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Federal drug law enforcement efforts have for e

~years suffered from prohlems of fragmented

oat : : : = I )
organization and resulting interagency con- N & ,ag LTS)
flicts. Ziiortswto resolve the problem have not .
been successlul.

other lssues related to Federal drug law en- -
forcement.

‘ e
GAO made recommendations to the Attorney . Pl -
General concerning:

.-Cooperation and coardination between
Drug Enforcement Administration and
Customs Service on initelligence.

--The role of the FBI in Federal drug law
enforcement.

~Funds for purchase of evidence and in-
formation.
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The\Q;norable Henry M. Jackson

Chairman, Permanent Subcommittee
on Investigations

Committee on Government OpeTations

_ United States Senate .7
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Dear "Mr. Chairman:

This report on Federal drug law enforcement was made
in accordance with your uerch 6 and May 1, 1975, reauests.

As requested by the Subcommittee staff, we did not
submit the report to the Federal agencies involved for
their offidial qpmﬁents. HHowever, we did discuss our
findings with-officials of the Drug Enforcemcnt Adminis~
tration, the U.S. Customs Service, and the Federal Bureau
of Investigation and their comments were considered in

.preparing this report.

We invite your attention to the fact that this repcrt
contains recommendations to the Attorney General which are
set forth on pages 42 and 56. As you know, section 236
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 requires
the head of a Federal agency to submit a written state-
ment on actions taken on our recommendatlions to the House
and Senate Committees on Government Cpevations not later
than 60 days after the date of the report and to the
House and Senate Committees on Approoriations with the
agency's first request for” appropriations made more than
60 Jdays after the date. of the report.

We will be in tcuch with your office in the near

future tn arrange for release of the report so that the
reqguirements of seckion 236 can be set in motion.

Sincerely yOu}s, ;f é;
ad /" ; ;
7 / ; ‘%M
- wLogd s “e

Comntroller Gereral
of the United States




DIGEST

1

3

4

5

6

CHAPTER

, Content s

IN.'RODUCTION :
Principal agencies involved!

RESULTS AND METHODOLOGIES. OF FEDERAL

DRUG LAW ENFORCLEHMENT ]
Results difficult to 1nterpret
-Methodologies
Conclusions -~ ™

MORE INTERAGENCY. COOPERATION NEEDED

IN FEDERAL DRUG. LAW ENFORCEMENT
What has been done
Improved cooperation needeo
between DEA and Customs
Customs search authority

FBI role in drug law enforcement

Conclusions
Recommendations

DEA'S USE OF FUNDS FOR PURCHASE OF
EVIDENCE AKD INFORMATION

Amounts allocated to PE/PI have

grown substantially

Evidence purchase is controversial
Effectiveness of PE/PI could be

i improved -~
Conclusions
Recommendations
1

DEA ENFORCEMENT AND INTELLIGENCE

MANPOWER ALLOCATIONS :

Manpower assignments
Fntelligence program

THE bEA STATE AND LOCAL TASK FORCE
PROGRAM
DEA task forces )
Unified Intelligence Division
in New York City

Page

43

44
46
47
55
56

58
58
60

62

66




CHAPTER

T

APPENDIX

I

11

II1X

v

\'A
VII

VIII

DEA CONTROLS OVER SEIZED DRUGS
Internal Controls
Controls were not strlctly
adhered to
Incidents of unaccounted-for
loss ,0f evidernce
Conclusion .
} . .
SCOPE OF RLEVIEW

Letters dated iarch 64 1975, and May 1,
1975 from Chairman, Senate Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations, Com-
mittee on Government Operations

BNDD/DEA arrest, conviction, and drug
removal statistics in the United
States

U.S. Custom~.Service drug arrests, con-
victions, und seizures

ODALE arrest, conviction, and drug
removal statistics - January 1972
through June 1973

DEA task force funding, fiscal year 1975

Inventory of DFA equipment at five
selected task forces as of August 1975

DEA task force funding, fiscal year 1976
projections

Arrest and conviction statistics, LEAA
funded DEA task forces, fiscal year
1975

DEA comments on methodology used to
evaluate the effectiveness of purchase
of evidence

Principal officials respon31ble for ad-
ministering activities discussed in
this report .

71

o

71 .

72

73
74

76

77
81

82

83
84

85

86

87

88

90




—~

<___ ACRONYMS

’

BNDD Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs

DEA//f- Drug EnforceA;nt Administration
DECE\N“ Drug Enforcement Coordinating System
EPIC El Paso Inteii}gence Center
\EEI Eeaeral ?Epeau of Investigation
G-DEP Geagfgﬁﬁzc Druc Enforcement Program
(e7:\0) ‘General Accounting Office
INS Immigrat%en\énd Naturalization Service
LAPQ”. S Las Angéiés Police Department
' LéAA Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
NADDIS Narcotics and Dangerocus Drugs Information
System
ODALE , Office for Drug Abuse Law Enforcement
OMB Dffice of Management and Budget
ONNI Office of Natiofal Narcotics Intelligence
PE \ Purchase of Evidence
PI Purchase of Information
RIU Regional Intelligence Unit
TECS Treasury Enforcement Communication System

UID Unified Intelligence Division
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT FELERAL DRUG ENFORCEMENT:

70 THE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE  STRONG GUIDANCE NEEDED
ON I[NVESTIGATIONS, SENATE pepartment of Justice
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT pDepar tment of the Treasury

OPERATIONS

For years Federal drug law enforcemant in the
United States has not been as effective as it
could have been if the agencies responsible

had worked %ogether to enforce the drug laws.

The price paid in this country for the lack
of a concerted =ffort in attempting to con-
trol illicit drug actjivities cannot be
measured. °

The Federal agencies concerned--primarily
the Drug Enforcement Admin&stration and the
U.S8. Customs Service--have statistics on
drug arrests, convictions, and seizures.

. However imprecsive these appear, they are
not necessarily accurate indicators of how
effective drug enforcement is.

True, statistics show increased arrests,
convictions, and seizures. Law enforcement
has no necessarily improved. Drug abuse is
considered cne of the most seriods and most
tragic problems in this counrtry.

In his Reorgénization Plan No. 2, of 1973, the
president intended the Drug Enforcement Admin-
istration, the U.S. Customs Service, and the FBI
to cooperate and coordinate their forces into

a cohesive and powerful instrument for drug en-
forcement. They did not do so.

The Drug Enforcement Administration must
obtain more valuable and reliable
intelligence to assist the U.S. Customs
Service in catching smugglers at border
inspection posts. (See pp. 23 to 28.)

Since the 1973 reorganization, the Drug
Enforcement Administration end the FBI
have interpreted the FBI role in a narrow
sense and have not materially changed their
working relationship. .

' GGD~76-32
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The Drug LanLgcmenL rdministration head-

quarters has ot provided the FBI w1Lh names

and informatlon about drug traffickers, If

the FBI was supposca-to play a larger role in

.drug~entorcement, it seems logiczl that the
/ Drug Enforcement Administration would have

"provided the FBI with names and information

\\*about certain major traffickers. (See pp.

J4 to 41.)

A recommendation gpdf/problems be solved

by action at tha/hthest level was made by o

the Domesti{ Colncil Drug Abuse Task Force
in September 1975. Its chief recommenda-

Lion caid:

M"The task foyce recommends that the
President direct the Attorney General
and the Secretary of the Treasury

to settde jurisdictional disputes

L h betgpﬂh DEA and Customs by December 31,

1975, or to report tneir recommenda-
<tions for resolution of the matter
to the President on that date."

GAD endorses this xecommendation. History
shows, however, that establishing inter-
agency agreements alone usualily will not
solve problems.

It is qguestionable whether such agreements
ever will work without a clear directive
on the part of someone acting on the
President's behalf to comypel agencies to
comply., .
7

The Drug Enforcerent Administration con-
siders the purchase of evidence and in-
formation as one of the most effective
tools available in narcoths investiga~-
tions :

The use of funds for purchase of evidence
and information has been controversial.

The effectiveness of the use of these funds
i€ difficult to assess. GAO recommends
that the ALLorney General deve]op better
policy and criteria governlng their use.
{See pp. 43 to 57.)
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GAQ did not obtain written comments from
either the Department of Justice 'or the

Treasurv;
Administration,

however,

FBI,

and U.8S.

the Drug Enforcement

Customs Serv-

ice reviewed the report and their comments
ggestions were considered.
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CUAPTER 1

v PR

————  INTRODUCYION

Tﬁé.Permanent Subcommittee on Inveztigations of Lhe
Senate\ Comnittee on Government Uperations began hearings
in Jund& 1975 1 the effectiveness of the Drug Enforcement
Admanistration (DEA). The goal was a thorough analysis of
DEA's ability to effectively @d€al with the ever—-increasing
narcotics and dangerous drugs problem. By letters of
‘"Margzh 6 and Mav 1, 1975, -the Chairman recuested that we
review certain areas—witich are of major concern to the
Subcormittee. (See app. I.)

Specifically, the Subcommittee wanted us to provide:

1. "An analysis of purchase of evidence/purchase

' of infotrmation (PE/PI) funds used by DEA as an
approach tg-drug law enforcement focusing on the
number of“convictions and significance of viola-
tors convicted, including (a) a study of the,
amounts of Federal dollars allocated to PE/PI
over the last five years and to whom these dol-
lars flow, and (b) an accounting of all such
money so used since the creation of DEA."

2. "An analysis of the results of the BNDD{1l}/DEA, U.S.

Customs Service, and the former Office for Drug
Abuse Law Enforcement efforts in drug enforce-
ment, from fiscal year 1970 to present, focusing
on the number of convictions, nature of the case,
significance o©of violators convicied, and the
nature, quantity, quality and/or street value of
illicit drugs seized as well as an analysis of
the law enforcemept methodology utilized by each
agency."
. ¢
3. "An analysis of DEA enforcement and intelligence
manpower allocations to various activities and
functions in the agency."

I

4. "An analysis of the exchange of information between

Customs and DEA, including the frequency and nature

of requests for information or assistance by one
agency or the other and the disposition of such
reguest."

1/Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs
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"an analysis of the controls exercised by DEA over
narcotics seized, including any information avail-
able on the nature, quantity, quality and/or street
value of any narcotics unaccounted for aftcr origi-
nal seizures.”

"An analysis and accounting of any "confidential
fund" maintained by DEA, including the purposes
for which the funds were expended.”

\ ;

"An analysis of the program of cross designation
of DEA agents to allow them the same scarch and

seizure authority as U.S. Customs agents, toc in-
clude the number of DEA agents so designated and
the number and quality of arrests made and con-

victions obtained by them in this capacity."

"An analysis of the gquantity and quality of intel=-
ligence information exchanged between DEA and the
U.S. Customs Service since July 1, 1973, which
would enable both agencies to function in the man-
ner intended by Reorganization Plan No. 2."

*a study and analysis of the type and quality of
cooperation that exists between the Federal Bureau
of Investigation and the Drug £nforcement aAdmianis-
tration since Reorganization Plan No. 2 was imple-
mented on July 1, 1973." ’

"A study and analysis of how Federal money from
LEAA [1] is allocated, by DEA, to the various nar-
cotics Task Forces currently in operaticn in the
country." '

" study and analysis of the Unified Intelligence
Center, a federally funded narcotics related oper-
ation in the New York City area."

The Chairman also requested our views on the results of DEA
compliance programs.

On June 9, 1975, our representatives testified before
the Subcommitte= on work in progress on this reguest and
other work done in recent years to develop several reports
to the Congress. This report presents the final results
of our work pursuant to the Subcommittee's request.

1/Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
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As part of oui~testimony at the June hearings, we \\
provided copies of the digests of our prior reports on drug
enforcement. Since then, we have issued another report whic¢)
gives our most-—eecent views on DEA's compliance program:
"Improvemerits Needed In Regulating And Monitorina The Man-
ufadture And Distribution CF Licit Narcotins" (GGD-75-102, i

\

Aug\\iB, 1975).
: e were denied access to DEA's "confidential fund" by

the Department of Justicz}//Certain funds appropriated Lo
Department of Justice age€ncies are outside the scope of

our audit 3uthority. .DEA's annual appropriation acts
authorize DEA the—usé of not more than $70,000 to meet
unforeseen emergencies of a confidential nature. According
to the act, these confidential funds are to ke expended
under the direction of the Attorney General and accounted
for solely on his certificate. We were told by the Depart-
ment that it had internal auditing procedures to insure the
propriety oL,expeqqi€bres from these funds,

PRINCIPAL AGENCTES INVOLVED

Federal drug law enforcement from fiscal yéar 1970 to
the present has been shared by several agencies.

Before July 1, 1973, Federal effort in drug law enforcoe-
ment was characterized as "fragmented" and having "serious
operational shortcomings." The criminal investigative andé

intelligence functions were shared by (1) BNDD and the Office

for Drug Abyse Law Enforcement (ODALE) in the Department

of Jusvice and (2) the U.S. Customs Service, as part of its
antismuggling functions, in the Department of the Treasury.
The Office of National Narcotics Intel.igence (ONNI), also
in the Depairtment of Justice, was responsible for developing
and maintaining a national narcotict intelligence system

and for serving as a cépéringhouse for Federal, State,

and local agencies needing access to such intelligence.

This fragmentation of effort was one of the princi-
pal reasons leading to Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973
(effective July 1, 1973), which created a single compre-~ -
hensive Federal agency, the Drug Enforcement Administration,
within the Department of Justice &nd abblished BNDD, ODALE,
and ONNI. The functions and resources of these agencies
together with the investigative and intelligence-gathering
functions and resources of the Customs Service relating to
drug law cenforcement were transferred to the new DEA. The
Customs Service's antidrug role was limited@ to interdiction
of i1llicit drugs at U.S. borders and ports of entry. Re-
organization Plan No. 2 of 1973 also intended a more
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significant role for the Federal Buqéau of Investigation
(FBI) in drug enforcement.

DEA's State and local task force program is partially
funded through grants by the Department of Justice's LEAA,
| ' ‘

|
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CHAPTER- 2

RESULTS AND METHODOLOGIES OF FEDERAL

DRUGC LAW EHFORCEMENR'T

In the March 6, 1975, letter, the Subcommittee Chairman
asked us to perform: .

"An analysis of%the resultes of the BNDD/DEA, U.S.
Customs Service, and the former Office for Drug
Abuse Law Enfoicement efforts in drug enforcement,
from fiscal year 1970 to present, focusing on the
number of convictions, nature of the case, signifi-
cance of violators convicted, and the nature,
quantity, quality and/or street value of illicit
drugs seized as well as an analysis of the law

- enforcement methodology utilized by each agency.”

We found that each agency had made numerous arrests, con-
victions, and seizures, but the statistics are difficult to
interpret and are notanecessarily true measures of enforce-
ment effectiveness. Increased arrests, convictions, and sei-
zures could be due to increases in trafficking and amounts of
illicit drugs available rather than more effective law enforce~
nment, Heroin seizures by Customs cand DEA declined during
fiscal year 1974, the first year following the reorganization.
DEA stated that the decline was due to the combined effects
of the Turkish opium ban and the intensified enforcement in
France, Customs said its drop in heroin seizures was due,
in part, to a decline in the overall smuggling of the drug
and to diminished intelligence available. '

DEA, Customs, BHDD, and ODALE used variocus enforcement
methodologies to carry out their respective missions. BN™D
and Customs, when each performed drug intelligence and in-
vestigative functions, had different approaches. Customs
focused on the borders and ports and used resultant seizures -
as springboards for investigations. . BNDD and ODALE used '
‘extensive undercover activities, relying heavily on the
purchase of evidence and information. It should be pointed
out that BNDD and Customs worked together on many cases.

DEA has adopted and used methodologieg of BNDD, ODALE,
and Customs, The U.S. attorneys ana assistant U.S. attor-
neys we talked to in Newv York, California, and Washington
support the intent of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973.




RESULTS DIFFICULT TO INTERFRET  ~ ‘ . . (
’\

In transmitting. the Domestic Council Drug Abuse Task *'-“:
Force report on drug_abuse to the President in September 19/5,
the Vice President stated that drug abuse is one of the most

serious and most tragic problems this country faces. .

po

Federal™dgencies responsible for drug law enforcement
have, looked at arrests, convictions, and seizures as indi-
catdrs of progress and results. These statistics, however,
can\ge deceptive and are not necessarily true measures of
enfotcement effectiveness. Increases in arrests, convictions,
and seizures may have little.impact on druy availability if
tbe arrests and convictlopﬂ/;:e for easily replaceable traf-
fickers and if seilzuresy” ‘regardless of quantity or purlty,

" 3o not result in disruption of the traffic. Changes in drug
trafficking patterns are viewed as indicating the impact of
enforcement eiforts.
)

Furthermore, although law enforcemeﬁt has a major re-
sponsibility for reducing the availability of illicit drugs,
it cannot be held sole&ly accountable. In addition to law
enforcement, other elements of the criminal justice system,
such as prbsedugiéh, the Courts, and treatment programs for
drug abusers, together with U.S. diplomatic actions abroad,
all affect the overall U.S, effort to reduce iliicit drug
availability.

DEA, Customs, BNDD, and ODALE routinely reported sta-
tistics on arrests, convictions, and seizures; however, the
reporting systems did not relate these statistics to partic-
ular enforcement methods and jurisdictions, These systems
did not and do not routinely provide, for example, statistics
on the number of arrests and convictions from conspiracies,
undercover peneteations, or convoy operations. DEA main-
tains statistics, as did BNDD during its last year of exist-
ence, on the significance of violators arrested. Custons,
however, is the only agency that routinely reports on the
average purity of its selzures. This reporting precludes
inisrepresentation, and Customs believes it should become
an integral part of reporting all drug seizures.

Since the agencies operated under different legal
authorizations and had different roles and responsibilities,
the results are not comparable. For example, it woulild be
difficult to compare ODALE's efforts, which were geared td
reducing availlability at the street level, witih BNDD's ef-
forts, which were geared toward reducing availability at

the highest levels in drug trafficking networks.

BNDD/DEA arrests, convictions
and drug removals

Since DEA adopted the BNDD enforcement program {about
75 percent of DEA's enforcement personnel were former BNDD



-agents) and continued BNDD's reporting system for arrests,
convictions, and seizures, we will discuss BNDD and DEA
efforts together.

Arrests and convictions

Arrest statistics are of limited vaue if the signifi-
cance and importance of the arrestees are not included.
Total arrests reported by BNDD and DEA from fiscal year 1970
to 1975 are shown in appendix IXI. As shown, arrests have
increased over the years. DUA's Geographic Drug Enforce-
ment Program' (G-DEP), which ranks violators into four classes,
has the added dimension of providing arrest statistics by
significance of wviolator. Upper level ﬁraﬁfickers are iden-
tified as class I and class II violators, while middle and
lower level traffickers are identified as classes III and
IV. The number of upper level traffickers (classes I and
II) arrested has increased. The number arrested domesti-
cally increased from 459 in fiscal year 1973 by BNDD to
832 and 1,328 in fiscal years 1374 and 1975 by DEA. Like-
wise, the number of classes I and II traffickers arrested
»y foreign law enforcement agencies with BNDD/DEA assist-
ance increased from 106 in fiscal year 1973 to 221 and; 239
for fiscal years 1974 and 1975, respectively.

