, takes in as much as $100
million a year in profit—which would have placed it 116th on the 1970 Fortune
500 listing of the most profitable American corporations.

But now, the tide seems to be turning. Bensinger credits the four-year-old

American-financed poppy eradication program in Mexico for cutting the supply of

heroin and reducing its quality. The DEA estimates that 35,000 poppy fields have
been destroyed in the last year and a half. As a result, Mexican heroin that was
sold on the street at 6.6 percent purity just two j-ears ago is, on the average, only
4.9 per cent pure today—and the prices have shot up. "Back in the '60s I'd

go down and stand in line with the junkies waiting to buy a fix," recalls Abraham
Azzam, deputy regional DEA director in Chicago. "A spoon of 4 to 6 grams sold

for $150, and it had a purity of 35 to 40 percent. Today that same quantity costs

$1,200 and is nowhere near the quality." Bensinger believes that such inflation

leads to fewer heroin overdoses, discourages new users and may be reducing street

crime in Chicago.
As supplies have diminished, the heat on high-level dealers has increased. For

the past year, the DEA and the Mexican Attorney General's office have been
quietly laying the groundwork for prosecutions under the "Janus" program, created

by the two governments. In the absence of an extradition treaty between the
countries, Janus allows Mexican officials to prosecute a Mexican citizen who deals

in drugs in the U.S., then flees to Mexico. U.S. officials can present their evidence
to a Mexican court in the form of a deposition, which becomes the basis for prosecu-

tion. A similar method was used for prosecutions in the French Connection case-^
and Jacques Kiere, a DEA operative in France at that time, is now DEA chief in

Mexico. Two months ago, Bensinger met with Mexican Attorney General Oscar
Flores-Sanchez, and since then, Flores-Sanchez has accepted 26 cases for prosecu-
tion from the DEA. The arrests will be made in the next week, the DEA says.

The most devastating weapon for attacking the drug trade may turn out to

be an eight-year-old Federal law known as the" RICO'' (Racketeer Influenced and
Corrupt Organizations) statute. The law, which has lately been applied success-

fully to narcotics cases, allows the government to present evidence that a suspect's

financial assets were acquired with illegal funds obtained from narcotics. If the
defendant is convicted, the government can then confiscate the assets. Going after

the profits, the DEA believes, will be more effective in the long run than busting

street dealers.

"Now Catch Us".—In the end, drug agents say that the combination of limited

supplies, higher prices, greater risks for top-level traffickers and the seizure of

profits will disrupt the heroin operation and break up the Herrera organization.

Muses Chicago DEA director Vernon D. Meyer: "It's one of those things where
they say, 'OK, you know. We know you know, Now catch us'." And the DEA is

finally confident that it soon will.



363

[From the Texas Monthly, September 1978]

The Enemy Within

Law enforcement agencies along the border are so busy stalking
each other that the smugglers are getting away.

(ByKayeNorthcott)

Colorado agents had invested sixteen men, eight vehicles, two airplanes, six
months' effort, and thousands of dollars in what they hoped would be one of the
biggest heroin busts in Colorado's history. They had tailed four men, (one an
informant) deep into Texas' Big Ben country, all the way to the Mexican border
where the buy was to be made. But the deal fell through, and the smugglers were
heading back to Colorado empty-handed. The agents were quietly following their
prey back home when, to their horror, U.S. Customs agents stopped the su.spects
in the ghost town of Shafter and proceeded to toss two of the men into the Marfa
jail for possessing a stolen firearm.

Eight months later, Ron Pietrafeso, head of the narcotics section of the
Colorado Organized Crime Task Force, still can't talk about the incident without
getting hot under the collar. He says he was getting full cooperation from the
Texas Department of Public Safety and local law enforcement agents. His troubles
started when the DPS notified Customs of the surveillance operation, routinely
providing the identity of the suspects and the autos they were driving. Exactly
why Customs came on like gangbusters has never been fully explained. During the
search, the agents managed to overlook $13,000 hidden under the floorboard of
one of the cars. "And $13,000 in cash would have been a lot easier to find than
dope," Pietrafeso said. '"Our whole effort was thwarted by federal agents. We had
to begin the case in a new way and try to piece it back together."

