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PREFACE

During the summen c¢f 19§;
§ §4, a menth-fong cocperative ef
, ’ i ! rai cnt h
ggdémet , Atate and Local harcetics cffdcens (n Alaska was ca)zaféed cu.ét{
; etermine the extent tco which the US Postal Sewvdce s being used

ad a means to ship warifuana into Alasha.

the TLh‘u nepc"n,t‘ presents the ba'clegxaund Leading te the development cf

prefect, how {t was accomplished, an analusis cof the nesults, the
concfuswm_ ausing  faom  the effont, and 5(»1&(0,&/ a ,5(;_,@/(;,5' cl%
necommendations pentaining 1o future Selzunes of daugs whil n
trensdt through the US maifs. | e e

Add{tional copies of this repc (
y ' (e : peat are avallable frem the office of
,Lle Statewide Nanrcotics Coondinaton, Alaska State Tﬁnec{))]wenjse Cé% CeBUD
618& Annex, Anchorage, Afaska 99507, 4 e
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1. BACKGROUND

Interdiction of illicit drugs while in transit from source areas to
the ultimate users is a major tactic and objective in the campaign against
drugs and narcotics in the United States.

Drugs are moved from one place to another by a variety of means,
including personal couriers, vehicular traffic upon the highways, by fast
forwarding freight services, by airplane and boat, the U.S. mail and in
short, by any means available.

The transit of drugs presents certain opportunities for interdiction.
Aircraft entering United States airspace must be identified, ships coming
into waters *face surveillance by the United States Coast Guard, vehicles
and mail crossing international boundaries face Customs Service searches,
personal drug couriers may be profiied by police officers at airports, and
SO on.

One of the most cumbersome and time consuming of these methods
involves the interdiction of drug shipments occurrina through the U.S.
Postal Service. A combination of highly restrictive laws, requlations and
policies, some dating back to the Revolutionary War. combined with a lack
of sufficient numbers of Postal Inspectors in Alaska plus the fact that
decisions concerning intercepting mail parcels thought to contain drugs
must be made in Seattle and ultimately California, have all resulted in
difficulties 1in the interception of drugs before they reach their
destination.

As a result, law enforcement officials in the State of Alaska have
thought for some time that the United States mails have been utilized for
the shipment of controlled substances to Alaska. This belief derives from
the knowledge of Alaska's unique geographical position and through
intelligence gained from previous drug investigations.

The reasons why use of the mail for drug shipments may be greater in
Alaska than elsewhere stems from several reasons. Reliance upon the mail
for transportation of goods occurs to a greater extent than in other states

due to the distances involved and the complete lack of any ground
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transportation in almost all rural areas of the state. Sending parcels via
Air Parcel Post and Express Mail puts the consumer orly a few hours to a
few days from the supplier in the "Lower 48" states.

The average age of Alaskas residents is one of the youncest in the
nation, and perheps as a consequence, more interest in drugs.

Alaska also has liberal marijuana laws. Alaska was the first, and
thus far the only state to decriminalize up tc four ounces of marijuana for
personal use, not withstanding federal laws %o the contrary. This corflict
of state and federal provisions concerning mariiuana is confusing to the
public and in part is the reason that very few marijuana cases have been
prosecuted by either state or federal prosecutors during the past several
years.

Restrictive Postal policies are the biggest stumbling blocks to the'
interception of drugs along with some regulations and law. These include:

y—t

. (Postal Inspgction Prohibition against a scent detection dog being
Service Policy) allowed tc operate within a postal facility.
2. (Federal Law) Prohibition against anyone, including postal
employees from divulging the contents of sealed
mail, that has been damaged in such a way as to
partially reveal its contents, such as Marijuana.
3. (Federal Law) Prohibition against permitting the execution of a
search warrant from a state court, by a state
officer on U.S.Mail while in Postal Authorities

control.
4. (Postal Inspection Necessity for a Postal Irspector to be present
Service Policy) during the lawful opening of a piece of mail.
5. (Postal Inspgction Necessity for a Postal Inspector to be present
Service Policy) during a controlled delivery of a piece of mail.
6. (Postal Inspection Refusal of the Postal Service to allow random
Service Policy) searches of mail by scent detection dogs. (AN}

mail to be checked by the dog must fit the
profile of packages thought to contain Marijuana.)
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half the present level.