If there are arrests without convictions, little has
been gained. DEA's effectiveness in immobilizing drug
traffickers depends not only on the speed and quality of
arrests but also on the conviction and incarceration of tne
violators. Although factors other than the sufficiency of
DEA evidence may influence the outcome of a case, its re-
'sponsibility does not end at the time an arrest is made.
DEA has a responsibility to present high-quality cases for
"prosecution.: As pointed out in our report “"Difficulties

In Immobiliuing Major Narcotic Traffickers" (B-175425, Dec. 21, .

1973), DEA should evaluate cases after court proceedings to
see wpere improvem@nts in enforcement could be made.

| .

BNDD/DEA's convictions in Federal and State courts for
fiscal years 1970 through 1975 are shown in appendix II.
Convictions, like arrests, have increased over the years.

-Our analysis of the 6,126 defendants arrested by DEA,
including task force arrests, whose court cases were con-
cluded in fiscal year 1975, showed that

% :
~-80,6 percent were convicted,
{ .
~--15.9 percent were dismissed, 1/ and

i
!

él/Incluéeé dismissals due to defendants' cooperation with’
I the prosecutors.

|

|




-=3.5 percent were acquit.ed. S

Drug removals

DEA maintains information on the purity of every drug
seizure and purchase that the agency makes and seizures
turned over to DEA by other agencies. DEA uses this infor-
mation for intellilence but does not report purity in rou-
"tine statistics made available to the Congress, other
Government agencies,-and the public. We believe that in-
formation on the average purity of illicit drugs, such as
heroin ‘and cocaine,” would be beneficial and should be in-
‘cluded in DEA external statistical reports.

DEA believes that removal statistics can be deceptive
in evaluating effectiveness. For example, a considerable
amount of time may be spent in arresting and convicting a
major trafficker on a conspiracy case based on a small
seizure. The seizure in itself is not significant; but
the fact that a major trafficker capable of supplying large
quantities of drugs is no longer operating is important.

Drug removals reported by BNDD/DEA for fiscal vyears
1970 through 1975 are shown in appendix II. According to
DEA, its removals of heroin from the domestic market were
down in its first year of existence ecause of the Turkish
opium ban and the intensified enforcement in France. At
the same time, however, supplies of heroin from Mexico
started to increase substantially. :

Customs' arrests, convictions, and drug removals

The Customs drug enforcement and control efforts for

fiscal year 1970-75 can be conveniently separated into

two basic periods--before and after Reorganization Plan
No. 2 of 1973. Before the reorganization, Customs, in
carcrying out.its antismuggling responsibilities, used all
phases of enforcement, including -interdiction, inspection,
intelligence, and investigation. Customs strategy was to
interdict illicit drugs at the border before the drugs
entered the United States. Border seizures were the focal
point for its drug investigations.

Following the reorganization, Customs antidrug smug-
gling activites were curtailed to include only inspection
and inteérdiction. 1Its drug intelligence collection and
investigation capabilities were transferred to the newly
formed DEA. The reorganization plan reaffirmed Customs' N
traditional role of interdicting contraband, including : ;
illicit drugs, at ports of entry and along tho land and '
sea borders of the United States.

e T



_—Statistics on Customs selzuLes, arrests, and convxcthns\
for fiscal years 1970275 are shown in appendix III. YT

Drug renmovals

More than.to—anything elée, Customs looks to seizures \\f
as anlCdtOLa of its progress and success. As shown in ap- L
pendix/III, from fiscal year 1970 to 1973, Customs seized
large {quantities of illicit drugs. Cocaine seizures steadily
increased year by year, while heroin seizures peaked in

1971 and declined in fiscal years 1972 and 1973.

After the July 1973 Le6fg;nlza ion, Customs heroin
“se4zures dLUOLtd from 3P9’pounds in fiscal year 1973 to 97
poundv ficcal wear—1974. Customs believes that the drop
in heroLn seizures was partly due to a decline in the over-
all smuggling of the drug but also to diminished intelli-
gence available to Customs. The problem of intelligence to
support interdiction functions is discussed in detail in
chapter 3. P2

7 rd

Arrest5~dnd con<ictions

Customs arrests steadily incrcased over the years from
5,872 in Fiscal year 1970 to 10,825 in fiscal year 1973.
Follow1ng the reorganization, Customs arrests dropped to
8,208 in fiscal year 1974 but were at a hlgh of 16,214 for
flscal year 1975,

Customs pointed out that, when it had drug smuggling
investigation and intelligence responsibilities, it arrested
at least 299 major traffickers and disrupted many drug smug-
gling conspiracies. Customs did not have a classification
system to readily show the significance of violators arrested.

Before the reornanization, Customs was responsible for
preparing its drug arrest cases for court action. Its con-
victions on avrests for alX violations, including drugs,
increased frem 2,006 in fiscal year 1970 to 4,334 in fiscal
year 1973, Our analysis of the defendants arrested by Cus-
toms for all violations, the majority of wbich were drug
- violations, whose court cases were concluded in fiscal years
1972 and 1973, showed

-~76.5 percent were convicted, ’ S
--17.8 percent were dismissed, 1/ and

--5.7 percent were acquitted.

1l/Includes dismissals due to defendants' cooperation with
the prosecu:ors.
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ODALE arrests, convictions, and drug removals

The Office for Drug Abuse Law Enforcement in the De-
partment of Justice was established by Executive Order "11641,
January 28, 1972, and was abolished 17 months later by Exe-
cutive O.der 11727, July 6, 1973, 1Its functions were trans-
ferred to *the new DEA. As discussed in chapter 6, DEA
continued the ODALE concept through its State and local task
force program. {

| . -

ODALE's primary mission was to attack the stow and middle
levels of the domestic ‘hercin distrlbutloh systems to reduce
its availability on the street. An underﬂylng objective was
to bring a Federal presence to the street level. Teo carry
out its mission, ODALE established task forces made up of
Federal, State, and local enforcement personnel in selected
target cities. o -

On July 5, 1973, the Director of ODALE highlighted the
agency's results. He stated that, during its relatively
short existence, ODALE made more than 8,000 narcotics ar-
rests, removed 230 pounds of heroin from the illicit traffic,
and had a conviction rate of more than 90 percent. Appendix
IV shows the available statistics orn ODALE arrests, convic-
tions, and seizures during its l7-month existence.

METHODOLOGIES

The U.S. approach toward reducing drug abuse and the
many related problems comprises a variety of domestic and
international efforts to curb the supply and reduce the
demand for illicit drugs. As stated in the Federal Strategy
for Drug hbuse and Drug Traffic Prevention 1973: 1/

"A major strategic issue is whether we
should attempt to affect the entire chain of
produvction and distribution or focus exclusively
on what are postulated to be the more vulnerable
links in the chain. After considering a wide
range of options from exclusive focus on border
inspections and domestic control, to increased
penalties on simple possession, to eradication
of opium productions, we have concluded that we
must attempt to break the chain of supply in as
many places as possible."

i
1
i

lVPr pared for the President by The Strategy Council on
i Drug Abuse puLsuant to The Drug Abuse Offlce and Treatment
1ACL of 1972. .

'

|




- The success of investigation and intelligence techniques
in reducing the availability of drugs are, to a considerable
extent, dependent upon and affect the drug traffickers!'
methods, routes, and organizations., The difficulty and chang-
ing nature of the problem is illustrated in the following
statement from the 1975 Federal Strategy.

-*Although importFnt reductions in the supply of
narcotics and dangerous drugs have been achieved,
there is widespread recognition that more exten-
sive, sophisticated, and coordinated efforts are
needed if the availability of abuse-prone drugs
1s to he sufficiently restricted. The sharp
reductions in east coast heroin traffic and illi-
cit diversion of dangerous drugs, for example,
have been countered hy drug traffickers' pro-
.ducing new routers and new organizations. The
decentralization, smaller~sized amounts, and
multiple sources of supply that replace the
relatively centralized, wholesale European
connection for heroin have made detection and
seizures more difficult. The achievements in
reducing licit dangerous drug availlability have
similarly been countered by traffickers in

those drugs." (Underscoring provided.)

Overall, DEA, Customs, and the former BNDD and ODALE
used a wide variety of tactics and methods in enforcing the
drug laws. Many similarities in methods and tools did exist
among these agerncies, ‘but there were some significant dif-
ferences. '

Customs drug law enforcement was predicated on the pre-
mise that hard drugs,. such as heroin and cocaine, being con-
traband, had to be smuggled into the United States. There-
fore, over the years, Customs developed methods for enforcing
antismuggling laws.

On the other hand, BNDD, like its principal predecessor,
the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, believed the enforcement
of U.S. criminal drug laws required enforcement action simi-
lar to that for vice-~type crime, suck as gambling and pros-
tirution, which is characterized principally byv the lack
of a complainant. This often necessitates the partifipatory
involvement of enforcement personnel. S

DEA, being an amalgamation of BNPD, ODALE, and the drug

investigative and intelligence activities of Customs, would \
be expected to adopt some of their vari us methods.

11
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The ODALE approach <_ ‘\

ODALE's priwmary mission was to attack the low and midale
levels of the domestic heroin distribution systems to reduce‘\ ;
availability-onthe street. OLALE's task force approach,
using the enforcement expcrtise of personnel detailed from
various law enforcement agencies, along with the legal ex-
pert\ise of assigned attorneys, was somewhat unique for diug
law énforcement. Because of its street enforcement objec-
tive, ODALE relied heavily on purchases of drug evidence
and payments to informantg,//One method used extensively by
ODALE was the investigati¥e grand jury. The participation
of attorneys made available many avenues of investigation
which the working—agént would not ordinarily have.

i

The BNDD approach

As discussed in our Yeport on "Difficulties In Immobil-
izing Major Narcotics Araffickers" (see p. 7), BNDD's pri-
mary objective was to reduce drug availability in the United
States. Through arl enforcement program called the "systcms
approach,” BNDD attempted to identify illicit drug distribu-
tion systems and immobilize domestic and international drug
trafiickers operating-within the systems. BNDD had some
success with the systems approach in disrupting the activi-
ties of several major systems; however, scveral BNDD regions
continued to pursue targets of opportunity--mostly low-level
traffickers. By 1972, BNDD realized that the systems ap-
proach was not producing the desired results and in July
modified that approach into G-DEP.

The DEA approach

DEA continued with BNDD's G-DEP ahd other programs of
the Fformer BNDD and ODALE. Unlike BNDD, which shared drug
investigative responsibilities with Customs, DEA was charged
as the single Federal agegncy with this responsibility. 1Its
main objective is to reduce drug abuse in the United States
by controlling the availability of illicit drugs. DEA, be-
cause of its broad mandate from Reorganization Plan No. 2 of
1873, has been building up drug intelligence operations (see
ch. 5) and has continued the ODALE task force program with
certain modifications (see ch. 6). . |

DEA's operational strategy is to collect, analyze,
and disseminate information identifying major drug®traf-
fickers and their organizations and to initiate and develop
investigations toward the apprehension and prosecution of
major traffickers. In carrying out its broad enforcement
mandate, DEA employs a variety of enforcement methodologies--
from simple purchases of drug evidence to complex conspiracy

12

P tastiar ot




investigations with primary erlhasis on eliminating the
seureces ol 1llicit drugs and daisranting the highest levels
of tralficking. DEA relies usaviiy on purchases wf oy -
dence and information and tries to "buy" in at middle

and lower levels and work up to upper level traffickers.
{see chi. 4.) Jlso, DEA, in its cverceas program in solse
countries, has/assumed a bread operational posture, includ-
ing internaticnal casemaking, strengthening local capabil-
ivies, intelliience gathering, and, in some countries,
undercover wor b

! .

The Customs approach —° IR ’

S - i
Customs has long had responsibility for interdicting

all types of contraband and preventing the smuggling of

contraband into the United States. Although drug investiga-

tion and intelljigence functions of Customs were transferrcd

to DLA by Reorganization Plan No. Z of 1973, the plan re-

alfirmed Customs' responsibilities for interdicting all

contraband, including 1llicit drugs, through inspection and

enforcement activities at ports of entry and along the land r

and seca borders. Before the reorganization, when it had !

drug smuggling investigation and intelligence functions, :

Customs used a variety of enforcement methodeologies~-inter—

Jiction, investigation, and intelligence--which it considered

to be fully integrated. Customs stressed the importance of

stopping illicit drugs at the border when the drugs were of

high purity and using border seizures as a focal pcint [or

drug smuggling investigations. Customs maintained that drug

lﬁterdiction and investigative functions should be linked

and were mutually supporcive.

. 1

After the reorganization, Customs' methodologies
were limited to a berder interdiction program, and Customs
was dependent on DEA fot the investigation and intelligence
required. Both before and after the reorganization, the
Customs 3ervice focused on port and border interdiction.

Numerous methodologies used .

The following table displays the methodologies most
frequently used in narcotics enforcement by the four agencies
discussed. They fall into two categories--investigative/ oy
intelligence, which pertains to the drug enforcement func-
tions that DEA has assumed sole responsibility for as a result
of the reorganization, and interdiction, which pertains to
the drug enfor.ement function carried out primarily by
Cystoms prior to the reorganization and which continues to
bd a responsibility of Customs today.

i
1

¢
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Narcotics Enforcement Methodologies

“Prior to reorganization

ODALL

Custuoms

BNDD

DEA

investigative/Intelligence

Pﬁrchase of evidehce~~Funds used
to buy drug evidence.
(See ch. 4.) X

‘'Purchase of 1nFormat10n——Funds

paid to cooperating individuals

for information, expenses, and

rewards. {(See ch. 4.) X
Conspiracy-~Indepth investiga-

tions attempting to surface

all tinks between two or more

.per: s who have agreed to

commit an offense in violation

of drug laws. . b A

Convoy--Monitcred passage of
drugs to point of delivery.
Undercover activity--Agents dis~
guised as drug traffickers in
order to penetrate drug
organizations. X
Surveillance--Keeping a close
watch on taLgeted drug :
traffickers. » X
Title III electronic interception--
Court ordered wiretaps against
suspected drug violators. X
Intelligence/information systems——
Organized programs for collect-
ing and disseminating data re-
lated to drug law enforcement.
State and local cooperative
programs--0Organized joint
operations with State and
local law enforcement agencies. X
Overseas cooperative programs—-— ‘
Cooperative assistance with
foreign law enforcement
.agencies.
Financial investigations~-Tracking
large international transfers of
currency as thev relate to drug
smuggling. »
Flash rolls--Large sums of money
shown to drug traffickers as
proof that the undercover agent
can make a substantial purchase
of illicit drugs. ‘ X

14
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Narcotics Enforcement Methodologies AN
S

. Prior to reorganiwation \\
! ODALE Customs BNDD DEA

, ‘ o | ‘
Investigative/Intelligence |
(gpnpinued) ' '

Investié§§ive grand jury--Used
to condlct long-term inguiries
through avenues which are un~- -~
available to the working aqeﬁ?i
-such as grand jury subposdas,
immunity, sworn testimony, and
the handling of reluctant wit- _
nesses. X X . X X

interdiction N

.
Controlled mail delivery~<Delivery

of foreign mail found to contain

drugs in order to_ .identify and

arrest the recipient. X X
Border surveillance--The use @f ’ '

patrol forces, airplanes, boats,

or sensors to detect drug smug-—

gling. _ X X X
Border inspection and search--The

unigue authority vested with

Customs that allows warrantless

search and seizure at U.S.

borders. (See ch. 3.) X Timited
Detector dog program--The use of

dogs trained to sniff out con-

cealed drugs. X
False documentation detections-~

Linking persons with Ealss//

identification to drug traf-

ficking groups,. , X X X

DEA's attempts to use
the various methodologies

Whether the Customs approach to drug law enforcement !
was superior to that of BNDD or.vice versa, we cannot say.
Both approaches have merit and have had some successes. An
important issue is whether DEA, as the primacry drur law
enforcement agency, has adopted the various methodologies
and capitalized on the successful approaches of Customs - and
the former BNDD and ODALE. DEA has continued BNDD domestic
methodologies and relies heavily on the undercover approach
and purchase of evidence and payments to informants. ODALE-

15
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type task forces have bLeen tontinued with certain medifica-
tions. The extent to which DEA uses pgTrts and borders as ¢
focal point for a drug investigation, as Customs [formerly did,
cannot be precisely determined, although we did find that

- 1t had been used in some cases. '

The following case illustrates how DEA used 23 “"cold" 1/
seizure to develop a major case just as Customs would have
done if it still had drug smuggling investigative authority.

It also shows the 'use of numerous enforcement methodologies.

Following the c¢old seizure of approximately
ore kilo of heroin, one-haif kilo of cocaine, and
25,000 units of dangerous drugs by Customs from a
lower level trafficker, DEA initiated an intensive
investigation, using the resources of and in coop-
eration with the Los Angeles Policc Department
(LAPD) and Los angeles County Sheriff's Office.
The initial defendant in this case had been placed
in the Treasury Enforcement Communications System
{TECS) as a trafficker and was the subject of a
LAPD narcotic investigation. The coordinated
action on the part of the three agencies, at the
time of our review, had resulted in about 30 ar-
rests (10 in Mexico and 20 in the United Stactes), in-
cluding the head of a majecr heroin trafficking or-
ganization in Mexico, and additional seizures of 4
pounds of heroin, 3 pounds of cocaine, and 100,000 dos-
age units of dangerous drugs. Included in the 30
arrests were 17 upper-level violators (class I or
II1). This organization was estimated to be supplyinyg
about 25 percent of the heroin used in the Los Angeles
area as well as a major portion of heroin zad cocaine
in other large U.S. cities.

Various techniques were employed during the
investigation besides the normal undercover pene-~
trations, including a $240,0060 flash roll. Several
of the defendants were arrested on conspiracy charges.
Telephone toll analysis and a joint prosecution agree-
ment with Mexico, iIn which evidence was exchanged for
prosecution of defendants in their respective countries,
were also used.

' .
This case also illustrates the coverage DEA obtained--from
a lower level trafficker to the major supplier abroad--
when a variety of techniques were used in working with
domestic and foreign counterparts.