Such snafus are not uncommon among rival state, local, and federal law
enforcement agencies. In fact, their petty bickering, backbiting, and occasional
outright sabotage are carried on with as much zeal as the pursuit of drug smug-
glers themselves. Duplication of effort and unsportsmanlike competition among
the agencies make the already difl5cult job of apprehending smugglers even
harder.

Local oflicers typically contend that federal agents are arrogant and insensitive

to regional customs. The feds, on the other hand, insist that some local enforce-

ment people are so inadequately trained that it is counterproductive to work with
them. Pietrafeso, who took his complaint to a U.S. Senate subcommittee this

spring, said the feds "tell their agents all the time that they have to cooperate

with local agencies, but it's always on a take basis. There is never any give in

return." As an example of federal arrogance, Pietrafeso described a meeting in

which the head of the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) in Midland
warned him that his agents would be subject to arrest if they tried to conduct an
undercover operation in the Midland area without prior approval.

In less than a year and a half, the New Mexico attorney general's ofiice

identified 22 cases in which state and federal agents had actually undermined each

other's efforts. Part of the problem is the pressure to compete. Heroin and cocaine

are very difficult to intercept, and large busts are few and far between. Yet the

government targets these drugs as top priority, so agencies scramble to get credit

for the few major busts.

Floyd Hacker, chief of the criminal law enforcement division of the DPS,
explained the practical basis of the rivalry : "I'm not casting aspersions on

any agency, but looking at the situation realistically, we're out here and our

Legislature's looking at what we do. If we go along continuously assisting another

agency and never, or very seldom, initiate an investigation or make a seizure, then

the Legislature is going to look very closely at our funding. They look at facts

and figures. And you can't blame Customs or the DEA either, because they're

funded the same way. Congress wants to know their record on seizures and

defendants. Somewhere we've got to stop worrying about who gets the credit."

Texas' vast 1200-mile border with Mexico is a prime battleground for these

dueling agencies. The DEA estimates that four of the six tons of heroin smuggled

yearly into the United States passes through Mexico. Narcotics officers from the

DPS, county sheriffs, and municipal police share the responsibility for enforcing

the drug laws with a confusing array of federal agencies. The DEA, which is in

the Justice Department, is specifically charged with apprehending drug offenders

in the United States and with conducting investigations in foreign countries.
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The Customs Service, a branch of the Treasury Department, retains the authority
to interdict drugs at ports of entry, but tliis 189-year-old agency is still smarting:
over investigative duties it was forced to surrender when the DEA was formed in

1973. ("Customs has been taken out of a lot of the sexy stuff and they resent it,"

a bureaucrat from one of the other agencies told me.

)

As consolation for losing some of its powers to the DEA, Customs was allowed
to set up its own patrol system along the border, biit this has led to jurisdictional

disputes with the more established Border Patrol run by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service, which is located in the Justice Department. The INS
border i)atrolmen who bounce along the bank.<5 of the Rio Grande in four-wheel-
drive vehicles looking for illegal aliens in.sist that they are just as likely to run
across a truck-load of marijuana. Still other agencies that get involved in drug
cases include the Bureau of Alcohol, T()t)acco, and Firearms, the Department of

Defense, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, the Coast Guard, and the Department of Agriculture. All told, the federal
programs to control the flow of both people and drugs across our borders cost

taxpayers .$142 million yearly, which does not include the funds that other agen-
cies spend evaluating, criticizing, and attempting to reorganize the unwieldy
border-related bureaucracies.

Last December the General Accounting Office (GAO) issued a report that
was especially critical of the jealousies and duplication of efforts between Cu.s-

toms and INS. The report pointed out that the two agencies have .separate data
systems and staffs working side by side at ports of entry. There is overlap
between ports as well. For example, each patrol plants Viet Nam-vintage seismo-
graph equipment along the river-banks and roads and fence lines near the border
in order to detect areas of heavy traffic. Sometimes one patrol will place its

sensors directly behind the other agency's equipment, so that both agencies re-

spond to the same hits. A top INS Border Patrol administrator in Texas told me
that in his area Customs patrols eavesdropped on the Border Patrol radio fre-

quency in order to horn in on the INS busts.