As a result of this general situation, nNUMEYTOUS Taw eniorcem?:t
agencies 1in the State of Alaska, prircipally the Al?ska State iﬁoiiZ;;;
began making their feelings known to members‘ 0t the .Coniﬂei;ction
Delegation of Alaska. The accumulation of law enforcement d1f?a 1:' e
résu1ted in a request from Senators Ted Stevens and Fré?k MU)kiwi\}];ska
meeting between their Chief Counsels and the U.S. f~;012e% g:forrpmené
They in turn requested a meeting be he]d of Lhz j?; rob];és -
Coordinating Committee (LECC) drug subcormittee to stu y t; S p pe
that they could be better prepared to address th 155Lebérs prnv&deé
Subcommittee met on February 14, 1984 and comm1tue? mem ' o
specific information concerning the use of the mail Syf:fn; ;DPCifiC
transportation of controlled substances into A1eika aid‘ou:nigztigagiéas

Vi licies, which hamper law erforcement . .
EZiZii tiiYLTZ§ giiorney ;et with staff members of ?he é1aska ioza;ezz;z:il
Delegations and also met with the Postal Inspector in crarge 0

Division, and his Assistant.

Following those meetings, DEA arranged & meetin? anfaw in;:ggjmi:z
officials so that 211 interested parties could exaanu ;q: ;Z;; Fpgruarv
attempt to reach a satisfactory conclusion. Included 17 t ?, e ‘Do]irp
meeting was the DEA, the Alasks State Tronpers, SEvera

. . : Crarney.
departments, the U.S. Postal Inspection Service and the 1.5, Attorney
te nts, .S. Pos
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Alaska program.
rather than

Marijuana to the Post (Office.
to Post Office emplovees.

dogs to sniff the parcels that fit the Marijuana profile.

-

substances found would he seized, law enforcement official: were fargeting
Marijuena as the controlled substance to be intercepted, not because. nther
drugs were nect being sent through the mail, but because Marijuana was the

orly substance for which a reasonably reliable means had beer developed to
identify parcels in the mail that likely contain Marijuena.

The means of identifyina rackages probably containing Marijuara was

the result cf an very successful

Marijuana irterception project
Hawaii Post Offices in late 1983 and early 1904, !

that did containr
characteristics.

in four

A1l the parcels sized

Marijuana were analyzed o determine  comnop

These characteristics were developed into a "profile," or
a composite of identifyinc aspects tha* made possible the determination of
which parcels likeily contain Marijuana.

The "Marijuana Profile" included the following aspects:
An odor of Mariijuana.

Visible evidence, such as seeds and bits of leaves, caught
in the tape used tec seal the package.

Return address ditferent from the postmark.

Package heavily taped, particularly on corrers.

Package is very light for its size.

Priority or first class postage.

General Delivery address.

Use of "In Care of" for the addressee, or the sender.
Fictitious Return Address.

*

A A I N

There are some major differences between the Hawaii program and the

In Hawaii, the seizures were made at the point of origin,

erroute to the destination, as in the Alaska operation.

Authorities were positioned inside the Post Offices in Hawaii to photograph

the individuals mailing the parcels thought to contain Marijuana,
officers were outside

other
vehicles to bring the
Some Marijuana growers were known on sight

documenting the use of

Also certain persons were known to mail numerous

packages every day and thus were possibly shipping Marijuana.

The major similarities were the use of the profile and drug detection

The reaction, or

In addition to the Marijuana, small amounts of Cocaine and pills were also seized, along
with 320,000 in cash, and 38 wvehicles. Total

value of the
million, according {o press reports,

seizures was abcut §7.7

4~



not, of the dog was used to support a "Probable Cause" request tc¢ the
Court, that enabled authorities to obtain search warrants and open the

parcels involved.

Although the major objective of the proposed Alaska operation was to
interdict Marijuana shiprents, there were other less visible objectives as

well:

1. Obtain a verifiable estimate of the amcunt of Mariivana being
sent to Alaska and the various details ebout such shipments.

2. Determine the statistically significant points of origination anrd
destination for the Marijuana.

3. Determine the effectiveness of the profile and the narcotics
detection dcgs alerting to parcels containing Marijuana.

4. Develop the procedures and interaaency relationships required by
the operation, including whether state or tederal prosecutors
would handle the case.

5. Provide. recomrmendations to the - Postal Service and the

Congressicnal delegation about reducing the amount of Marijuana
being distributed through the United States Postal Service.