«

1/A seizure made without any advance information,
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In its overseas program, DEA has continued BNDD's broad:
opzarational and infelligence-gathering activities. Alth&@gh
the operational posture continued by DEA, which has included
casemaking and undercover work in some countries, has its N
risks and is subject to controversy, it has had some success\
in increasing foreign drug arrests and seizures, developing
domestic conspiracy cases, and improving the capabilities !
of Ejfeign government enforcement personnel.

e

ZAlso, it should be noted that there is within DEA, at
the very least, a potential -for using those more successful
Customs techniques for dgVEIOping border-type drug investi-
... gations. Significant operational authority is vested in
“DEA regional directors. Of the 13 domestic regional offices,

5 include most of the high-activity ports of entry and border
areas. These are the Dallas, Miami, Seattle, Los Angeles,
and New York regional offices. These offices, together with
the Mexico City, Manila, and Caracas regional offices, are
all headed by former senior Customs agents. These regional
directors could be expected to be well versed in Customs’
drug law enforcement techniques and methods.

U.S. attorneys’ views

The assistant U.S, attorney and chief of the criminal
division in the eastern district of New York, advised us
that the guality of cases presented to him for prosecution
by DEA and Customs was excellent. BAlso, cases presently
being submitted by DEA, both substantive ang conspiracy,
are good; he stated that he had had a high ivate of
success with these cases.

This official further stated that he had no proh-
lems with the cases submitted to him e!ther before or after
the reorganization. Both BNDD and Customs used the con-
spiracy approach successfully. He also stated that pricr
to the reorganization, }nternational conspiracy cases ware
easier to prosecute thah domestic conspiracy cases because
of the documentary evidence, such as passports and tickets,
associated with the international travel, He did note that
it is easier now because only one agency, DEA, investigates
and prepares cases for prosecution; thus, he does not have
the problem of having to handle a case with both agenciea
or becoming involved in the interagency friction which
cxisted. !

Other U.S. attorneys and assistant U.S. attorneys

that we talked to in California and Washington support the
intent of Reorganization Plan No. 2 .of 1973. '

17
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One U.S. attorney saild that the Attorney General's
Advisory Committee, consisting of 15 U.8. attorneys, had
unanimously recommended in June or July of 1975 that drug
enforcement should continue under the direction of DEA. It
was the Committee's belief that any major reorganization
would seriously disrupt the drug enforcement effort.

|

CONCLUSIONS !

} !

DEA and Customs and the former BNDD and ODALE had
imnroocive statistics on drug arrests, convictions, and
seizurec. ' These statistics, however, cbn be deceptive
and are not. nccessarily accurate measures of enforcement
effectiveness. - Increases in arrests, counvictions, and
seizures can occur with little impact on reducing drug
availability if the arrests, convictions, and incarcera-

tions are for easily replaceable traffickers and if seizures,

regardless of quantity or purity, do not result in the dis-
ruption of the traffic.

DEA, and BNDD duriﬁg the last yéarvof its operations,
provided an added dimension by routinely- reporting on the
significance of violators arrested and convicted.

BNDD .and Customs, when it had drug investigative re-
sponsibilities, adopted enforcement approaches and drug
investigative methodologies that fit their respective
authorities. <Customs capitalized on its port and border
authorities, including warrantless border search and seizure
jauthority, and used the border as the focal point for its
idrug smuggling investigations. The former BNDD, which had
‘authority to enforce Federal laws dealing with interstate
trafficking 'and limited authority at ports and borders, con-
centrated i1ts efforts overseas and in the interior of the
United States to immobilize international and interstate
drug trafficking networks. pBNDD relied heavily on purchase
of evidence and information and undercover penetrations.
Customs purchased infecrmation znd used other methodologies
but was generally opposed to purchases of dyug evidence as
a means of apprehending drug traffickers.

Whethergghe BNDD approach was superior to the Customs
approach or vice versa is difficult to determine. Both
approaches have merit and have had some proven success.,
DEA has adopted the PNDD and ODALE approaches and, on some
cases that we reviewed, has used Customs' approach,

18
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CHAPTER 3

MORE INTERAGENCY COOPERATION NEEDED

IN FEDERAL DRUG LAW ENFORCEMENT'

The Subcommittee expressed concern that Federal
agencies’ cooperation and coordination on drug-related
intelligence and enforcement might not be adequate.

* Specifically, the Chahrman‘s letters requested:

., ~="An analysis o% the quantity and quality of intel-
ligence information exchanged between DEA and the
U.8. Customs Service since July 1, 1973, which
would enable both agencies to function in the man-
ner intended by Reorganization Plan No. 2."

-~"An analysis of the exchange of information between

" Customs and DEA, including the frequency and nature -
of requests for information or assistance by one
agency or the other and the disposition of such
recquest.”

--"An analysis of "the program of cross designation of
DEA agents to allow them the same search and seizure
authority as U.S. Customs agents, including the
nunber of DEA agents: so designated and the number
and qu&lity of arrests made and convictions ob-
tained by them'in this capacity.”

~--"A study and analysis of the type and quality of
cooperation that exists between the Federal Bureau
"of Investigatien and the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration since Reorganization Plan No. 2 was imple-
mented on July 1, 1973."

Responsibility for enforcing Federal drug abuse laws

has long been shared. The Customs Service has traditionally -

"been responsible for the control of smuggling. Other agen-
ies have, at one time or another, been respcnsible for
controlling narcotics, marihuana, and dangerous drugs.

The intersection of these responsibilities--smuggled
narcotics, marihuana and, to a lesser degree, dangerous
drugs--has been the primary source of conflict. - The execu-
tive branch, many years ago, recognized the operational and
organizational shortcomings that resulted from this basic
conflict. Various recorganizations ‘and Presidential direc-
tives have attempted to resolve problems stemmirig from this
conflict. The problem, however, continues to exist due, in
part, to the lack of a focal point with sufficient autheritiy
and information to resolve agency conflicts. Clearly one
cabinet officer does not have authority to  dictate the solu-
‘tion to a conflict with a fellow cabinet officer.
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The impact .of these problems on the effect’veness\of"s
drug control acttwities cannot be measured. Our analysés
show that much more needs to be done to achieve the coordin-
ation among law enforcement agencies that was intended by
Reorganization. Plan No. 2. \;
AN v
DEA needs %o place greater emphasis on obtaining intel-
ligence data to assist the Customs Service in its interdiction
vaction, and both agencies should cooperate on enforcement
activities along the border. About 2 years have passed without
these two agencies' reaching operational agreements at either
the national, regionals or district level regarding the ex-
. change of data and cooperation in enforcement activities. Since
June 1975, both_agencies have taken steps to strengthen coopera-
tion.

Customs was originally opposed to designating DEA agents
the search and seizure. authority of Customs agents. Customs
believes the designation to be illegal since DEA agents
would be using it .to perform DEA functions rather than Cus-
toms functions. Eventually, a limited number of DEA agents
.-were granted .the designation. To date, DEA has made little

‘use of this authority.

The FBI's role in drug law enforcement needs to be
clarified. Both agencies have interpreted the FBI's role
to mean routine exchange of information and intelligence
at the operating level and have not materially changed their
working relationship since the reorganization.

WHAT HAS BEEN DONE

Since 1968 numerous actions have been taken to
strengthen Federal drug law enforcemcnt, lnClUdan

~-Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1968, creating BNDD.

--Presidential directive of February 1970, requiring
guidelines to settle jurisdictional disputes
between BNDD and Customs.

--The Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control
Act of 1970, consolidating fragmented Federal laws
governing narcotics and dangerous drugs, !

--The creation of ODALE and the Office of Nat10na1
Narcotics Intelligence (ONNI).

20
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--Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973, which transferred
the functions and resodrces of BNDD) ODALE, ONNI,
together witn the investigative ‘and-intelligence-
gathering functions and resources of the Customs

-Service relating to diug. law enforcement to the
new DEA.

~=~Domes th‘CounCLl report on drug abuse of aeptember
1975, containing recommendations for improving
Federal drug abuse programs. ,
The 0ffice of Management and Budget (OMB) %rbposed a solution
to the problems of cooperation among Federal law enforcement
agencies along U.S. borders. However, OMBls propcsal was
rejected by the Congress.™
‘ ! E
Reorganization Plan No. 1 ¢reated BNDD within the De-
partment of Justice. This agericy consolidated the resources
and functions formerly directed by the Secretary of the Trea-
sury, through the Federal Bureau of -Narcotics, and the Secretary
of Health, Education and Welfare, through the Bureau of Drug
-Abuse Control. One purpose of this plan was to unite pre-
viously fragmented investigative and enforcement functions
of Federal narcotics and drug laws and to locate this new
organization in the Department of Justice.

After this: plan was implemented, jurisdictional prob-
lems arose between BMDD and Customs. Customs was charged
with the control of smuggling; BNDD was charged with the
control of narcotics. The interface of the two elements--
smuggled narcoticgc--was a source of conflict between the
two, agencies. The jurisdictional problem became serious
enough to requ1re Presidential actlon

'In Februa:y 1970, the President directed the. Attorney
General to prepare guidelines to settle the jurisdictional
dispute between BNDD and Customs. The President approved
the guidelines in June 1970; and in July the Director of
BNDD and the Commissioner of Customs erntered inteo an imple-
-menting agreement. In our report on "Heroin Being Smucogled
Into New York City Successfully" (B-164031(2), Dec. 7, 1972),
we reported that at the operating level cooperation and
coordination called for in the guldellnes had not been fully
onJl?ed i

Jurisdictional problems were further aggravated by the
establishment oﬁ two additional agencies~-ODALE and ONNI--
in 1972, Theése agenc1es were establishied by EXecutive order
on the basis of an urgent need for strong antidrug measures.
" The, order creat;pg«ODALE provided that it should be headed

!
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by a director, having the title of Special Assistant Attorney
General. The director also served as Special Censultant

to the President for Drug Abuse Law Enforcement to advise

the President on all matters relating to more effectiye
enforcement by all Federal ageuncies.

In 1973 it was again recognized that the Federal drug
control effort was frﬂgmented with no overall direction, and
Reorganization Plan No. 2 was enacted.  The President en-
visioned a more effective involvement of the FBI in Federal
drug law enforcement, particularly in attacking the rela-
tionship between drug trafficking and organized crime.

The fresident also envisioned the Attorney General
having authority and responsibility for coordinating the
collection of drug trafficking intelligence from all Federal
departments and agencies. Specific language for accomplish-
ing this was not spelled out in the plan. Executive Order
11727, July 6, 1973, did authorize the Attorney General "to
the extent permitted by law" to coordinate all activities
of executive ageacies related to drug law enforcement. How-
ever, the Senate Government Operations Committee's report on
the reorganization plan said that the Attorney General had
no statutory authority to direct other Cabinet officers even
when so authorized by Executive order of the President: only
the President himself has such authority.

The reorgahizatidn plan also reaffirmed the role of uhe
Department of the Treasury in the total Federal drug law
enforcement program. :

In June 1974, the Director of OMB informed the Attorney
General and the Secretary of the Treasury of the conclusions
reached in its analysis of Federal law enforcement along
the southwest U.S. border. This analysis pointed out con-
tinuing competition, conflicts and overlaps in functions,
and duplicative expenses in multiagency operations.

OMB directed that Customs be the lead agency for air
interdiction and routine air enforcement; that Customs
assume single-agency management at U.S.-Mexican border
ports on a test basis; and that the Immigration and Natural-
ization Service (INS) be the single agency for land patrols
between ports of entry. Subsequent congressional action
has precluded implementation of OMB's recommendations.

In September 1975 the Domestic Council presented a
white papec on.drug abuse control to the President. This
white paper contained many recommendations, including, in
particular, a recommendation that the President direct the-
Attorney General and the Secretary of the Treasury

22




— ’ . N

"k % % to settle jurisdictional dlsputea between \

DEA and Customs by“Becember 31, 1975, or to report \\'

their recommendations for resolution of the matter
to the President on that dqte.“

- et

IMPROVED COOPERATION NEEDED °

BETWEEN DER ARD CUSTOMS

Thé\gonflicts between DEA and Customs have affected
the exchange of intelligence and other information and the
coordination and cooperation ff,enforcement activities.

~._Intelligence is used‘fdf strategic, operational, and
tactical.purposes. .. Strategic intelligence provides a situa-

tional cverview on the magnitude of the problems, for use

in formulating broad policy and strategy. Operational in-~
telligence provides an overview and insight on the modes

of uperatlon, traffic patterns, aad principal personalities
Tnvolved in the illegal operations. It is used in allocating
law enforcement resources? actical intelligence identifies
specific traffickers and their methods of operation. This

- data is used to plan and conduct specific and imminent

law enforcement

Intelligence information .iay also be referred to as
"finished" "or "raw." Finished intelligence represents reports,
publications, or studies. Raw 1intelligence represents undevel-
oped information that has not been analyzed.

Excnange of intelligence
and other information

We were unable to obtain accurate statistics on the
extent to which data and intelligence information have been
exchanged between DEA and Customs. Neither agency systemat-
ically and routinely maintains such statistics at the national,
regional, or local level. ghelr records provide only limited
assurance that supplied inpQt is attributed to the other
agency.

DEA has provided Customs with 1ntelllgence and other
information in a variety of forms, depending on the nature
and urgency of the information. While the data Customs has
attributed to DEA is less than the amount claimed by DEA, DEA!
has demonstrated a willingness to share data with Customs.

About 2 years have passed since the reorganization
without Customs and DEA reaching a formal agreement on v
exchanging information and intelligence. Since the reorgan-
ization, these agencies have held meetings to discuss the
matter. Proposed agreements were exchanged in 1974; however,
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the problem was not resolved. 1In June 13975 Customs proposed
language for a circular toc be issued by DEA defining Customs'
continuing role in the narcotics effort and directing DEA

agents to collect and forward interdiction-related narcotics
information. Shortly thereafter, in response to Customs'
proposa], DEA stressed the need to develop such data to its
agents in the field, issued instructions for relaying intel-
ligence on drug trafficking to Cuctoms, and established a
special liaison unit with Customs in its Pfflce of Intelligence.

Intelllgence 1n£ormatlon syftoms

The Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Informatlon System
(NADDIS) was designed by DEA to further investigations on
drug violators. It provides ajents with biographical infor-
mation on «nown violators- and" réferences to case files. The

data 1nc]uges

~-~-the trafficker's residencé, phone number, and such
identifying characteristics, as height, weight, and
age; f

~-the drug involved and the level of the case;

-~-the tratfficker's passport data, vehicles, boat, and
aircraft numbers; and

~--the trafficker's associates. .

The El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) is a prototype
fdr a national narcotics intelligence system intended to
serve PFederal, State, and local law enforcement agencies
with data fron various sources. 1Its purpose 1is to provide
a complete and accurate picture of drug trafficking, immi-
gration violations, and smuggling--by land, sea, or air--
between Mexico;and the United States. Raw data 1is acquired
and analyzed, and the resulting intelligence is disseminated
to agencies with border enforcement responsibilities.

The Treasury Enforcement Communication System (TECS),
cperated by the Customs Service, makes enforcement~related
data available!instantly at border crossing points, air-
ports, and seaports throughout the country. This capa-
bility has been used successfully to intercept known or
suspected traffickers and associates and cargoes of firms
engaged in smuggling. The types of information on indi-
viduals which can be entered into the system are

L
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~--name, race, sex, height, weight;
--date and place of birth;
--address information; and

--such identifying numbers as social security,
driver's license, passport, National Crime Infor-
mation Center, ilicense plate{s), and aircraft.

Narcotics case recorc ' in TECS are increasing. One month
after the reorganizat.on, TECS contained 149,547 narcotics
case records and, as of June 5, 1975, contained 152,730, an
increase of 3,183,

The TECS system is accessible to DEA and the NADDIS
system is available to Customs by computer terminals in-
stalled in each agency. One NADDIS terminal is located
at Customs headquarters, and one TECS terminal 1is located
at EPIC. - ’

In the early stages of EPIC, DEA anticipated a joint
effort by DEA, INS, and Cunstoms, with DEA maintaining over-
all responsibility. It further anticipated that inciuding
Customs' personnel would be a substantial contribution toward
accomplishment of EPIC's mission and prove mutually bene-
ficial to.all concerned. However, Customs did not feel its
participation during the early stages of EPIC would be
mutually beneficial. :In July 1975 Customs agieed to send
an okserver to EPIC for % moriths tc determine if participa-
tion with DEA and TNS would now be beneficial for Customs.
At the  time DEA and Customs were negotiating to assign the
observer to EPIC, Customs was placed on the distributiorn
list to receive EPIC's weekly briefing report. With the
exception of these reports and 156 pieces of drug infor-
mation placed in TECS, EPIC has furnished intelligence
information to Customs only on specific requests. Customs,
‘as of June 30, 1975, had requested drug intelligence infor-
mation from EPIC 47 times.

Finished intelligence

At the headguarters level, finished intelligence, such
as the periodic intelligence bullctin, are disseminated on
a relatively wide basis. DEA's Office of Intelligence
reported forwarding 53 finished intelligence items to
Customs since the reorganization. These items included
operationzl data on traffickers, trafficking trends and
routes, smuggling methods relating to concealment of nar-
cotics, and drug prices and availability.
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A review of available files by Customs headquarters % ™ . e
identified 12 finished _intelligence reports received from e

DEA over a 22~-month period. Customs characterized some of -

these products as helpful and informative while additional ;
information was required on ‘others. ' \\;

sAccording to Customs, formal DEA requests for infor- {
mation are reccived on the average of two per month, while
informal working level requests vary in frequency, depending
on ongoing projects, ‘

Raw intelligence "////

e

e

"™~ . Raw intelligence-information is disseminated between

DEA and Customs both in the field and at the headquarters
in wWashington. According to .field personnel interviewed,
most intelligence sharing is” the result of interpersonal
relationships rather than tormal exchange agreements or
mechanisms. The exchanges are seldom documented by either
agency or formplly attfxbuted to the providing agency by

the other.
. ~ ///

Customs' -review of products, reports, cables, and
letters available in heddquarteLs files identified 83 items
of raw intelligence received from DEA headquarters during a
22-month period. Of these, 60 were TECS entries. Customs'
officials said that time constraints precluded their
acquiring a meaningful assessment of DEA products available
at Customs field offices. It was their belief that the
exchange of intelligence information between Customs field
offices and DEA was minimal and had been informal and
uncoordinated.