Both agencies combined intercept only 2 per cent of the heroin estimated to
come from Mexico, according to the GAO report. The DEA accounts for an addi-
tional 4 per cent, if you include the seizures that are made in Mexico near the
U.S. border. Almost all the heroin confiscated along the border is at ports of entry
in "cold busts," seizures made by Cu.stoms inspectors during routine searches.
Heroin is a refined powder and easy to conceal. A fortune can be brought through
a port of entry hidden in a truck tire of a gas tank or in human body orifices

(called "body" heroin). In order to lessen the risk of losing the entire load in one
cold bust, heroin smugglers break their cargo down into small quantities and
distribute it to "mules" (couriers) to ferry across the Rio Grande. "Border drug
apprehensions involve the small-time operator, courier, or user and seldom lead
to the identification of trafficking organizations," according to the GAO.
What the government does have to show for its interdiction efforts is a mother

lode of marijuana. In 1976 along the Southwest border. Customs, INS, and the
DEA seized 1.5 million pounds of marijuana, compared to 1,123 poiinds of heroin.

While concealing heroin is similar to hiding baby powder, smuggling marijuana
is more like hauling a load of hay. Due to the plant's bulk and distinctive odor, it

is rarely brought through ports of entry. Instead, Customs and INS patrols find

it floating on rafts in the Rio Grande, stashed in the brush of the riverbank, or
weighing down trucks that are stuck in the mud J»e.side the river. It is the mules
who are usually caught, and the amateurs who blunder upon one of the mobile
Border Patrol checkpoints on the major highways leading out of South Texas.
(One border patrolman at the Falfurrias checkpoint is nicknamed "the Nose"
because he can stick his head in a car window, sample the air, and determine if

marijuana is concealed in the vehicle. Agents with lesser olfactory talents use
trained dogs.)

Big-volume marijuana smugglers seem to be turning more and more to air
transportation. One recent government report estimated that as much as 85 per
cent of the Mexican marijuana crop comes in by air, mainly in small private
planes that carry five luuidred pounds or a ton at a time. Another report said
that 4,000 to 6,000 illegal smuggling flights cross our southern border each year,

and that could l)e a conservative estimate. Two years ago a Customs officer,

within the space of an hour, sighted thirteen "bogeys" (unidentifled, and pre-

sumably illegal, flights) on his radar .scanner between El Paso and Deming, New
Mexico. Last year marijuana loads were found at the sites of (>5 plane crashes in
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Texas and New Mexico. No heroin was discovered in tlie wreckage. The GAO
investigators conld not cite a single smuggling case wliere an aircraft known to

have cross the U.S.-Mexican border had anything more than traces of hard
narcotics aboard. More than one narcotics agent speculated to me that heroin is

never discovered on airplanes or boats because it is so easy to jettison.

Many border law enforcement officials, including Don Smith, who heads the

DEA's McAUen office, maintain that they are now apprehending "poly-drug

dealers,'' people who smuggle both heroin and marijuana. They imply tliat by

sending a marijuana smuggler to prison they have actually put a heroin smuggler
out of commission. Tlie dozen or so marijuana smugglers and dealers I have inter-

viewed all maintain that moving weed and heroin are entirely different vocations.

Some admit to dealing cocaine, Init not heroin, which they call a "bad karma"
drug. Steve Rapp. staff director of a U.S. Senate subcommittee that has been

holding hearings on border law enforcement, believes that the poly-drug argument
is self-serving: "The drug enforcement people are hitting marijuana smugglers
because it's easy, but on the other hand they have to rationalize what they've hit."

In hopes of seizing more heroin at ports of entry. Customs is experimenting
with new drug-detection aids, including such Buck Rogers gizmos as an air

curtain, an electromechanical sniffer, a neutron backscatter device, and a hand-
held infrared thermal viewer for detecting "hot spots" created by body heroin.

(Some skeptics say these efforts are reminiscent of the much-heralded American
invention a few years ago that was supposed to ferret out drug lalts in ^Marseilles

by homing in on the chemicals used in heroin manufacture. Instead, the snorkel-

like sniffer, which was mounted on the roof of a VW camper, managed to detect

most of the major restaurants in Southern France.) Customs Commissioner
Roltert E. Chasen, a former top executive with ITT, expresses confidence that

at least one of his experimental drug machines will be successful. "And once

we can detect body heroin, what's a smuggler going to doV Cliaseu a.sks. "He's

going to go in by air, sea, and other vulnerable parts of the border."