Alaska's effort begar on June 4, 1984, and concluded on June 29, 1984.

These dates were chosen because June coincides with the completion of the
first, although the smeller, of the two Marijuana harvests ir Hawaii.

The plan called for Postal Inspectors to physically meet each flight
containing parcel post mail arrivina in four Alaska cities - Anchorage,
Fairbanks, Juneau and Ketchikan. Five Inspectors were assigned +to
Anchorage, two each to Juneau, Fairbanks and Ketchikan. Some 20 Alaska
State Troopers and local police officers participated in the effort along
with the postal authorities. A DEA agent was assicgned to each community to
coordinate activities between federal, state and local law enforcemert and
prosecution functions. The Inspectors examined each parcel to determine if
it fit the "prefile.” Since Postal regulations stipulate that only Postal
Inspectors could perform this task, a total of ten Inspectors were
eventualily brought in from the Tower 48 states to supplement the three
inspectors assigned in Alaska. Parcels meeting the profile were then set
aside and examined by narcotics detection dogs provided by the Alaska State
Troopers and locel police departments. Those packages resulting in an

" 4 11 e

alert" by the dog were detained while the “thers wore put hactk
waql 3 ) o
me1t stream and continued np fheir way. On the b

intg the
asis of the profile. ard
the dog alert, federa? | e
¢ T, Tederal  search warrapt qey ) ;
e | S arrarts  were oabtgyred by  the Poctial
pectors, the pareels opened, and the roptente exanired

the entire operation in both Hawaii ard Alaska was based uprn
0 the profile %o establicl some  basie for Suspecting |

e use
the parcel ma
. X . . . a y
contain Marijuana. Tt Tollows that any Marijiuana not packaaed in a marn

. fari ' ‘ ; t caaed in narner
to fit within the profile will nrnt he idertified and wi1l3

11T 1ikely reach it
destination undet i . o
undetected. The Postal Service takes the rositior that absent

< -~ aY 3 3
some reasorable suspicion that a parcel contains rarcotics. a deg sriff ig
tics, g sriff 4

an unreasonable search and theretore in violation of the fourt

1 L %
even though the US Supreme Court and a
have found a dog sniff not to be

a
z

h Amerdment
majcerity of the Courts of Arpeals

e search within the mearin i -
hin f arirg of the tourt
Amendment ., ’ o

Since the Juneau drug dog was not availeble
- 3

Juneau parcel i
o J S meetin
the profile were sent to Anchorage. X

The dog in ¥etchikan was soon found to

be responding to too many parcels without finding Marijuana. He was found
to‘be unreliable ard Ketchikan parcels were also forwarded to Anchorage
This doas' unreliability was traced +o the lack of ongoing training w

1s an absolute necessity for a drug detection dog.

hich

The obvious success'of
"-{—\ . 3 ’

the drug detection dogs 1in the Hawaii program and the Alaska program

overshadow Ketchikan's dog"' problems and support the ure of K-0's 4f

combined with a proper traininag schedule.

Upon examining the parcels, federal, state and Tocal police agencies
dec1d?d whether or not to conduct an investigation (usually based on
quantity of Marijuara) with the end result being one of the following:

1. Conducting a "Contr ivery!
addressee ntrolled felivery" of the package to 1ts

2. Seisi X , .
Sg;g;?g]the c?nﬁxo11eo substances in the parcel and conducting a
p nal interview of the addiessee to determine the sender.

~

Memoran 1115 s
ASSisriladgmAto William French Smith, the US Attorney General, from Stephen §. Trott
doge t nt Attorney General, Criminal Division, pertaining to the use of drug det tfk,
°as to check the mail for Controlled Substances, Jan. 1984, gpp s feetin

—6-
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3. Seize the parce) and notifv the addressee by ietter of the
seizure.

&, Merely seize the cortrolled substance.

Py prior agreerment, *he i,S. Atterrey's office ard the state [istrict
Attorney's agreed tn prosecute individuals involved in cases resultina from
this operation based on the eviderce obtaired for quantities of cortrolled
csubstances below their rormal auer*itative criteria. Federal and state
prosecuters agreed that the cases weuld be spli* betweer them rather than

upon seizure criteria,

7o fully understard the outcome of the prsial irterdiction program in
Alaska, it is important to realize the limitations inherent in the effort,

as foliows:

1, The package profile has been developed only for suspectea
Marijuana parcele, Ko cormparable profile has vet been developed
for other drucs, if in fact it 1s pessible to do so.