DEA has committed its resources aluost entirely to
identifying major traffickers and eliminating sources of
supply. Intelligence efforts are geared toward these goals
rather than the gathering //oF intelligence information to
interdict drugs at ports”of entry and along the U.S. border.
Information developed to assist domestic enforcement to in-
terdict drugs is a byproduct of investigation. For instance,
the DEA Mexicc City regional office in June 1975 had no pro-
grams designed for developing information to assist in inter-
cepting drugs at the borders. Except for several instances,

‘such as developing data on aircraft and pilots landing at !

an airport in Southern Mexico or responding to a request
from EPIC regarding aircraft registered in Mexico, no such
data had been compiled. '
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According to DEA officials, DEA headguarters had

provided many items of specific tactical intelligence, both
formally and informally, to Customs headquarters. They
pointed out that DEA's International Intelligence Division
from January through June 30, 1975, referred 13 items to
Cusroms 1nvolving 350 individuals and 20 different methods
of mugqllng n addition, DFA headguarters has on five
occasions turned 'over NADDIS tapes to Customs. These tapes
contained approxxmately 123,000 records relating to mere
than 200,000 1n01v1dua1 Inltlally, in mid-1974. DEA pro-
vided tapes to Customs coqtalnLng approx1ma§ely 110,020
records, which, after sc¢r eening by Customs for adequacy and
duplication, added about 40,500 records to TECS. 1In July
1975, Customs obtained about 13,700 additional records from
NADDIS. How much of that information had previously be=an
trap=mitted by letter, teléphone, “or teletype to Customs
from DE/ headguarters was not known.

DEA reported that, from the implementation of the re-
organization through May 1875, -its domestic regional offices
transmitted at .ut 3,700 referrals of specific tactical
intelligence 1o their local Customs counterparts. These
referrals ranged from a high of 1,195 for the New York
region to a low of 40 for the New Orleans region. According
to DEA, a substantial number of additional referrals to’
Customs offices were not documented.

Along the borders of the United States and at the
ports of entry, the exchange of raw intelligence usually is
an ipformal referral from a DEA agent to a Customs inspec-
tor or officer for entering a lookout into TECS. A look-
out usually consists of a name, an automobile registration
or license plate :number, an aircraft number, or a boat
number to help Customs inspectors intercept known or sus-
pected criminal %iolators and the vehicles they use.

Custom’ told us tha! since July 1, 1973, it had turned
over to DEA confiscated arugs--with collateral information--
from 35,000 seizures having a total street value in excess
of $600 million but had received virtually no feedback. In-
formation from the locations visited in our review generally
supported this claim.

Some Lustoms~1nvebtlgators in the field routinely sent
specific pieces of narcotics intelligence to DEA. Although
field offices maintain some liaison with each other, they

do not automatically make available to each other their files,

intelligence, and: other information. Such information was
exchanged, for the most part, on a specific request or on
the delS of need rathcr than by routine sharing or pooling
of uch data. ;, .

)
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Customs' reports on DEA-pravided TECS entrieg are
under stated. Customs autcmatically codes TECS input by the
termi:nal from which the data was received rather than oy
the cgency providing the data. DEA ‘has only one TECS term-
inal f£or entering data. Since many DEA lookouts are trans-
mitted at Customs terminals convenient to the source of
the information in the field, they are permanently coded
as Customs' input. This tends to overstate Customs*' TECs
input and understate DEA's input. For example, from July
1973 through March 30, 1975, Customs requested the input of

. 260 lookouts on the TECS terminal at San Pedro, California,

while DEA requestaed that about 390 lookouts be inserted.
Al}l 650 lockouts were counted as Customs' inputs.

Customs headquarters reviews daily the TECS entries
from the field, by reading each entry to determine whether
1t meets TECS requirements. As a byproduct they identified
approximately 5,000 DEA entries from field offices for the
period February 17, 1974, through July 13, 1975. This figure

appears to be understated because Customs procedures, according

to a regional official, automatically purge such entries
every 30 days unlese otherwise requested; a Customs-provided
printout of June 23, 1975, showed about 4,600 entries which
were referred from DEA.

Seizures based on prior information

On March 28, 1974, in testimony before a House Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Customs' budget for fiscal yearx
1975, the Commissioner of Customs said that before reorgan-
1zation, less than 90 percent of their drug seizures were
cold seizures. le stated that, after the reorganization
and the creation of DEA, the cold seizures rose to over 95
percent because the volume of information Customs cbtained
from DEA to enter into the Customs' intelligence network
was low. We found that the 90-percent figure ciced was a
rough estimate. A recent Customs survey of 11 major dis-
tricts or ports, representing close to half of Customs
seizures for fiscal year 1973, indicated the percentage of
cold seizures before the reorganization was about the same
as Customs' current estimate--about 95 percent. In com-
menting on this report, Customs officials stated that Cus-
toms was not receiving as much seizure producing informa-
tion from DEA as that previously produced by its own agents
and was becomirng increasingly dependent on narcotics in-
formation from sources other than DEA.

Coordination and cooperation
of enforcement activities

DEA and Customs are not fully coordinating their efforts
along the U.S.-Mexican border. Since the reorganization,

"there have been disr*es about officers of the two agencies

going beyond their ,..1sdictional boundaries and instances
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of each agency's thwarting the other's law enforcement "
efforts. At some ports.sharp rivalries and infighting still
occur beitween DEA and Customs.

Acceptable agreements regarding coordination have not
veen worked out. EBach agency headquarters published its own
LnPLruyﬁlons on this subject without agreement from the other.
At somg ports oi entry, informal understandings betwcen DEA
and CLSQ%:S have improved the daily working relationship.
Some of problems experienced between DEA and Customs

e
are described below. ////

... _Methods of operation,””
\\‘hlnder cooperation.-

Customs procedures provide that all drug seizures must
be weighed and marked for identification before being
delivered to DEA. Customs officials at two ports of entry
“in Texas commented that, when drugs were located and seized,
the Customs inspectors w6uld photograph the seizures in
unusual pleoces of concealment, would remove the seizure
from .the vehicle op/ﬁersons and weigh it, and would arrest
and obtain certain information from the suspect before DEA
arrived. DEA officials at these locations belfeve this prac-
wice destroys the force of DEA's standard investigation
techniques, such as locating fincerprints on drugs, taking
picture of drugs while still in place, and having the ad-
vantage of surprise in interrcgating the suspects. This
practice also hinders or may preclude the opportunlty to
convoy 1/ a load of druge to the intended receivers in the
United States. At a major port of entry in California,
officials of both agencies acknowledged sucii problems evisted
but stated that some had been solved through interagency
meetings.

The frequency of convoys was significantly reduced
after reorganization. Initjially, Customs instructed its
officers not to participaté in convoys due to lack of per-
sonnel. With the reappearance of the Customs Patroel, con-
voying is being used again at some locations along the border.
For instance, from October 1973 througn May 1975, 34 ccnvoys
‘were conducted from the California border. DEA initiated
26 and Customs 8. Some convoys were successful, resulting
in arrests on "oth sides of the border and in seizures of
large quantities of narcotics.

1/Monitored passage of narcotics to a point of delivery.
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DEA officials cited a case where a convoy of 55 pounds
of marihuana resulted in closing down a close-knit family
smugglLng operation that had been operating for several
years. Nine violators were arrested -in California and six-
in Mexico. A total of 65 kilos of marihuana, 10 ounces of
heroin, 814,200 in cash, ‘and numerous items of stolen prop-
erty were seized in California. 1In Mexico, 109 kilos of
mar thuana were seized. In contrast to this, at certain
locations along the Texas border, a mood of distrust
gontinues to limit the use of convoys. At some locations

Customs officers' actions have been so restrictive that con-

voying does not occur.

Both DEA and Customs agents said that analyses of seized
drugs were duplicated in some cases because the respective
regulations required it. This could raise prosecution prob-
lems when analyses differ. Also, examples were cited by DEA

" where Customs had refused DEA's request to release vehicles

found with illicit drugs, and Mexican authorities would not
investigate or prosecute in such cases since they require
the vehicle as evidence.

Jurisdictional disputes

Disputes regarding investigation versus interdiction
have occurred. DEA agents work the border to interdict
drugs without Customs assistance, and the Customs Patrol
works away from the border on surveillance and investi-
gation without DEA assistance.

DEA officials commented tha. they work on an interdic-
tion case when it is based solely on specific intelligenc
developed by DEA and pertains te moving narcotic$ across
the border. Customs Patrol officials acknowledge that they
have worked other than interdiction cases. When DEA refuses
to respond to calls from the ports of entry pertaining to
drug suspects, the Customs Patrol provides surveillance
from the ports. This sometimes requires surveillance of
motels for several hours and leads to seizures several
miles from the port. Customs officials consider it within
its jurisdiction to conduct surveillance .of suspects from
the ports of entry.

One Customs port director commented that DEA was no
longer called for surveillance of suspects from the port of
entry because DEA had not responded to previous calls and
Customs assumed that DEA was not interested. In responding
to the port director's comment, DEA personnel said that,
when called on by Customs inspectors to follow a suspected
drug smuggler, they were not provided with all the impor-
tant facts. Consequently, DEA did not consider some of the

sugspects worthy of surveillance.
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— oy crarydle . LEL ressived a cali from a port of entny. \~

oen & nar.otic Su.pect carrving atout $4,800 in cash. The'y . :
Acrent ghd opnol respoThwec3ase the amount of cash did not ‘\ ' e
atgear excesgive since Customs allows an individual to pass

tnrough the port with as much as §5,C00. Wwhat DEA had not ‘\

been told, which-would have changed the decision, was that :
the suspect was a deuyg user ag shown by the needle markKs ,
on his arm. ‘isne Customs Patreol tollowea the suspect and t

seiqiihaboJL 4 ounces of heroin.

Cooperative Ltf01gs_2qggl
been successful

- . Cases were noted where cooperative wfforts between DEA
ard-Lcustons were—susesssful. The folleowing examples illus-
Lrate what can be done. :

Between.January 1974 and June 197%, DEA agents and
Customs Patrol officers cooperated in three narcotic cases
in the MchAllen, Texas, area waich resulted in 13 arrests
and seized about 2,000 pounds of marihuana. In another
instance, the Custems Patrol in Bl Paso was alerted to
an-air shipment_of possible narcotics and requested DEA's
participation.” A Customs dog gave a positive alert on
the shipment, and arrafgements were made to let the ship-
ment go through. Because of this effort, DEA agents at the
shipment's destination seized about 300 pounds of mar ihuana
and arrested one suspect.

Lookouls placed by DEA agents at the Hidalgo, Texas,
port of entry helped Customs inspectors make seven narcotic
seizZures consisting of about 817 pounds of marihuanz; 114
arams of heroin; and 1 gram of cocaine. Nine defendants
wére arrested.

CUSLOMS SEAKCH AUTHORITY

When Reorganizavion '4;n No. 2 became effective, DEA
requested the Commigsioner of Customs to designate all DEA
agents with U.S. Customs search and seizure authority. The
designetion of other Federal agency personnel as Customs
officers is authorized by law, and employees of several
aygencles, including INS, the Department of Agriculture, and
the Department of Defense, hold Cusioms officer designations.
The Customs Service maintains, however, that this authority
is given only when necessary to perform the duties of a Customs
Officer 1n discharging Customs responsibilities.




. The Justice Department claimed Lhat the use of Customs
authorlty fer uwearch without warrant by‘DEA Was hecessary
in making border-related narcotics investigations, particu-
larly when convoy techniques were used to follow drug ship-
ments away from border areas. Justice maintained that this
technique was used successiully by the Customs Service in
narcotics investigatiore before the reorganization and
that DEA did,not intend to use this authority at ports of
entry in competition with ongoing Customs activity.
' . 1

The Tre%sury Department's position|was that use of this
authority by'! DEA agencs would be illegaJ since the authority
was not going to be used to assist in cTrrylng out Customs
responsibilities and’ alncb narcotics inyestigation searches
away from the border 'in convoy situations were legally sup-
portable on grounds of probable cause and not dependent on

Custr s authority. The request was therefore denied.
@ ' .

DEA insisted,,however,,that this designation was essen-
tial to its mission and proposed -a compromise that only Eformer
Customs agents with training and experience in the use of
this authority and now~assighed to DEA because of thke reor-
ganization be granted this designation. Customs and DEA
signed an agreement to this effect on January 11, 1974.

P

Approximately 350 DEA agents were so designated, and
- DEA issued policy and procedure guidance in a March 1974

notice. The procedures outlined the agreed-upon terms cov-
erning the use of the authority and instructed DEA agents
to formally notify local Customs regions of their assignment
to an area, give advance notice when possible and/or immedi-
ate followup notice for each use of the authority, submit -
written reports on the results of the search, and exchange
information obtained. The designation, however, was to be
used only when Customs officers were not immediately avail-
able; when requested by Customs; or when the search, seizure,
or arrest could not be justified except by using tha author-
ity. Infrequent use was ant1c1pated. Only about 250 agenus
holding this deszgnatlon remain w1th DEA.

According to Customs heaaquarters, the use of this
designation has been reported on only three occasions, al-
though requested .and refused on two additional occasions
because Customs-officials were available. Customs main-
tains that DEA does not need this authority as evidenced ¢ .
from the lack|of use.

DEA, on the other hand, has documented 19 instances !
in which this'designation has been used. Although we were
unable to determine 'if all these instances had been properly
ieported to Customs, we.did find that sometimes.notification
was given at the loral level and not passed along to Customs
headquazters.

1
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. DEA Use of Customs Search Authority

DEA region

1.
11,
TII.

1v.
VI,

VII.
VIII.

IX.

XI.
XII.

XIII

In Texas,

Boston

‘New York

Phiiadelphialv

Baltimore
Miami

Detroit

Chicago

New Orleans

kRansas

Dallas:

Denver
Seattle

Los Angeles

As illustrated above,
designation during the past 2 years.

as of August 1975

Number of

New York,

times used Arrests
7 5
3 9
l -
L4 5
(k N
4 -

and California,

Seizures

Cocaine

—

(1.1 1bs.)

" Hashish (unspecified)

Cocaine (38 grams;)

Mar ihuana

-

Mar ihuana

(27.5 grams)

(166 lbs.)

Hashish oil (4 oz.)
Cocaine (4 oz.)

-

DEA has made little use of this

Officials believe the
designation has been of little value b2cause of Customs'
administrative restrictions.

‘not be hampered in the absence of the Customs authority.
DEA had relied on Customs agents to assist and make searches

when necessary and was satisfied with Customs' ability te °

respond. DEA field agents usually had sufrii-

In addition,

. cient probable cause to obtain a warrant and conduct a
search on their own authority.

we found DEA offi-
cials and field agents who beliéve DEA's enforcement, would
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DEA headquarter§jof{icials, on the other hand, do‘notp\\
want DEA agents !cnied this enforcement tool. They would
like to have all DrA agents given this designation and ob- N
tain a relaxation—of the administrative restrictions im- \
posed upon its use by Customs. '

/

We believe that DEA, as the focal point for Federal
drug law enforcement, should have at its disposal any appro-
priate enforcement tools that are legally justified and
properly used. Customs' seapch and seizure authority is
one of these tools. We beiicve that only DER agents work-

~ing in a border situatiord should have the designation, and
it should be used-emd}y in the event Customs assistance is
not readily available. It is recognized, however, that
Customs needs to protect and control this authority to
insure prudent utilization.
- N
-7 FBI ROLE IN DRUG LAW ENFORCEMENT

/

The role of Epe'FBI in drug law enforcement as intended
by Reorgarization-Plan No. 2 needs te be clarified. The
Presidential message transmitting the plan and several
statements by officials of the executive branch since
enactment of the reorganization indicate that the FBI
resources and methods would be used to assist DEA in its
drug law enforcement responsibilities. Both agencies have
interpreted the expansion role to mean exchange of informa-
tion and intelligence at the operating level and have not
materially changed their working relationship since the
reorganization. The FBI is assisting DEA under the same
guidelines used to assist State and local law enforce-

ment agencies working on illicit narcotics traffic.

The Subcommittee on Reorganization, Research, and
International Organizationg,of the Senate Government Oper-
ations Committee, in 1its port on the reorganization plan,
recommended that the Attorney General prepare, and update
at least annually, a formal plan covering the day-to-day
coordination and cooperation bctween DEA and the FBI. No
formal plan nor general memorandum of understanding between
the two agencies has been developed.

Expanded FBI role needs clarificaticn

The FBI's role in Federal drug law enforcement should ~
be clarified if more is expected than the routine exchange -
of information and intelligence with DEA at the operating
level. o :




At the time of hearings on Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1973,
variocus statements were made about FBI involvement in druq law
-enforcement. The plan itself is not specific and merely re-
guires the Attorney General to provide for maximum cooperation’
between the FBI and DEA on drug law enforcement and related
matters. The Presidential message transmitting the plan con-
tains statemeAts about committing FBI resources to assist in
drug law enforcement but is not specific: as to what the com-
mitment should be. The message calls for "a more effective
antidrug role!for the FBI, especially in'dealing with the
relationship between drug trafficking and organized crime."”

It further 'states that the President intended "to see that

the resources;of the FBI are fully committed to assist in sup-
porting the new Drug Enforcement Administration.”

The Subcommittee of ‘the Sénate Committee on Government
Operations, in its report on the reorganirvation plan was more
specific in its comments on an expanded FBI role. The Sub-
committee recommended that-the Attorney General prepare, and
update at least annually, a formal plan covering the day-to- '
day coordination and cooperation between DEA and FBI. F[Fur-~ '
ther, the Subcommittee reconmended that this plan should re-
gqulire:

~-A close working relationship on the use of informants.
--Daily headquarters liaison at high levels.

-~Access to each other's intelligence memorandums re-
lating to crime areas of mutual interest.

~-Sharing of laboratory, identification, and training
facilities and seiected case records.

Since the! reorganization plan went into effect, various
statements have been made re-emphasizing that the FBI will
play a greater role in drug law enforcement. The Federal
budget for fiscal year 1975 stated that the FBI will place
increased emphasis on drug intelligence collection to support
intensified drug enforcement. The Strategy Council on Drug
Abuse, consisting of several cabinet members and agency heads,
stated in its Federal Strategy for Drug Abuse and Drug Traffic
Prevention 1974, that the FBI."will begin systematic collec~.
tion of domest%c drug intelligence for the first time."

Although ;n expanded FBI roule was expected, the natlre,
extent, and details have been left to the FBI and DEA to
define. The FBI has taken steps to increase and formalize
the dissemination of drug-related information and intelligence
obtained from informants, but little is being done beyond this--
s@ch as having DEA provide the FBI with the names of and de-
scriptive data on selected drug traffickers.
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As previously mentioned, DEA and FBI have not developed a
furmal operating plan covering day-to- day cooperation as
Legommended by the Subcommittee.

DEA recognizes that there may be a need to clarify
the FBI's role.

~ DEA headguarters' officials reported that the FBI's rela-
tionship with DEA (andl BMDD before it) had been character-
ized by the mutual exchange of information and assistance
which, over the years,lhelped'both agencies function more
:sffectively. They stated that excellent cooperation was’
received from the FBI and that the two agencies enjoyed a
relationship of mutual respect. Furthermore, they stated
that exactly what the Congress expected from the FBI's playing
a more significant role was unclear to DEA. . It was their
feeling that, although the two agencies can and must assist
and complement each other, their responsibilities differ
and neither can perform the other's functions.