Under Chasen's guidance. Customs is pumping for an expanded program of

air interdiction. The agency has spent $25 million on aircraft and radar since

1971 and estimates that, at a minimum, an additional .$29.3 million is needed to

mount an effective war on air smuggling. Customs agents are frustrated by the

ease with which small planes make illegal entries into the U.S. The FAA and
Defense Department radar along the southern border is aimed at higli-flying

objects, and there are many, many gaps in the radar. Customs' radar equipment

is limited to six outmoded mobile units for detecting low-flying aircraft. The
units have a 25-mile range and are so expensive to operate and maintain that

only one or two of them are in use at any one time.

Customs, INS, and DEA each operate individual air fleets at separate landing

flelds with separate maintenance crews. Chasen says that his agency is handi-

capped because it is working with a motley assortment of confiscated planes and
Defense hand-me-downs.
The GAO report looks askance at requests for new equipment : "Law enforce-

ment agencies continue to seek additional funds without clear support as to

meaningful results. . . . Cu.stoms' air interdiction has only been marginally

effective and has not justified additional aircraft and support equipment re-

quested." Even if Customs is allowed to gear up, one Customs official admitted

to me, "The smuggler can respond to our changes quicker than we can respond

to his. All he has to do is get a little faster plane." Still. Chasen insists that

"Customs has to be committed to high technology." They will soon be flying with

the Air Force, which has a new downward-scanning radar that can spot air-

craft for a 200-mile radius to give more accurate air-entry patterns.

At least eight federal studies during the past ten years have recommended
that rather than pour money into new programs, border management should

be put under a single agency to make the best use of existing resources. Presi-

dent Carter's proposed plan, which he was forced to shelve in .July, would have
combined INS port in.spectors and Border Patrol with the Customs Service,

making a new agency in the Treasury Department. The President was unable to

get Customs and INS and various special-interest groups to cooperate with the

reorganization. The proposal was especially unpopular with Mexican Americans
in Texas who saw it as a slight to INS Commissioner Leonel Castillo of Houston.

Earlier, one of Carter's reorgauizers had been called before a Senate subcom-

mittee to explain why the plan was moving so slowly. Carter's man replied that

the administration was running into "some significant turf questions."
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still, a decade of damning studies and adverse publicity have inspired some
attempts at cooperation. The best integrated federal project is the El Paso Intel-

ligence Center (EPIC), which was established by the DEA in 1974 to provide an
overall intelligence picture of drug smuggling by land, sea, and air. The DEA
inivited other agencies to participate and at first only INS signed on. Now EPIC
includes agents from the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, the Coast

Guard, FAA, and Customs. Typically, Customs was one of the last to join and
the venerable agency continues to downgrade the operation, insisting that its

own computer system is adequate.
On another front, the attorney generals of the Southwestern border states

have sponsored three well-attended border crime conferences designed to soothe

hostilities among rival law enforcement agents from the U.S. and Mexico. Floyd
Hacker of the DPS said, "The meetings are helpful, even if you don't do anything
but meet people you need to deal with." Other ad hoc meetings are called to

work out specific problems. U.S. Attorney Jamie Boyd of San Antonio summoned
the cast of characters to Alpine last fall after Customs agents bungled that

Colorado heroin investigation. "Everybody got things off their chests," said

Hacker, with diplomatic restraint. "We now have an agreement with the federal

agencies. I think it will work fine. To me, it's simple—if we call the federal agency
for assistance and they offer us that assistance, it's our case. If they call us for

assistance, it's their case. This satisfies both camps."
In the meantime Mexico continues enthusiastically dumping Paraquat and

2,4-D on the landscape. And even though the U.S. may be having second thoughts

about the controversial program, Carter and the State Department still endorse
herbicide spraying in Mexico and other drug-producing coimtries as this nation's

first and best defense against heroin trafiicking. As Peter B. Bensinger, chief

administrator of the DEA, explained to Congress, "By the time they reach the

border, narcotics are difiicult to track down. The time to curb the flow of contra-

band, we believe, is when it is hardest to hide : that is, when it's in the ground."
The very fact that the United States is pinning its hopes on foreign drug-
eradication programs is in itself a clear indictment of our dueling domestic
agencies.

o



BOSTON PUBLIC LIBRARY

/

3 9999 00430 674

J.