2. The profile has beer decveloped based upon observable
charecteristics of parcels that contained Marijuana, rather than
an examination of a representative sample of all parcels in the
total mail strear.

3. Any marijuana that may have been in packages that did not fit the
profile were of course, not set aside for the dog, and therefore
continued on to their destination.

4. Media publicity attending the Hawaiian operation included
reference to some of the profile characteristics. It would,
therefore, not have been difficult for shippers to alter these
acpects of their parcels.

£, Only parcel post packeces were scrutinized by postal inspectors
to see 1if they fit the profile. Express Mail parcels were
included in Anchoraae, however, fourth «class mail, which
constitutes the majority of parcels was not included.

&. The proaram was conducted in early summer which is not the heignht

of the maior rrop harvest in Hawaii, or the other major Marizuana
producing s<tates.

1. AFCUNTS OF DRICS SEI7ED

The tota

1

TI. RESHLTS

tourt o7 control? ibetan EE i
amourt of controlled cubetaroo o Cantaiped i the 37 rarcels ceizea

is a< follows:

v o WS+ Bl >

brug Amount Seizpd
@arijuana 11,270 7 Tarams
Cocaine 127.75 arams
Hashish 2 grars
Valiurm €3 tablety

DESTINATIONS 07 4LiRon SHIPI'ENTS, ARD £0S7 GFFICF OF FNTRY

A.

Anchorage (throuah Anchorage Post Of<ice)

1816 ar. Marijuara,
23 tablets of Valiur,
119 gr. ef Cecaine, and

£ . - Al B
3 qgr. of Hashish rotal 10 parcels

To Other Communities Through the Anchorage Pect Office
(1) 0illinghar
302 gr. Marijuana, four parcels

(2} King Salmon
n87 gr. Marijuand, one parcel
<.5 gr. Cocaire, cne rarcel

(2) Homer

1,050 gr. Marijuana, two parcels
(4) Cordova

2,376 gr. Mariiuana, two percels

(5) Melsen Lagoon
119 ar. Marijuara, one parcel

(6 Willow

205 qr. Marijuana, ope parce]
(7) Kenai

348 gr. Marijuana, one parcel
(8) Soldotna

560 yr. Marijuana, ane parre]

(9) Togiak
4.5 gr. Marijuana, one parcel

-8-



(10) Alakanuk

111 gr. Marijuana, one parcel

(11) Yakutat
31 qr.

(12% Sand Point

Marijuana, one parcel

3,664 gr, Marijuara, one parcel

(13) Port Meeller

9 gr. Marijuana, one parcel

C. Ketchikan (through Ketchikan Post O0ffice)

21.5 ar. #Marijuana in two parcels

.75 gr. Cocaire in one parce?

D. College (througn Fairbarks Pest Office)

476 ar.

Totals:

(5]

Marijuara, one parcel

a. Destined to Anchorage, through Ancherage Post (ffice (31.27)

1816 gr. Marijuanra, &3 tablets Valjum and 3 gr. Hashish in ten parcels
t. Destined to Fairbanks through Fairbarks Post Office (3.1%)

476 gr. Marijuana in one parcel

c. Destined to Ketchikan through Ketchikar Pest Office (9.4°)

21.5 gr. Marijuana and .75 Cocaine in three parcels
d. Destined te balance cf state, through Anchorage Post Office (56.2)

8957 gr. Marijuana and 2.5 gr. Cocaine in 18 parcels

URBAK VS PURAL DESTILATION OF MARTJUARA

City 1983 Pepulaticn Amount (Grams)

Anchorage 230,846 1816 Total Population=310,471
Yrban Fbks(College) £5,311 476 Total Marijuana=2,313 gr.
Ketchikan 14,314 21.5

Dillingham 1896 3C2

King Salmon 220 87

Homer 865 1050.5

Pural Cordova 2307 2276

helson Lagoen, 100 (ect.) 119 Total population=17,284
Willow, unincorp. 560 (est.) 205 Total Marijuana=8,957 qr.