Sharing of information and
related arrests and recoveries

The FBI £or many vears has shared information which
could be helpful to other Federal, State, and local law
enforcement agencies.

Our work in FBI and DEA field offices shows FBI cooper-
ation aznd assistance has consisted, for the most part, of
the exchange of intelligence information obtained by FBI
agents in debriefing informants on drug matters. The excep-
tions to this have been (1) an occasional joint enforcement
effort when violations under the jurisdiction of each agency
have occurred and (2) DEA agents speaking to FBI training
classes. o ‘

In August 1972, 10 months before the reorganization,
pursuant to agreements between the Director of BNDD and the
acting Director of the FBIL, steps were taken by the FBI to
provide more effective and expanded cooperation withgother
law enforcement agencies in the drug abuse field. Specific~
ally, FBI headquarters instructed its field offices to:

~-Step up liaison with other law enforcement agencies
to speed and facilitate the exchange cf data rela-
ting to illicit narcotics traffic.

--Daesignate a special agent in each field office as

narcotics coordinator. All narcotics intelligence
information was to be channeled through this agent.

36
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~--Debriet inf01gLﬁLs on at least a monthly basis re- \\ A
garding drug mattérs and pass such information
through the narcoctics coordinator to BNDD and local
law enforcement agencies. \\;
e ’ O
. After enactmenft of the plan, the FBI sent other nessages
to it& field offices reiterating the importance of fully
coopdrating with and assisting DEA. In addition to disseminat--
ing xvﬁ‘rmatlon as required by the Augqgust 1972 instructions,
subseguent instructions (1) requ1red periodic meetings with
thelr DEA counterparts by t special agents in charge of
16 FBI field offices located in cities with Organized Crime
""Strike Forces and (2) Jﬁformed all FBI field offices that
progress in ccoperating in the drug enforcement area would
be monitored. We were infor.aged that, since 1973, the FBI's
Inspecticn Division has been instructed to monitor the effec-
tiveness of drug intelligence work in its annual inspection
// -of field offices. BAlso, seéveral meetings at the headguarters
level have buen held between DEA and FBI to determine ways
to achieve maximum cobperation without infringing on the
jurisdictior ol the“other agency.

|

L

. In the exchange of memorandums in 1973 between these
agency heads regarding ways of increasing their impact upon
the drug problem, the BNDD Director proposed to provide FBI
field offics with lists and descriptive data concerning
major narcotics violators so that information could be
exchanged on these subjects. While the acting Director of
the FBI expressed the opinion that this appeared worthwhile,
such exchange has not occurred either at the headquarters
level or in the L0353 Angeles area; it did occur to a limited

“extent in New York. BAs mentioned in our report on “Diffi-
culties In Immonilizing Major Narcotics Traffickers,! (see

P. 7) BENDD took various actions to cocrdinate its enforcement
activities with those of other law enforcement agencies.
These actions included su«plying the names of selected upver
level traftickers (classeg” I and II) to the Internal Revenue
Service. In our opinion, information on selected upper level
tratfickers should also be sent to the FBI.

DEA and FBI officials agreed and stated that DCA
snould provide the FBI with the names of selected high
level subjects who way, because of their methods of opera- l
tion come, within the ]UElSdlCthn of the statutes enforced
by the PBI. '

VBI statlst1ca

DEA does not tabulate the number of referrals of ir-
formation and intelligence given to or received from the
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FB&. The FBI tabulates the total number df drug-related
items disseminated to all other agencies but does not
identify those provided specifically to DEA.

Nationally, according to statistics developed by .the
59 FBI field offices, the following accomplishments were
made in fiscal!years 1973 and 1974 by other agencies,
both Federal and local, on the basis of narcotics data dis-~

seminated by the FBI. z A
. }
‘ Récoveﬁiés' Items
___Arrests (note a); disseminated
Fiscal year '~ Federal Local Federal  Local (note b)
e S ; v
! (million#)
1973 | 215 816 ~ $ 5.3  $5.8 19,273
1974 . 255 989 . 26.2 3.4 19,897
a/Includes narcotics, automobiles, and weapons seized at
street values. T
b/Mot broken down between Federal and local.
Los Angeles
The statistics. pertaining to the FBI's Los Angeles
District Office showed the following accomplishments, in-
cluding the results of information disseminated.
i . Arrests
Fiscal Other Recoveries Items disseminated

year  FBI Federal Local Total (note a) Federal Local Total

{millions)

b/1973

12 6 38 56 S 3.3 568 673 1,241

1974 11 25 54 90 14.3 1,694 1,888 3,582
1975 16 2 50 68 4.7 3,761 3,957 7,718
Total 39 c¢/33 142 214  $21.8 6,023 6,518 12,541

i : - .
a/kepresents stﬁeet value of narcotics seized by Federal and local
enforcement agencies, ,
b .

! ' . .
b/Represents the 10-month period which began September 1972.

c/Twenty-three 6f the arrests were attributed to DEA.

i |
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The “items disseninateds figurzs could be misleading. In
tre obsence of quidelines trom FBI headguarters, the Narcot-
i Coordinator ir the Los Angeles Disurict hag developed
hi. own criteria for reporting accomplishments or guantifying
intdrmation disseminated. 1n quantilying the items dissemi-
anated, the Narcotics Coordinator counts a name and physical
desctiption; a specific location, such as the city where
a druy is distciibuted; a type of drug; a mode of shipment;
and so forth, as separate items Identical items disseminated
to more than one agen}y are. counLed separately. For example,
if data in a letter tp DEA containing four items is also
‘senl Lo the Internal Revenue Service, the Los Angeles Police
Dopartment, and. Los Angeles County Sheriff's Office, it would
represent 16 items disseminated--8 Federal and 8 local.

in {iscal year 1974, the reported accompliqhments for
- the Los Angeles District represented a large portion of
those reported nationally. Specifically, this office
reported 19 percent of the items disseminated, 48 percent
of the recoveries, and 7 percent of the arrests. A major
nortion of the arrests and recoveries were the result ot
only three cases made by DEA. These three cases involved
17 arrests and recoveries of about $11.5 million.

DEA said that in many instances the information received
from the FBI had been vague or sketchy but that the quality
was cvonstantly 1mpruving This improvement is attributable,
in part, to the training sessions by the DEA's Los Angelea
Regional Training Coordinator during 1974 and 1975. - Ac-.
cording to both DEA .and FBI officials, the training was
wel) received by the FBI agents. Approximately 90 percont
of the FBL staff attended at least one of the sessinns in
1974, and approximately 60 percent in 1975. One of the
sessiony covered the debriefing of informants on narcotic
matters and the type of information that was needed.

informal understandings exist regarding the exchange
of information or intelligence that falls within the other's
jurisdictional arca. 'The agencies hold periodic meetings
to discuss problems and any special information that one
would like the other to obtain. Initially, the meetings
were held monthly. At the time of our review, these regu-
Jo' 1y scheduled meetings were no longer considered necessary
by obficials of either agency because of frequent contact
by tolephone. They are held on an as-nceded basis.

New  ‘ork City
e Foi's New York field office sends drug related

informat ton to DEA hy letter and telephone. FBI officials
estimate that DEA is sent 25 pieces of information monthly.




7 :
we checked this stimate—witn DEA and their files generally
supported the Fii ctatement. DBEA said ¥BYI information was

generally good and had resnlted in cases being developed.
While DEA ha. not provided «the FBI with a large number
Cof intefligence items, since 1974 it has made 17 major
#reportdg dealing with narcotics trafficking. At least one
- of thes® reports included the names of leaders and emerging
leaders IR narcotics tratficking. It supplied the FBI with
the names of Slack narcotic vipltators (classes I, I1 and
III}) in WNew York City. DEQW lso supplies fingerprint cards
to the F31 when it makes afi arrest. : :

P

pallas, El Paso, and Mchllen

The officer in DER's Dallas regional office respons-
_ible for liaison with the FERI told us that the exchange of
information with the FBI had boen limited and of little
investigative ot ~inielliGence value. Further, there had
been no.periodic meetings between the agencies and DEA
agents did not haye“access to FBl files.

According to the agent in chatvge in E1 Paso, DEA had
very little contact or exchange of information with the FBI.
He could recall only one undocumented referral frem the FBI

since the reorganization. In contrast to this, the intelli-
gence officer at the Kchllen di§trict office said that there

had been a free exchange of information and that DEA agents
had been allowad to look at PRI files regarding information
furnished.

Use of informants

FBI policy is to fully prciect the informant's true
identity and personzl safety, No informant is turned over
to another agency unless tpd’informant ig willing. ©Neither
DEA nor the FBI maintain statistics on using I'87 informants.

DEA stated it had used ¢BI informants with increased fregquency

in the past 2 vears, and on many cccasions, both before and
after the reorganization, FBl informants had been given
assignments by DEA. ’

An [BI infermant, used by BNDD in 1872, led to the
seizure of nearly 174 kiloarams of heroin (ranging from 84
to 100 percent 1in purity) in Miami, immobilizing a number
of foreign and high-level U.S. drug traffickers. This
selzure, according to the officials, was the largyest ever
recorded by a law enforcement agency in the United States.

Our work in L9s Angaeles, New. York, and Texas indicates
that only on infruguent occasions has an FBT inlormant bcen
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pade ava’ nHle to DBEA. For th moct'part the use of
Lnformam 1as been limited te their debtlﬁjlﬁm by FBI agents,
who then p.ovide the information to DEA.

CONCLUS LONS
Federal agencies' coope:ration and coordination on intelli-

gence and drug enforcement activities has not materialized
to the extent | intended by the reorganization plan.

Improved cooperation-is needed in enforcement activities
along the border so tnat manpower ‘and other resources can be
more effectively deployed. DEA's intelligence gathering has
been geared almost entirely to identifying major traffickers
and eliminating sources.of supply; little effort has been
devoted to gathering intelligence to interdict drugs at
U.S. borders and p~rts of entry. DEA and Customs have yet
to agree on the routine sharing of drug intelligence and
information; however, since June 1975 both agencies have
taken steps to increase the flow of information.

Lustoms gave certain ex-Customs agents, transferred to
DEA by the reorganization, its search and seizure authority.
DEA has made little use of this authority due, in part, to
restrictions placed on DEA field agents that are greater
than those placed on agents of other Federal agcencies pos-
sessing such authority. As the agency responsible for in-
vestigating suspects connected with illegal drugs enter-
lng the United States, DEA should have at its disposal any
approprlate enforcement tools that are legally just1f1ed
and properly used. The use of Customs' search and seizure
authority in border situations is one of these tools and
should not be denied to DEA. It is recognized that appro-
priate training may have to be provided by Customs.

The FBI role in drug law enforcement needs to be clari-
fied if more is expected than the exchange of information
and intelligence at the operating level. ©[CEA and the FBI
have interprete¢ the FBI role in a narrow sense and have
not materially changed their working relationship since the
reorganization. DEA headquarters has not provided the FBI
with the names, of and descriptive data on major traffickers.
Such an exchange would seem to be a basic requisite to the
FBI's playing & significant role in assisting Federal drug
law enforcement and in exploiting the relationship between :
drug traffickers and organized crime.

! We endorse the recommendation in the Domestic Council's
September 1975 report calling for a settlement of the juris-
dictional disputes between DEA and Customs. We believe,
however, especially in light of the failure of a prior

’,
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‘agreement brought about by a Presidential directive, that
establishing such agreements will not solve the problem.

It is.questionable whether such agreements will. ever work
without a clear delegation of authority to someone acting

on behalf of the President to monito- adherence to guidelines
and tell agencies what 1s expected of them. We discussed
this with officials of OMB and they agreed.

RECOMMENDATIONG !

We recommend that the Attorney General:

~-Require the Director of the FBI and the Administrator
of DEa to (1) reach a formal understanding as to the
role of the rB8I in helzing DEA to carry out its drug
enforcement responsioilities, (2) develop operational
-guidelines to insure that agents at the working level
are cooperating and exchanging the kind of information
that will be useful to each agency, and (3) exchange
names of and descriptive data on selected major traf-
fickers.

~~Require DEA to place increased emphasis on the
gathering of intelligence information to interdict
illicit drugs at U.S. ports and borders and make
every effort to increase the flow of intelligence
to Customs to that end. '

— - — —-—

Although we did not request written comments from the
agencies involved, our findings were discussed with them;
and DEA and FBI generally agreed with the recommendations.
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CHAPTER 4 e

DEA'S USE OF: FUNDS FOR_PURCHASE OF \

/ EVIDENCE AND INFORMATION |

\. One method for controlling drug traffic of particular
intérest to the Subcommittee is DEA's purchase of evidence
and information. We were asked to make:

~-"An analysis offéurchase of evidence/purchase of
T~ information (PE/PI) funds used by DEA as an
- apprecach to drug law enforcement focusing on
tne number of convictions and significance of !
violators ccuvicted, including (a) a study of s
the amounts of Federal dollars allocated to
PE/FI over the last five years and to whom
these dollars/flow, and (b) an accounting of
~.all slch money so used since the creation of
‘_.~"' DEA ]
DEA, and BNDD before it, has long congidered purchase
of evidence and information as one of the most effective
tools available to narcotics investigators. Although DEA
could not tell us the number and significance of arrests
and convictions that have resulted from PE/PI, it has been
used successfully in numerous cases. Criticse of PR, how-
ever, guestion the rationale for a practice which they claim
stimulates the market for illicit drugs by adding to its
monetary rewards. They claim that purchase money is being
targeted at the street violator and not at identifying aud
arresting upper level traffickers.

To determine whether PL/PI spent on middle and lower
level cases was leading, to upper level traffickers, we
revL\wed case files Jn/DEA s New Yor and Los Angeles
regions. Our review showed:

~--Although amounts allocated to PE/FI over the
years have increased--to over $9 million fo
fiscal year 1876--DEA has naver evaluated JZS
effectiveness to determine. how it could be used !
more judiciously.

--In fiscal year 1975, DEA spent about 70 percent
of its domestic PE/PI budget on middle and lower
level traffickers with the prirary objective of
identifying and arresting upper level traffickers.
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‘=—=In the New York and Los Angeles regions, PE/PI spent . ‘i
cn middle and lower level traffickers was, to some o ,
extent, successful in identifying upper level \
traffickers. About 11 and 16 percent, respectively,
of the middle and lower level cases led to upper
level traffickers. Some were very successful
in identifying numerous upper level traffickers.

~-DEA's succéss with PE/PI is difficult to assess be-
cause DRA has no policy indicating what expected
results should be.

AMOUNTS ALLOCATED TO PE/PI
'HAVE GROWN SUBSTANTIALLY

DEA spends money to purchase evidence from suspecied
traffickers and information from lnformantq, to pay rewards,
and to use as "flash rolls”; that is, large sums of mnoney
shown to drug traffickers as proof that DEA agents can
purchase substantial quantities of illicit drugs.

The budget for purchasing evidence and infcrmation has
increased from $775,000 in fiscal year 1969 for BNDD to
$9 million in fiscal year 1376 for DEA. This increase is
cocncistent with overall obudget growth for BNDD and DEA. In
addition, beginning in fiscal year 1975, DEA's Office of
Intelligence was authorized $400,000 for special lntelllqence
programs, and of this amount $213 000 was obligated for the
purchase of information. The following table does not in--
clude the Office of Intelligence funds but only presents
BNDD's and DEA's enfo:cemant program figures.
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P \\
BNDD7DEA EMDD/DEA \\ e
- _,.__Planned budgel __Actual obligations .
Fiscal . PE \ /
year ~~PE~"" PI . Total ' (note_ a) PI Total )
/ . {000 omitted) : !
f@gg\ $ 615 $ 160 $ 775 $ 607 S 150 s 757
1970 1,476 375///I7851 1,449 265 1,714
Te— 1971 1,836 939 2,775 1,780 825 2,605
1972 3,090 1,250 4,340 2,914 1,710 4,624
1973 3,400 1,844\\ 5,244 3,228 2,018 5,246
1974 3,600 2,800 k 6,400 3,975 2,512 6,487
. {
J1975 \3,70%///3,121 6,821 3,958 3,075 7,033
1976 5,024 4,004 9,028 - - -

a/PE obligations do not include recovered money spent on
PE duvring the year. This amount has ranged from $31,000
in FY 1972 to $122,000 in FY 1975.

One of the reasons for needing the 32-percent increase in
purchase funds in fiscal year 1975 is the increased cost

of heroin and dangerous drugs ir the illicit market. Accord-
ing to DEA, the standard one-eiynth-kilogram sample purchase
now costs $5,000 to $6,000 compared to $2,000 to $3,000 a
year ago.

In addition to DEAsappropriated funds shown above, LEAA
grants are also used ﬁdé PE/PI by various DEA State and
local task forces. The amount budgeted in LEAA grants was
$2.4 million 1/ for fiscal year 1975.

Expenditures for PE/PI have not varied significantly
from planned estimates. In the late 1960s and early 1970s,
BNDD spent considerably more on PE than on PI; however,in

1/The $2.4 million is composed of $1,919,920 for the DEA
State and local task force program (former ODALE program):
$300,000 for the New York City Joint Task Force; and
$150,000 for the Unified Intelligence Division located in
New York City. :
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recent years increased empnaon has been placed n wurchasi,
of information, but most of the PE/PI budget still goces: fo.

purchase of evidence.

PE expenditures are
generally unrecoverable
f

Little of the money spent on purchab s of evidence by
DEA is recovered because of DEA strategy to buy and pene-
trate. Relatlvelv small amounts, generally less than 5
percent, of PE money is recovered becausg DEA may make gev-~
eral buys on the same -case in order to penetrate to higher
level traffickers. Any.money spent on ebrlier buys befcre
an arrest is generally unrecoverable. Also, DEA spends sone
unrecoverable PE money to make sample buys to learn what
the drug situation in a‘given area is. In addition to drug
intelligence, these buys are used to make arrests and
cultivate informants. BNDD's and DEA's PE obligat ons and

. the amounts recovered for. flSCal years l97l through 1975

were: R
Fiscal Amounts Amounts - .'PerCGnt
years obligated . recovered recovered

1971 . $1,780,000 $174,869 9.8
1972 © 2,914,000 103,713 3.6
1973 3,228,000 148,290 4.6
1974 ¢ 3,975,000 160,200 4.0
1975 ~ 3,958,000 182,335 4.6

| . :
| Although most PE money is not recovered, DEA belicves
that the results achieved far outweigh the expenditures,

and DEA identifiel cases where PE contributed to the arrest
of major traffickers. Furthermore, DEA seizes cash, vehicles,
boats, and planes as part of its investigaticns, the value

of which offsets unrecovered PE expenditures. For example,
although DEA spent about $4.0 million in unrecovered PE money
in fiscal year 1975, it seized $3.1 million in cash and $5.5
million in vehicles, boats, and planes.

EVIDENCE PURCHASE IS CONTROVERSIAL

PI is geﬁerally recognized as a widely used technique
of law enforcement,agencies. However, PE has been more
controversial.. Critics cite the uniquely corruptive environ-
ment of undercover work in the narcotics area and claim
that purchase money stinuglates the narcotics economy. They
claim thaw most purchase money is targeted at the strecet
level violator and that it dulecates State and local enforce-
ment efforts and does not lead to major violators.

f

i
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DEA considers the pu.chas~ of evidence and information
as one of the most effective iinvestigative tools avallable.
Some of the advantages cited by DI'A to justify PE [olldw.

--Since many drug investigations are conducted while
the crime is being committed, the undercover agent
can negotiate, gather intelligence information,
identify and implicate a source of supply, and
bettez devel&p a colld case for prosecutlon.

--Undercover purchases provide strong evidence that
can be prosecuted with greater success and can
serve to induce defendant coopceration.

--Bvidence purchases insure a maximum of investiga-
tive return and, if not available, cases would re-
gquire more resources over a longer period with
lower probability of conviction.

Lccording to DEA, the objective of purchase funds is
to serve as an enforcement tool, not just to remove drugs
from the street. They are not used simply to make an
arrest and seizure. DEA cites the effectiveness of this
buy and penetrate approach with examples where lower level
traffickers have led to the identification and apprehen51on
of major violators.

DEA has given several reasons why multlple purchases
are necess~ry in developing a case. Such purchases tend
.to weaken charges of entrapment by defense attorneys, are
used to identify and implicate the source of supply and,,
associliates and to galn further intelligence, and tend to

establish an agent's credibility. Also, they are more
economical than attempting a large, single transaction at
a higher level.

EPFECTIVENESS OF PE/PI COULD BE IMPROVED

During  the Subcommittee hearings in June 1975, it was
pointed out that one DEA regional officeé, Los Angeles, had
made a study of its purchase funds and concluded that they
were not leading to the identification and apprehension
. of bhigher level traffickers. No overall DEA study of
purchase fund effectiveness has been made.

As part of our audlt, we revxewed a sample of cases
where PE/PI funds were expended inm DEA's New York and Los
. Angeles regional offices. We found that PE/PI expenditurec
on lower level cases were successful, to some extent, in
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leading to the identification of upper level traffickers.
DEA, however, has no standard to say whether the success
achieved was worth the investment.

We alsd Teviewed DEA‘purchase fund records for all
regions for fiscal year 1975. Overall, DEA spent 56 percent
for the purchase of evidence and 44 percent for the purchase
of Information. DEA spent 320 percent of PE/PI con uprer
level~traffickers and 70 percent on middle and lower level
traffickers within its domestic regions. Some regions snent

. a substantial share of their PE/PI on middle and lower level
.. traffickers. For exampde, in fiscal year 1975, the New Yorx
“and the Boston regions spent 80 and 92 percent, respectively,

T of PE/PI funds on middle and lower level traffickers.
New York
. To determine whether DEA's New York regional office

was successfully using PE/PI funds to identify uopper level
traffickers, we reyiewed some cases from the first cuarter
\ . of .fiscal year 1975 in which PE/PI was expended. Of 46
' middle and lower level cases, 5 cases were successful in
identifying 8 upper level viclators.

As of June 30, 1974, a total of 916 cases were open iIn
this region's [iles. During the first quarter of fiscal
year 1975, an additional 178 cases were openecd. Therefore,
the total number of active .cases being worked was 1,0094.

Class I 112
Class Il 100
Class III 670
Class IV 212

Total ;004

. This total includes/;;me cases which are "administra-
tively" open because a case cannot be officially closed
until all evidence is disposed of even- though the defendants
have been prosecuted. DEA officials estimated that approx-
imately 3 percent or 33 cases were administratively open
during the period, reducing active cases to 1,061, |

During the first gquarter of fiscal year 1975, PE/PI
funds were used in 127 cases.

Class I 23
Class II 230
Class III 71
Class 1V 3

Total 127

|



Tt is impocrtant to note that pPL/PI funds may hgve been used
in all 1,094 cases at one time or anotner

Of the expenditures for the 127 cases durinag the first
guarter of fiscal year 1975, 33.5 percent were on classes I
and 11 “raffikrkers while 66.5 percent were on classes III
and IV. ‘

'
‘
'

PE PI - .| Total Percent i

l — - - .
Class I - § 1,000.00 $19,801.60  $20,801.60 20.3
Class II 2,900.00_  9,650.00 P 550, 00 13.2
Class ITI ~759,855.00 "  7,695.00  67,550.00 65.7

Class IV ) 525.00 290.00 % 815.00 .8

+

Total $65,280.00 b $37 436.60 $102,716.60 100.0

63.6% . 36.4%

T — e

Of the 74 class III drliV cases, 46 were being
investigated by the New York City and Newark district of- .
fices. We rev1ewed these 46 cases and found that

--5 cases (about 11 percent) resulted in the identitfi-
cation of 8 class II violators.

--12 cases resulted in the identification of 20
additional class III violators.

-~20 casés resulted in the arrest of the targeted
violators and 9 have been coavicted.

: b .

--61 purchases of information were made, costing
$5,600;

|

--25 purchaseo of ev1dence were made, costing

$45,755.

At the tlme we completed our review, 33 of the 46 cases were
~stil)l open and could lead to the identification of additional
upper level trafflckers.

In the 20 cases where targeted class III or IV viola-
Ltors were arrested, we asked the agents involved to explain
why they arxested the targets in lieu of cultivating them in
an attempt to build the case to a higher level. We were  told
the decision in 15 cases was based on the opinion that the
supply of information from the target was exhausted and that
arrest was a f;nal effort to elicit more information about
tpe target's source of suppiy. The other five arrests were
made for various reasons.

i
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NEA's LOS Angeles regional office conducted a study of
PE/PI and concluded that PE/PI spent on lower level traffic-
kKers seldom led to upper level traffickers., After this
study, the region made two limited followup surveys.

- The initial stud& covering July 1, 1973, 'through
Harch 31, 1974, concluded that (1) about 74 percent of PE/PI
funds was being spent at the class III. and IV levels and
(2) class III and IV investigations rarely resulted in iden-
tification or apprehension of upper level traffickers. This
was based on the fact that only 32 of 238 (13.5 percent)
class III cases reviewed led to the identification of class
I and II violators. As a result, the regional director,
in October 1974, issued a reqional policy that expenditures
of PE/PI at the class III and IV level must be more selec-
tive. We could not validate the findings of thc study
because the DEA Los Angeles region could not provide all
the backup data, and it would be difficult to reconstruct.

In April 1975 a followus ~uryey, covering December
1974 and January and Februauvy [!7%, for three of the region's
offices stated no cornclusions. 7“ne study looked at expend-
itures for the three locations tn see if the trend in expend-
itures had changed. This guick analysis showed that PE/PI
expenditures were being spent ' ‘

--44 percent on level III and IV cases and

--56 percent on lével I and I cases.

In May 1875, a subsequent followup covering PE/PI ex~
penditures for the whole region for the 6 months of November
1974 through April 1975 was made. The followup was to
determine if the directive issued by the regional director
in late 1974 had been implemented. The survey showed that
PE/PI expenditures were being spent &bout

. -=40 percent on classes III and IV cases and

--60 percent on classes I and Il cases.

This was almost a complete reversal of trends found during
the initial stndy.

In the followup surveys, however, no analysis was

performed on the level III and IV vionlators to determin: if
cases/violators were being upgraded. Analysis of arrest

S0
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statistics showed zﬁgt the region was redirecting its
efforts towrd major violators. The conclusions of the \
initial study, compared to 'this effort, were that:
: )V“’——/—_’ \\
/”-—The regional director's directive was being i
complied with.

K\\:—MOSt PE/PI expendltures were in the classes I and
II areas.

--The arrest of classes I and II violators almost
T~ doubled, while the arrest of classes III and IV
) decreased.

We analyzed PE/PI expenditures in the Los Angeles region
to verify the results oﬁ\the DEA study.

Spe01f1cally, we” wanted to determine (1) if most PE/PI
money was belng dlrected at upper level violators and (2)
if.+the morey expehded on middle and lower level violators
aided in the- 4dentification of upper level violators.

We reviewed PE/PI expenditures for the third quarter
of fiscal year 1975 and also made a detailed case analysis
on 37 classes III and IV cases investigated at the Los Angeles
and San Diego offices. One or more PE or PI payments were
made during January through March 1575 on each case reviewed.
We discussed each case analyzed with special agents and group
supervisors.

Durlng the third quarter of fiscal year 1975, PE/PI
funds were expended on 161 cases.

: Number of
Class //// cases
I 63
II ’ L. 29
III 58
W | 1
Total . 161 f

—

We did not obtain the total number of active cases being

worked during this period because it was not readily avail-
able.
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Of PE/PI dollar expenditures for these 161 cases, upper ,
level cases accounted for $129,395 or about 70 percent of.
the total, while middle and lower level cases accounted for
$55,116, or about 30 percent of the total.

Class PE PI Totaf Percentage
I $25,105 s 77,142 $102,2j7 55. 4 .
I 14,650 12,498 27,148 14.7 } s
ITI 32,595 16,851 49,440 26.8 i
IV 4,775 .-~ 895 5,670 N
$77,125  $107, 3861 $184,511 100.0
41.8% 5%. 28]

We made a- detalled ana1y51s of 37 of the 69 classes III .
and IV cases. Twenty-five of the cases were investigated
by the San Diego office, and 12 were investigated at the
Los Angeles office. The case analysis showed
i

--6 cases (about 16 percent) led to the identification
of one or more upper level violators,

~--33 cases resulted in the arrest of the original
targeted class III or IV wviolators, and 21 of these ~
have been convicted, !

~-~109 purchases of information totaled $27,478, and
-=13 purcﬁases of evidence totalzd $9,160.

Information from the investication of these 37 cit .es led to
the identification of 40 class I violatcrs, 19 class II vio-
lators, 85 class III violators, and 15 class IV violators.
It should be pointed out that some of the cases were still
open at the time we completed our review and could lead to
the identification of additional '.pper level traffickers.

The number]of cases that led to upper level traffickers
compared to those that did not should not be viewed as an
absolute indication of success or failure of PE/PI. The num-.
ber of upper level traffickers identified regacdless of the
comparative number of successful cases is also 1mportant. i
One case may ledd to the identification of a major drug !
trafficking network. Tor example, cne of the 37 cases was
very productive in identifying a large number of domestic
and torelgn upper level traffickers., This case, investi-
gated in San Diego, involved %3 purchases of information

& ‘
|
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from nine informants totnliag 512,668 1n PI expenditures

and resulted in the identificasion cf 39 class I violators,
.15 class 1I violators, anu.% cldgs 171 viclators. While con-
sidered to be far from typical, Lhis illuctrates how the ini-
tial use of PI at a lower level led Lo a major international
trafficking organization whereiv meny domestic and foceign
upper level narcotjics traffickers were identified.

DEA's Los Angeles roglon has buen redirecting most
PE/PI expenditures' to upper level investigations. About
three out of every four purchase dollars are now directed
toward 1nvesthat1ons 1nvolv1ng mg]or tratfickers, and there
has been some success in ungrading investigations to a higher
level. Numerous upper level trualfickers have been identified
and one case in particular was well worth the investment.
While PE/PI resources nave been redirected, our analysis of
PE/PI resources still being devoted to middle and lower -level
cases shows that the success rate for upgrading or opening
rew cases where upper level traffickers are targeted was
about 16 pgorcent--slighuvly more than qhown by the original
Los Angules utudy

Need for more evaluation

Except for the recenti study and followup surveys by
the DPEA Leo Angeles region, GEA has not evaluated PE/PI to
determine its effectiveness and how it could be used more
jud1c1ously |

The Office of!Planning and Evaluation in DEA recognizes
the need to analyze specific resources, such as PE/PT funds,
informants, agent time, and intelligence analysis to produce
high-impact cases. The Oifice of Planning and Evaluation
states that little is known about the "technology" of case
production. DEA does not kncw how the pattern of enforcement
activity is changed be increases or decreases in PE/PI money,
the number of informart:, the number of agents,; or the amount
of intelligencw enalyiis., DEA has proposed that the Office
of Planning and bvaluation makz a case production study to
determine where DEA shuuld spend additional resources. We
believe that such a study is nceded and should be done on
a priority basis because oi the congressional interest in
this area. Furthermore, an ecvaluation.-of FE/PI would be
helpful to DEA in establishing a wore definitive policy on
the use of PE/PI.

<1
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Needa for a more defanitive \\ S -
PE/P1 policy ‘

: - /
In a memorandum on "DEA Priorities ard Objectives for \\f
FY 75 and FY™79," January~17, 1975, the administrvator of v
DEA stated that one of the ageoney's priovity objectives i
was’lo improve the guality of cases. One way Lo achieve
thid quality is through "an increase in the amount of PE/PI
coup}ed&with improved management of these funds at the
Supervisor/ARD [Assistant Regional Director] level of the
organization.™ = Along witb~lmproved management at the oper- : i
__ating level, we believe,that NEA headausrters needs to develop
“a~definitive policy on PE/PI.
S 2iCY @

Other than procedural controls, DREA has no definitive
policy on using PE/PI to guide its regional offices. DEA
regions are ailthorized taq spend allocated PE/PI as they
decm appropriate, consistent with DEA's overall missicn
and enforcement objeckives. There is no policy on what
percentages of PE/PI should be spent on upper level classes
I and II tfafficbé?s, nor is there any policy on the ratio
of PE to PF. or-whether one should be emphasized more than
the other. '

DEA maintaing statistics on where PE and PL avz being
spent (classes I, Il, 111, and IV cases); but without a policy
on which to evaluate the statistics, they are of limited
value. What percentage of PE and PI should be spent on upper
level classes I and II traffickers?

DEA has a general policy thet 70 pervent of ite enforce-
ment resources shouid be devoted to the apprehencion of
classes 1, II, and TII violators. It i~ not clear whether
this policy can be apwvlied specifically to PE/PI, but if so,
it 1s quectionable bhecause it would not provide for a minimum
commitment of PE/PI to ?ipéé I and 11 cases.

The need for some specific pelicy on what portion of
PE/PI should be spent on classes I and. II cases can be scen
in the DEA Los Angeles study and followup surveys. When
only 25 percent of PE/PI was spent on classes I and 1I cases,
there was concern by the regional managemecnt; however, when
the percentage subsequently increased to 60 percent on c]aéses
I and II cases, it was considered acceptable. We realize
that requirements on the use of PE and PI imay vary between
regions and may differ between PE and PI; however, we believe
that JEA should develop an overall definitive policy.
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CONCLUSIONS ;
DEA has had some success in identifying upper level

traffickers based, at least in part, on PE/PI funds spent
on middle and lower level cases. It has had some success
in penetratihg at low levels and working up to higher level
traffickers.i This success, however, is difficult to assess.
In terms of the numbers of middle and lower level cases that
have developed into upper level cases, the success rate has
been about 11 to 16 percent .in the two largesL DEA reglons.
One case in part‘cular, however, was very successful in
identifying large numbers of upper level domestic and foreign
traffickerst’ el : l g &

1

The DEA Los Angeles PE/PI study concluded that purchase

noney spent on middle and lower level cases rarely led to
identifying upper level traffickers. This conclusion was
based on the finding that only abocut 13 percent of the cases
led to higher level traffickers. The l3-percent payoff was
apparently considered to be low, as indicated by the strong
conclusion and subsequent recommendations for improved allo-
cation of resources. QOur analysis at the DEA Los Angeles
region verified that the region was, in fact; redirecting
most of its PE/PI expenditures to upper level cases. The
percentage of successful middle and lower level cases that
led to higher level cases was about 16 percent.

In' the DEA New York region, our analysis showed that,
during the first qguarter of fiscal year 1975, the region
was spending most of its PE/PI on middle and lower level
cases and that about 11 percent of these cases led to the
identification of upper level traffickers. The percentage
payoff for buth the Los Angeles and the New York regions
could increase because some of the cases are still open.

Was the percentage of successful cases that targeted
upper level traffickers acceptable? It is very
difficult to penetrate the upper echelons of drug traffic-
king networks. Upper level traffickers,are skillful and
insulate themsclves by dealing with trusted friends they
have known for years. Fear of swift reprisal is also a
factor deterring middle and lower level traffickers from
identifying upper level traffickers.

Although the use of purchase money has been successful
in certain cases, we believe that improvements can be made.
DEA should dicect its regions not to spend a disproportionate
share of its PE/PI on classes III and IV cases if sufficient
classes I and II cases are available for enforcement action.

i

|
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The DEA Los Angeles region concluded that spending 75 percent
of its purchase money on classes III and IV cases was un-
acceptable considering the reoults. Other DEA regions also
spend a substantial share of their PE/PI money on middle

and lower level cases. In fiscal year 1975, the New York
region spent about 80 percent of its PE/PI on classes III
and IV cases, and the Boston region spent about 92 percent
on classes III and 1V cases. We believe that DEA should de-
velop a policy on PE/PI, giving ilts regions some guidance

on what portion should be spent on classes I and II cases,
compared to classes III and IV cases, and what is expected
in terms of a payoff.

Although the amounts allocated to PE/PI have grown
substantially over the years to about $9.0 million for
fiscal year 1976, DEA has not, except for the.Los Angeles
studies, made an evaluation of PE/PI and its effeistiveness.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Attorney General instruct DEA to:

--Proceed on a priority basis with its pro-
posed case production study to analyze the
importance @f specific resources, such as
PE/PI. i :
: . 1 .

~-~Develop an overall policy on PE/PI cowering
“its intent and expected payoff. '
| .

" —~-Develop criteria tc assist operating mana-
gers to better screen raguests for expen-
ditures of PE/PI and minimize any indiscrim-
inate buying at the lower levels of drug
trafficking. 4

We did not request written comments from the Departmant
of Justice on these recommendations;. however, we discussed
them with DEA officials. They agreed that the recommendations
were valid, but believed that the basic methcdology used by
GAD and DEA's Lgs Angeles region in attempting to evaluate the

effectiveness of purchase of evidence expenrnditures was insuffi-
cient to adequalely portray the benefits derived from PFE uti-

lization. They pointed out that:
--It failed to reflect that PE, in acddition to its

use in furthering the identificat .on of high level
traffickers, serves other important-purposes.
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--It relied upaﬁvawdata base which was not suffi-

ciently sensitive,
PE effectiveness.

in and of itself,

to measure

e i ‘
~-It used relatively newly clused cases (as well as

_some open cases), which biased the results of the
analysis.