Kenai
Soldotna
Togiak
Alakanuk
Yakutat

Sand Point
Port Moeller

5721
3353
545
546
462
8a9
100

348
560
945
111
31
3664

4. Estirated Street Value of the Drugs, at their Destination

Anchorage 1,816.5 ar. of
T 119.0 gr. of
3.6 gr. of

8#3.5 tablets

Ketchikan 21.5 gr. of
T 3/4 gr. of

ing Salmon 87 gr. of
2 gr. of

(2]

Dillingham 302 gr. of

Homer 1,050.5 gr. of
Cordova 2,376 gr. of
Cold Bay S gr. of
College 476 gr. of
Nelson Lagoon 119 qr. of
Hillow 205 gr. of
Kenai 348 gr. of
Soldotna 560 gr. of
Togiak 94.5 qgr. of
Alukanuk 111 gr. of

Yakutat 31 qr. of
Sand Point 3,664 gr. of

Marijuana
Cocaine
Hashish
of Valium

Mariiuana
Cocaine

Marijuana
Cocaine

Marijuana
Marijuana
Marijuana
Mariiuana
Marijuana
Marijuana
Marijuana
Marijuana
arijuana
Marijuana
Marijuana
Marijuanra
Marijuana

@ S iv.00/gr.
@ 125.00/qr.
@ 10.00/gr.
8  30.00/100
@ 10.0C/gr.

125.00/ar.

[ Re]

D ™ D

a0 D@

;s D e e DD
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12.

172.0G0/gr.
10.00/gr.
10.00/gr.
15.00/gr.
10.00/gr.
17.00/gr.
10.00/gr.
10.00/9gr.
10.00/gr.
15.00/gr.
15.00/qr.
15.00/gr.
15.00/qr.

2.00/gr.
150.00/gr.

o a u

i n

[ I

S 18,165
14,875

30

25

Total

215
95

Total

1,044

375

Total

3,624
10,505
23,760

135

4,760

1,785

2,050

3,480

5,600

1,417

1,665

465

54,960

Total

Grand Total

S114,206

£149,030



Drug Values and the Percentage each Represents of the Total Drugs Seized

Marijuana
Cocaine
Hashish
Valium

Total

Number of Parcels Seized by State of Origin and as a Percentage of Total

$133,626
15,345
30

25

$149,026

which represents

89.67% of total Seizures

10.30%
.02%
.01%

100 %

Seizures
Number
State of Parcels

Hawaii 12
Washington S
California 7
Oregon 2
Florida 1
Arizona s

Totals 32 Parcels

Quantity of Drugs Seized, by State of Origin, as a percentage of Total

Percentage
of Sejzures

37.50%
28.12%
21.87%
6.25%
3.13%
3.13%

100.00%

Seizure

A, Marijuaqg_(Tota1 Seizure - 11,270 grams)

Origin

Hawaii
Washington
California
Oregon
Florida
Arizona

Amount Seized

8,815.
1,573.

552
102
115
112

5
5

.5

=11~

ar.
gr.
gr.
qr.
gr.
gr.

Percent of Seijzure

78.22%
13.96%
4.90%
.90%
1.02%
.99%

B.  Other Drugs (Total Seizure 122,25 ar. Cocaine, 3 gr. Hashish, 83.5
Tablets Valium)

Origin Amount Seized Percent of Seizure
Hawaii .75 gr. Cocaine .6 % of Cocaine
Washington 2.5 gr. Cocaine 2.04% of Cocaine
California 113.0  gr. Cocaine 97.34% of Cocaine
3.0 gr. Hashish 100.00% of Hashish

83.5 Tablets Valium 100.00% of Valium

Number of Parcels Seized, by Quantityv of Marijuana and as a Percentage of
the Total Sejzed

Number of Quantity Percentage of
Parcels Increments Total

15 1 gram to 112 grams (four ounces) 50.0%
4 113 grams to 24 grams (eight ounces) 13.3%
1 225 grams to 336 grams (12 ounces) 3.3%
1 337 grams to 348 grams (1 pound) 3.3%
6 1 pound to 2 pounds 20.0%
1 2 pounds to 3 pounds 3.3%
0 3 pounds to 4 pounds None
1 4 pounds to 5 pounds 3.3%
0 5 pounds to 6 pounds None
0 6 pounds to 7 pounds None
0 7 pounds to 8 pounds None
1 8 pounds and above 3.3%

30 parcels

Amounts of Marijuana Seized in Excess of Four Ounces, by State of
Origin, Destination, and the Post Office of Entry in Alaska

Since possession of up to four ounces of Marijuana is legal in Alaska
under state (but not federal) law, this quantity provides a reasonable
dividing point for amounts of Marijuana shipped through the mail.
Amounts in excess of four ounces (more than 112 grams) may therefore
be described at "quantitatively significant".

-12-



10.

Post Office

Amount (grams) ingin Destination if Entry
) ifornia Anchorage nchorage
ﬁgi 5 ﬁZLéii Anchorage Anczotagz

205. Washington Willow Anchovag
348 Hawaii Kenai Anchorage
115 Florida Anchorage Anchorage
560 Hawai‘i Soldotna Ancnorggi
992 ‘ Washington Homer ﬁgghg:age
3,664 Hawaii Sand Point ) hA e
,559 Hawaii Cordova \nchorag
260 California Dillingham Anchorage
1,817 Hawaii Cordova Anchotage
’495 Hawaii Anchorage Anchorage
119 Washington Nelson Lagoon Anchoiage
229 5 Hawaii Anchorage An;horaae
476. Hawaii College Fairbanks

ini Marijuana, 15 of them
total of 30 parcels containing .
A ggngz?;ed four ounces or 1ess, and 15 contained more than four

ounces.

i four ounces, nine originated
the 15 parcels with more than _ .
> giom Hawaii? three from Washington, two from California, and one

from Florida.

ined more than four
nly half of the parcels containé )
- glﬁzzzght;;sg/same parcels accounted for 10,631 grams, Or 94 .33

of the total Marijuana seized.

i i 1s vary, all but one
h the destinations of these parce . .
> 21%2223 Alaska through the Anchorage Post 0ffice, which

represents 93.3% of the parcels.

: -
E Equal numbers of parcels were sent by first class maii and by
. Priority Mail. GQOne is unknown.

Postmark versus Return Address

One of the elements of the pagrgge arﬂgilixii¥ihﬁ§fi:g/atiﬁfgzizil
iti is the high probability O havi r
3322%21E1iza;5the one shown on the return address, if indeed a return

address is used.

ini iJ in this postal intercept
arcels containing Marijuana 1n
gfergiioaﬂjlg (or 40%) had the same postmark as the regurn adi;zs;,(éi
(gr 36 6W3 had a different postmark than the return ad Y?Séie a7
23 Sz)oéither had no return address or the data avalia
adequate to make a determination.

The data changes dramatically however when considei;qg i%¥éetﬁizetﬁ2

Marijuana parcels containing four ounces or more. hz {of o ) were

same return address and postmar? (or(ZO/égwy;f S;Eher " Ho‘return
i t, and an additional four (Or 6%

géZiéEin or the data available Wwas not adequate to make a

determination.

-13-

[TT. CONCLUSIONS

The postal intercept operation in Alaska was in effect for 24 days,
yielded 32 parcels containing various drugs, including 25 pounds of
Marijuana, with a total street value of about $150,000. To the extent
these data are representative of the amount and value of drugs being
distributed in the mail throughout the year, the projected annual
figures would total some 485 parcels containing about 380 pounds of
Marijuana, a little over four pounds of Cocaine, with a total street
value of §2,235,000. By comparison, all State Troopers narcotics
seizures, plus those of local law enforcement agencies for all of
1983, (including a few postal seizures), had a total street value of
$4,067,000. Marijuana seizures by t?e State Troopers .alone only
totalled 188 pounds in all of 1983. Viewed in this manner, the
conclusion can only be that the amount of drugs coming into Alaska by
mail is substantial indeed. This conclusion must be viewed as a
conservative one since the fourth class mail, a known means of
distributing drugs was not included in the operation, and the

"profile" was only for Marijuana. Therefore any Cocaine or other
drugs, were intercepted only by chance.

Since 83% of the Marijuana entering Alaska through the Anchorage Post
cffice was destined to small communities, the effect of the Marijuana
seizures at the Anchorage Post Office has been to assist the smailer
police departments, rural Alaska State Trooper Detachments and
communities by intercepting the Marijuana before it reached its
destination. This is particularly important because a given amount of
Marijuana coming into a small community is far greater on a per capita
basis than that same amount in a large community like Anchorage. In
addition, some small bush communities have little or no local law
enforcement, and the use of an undercover operative which is the most
effective means of drug enforcement, is usually unworkable in a small
town where everyone knows each other.