For furtﬁer DEA =zxplanation, see appendix IX.
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CHAPTER 5

DEA ENFOQ&ENFNT AND IhTrLuI”PhCE.

- MANFOWEP 2LLOCATIONS

"The Subcommittee; requestey that we nake:

--"An analysis off DEA entforcerent and intellience
manpower allocations tn varlf”” activities and
functions 'in the agency.” ‘

At the time of the recrganization, DLA was qgiven the
responsibility for developing end maintainira 2 naticnel
narcotics intelligence system. This resnonzibility encom~
passes the acquisition and analysis of informatien con the
legal and illegal traffic in narcotics and dangcrous druas
and the dissemination of such information to DEA aqgents
and appropriata agencies.

Intelligence collection and analysis are only two of
the various DEA resrvonsibilities reauiring parpowaer. Qtherc
include eniorcement of Federal criminal laws, requlation of
the legal trade in nercotics and dangerwus druje, coordi-
nation of drug enforcement ameng Federal, Iftate, ond local
agencies, and implementation of recearch vroarems to irprovs
accomplishment of 1*5 mission. ‘ .

DEA resources “ave been allocated and nroqrams formal-
ized to cover these 1esponsibilities, but these proarams
are not always cleerly categocrized and res:onsxbilities can
overlan. They interrelate ané comelement one another. To
@llustrate, it is a basic part of the job of every field
gent to collect 1ntelllqence even though he is nnot assigneid
dlrectly tc intelligence functions.

MANPOWER ASSIGNMENTS '

DEA assigns both agents and professional/technical
staff members (intelligence specialists) on a full-time
basis to the intelligence function. The schedule below
shows the allocations among 1ntelllqence, enforcement, znd
other functions.

1%
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T FY FY FY \
S 1973 1974 1975
Headquarters: : . ' \\.
DEA agents 3 17 27
& ‘Intelligence spec1allsts 4 48 _66 i
\\»ﬁ Intelligence function
© total 1 65 /83
Enforcement and othe?//
functions (note,b) 116 - 133 181
‘Regions: ' ’
DEA agents 80 86 127
Intelligence specialists S 5 _2l !
Intelligence Eunétions
Lotal (notesc) 85 91 148
e Lnforcemeng/ﬁ%d other
functicns (note b) 1,223 1,778 1,712

as/Includes 5 agents and 12 intelligence specialists assigned

~ to El Paso Intelligence Center.

b/Tioes not include personnel assigned to school--FY 1974,
55; FY 1975, 12,

¢/Includes agents and professional/technical specialists
assigned to foreign regions-~FY 18973, 13; FY 1974, 13;
FY 1975, 11.

At the end of fiscal year 1975, 154 agents and 87
intelligence specialists were jin intelligence positions.

Within the United” States, DEA cites two major changes
in the allocaticon of manpower resources. From the end of
fiscal year 1973 through 1975, the number of agents in
offices along the southwest border increased 284 percent,
while overall agent strength domestically increased only
44 percent. This increase along the border was due to two
factors: the large number of Customs, agents transferred to
DEA in the border area at the time of reorganization and
the transfer of additicnal DEA agents to cope with the in-
creased flow of Mexican heroin entering the United States.
Another major shift domestically was an increase of 504 agents
(69 percent) assigned to regional intelligence units.
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In foreign countries, DEA increased its agent strenath
from 113 tu 171 (51 percent) from the end of fiscal ycar 1973 i
through 1975. DEA said this increase was in keeping with
its chilosophy that greater supply reductions are effected
per agent by suppression activities in those countries that
are the source or transuhipment points: for much of the drugs

abused in .this country. The increases would have been even
greater had it not been for such limiting factors as the ;
pollt1cal sensitivity of U.S. presence| and the time laqg which !

is requ1red for larquage tralnlng for agents.

) 1

INTELLIGENCE PROGRAM\W 7 ’ ’

Shortly after the reoréanization,iDEA established san
Office of Intelligence at headouarters and placed it
organizationally on the same level as the Cffice of Enforce- o
ment. -Intelligence units were also set up in each regional
office. ' )

e—,

The intelligence system in DFA has been expanding for
the past 2 years and, while some progress has becn made, s
it is far from complete. DEA fcels an additional 3 vears
will be needed to develop a satisfactory system. The aogdi-
tional time 1s required for acquiring information for the ‘
intellicence data bace and for recruiting and trainina Lo
intelligence specialists. ' !

Regional intelligence unit (RIU) ~ !

We observed at three DEA regions that authorized posi-
tions in RIU's were not filled, and in some instances &agents
assigned to{RIU's were not working full time on intelligence
functions. iInstead of an RIU, the New York regional cffice

.of DEA joined forces with the New York City Police and the
New York State Police and formed the Unified Intelligencs
Division (UID). This unit.is. funded by the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration and is discussed in chapter 6.

Mexico

The Mexlico City RIU is not at authorized strength. As _ E
of July 1975, only 4 of the 11 authorized positions were ;
filled. Although formally established in late 1973, it did
not have a supervisor until mid-1975. At the time of our
review, DEA was not :able to increase the staffiny because p
of the reluctance of the Government of Mexico to admit '
additional DEA personnel. Subseguently, DEA advised us that,
;as of early November 1975 the Mexico-City RIU had eight
:people. | :

|
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RIU's past efforts consisted .of developing country
analysis reports for Central America; verforming special
"analyses, such as profiles of major traffickets; and makina
periodic administrative reports. RIU officials review each
piece of intelligence developed bv agents and file the data
by subject.  However, due to limited personnel, little anal-
ysis was wmade of this data to identify drug trafficking trerds,
distribution routes, and-metanods of narcotic concealment.
Thus, this unit is|not systematically analyzinq information
which could assist Customs and other agencies in lnterceutlng
drugs along the U.S.-Mexican bordpr .

DEA maintains that this 1is not the function of the RIU.
Further, they claim that any information accumulated which
will enhance Customs' interdiction capabilities would be
forwarded to DEA headquarters where a speciaily desianated
unit in the Office of Intelligence would provide it té
Custums. S v '

California

We visited the Los Angeles regional office and its San
Diego district. We learned that before 1975 agents assigned
to the intelligence function often performed nonintelligence
duties. Although less frequently, RIU personnel continue
to be diverted to nonintelligence &asks. About 19 pecple
are assigned to the Los Angeles RIU, and they spend about
half of their time on intelligence-related functions.

Texas l

We visited the Dallas regional officeé and two of its
district cffices. . A regional official said that the office
~ had .1 intelligence officer for every 12 enforcement.aq nts.
_ Personnel assigned to the RIU occasionally were used in an
enforcement role when the need arose. A dlstrlct official
stated that one of his two intelligence officers was being
reassigned to enforceméent due to a shortage of agents.

3.
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THE DEA STATE AND LOCAL

f

B TASK FORCE PROGRAM _ \z

HEA is involved in narcotics law enforcement at the local !
level through participation in joint missions with State ana - = '
local\personnel. The Subcommittee expressed interest in DEA's
role at this level and asked us to provide:

--"A study and analysls of how Federal money from LEAA ' ;
— is alloucated, hy~”DEA, to the various narcotics Task
~~. Porces currently in operation in the country * * #
[and the criteria] used by DEA for determining how much
money 1s allocated to each task force; how that money
is used; and what results have been achieved in rela-
tion to the stated “mission or objectives of those tasy ,
forces." : e
7 -~

=" study ang”analysis of the Unified Intalligence
Center, a-tederally funded narcolics relared operation
in the New York City area.” :

DEA 1ASK FORCES

In July 1973, as a result of Reorganization PBlan No. 2
of 1973, DEA assumed responsibility for ODALE task forces.
The cohijective of the task forces was to interdict heroin on
the «.rest through the arrest of middle and lower level trafl-
fickers by teams of Federal, Stace, and local agents.

Bach ODALE task force was aGirected by a Department of
Justice attorney with Feaderal enforcemenc pertnionnel bouvrowed
from other agencies, such as BNDD, Customs, and the internal
Revenue Service. Salaries, ol State and local agents and the
equipment and operating ¢dsts of the task forces were generally
funded through LEAA grants, as were costs relevant to admin-
istering -the grants. The grants were made by LEAA's Natiocnal
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice under part
D, Title I, the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, as amended, which allows LEAA to make grants for im-
proving and developing new methods of law enfoccement. dince
the reorganization, LEAA has continued to provide State and
local support costs while DEA has funded salaries and opera-
tional support costs for all DEA special agents asgsiyned to
the task forces and has furnished equipment in support of
their needs. .

In April 1974, a memorandum of agreement hotween DoA
and LEAA outlined a comprehensive strateqy for 1oint =2fforts
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in the field of drug control and the reduction of drug abuse.
It was agreed that LEAA would continue to provide funding and
that DEA would have primary responsibility for directing and
evaluating the task force program. LEAA would have primary
responsibili?y for fiscal monitoring and audits.

Criteria used by DEA for :
allocating LEAA funds . i
: ‘ .
Essentially, DEA considers four factors in determining
the amount of LEAA:funds tc be allocateé to each task force.

/T R B R . .
1. Prior effectLVeness.; t
: : !

i

2. The number of Staté»ahd local participants.

3. Geogrdphical locaticn as .it affé¢ces cost or resources.

e

4. Level of investigative activity’

The amount of LEAA funds available ‘.. tha DEA task force
program for a fiscal year is set by LEA:s 2ftur a series of
coordinating meetings between the two a~n <ies.” After the
total funding level is set, DEA notifirc ach of its regional
directors of the funding each task force .ithia his region
will receive. The regicrnal director then hasg the task force
grantee submit a grant application to LEAA for the appropriate
}evel of funding and LEAA awards the individual grants.

, DEA began annual evaluations of task force effectiveness
in November 1974.  These evaluations resulted in closing

seven task forces in early 1975 and taking steps to correct
deficiencies iin others. : .
b

1 |
Allocation of LEAA
funds and their use

In fiscal year 1974, there were about 40 task forces.
Additional task forces were created during fiscal year 1975,
and at one point 43 task force programs were operating and
were receiving DEA and LEAA support. During fiscal year
1975, about 600 State and local law enforcement officers and
about 180 DEA! agents were assigned to the various task forces.

Fors fiscal ye?r 1976, the program has been reduced to 22 1/

task forces. \

-

| i i .
1/As of September 30, 1975, the Detroit task force was
| closed, reducing the number to 21. '

H - ~
I .
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The following table shows LEAA funding and an estimate
of DEA support for task force operations during fiscal years
1974 and 1975 and that projectedgfor 1976.

Fiscal year - DEA LEAA Total

(millionsY}

1974

| 4.4 $7.1 $11.5
1875 [ 5.1 9.1 14.2
1876 2.8 5.8 9.6

The estimated fiscal year 1975 funding by cost cétegories is
shown below.

DEA ~ LEAA : Total

Salaries and benefits $4,666,000 $4,050)000 $ 8,716,000
Operating expenses , . .
and equipment 362,000 3,130,000 3,492,000
PE/PI 112,000 1,220,000 2,032,000
Total $5,140,000 $9,1og,000 $14,240,000

In some cases, elther a por*tion or all of the salary expense
for State and local personnel is being paid by their agencies
and does not appear in these charts. 1In addition, DEA equip-
ment in support of DEA agents is not included. This eguipment
is officially assigned to the regional offices. ,

Information showing the LEAA and DEA Ffunding .>r each of
the 43 task forces in operation durihg £fiscal year 1975 is
included as appendix V. We requested DEA to conduct a physi-
cal inventory of the DEA equipment being piovided at five
selected task forces. (See app. VI.)

buring fiscal years 1974 and 1975, a State planning

agency normally was the grantee for a task force or several
task forces in an area., For those years, LEAA grants funded
100 percent of State and local participation. LEAA is al-
lowed to make such grants for developing new and innovative
methods of law enforcement. LEAA, however, questioned the
continued use of this type of grant since the task force con-
cept has evolved beyond the developmental stage.