The Anchorage Post Office is the single point through which almost all
Marijuana parcels must flow before spreading out to their numerous
destinations through-out the state. Interception at that point
therefore, must be the most efficient and cost effective way to seize

the drug, compared to seizing the individuel parcels at their diverse
destinations.

3.

1983 Annual Drug heport to the Alaska legislature,

the Alaska Department of Public
Safety, p.36
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The number of packages that actually contained 'controlled‘ sub-
stances(s) was only about 2% of the packages that f1t the profile of
those likely to contain Marijuana. This low percentage means that the
profile is still an inexact mechanism to use to determine parcels
1ikely to contain Marijuana. Implicit in this observation is ?hg fact
that there may be other drugs getting through the m§11 in add1t1on to
Marijuana, because only those fitting the Marijuana profile are
referred to the dog, and the profile is only for Marijuana. However,
there is no question that properly trained dogs are successful in
Jocating drugs in parcels.

Using information about the parcels containing dyugs. and r4qrijuana
seized by Alaska's postal intercept operation, it is possible to
construct a profile of these parcels, as follows:

"Almost every parcel will be sent by Priority or First C1ass
mail, from primarily Hawaii or Washington. Half w111'be mailed
from the Post Office serving the return address. Practically all
parcels will enter Alaska through the Anchorage Post Office, but
most will be destined beyond Anchorage. Almest all parcels will
contain Marijuana, but only about half will contain more than
four ounces".

The larger shipments of Marijuana (560 gr. to Soldotna, 992 gr. to
Homer, 3,664 gr. to Sand Point, 1,817 gr. to Cordqva,.etc) prompts the
conclusion that the recipients are likely redistributing the drug. To
the extent this is true, the interception of the Marijuana while in
transit occurs closer to the source than would be the case if
interception occurred at the user level.

Regardless of the degree of success as perceiygd by law enfoicement
agencies and postal authorities about the Hawaii and A1aska intercept
operations, the existence of the Hawaii operation has had a
substantial negative impact upon Marijuana growers. .The local medwa
there report plummetting prices, growing stockpiles, decreasing
numbers of parcels in the mails, rumors, and general apprehension.
Therefore, the success of these intercept efforts extend; _beyqnd
aspects of amount of seizures, valuations and costs to participating
agencies.

"Legalities Vague on Dope-sniffing Dogs", West Hawaii Tod'y, March 13, 1984,
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As the result of the ultra-conservative positicn of the Posial Service
in conformance with its policies and regulatinns which restrict the
use of the narcotics dog to sniffing only those parcels fitting the
"drug parcel profile", it appears that neither the Hawaii or the
Alaska drug intercept pregram can be deemed to be an cbjective measure
or determination of the actual amount of controlled substances being
distributed through the ‘U.S. mail. Such determination can onlyv be
accomplished, at Tleast through the use of a dog, when the dog is
permitted to sniff representative, random samples of all packages
flowing through the Post Office, including fourth class mail.

The relatively small amount of Marijuana coming from Califorria,
Oregon and kashington may reflect the fact that the main Marijuana
crop had not yet been harvested. Therefore the number of parcels from
those states may well increase later on during the year.

Although trafficking and transporting Marijuana are illegal, the fact
that half of the parcels contained four ounces or less of Marijuana
suggests an effort to possess no more than the amount permitted by
state Jaw, or is a very calculated effort to circumvent the law by
obtaining no more than four ounces and betting that they will not be
prosecuted if they are apprehended. The fact that far more senders of
four ounces or less included a return address which matched the
postmark than those who sent more than four cunces tends to support
the conclusion they may believe they are within legal limits based on
state laws, not understanding the federal violations.

The fact that 10 Postal Inspectors had to be borrowed from other
states for the idintercept operation at only four points in Alaska
prompts the conclusion that postal autherities in Alaska do not have
the manpower to conduct such operations on their own. That problem is
compounded and made worse by the restrictive postal policies and
regulations that prohibit the use of state and local law enforcement
personnel from providing certain assistance.

Although the pestal intercept operation in Alaska has proven the U.S.
mail is a significant means of distributing drugs, the operation
jtself has not resulted in any changes or medifications of any of the
cumbersome and often time consuming postal policies and procedures
that must be followed to intercept controlled substances beirg sent
through the mail. The narcotics dea is still not permitted ir the
Post Office, mail may stiil not be randomly sniffed by the dogs, a
Postal Tnspector still must be present when parcels are cpened,
accompany the parcel for a controlled delivery, and so on. In short,
there has been no policy change, nothing has changed procedurally nor
has there been any increase in manpower for postal related
investigations as the result of this postal intercept operation.
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] - i 1ted in this initial
Since concern by law enfoxcemeqt agencies resu
effort to intercept Marijuana 1n the mail, it appears @hat the same]
concern will continue until long term, permanent so]utqus are d¢¥e -
oped by the Postal Service to reduce the flow of drugs 1n the mai

destined for Alaska.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of Alaska's first postal intercept operation have shown
that substantial amounts of Marijuana are entering Alaska through the
facilities of the U.S. Postal Service. It is therefore recommended
that intercept operations be continued, unannounce , at various times
in the future with the following refinements:

D

Future intercept operations, in cooperation with the DEA,
Postal Inspectors and State Troopers should be conducted at
only the Anchorage Post Office, in recognition that almost
all parcels containing Marijuana enter through the Anchorage
Post Office.

Parcels intercepted that contain four ounces or less should
continue to not +ieceive formal processing, recognizing
Alaska's tolerant attitude toward Marijuana. However,
official letters should be sent from the DEA, the Troopers
and the Postal System advising the recipient and the sender
(if known) that their Marijuana has been seized, that they
are in violation of federal statutes and postal regulations
and that future shipments may result in formal action.

Future operations be timed to coincide with the major
Marijuana harvests in California, Hewaii, Oregon and
Washington.

Future postal intercept operations should, in addition to
the data already kept, carefully note the physical condition
of the parcels intercepted regardless of quantity of
contents, and the degree to which the parcels match the
existing postal profile in order to validate and refine the
existing profile.

Future postal intercept operations should include profiling
of packages sent via fourth class mail.

Significant media coverage should follow future drug
interception efforts. Clearly, not all parcels with drugs
will be identified with even the best efforts. However,
extensive media coverage after future postal interceptions
will serve to keep both user and supplier off balance, and
generally raise their apprehensiveness level.

A Jjoint effort by the DEA, and the State Troopers, augmented by
assistance from the Congressional delegation, should be undertaken
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intercept operations, it is recommended that they too receive the
authority to exercise increased decision-making 1in Alaska by
establishing a management position in Anchorage. At present all
Inspectors in Alaska are directly controlled from Seattle. This lack
of on site management authority can not be oaver emphasized. In
contrast, virtually every other federal law enforcement agency in
Alaska has a level of management in the state.

From the results of the postal intercept operations in Hawaij and
Alaska, the Postal Service appears to be a potential resource agency
in terms of information of great significance to the law enforcement
community regarding drug enforcement. It i recommended that the
Postal Service in Alaska joir with other federal, state and local
agencies in membership in the Western States Information Network
(WSIN).  This agency serves as both a repository and a source of
narcotics related information. Established by Congress in 1981, WSIN
responds to the narcotics intelligence needs of Alaska, California,
Hawaii, Oregon and Washington, and has within its membership the major
law enforcement agencies in these states as well as numerous ‘ederal
law enforcement agencies. WSIN membership by the Postal Service in
all WSIN states would enhance narcotics-related investigations by
Postal Inspectors, as well as postal service information helping in
investigations by other federal, state and local police agencies.

Since there are indications that a significant portion of both senders
and recipients of Marijuana limit their shipments to four ounces or
less, thus possibly indicating that sender and recipients think that
sending and receiving four ounces is completely legal, an
educational-public information effort is recommended to alert the
public that possession of any amount is against federal law, if not
state law, the details of the state taw, plus applicable posta)
regulations that prohibit shipment of drugs through the mails.

The results of the Alaska postal intercept operation (perhaps in
coniunction with the Hawaiian operation) should be made available to
law enforcement agencies on a national basis, so that they may
undertake similar efforts. This could be accomplished through
articles in national law enforcement-oriented publications.

In conjunction with the DEA, the State Troopers, postal authorities,
the Alaska Congressional delegation, and perhaps the US Attorney
Gererals office, a committee be formed to make recommendations to the
Postal Service and the Congress to change existing policies that now
inhibit interdiction of drugs sent 1in the mail, while still
maintaining the integrity of the Posta)l system.  Such a committee
would probably be most successful if developed by the Congressional
delegation, as they determine appropriate.
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