Because of this concern, it was agreed that for fiscal
year 1976 all task force projects will be funded through
LEAA discretionary grant funds, which require State and
local participants to provide 10 percent of the total grant
amount. The 10 percent to be provided by State and local
agencies can be met in either of two ways: ' (1) tney can
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contributs cash or\Tﬂy “they can meel the requivement by\\
hiring neyw =mployees to "backfill" the positions of per-
sonnel assigned to task forces. ' ) . \\ :
For fiscal year 1976, the rrogram has been reduced to :
22 éask forces bhecause of a rediction in LEAA funds. On !
the hasis of MEA's evaluation of each task force and the
prodability of State and local & encies meeting the 10-
‘percent matching requlrement of dlgCLetlonary funding, a
decision was made as to whiTh task forces would be closed
and 'which would contlnue A listing of the 22 task forces
~~~to be funded in fiscal  year 1976; the level of LEAA grant
support; and anestimate of DEA support, based on a projec-
tion of the number of agents to be assigned in fiscal year
1976, are included in appendix VII.

While no decisions “have been made for fiscal year 1977,
DEA and LEAA have agpeed that the funding mechanism for DEA
task forres feeds to be changed since LEAA has, in effect,
relinguished all-tontrol other than funding. If the Depart-
ment of Justice and OMB approve, DEA will seek additional
budget authcrity for fiscal year 1977 and incorporate the
funding of task force operations directly.
Results achieved in relation
to stated mission or objectives

' The task force's mission is to control the illicit drug
traffic in its geographic area through (1) upgrading the level
of ‘drug enforcement of local and State enforcement agencies,
(2) targeting its efforts at a higher level--to include pri-
marily street &and middle level violators--but not restrictiug
investigations leading to upper level violators, (3) direct-
‘ing 1ts activities to communitiés where adequate resources
are not available, (4) emphasizing investigations of heroin,
cocaine, .such dangerous”drugs as amphetamlne and baroituates,
and cannabis (investigative effort is not to be expended in
petty marinuana cases), and (5) coordinating its drug en-

. forcement activities with the approprlate DEA regional or
district office. ‘

We are presenting arrest and conviction data to indi-
cate results achieved by task forces. As discussed in
chapt®r 2, however, statistical results are only onu: measure
of enforcement and do not form the sole basis fur determln—
ing success. : R

Organizationally, DEA regional directors are responsible
te the DEA Administrator for task forces in théir regions.
They serve as project directors of the task forces, but the
degree of control that a regional director may exert over
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task force operations is dependent on a memorandum of under-
standing between DEA and State and local law enforcement |
participants. Additionally, some task forces may have a board
of directors to serve various administrative functions. In
fiscal year 1975, for example, the Pittsburgh Task Forece Bcard
of Directors was responsible for evaluating the unit's perfor-
mance, recommending manpower allocations, approving hudgetary
expenses, and; screcning prospective personhel.

Bach taskK force is headed Ly a DBEA special agent. The
ODALE practice of usipyg Department of Jubtice attorneys has
been eliminated, and staff from other Feogeral agencies are used
on an as-neceded ‘basis rather }han as a permaneht assignment.

. . |

DEA headquarters parsonnel make an annual evaluation cf
task force progress in relation to 1ts mission. As a result
of this evaluatiOn,‘the task force may be terminataed, con-
tinued, or expanded, or certain LOffeCthP action may be rac-

ommended to increase effectiveness.

It is recognized that DEA's policy on implementing the
mission or objective of task forces is general. This was
thotght appropriate because drug problems differ among
gebgraphic areas., No attempt was made to define the local
operational policies of a task force with the intent that
this could best be determined by local DEA ofticials and tin
State and local authorities.

| Results of the task forces in terws of arrests and coun-

victions ‘as reported by DEA by fiscal year are shown below.

i

B Arrests Convictions
FY 1974 4,000 1,934

FY 1975 S 5,205 2,039

Appendix VIII éhows the résults of the 43 DEA tusk forces
receiving LEAA grant funds in fiscal year 1975.

UNIFIED INTELLIGENCE DIVISION
IN NEW YORK (.I’l‘

During the early 1970s, New York Cit/, in addition to
harboring a substantlal portion of the nation's drug addicts,
also served as,a major narcotics distribution center for the i
country. Since the wider +he range of drug-related informa-
tion availabls to narcotics cfficers, the greater the likeli-
hood that those officers will be successfur in their investi-
gations, many experts felt that an integrated drug intelli-.

%uce system was needed in New York to help combat the problem.
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To this end, representatives ol o Joparbyant of Justice a

New York City met to discuis o syutes witich would develon an.

disseminate a wide range. of information to those law entorce-
ment people who need it. It was under this concept that UID
was concelved.

- Approved by theiAttorney Genéral of the United 3tates,
.the Administrator of |DEA, the Mayor of New york City, the
~Police Commissioner of New York City, the Governor of the
State of New York, and the Supe2rintendent of New York State
Police; UID began openatlon on October 15, 1973.

Basically, UID is a task force composed of DEA agents
and officers of the New York State Police and New York City
Police Department. They are supported by civilian intelli-
gence analysts and statisticians, who collect, collate, and
analyze information concerning drug traffickers and patterns
and changes in the drug traffic itself. UID's goals and
objectives can be summarized, as follows:

1. Establlsh the natuce and magnitude of the drug
problem in New York.
2. ldentify current leaders, emerging leaders, and
assoclates in the drug trade. .
- ’ ‘ .
3. Establish a; program to stlmulate the flow of
Lnformatlon. ..
L .
4. Establish atliaison unit to insure cooperation
with other enforcement agencies.
A )
Initiateé indepth investigations of persons;,
networks,. places, etc.

'

“n

6. FRefer information coming to the attention of
members concerning integrity withir the ciiminal
_justlce system.

7. 'Prevent duplication of effort.

A JUID, funded by LEAA, was awarded an initial grant of
5644,251 in July '1974. " The funds have been used for salaries
of support personnel, operating expenses, and. equipment for
State and local personnel- $150 Qo was allocated for(PE/PI

= It should be noted that DEA agents working in UID
-are paid by DEA, and State and local police officevs are
paid by their respective-police departments. Veh.cles and
qupport for DEA . agenﬁs are provided by DEA.




et . % e
-

. S ) , ' T
UlD is presently operating with the funds from the \\ ‘ et

initial grant, and no further money is expected from LEAA. .
Beginning in fiscal year 1977, it is expected that UID

will requiredpproximately $400,000 sach year which is 1
te9tativeiy planned to he incorporated into DEA's budget. i

Basically, the information gathered by UID can be
categorized into four areas, according to DEA

1. Basic law enfoqpement intelligence is gathered for
UID through established”investigative procedures. It may
T ~bhe obtained directly. by UID personnel or, more often, through
Federal, Staté, and ‘local law enforcement agencies and pri-
vate c1tlzens

Procedures used to _obtain this data varv but include
undercover penetration Bf criminal organizations, surveil-
lance (to uncover new organized crime figures and new.
meeting placés), and interviews w1th complainants and pro-
spective 1nfoigﬁﬁﬁs.

. Once obtained, the basic law enforcement information
is translated into intelligence, defining criminal methods,
routes, and organizations and showing the interrelationship

among narcotic networks,

2. Information extracted from 'any source relating to
the drug abuse problem is a catch-all category of infor-
mation used by UID. It differs from raw intelligence not
so much in nature but in source, focus, and sometimes util-
ization. As an example, the trends in heroin .price and
purity inspired UID to make an exhaustive survey to
establish statistical information regarding drug price
and purity on the street, thefts of drugs from pharmacies
and manufacturers, mewh done admissions, the rate of
recidivism, arrests, d so forth.

Gathering this information required questioning of
police officers, medical examiners, defendants, drug users,
individuals involved with drug rehabilitation, and chemists
analyzing drugs. It also involved, at a later date, under-
cover purchases of drugs at the street level by ULD persdnnel
to determine availability, purity, and perhaps country of
origin. :

A liaison unit was created to afford UID personnel
access to sourcos heyond those 1mmed1ate Vv involved: w1th
UID, such as the FBI.

3. Published information, such as intelligence bulle-
tins; Unlited Nations' reports;. and infcrmation on newspaper
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articles and «different projects and profiles, is p;rlodlcally
forwarded by UID to the three p:rt1c1pat1ng agenclies.

4., Information concerning the Lntegrlty of any seg—
ment of the criminal justice system which comes to the
attention of a mewwer of UID is reported for investigation.
A DEA Otflula told us that 151 integrity allegations had.
been received ‘by UID concerning personnel throughout the
crim,nal juuplce system as of October 6, 1975. Of these,
120 Were sent to the New York Police Department, 30 were
sent to DEA' # Offlce of 1nterna1 Security, and 1 to the New
York State: P0¢1ce. - v

UI1p is ; r09051torv for DEA informant files in the New
York region..: Three types of inormanL fliles are maintained.

i N~ ~ N

--Class 1, participating- inEOtrants, who usually

have a clelnal record. -

--Class ITI, nonpartlclpatlng informants, usually

a business proprieter who will notify DEA of
" suspicious buyers of drug ingredients.,

~~Class III, exempt informants, usually persons
whose identity is extremely sensitive and
whose files are maintained by the regional
director. .
I

; These sensitive flles, maintained by the regional
director and DEA's Planning and Evaluation Group, are
shbjccted«to rigid security procedures. Access to the
room containing the informant files is controlled by a - -
card-activatod electric door strike, which is part of a
cumputer controlled access system. A -ess to this room is
lirited to 17 |persons. They are the r.jional director,
three associate regional directors, che deputy regional
directer, sevdn agents and three secretaries from the
Planning and BEvaluation Group, the deputy chief of UID
and an LZAA secretary.

The fileg themselves are maintained in combination
cafles and uomblnatlons are kncwn only by nine DEA per-
s0n3, asslgned:to the group and the chief of field support.

Should a DEA dpecial agent, New York City Polide Depart-
ment officer, lor New York State Police officer assigned
to UID choose %o review the files of one of his own in-
tormants, he must complete a special form in duplicate
whlch must be approved by his supervisor. Should one
UID agent or officer choose to review the informant files
of another, he 'must complete. the same form, which must be
F)pLOVEd by boLh employees' supervisors. :

14
3
!
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In either cuse, the supervisor of the Planning and
Evaluation Group must then initial the form before the
file canebe reviewed. Only in rare instances, and with
special approval, can any other party review any in-
formant files. 1In all cases, after tune file is reviewed,
one copy of the request form is filed in the informant
file: the other copy jis retained in a chronological file
for these forms. | : ‘

The only persons allowed to review the informant
files without such records being madz are personnel of
the DEA Inspection .Service. Should inspection personnel
wish to remove an informant file from the area, they must
execute a receipt to be kept by the superviscr of the Plan-
ning and Evaluation Group; the DEA regicnal director; asso-
ciate regional director; or chief of field support, UID.

Another function of UID is t¢ ,revunt a duplication
among the eunforcement agencies. T 's function ig so vital
that UID has formalized it into & system called.the Drug
Enforcement Coordinating System (DECS). The idea of DECS
is simply this: Prior to investigation, officers enter the
names of the suspects iuto DECS. 1If any name has been pre-
viously registered, a "hit" is made. When an ongoing invest-
igation is found, the agency working the case and the agency
seeking clearance to initiate a case are notified. The
agencies involved confer and agree on action. This action
may take the form of a joint operation,'or the agencies may
chonse to submit the information to the one agency which
can best conduct the investigation.

Since UID's inception, approximately 11,400 submissions
te, and approximately 4,200 inquiries of, DECS have Geen
made, with 474 "hits" registered, avoiding as many as 474
duplicate investigations which might have otherwise occurred.
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S CHAPTER 7 . \

Lo L7a CONTROLS OVER SETZED DRUGS \ ‘l{;

—
“ fhe Subcommittee expressed interest in contrals over
QClznd drugs and asked for:

,7~“An analysis of the controls exetcised by DEA over
S narcotics seized, including any information avail-
able on the nat?;ef quantity, quality and/or street
value of any nafcotics unaccounted for after
oviginal seizlres.”

DEA, through purchase, seizure, and surrender. acqguires
large amounts of narcotics and dangerous drugs im its criminal
law enforcement duties. Narcotics are an extremely high
profit commodity in the illicit market, requiring stringent
securicy medSULGS ;p safeqguard the narcotics seized.

- Duanq ‘29/2 year perlod ended July 31, 1975, DEA ob-

7,000 drug exhibits. Appendix II shows the
amount of ‘drugs removed in the United States by DEA. Many
of these LXhlbltS are still being held as evidence. DEA
identified 17 incidents of drug losses, nationwide, which
will pe discussed later.

Our review indicates that DEA has established writtes
procedures for internal controls over seized drugs which
appear to provide adequate safeguar's if properly followed.
However, in our visit to the DEA regional cffice in LoOs3
Angeles, we observed that some prescribed procedures were

‘not being followed. DEA officials in Los Angeles informed

us in November 1975 that steps were being taken to insure
that these procedures will be adhered to in the fuwture.

INTERNAL CONTROLS / .

Most seized substances must be retained as evidence,
Seized drug evidence must be properly identified (through
laboratory analysis), sealed, assigned exhibit numbers,
stored, used as evidence, and finally.destroyed af*er
court proceedings. DEA has established procedures to be
followed by agents and laboratory personnel in handling
seized controlled substances, from their initial seizure to
final dispositior. These procedures are decigned to elim-
inate loss or diversion of evidencs and to locate any
particular item of evidence in the shortest time 90551ble
The procedures incluce

~-security standards for evidence storage uareas,
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--the documented transfer of evidence from one
party to another to maintain an accountable
chain of custody, ' A

~-periodic accountability inventories of drugs
being stored, and

--the maintenance off a druq »vidence inventory
file for each regional and district office,
documenting the total drug evidence respon-.
sibility for that office.

CONTROLS WERE NOT STRICTLY ADHERED TO

Although none of the previously mentioned 17 drug
evidence losses occurred at the Los Angeles regional office,
we noted during our treview there several instances where
conkrols had not been’ adhered to and where the possibility
of undetected thefts and losses existed. If an item was lost
or stolen it would not be detected until the item was reguested
because the region's periocdic inventory would not disclose
if there were 1.issing drugs. Also, the accountability records
were not always complete, the vault was crowded, and evidence
was often held for years awaiting dispositior.

DEA procedural controls over seized drugs reguire
periodic accountability inventories and inventory records
to be kept for every item of evidence stored. The Los
Angeles region was taking the required periodic physical
inventory but was not verifying the results with inventory
records. 'As a result, the region identified only wnat drugs
were present and would not know if drugs were missing., A
regional office order was issued in May 1975 which required
inventuries to be reconciled to inventory records twice a
year. Two district offices have responded to that order,
and Los Angeles reglonal officials stated that they will
conduct an inventory in December 1975.

Qur analysis of what was stored in the DEA Los Angeles
regional vault compared to what was shown on Inventory
records showed that the records were, in some cases, incom-
plete. A check of evidence in the vault revealed 33 evi-
dence packages that did not have a corresponding card in
the inventory file. 1In one case we noted that 95 grams of
heroin fere in the vault, although listed in the case
file as belng destroyed Los Angeles officials t»1ld us that
they ard revising their recordkeeping system to strengthen
controls\ over seized drnugs.

DEAlprocedures. also recuire minimum physical security
standards for evidence storage areas. In July 1974 the DEA
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.8 Angeles regional OfﬁiCL poirted out tnat 3 lacge quants \\
¢f marihuana was heing stored in a ground floor interroga-

- tion room that had window entrances. This room did not meet \

minimum security requirements. As a result of our inguiry, ‘
the marihuana was—-moved from the rocm for destruction. DEA '
regional officials stated that they weére moving into new i
facilitie’s in December 1975, which will alleviate the storage

‘problem.

We also’ found that evidence _was not always promptly
destroyed. The case agent is quPOSEd to prepare documents
authorizing the disposal of ledence, but the agent is not
always_aware of the currvnt”ztatus of the court case.
Documents -authorizing~dentruction of drug evidence were
found in closed-case filss, and the evidence custodian was
still noldlng the drugs.

P Further, the evidence custodlan duties are shared by
four DEA employees on a part-time basis. Security and
accountability would be improved if one .erson was given
the duties and respon/xbllltles on a full time basis. The

‘conditions described produce a rotential for theft or lass

of evidence that should not exist. Los Angeles officials
stated that they will request a full-time custodian and
take the necessary steps to insure that drug evidence is
destroyed promptly when no longer needed.

INCIDENTS OF UNACCOUNTED-FOR
1.OSS OF EVIDENCE

All incidents o lost or stolen drug evidence are in=-
vestigated by DEA's Office of Inspections and Internal Se~
curity. The following chart summarizes the incidents of
DEA drug evidence unaccounted for, after original seizure
or purchase, from July 1973 through July 1975.

Lost
As a re-
salt of
As a As a factours Stolen
Total result result of outside by indivi- Lost Under
inci- of 'cor- procedural DEA duals out- and re- investi-

dents ruption failures control side DEA coverad gation

17 2 5 4 2 a/6 i

a/Three of these incidents involved drugs which were partially
recovared. One is also included under "stolen by individuals
outside DEA" and the other two under “lost as a result of
procedural failures.*
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) These 17 incidents involved at least 33 separate drug
evidence ~xhibits. ©No data was avallable on the street
value of the lost exhibits.

One of the incidents of lost evidence due to corrupt
DEA personnel resulted. in the loss of 800 pounds of mari-
huana. The 800 pounds of marihuana was stolen for resale
over a period of ;time by a DEA special agent from a DEA
district office storage facility. The agent was appre-
hended, discharged, prosecuted, and sentenced to 5 years
in prison. The other incident of unaccounted-for seized
drug evidence involving the corruption of DHA personnel
was a case of evidence tanmpering. In 'this case, the agent's
buy money was stolen and he attempted to subistitute other
drugs for those he was supposed ‘to have purchased. The
agent resigned following the incident.

The five insidents,of lost?é&idenée because of ‘DEA
procedure failures resulted in the loSs of

— R

~-~16.233 grams of her01n (0 03 percent purlty)
-7, 3 1bs. of marihuana’.-
--0.69 grams of heroin.

In the four 1nc1dents OUtSld DEA's,control, the fol-
lowing evidence was lost. ; s -

--17 grams of amphetamine.

-=-7.61 grams. of cocaine.
--21 }1logr“ms of marihuana inadvertently destroyed
by State authorities.
' [ » .
In all these incidents, tate or court officials had taken
custody of the evidence,

The two incidents of evidence stolen by non-DEA perf-
sonnel included 104.6 grams of suspected cocaine stclen
from a DEA laboratory and 748 grams of cocaine stolen by
airport ground service empioyees while the evidence was
being shipped to an assistant U.S. attorney. -The suspected
cocaine was not recovered. Abdout 677 grams of the shippad
cocaine were recovered, leaving 71 grams lost.

~ i
CONCLUSIOV !

oo Interndl controls over seized narcotics and dangerous
drugs require adequate 2aleguards to protect drug evidence

[
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"while in. DEA'S c.otody. DEA's Los Angeles regiohal of fice

was not fully adhering to established safeguard requirements.
Similar conditions could exist at other DEA field offices.

Therefore,

undetected theft or loss of seized drug evidence

~is possible. DEA needs to more carefully monitor the com-
pliance of its personnel with established drug evidence

controls.:
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Z CHAPTER 8 | N
N— T e e \
, SCOPE OF REVIEW o
: . N
Our review wags-primarily directed toward an analysis }!

of DEA anq'its predecessor agencies, BNDD and CDALE. We’
also raviewed the involvement of the U.8. Customs Service,
the FBI. 'and LEAA in drug lavw enforcement and the degree
of cooperéti@n that exists between tnose agencies and DEA.

We reviewed policies and Ep@éédures, correspondence,

and documentation relating to-&ach agency's approach to

drug ~taw enforcement -and the exchange of intelligence in-~
formation by the FBI@ndCTistoms with DEA. Additionally,

we examined and analyzed selected DEA investigative case
files. Statistical data was compiled and analyzed regarding
drug seizures, arrests, and convictions. ~ DEA, Customs, FBI,
and LEAA officials in Washington, 0.C., were interviewed
.as were those of thf former- BNDD and ODALE.
.- . We visited the New’York, Dallas, Los Angeles, and

Mexico City regional Offices of DEA and the New York, Houston,
and Los Angeles -regional headguarters of Customs. Other
selected review areas were:

--DEA district of fices in~Newark, San Diego, El Paso,
chllen, and the El Paso Il “~elligence Center.

~-Customs district offices at Kennedy Airport, Laredo,
El Pasc, San Diego, and the TECS Data Center in
San Diego.
' -~FBI field divisions in Los Angeles and New Ydrk City.

--U.S. attorneys' offices in Seattle, Los Angeles,
+ San Dbiego, and New YoEﬁ/City.
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. 134 Gl .
Wlnifed Hlales Senale
' COMMI(TEC ON , i
- 3 ! GOVERNMENT OPERATICNS
B-183363 ‘ SERATE PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE
' __ON INVESTIGATIONS

(mwkm’zo SEC. ¢, 8. RES, M, 'chQn"ESS) ) 1
WASH&NGTON DC 20510

My dear Mr., Staats: ' I’Larch 5, 1973 ’ :

The Permanent Stﬁocomnittee on 'Ir'lvestigatiorfs has been engaged in
an ongoing ingquiry into the Drug Enforcament Administration. The scope of
this inquiry includes allegations concerning .the effectivengss and the in-
tegrity of the DEA as well as its entire approach to Federal narcotics law
enforcement. Our jyoxl, as we go forward with our mw_stlgat.lon, is a thorough
analySLS of the ability of the agency to effectively deal wlth the ever~
increasing narcotics problem.

It is my Lelief that the Gencral Accounting Office can be of in-
valuable assistance to our effort. Accordingly, I am requesting that the
General Accounting Office examine the following areas which are of majoer
concern to the Subcammittee: ’.

’:
|

i 1. &n analy51s of purchase of ev1dcnce/purchas o.f

’ information (PE/PI) funds used by DEA as an dpprosch

t> drug-law enforcement focusing on the number of copvictions
and significance of violators convicted, including (a) a
study of the amounts of Federal doilars allocated to

PE/PI over the last five years and to whom these dollars
flow, and (b) an accounting of all such money so used

since the creation of DEA.

2. An analysis of the results of the BNDD/DEA, U.S. Custcms
Service,, and the former Office for Drug Abuse Law Enforcement
efforts in drug enforcement, from fiscal year 1970 to present,
focusing: on the number of convictions, nature f the case,
significance of violators convicted, and the n:ture, quantity,
quality and/or strect value of illicit drigs seized as well
as an analysis of the law enforcement methodology utilized
by each agency

l 3. An analy51s of DEA enforcement and intelligence manpower

allocations to various activities and functions in the
agency. ' '
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An analysis of the exchange of information betwesn

Custams and DEA, including the frequency and nature of
requests for information or assistance by one agency or
the other and the disposition of such reguest.

An analysis of the contrcls exercised by DEA over
narcotics seizc’d, including any information available

on the naturs, quantity, quality and/or street value of any
narcotics unaccounted for after original seizures.

- A analysis and éccounting of any "confidential fund"

maintained by DEA, including the puwrposes for which the
funds were expended.

An analysis of the program of cross designation .of DEA
agents to allow them the same search and seizure authority
as U. 8. Customns agents, to include the nunber of DEA agents:
so Jesimated and. the number and quality of arrests made

and convictions cbtained by them in this capacity.

An analysis of the quantity and quality of intelligence
information exchanged between DFA and the U.S5. Custans
Servize since July 1, 1973 which would enable both agencies
to function in the manner intended by reorganization plan #2.

We also understand Ehat your staff has done considerable work on
the DEA campliance programs and we would like their views on the results of

- these programs. |

i
!
P

Since time is of the essence with regard to certain of the above
items, it would be appreciated if your representative contacted Howard Feldman,

Chief Counsel

to the Subcommittee, to d_'LSCUSS our priorities and the tine

required for your studies.

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

The Honorable

m"ernl

Henry M kson

Elmer B. Staats

Thne Comptroller General
of the United States
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My dex Mr. Comptroller General:

CHILF CXr ZEL TH THL MisORTY

1) ] T £
lifed Diafes Denale

COMPMILCTEE ON
GOVERNMFENT DPUNATIONS

GENATE PERMANIN SUDACMMITTER
: ON LHVESTI 3ATIONS
(runsuANT 70 6. HE 11, BT CONGRESS)
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510~

———— e

May 1, 1975

\

_Pursuant to cur. continuing mvostlgatnm of the Drug Enforcement
hmus\_ratmn, I request that the Ga’noral Accounting Office conduct an in-

quiry of the followmg p:rtmcnt subwe\,ts in addition to Lhose 1dentlfled in-
rry letter to you of March 6, 1975
- /

1. A study and analysis of the type and quality of oooperatlon

that: exists botween the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the Ixrug Enforce-

ment Administration since Reorganization Plan #2 was implemented on-July 1,
1973. As you are aware, testinony by Administratiorgefficials before the
Congrecs when Reorganization Plan #2 was being concidered, indicated that
the creation of DEA would erible the FBI, for the first tlme, to became
actively involved in drug enforcement. :

s

}yirninistrutiozu witnesses testified that the FBI would particibat'e

with the DEA in narcotics cases by providing both information ard informants,
gspecially in those casés dealmg with organi. zed crime rlgm:es and Jnterstate

and internaticnal conspiracies.

It is appropriate, therefore, a;/é part of our current investigation,
that your agen:~ «.termine how and under what circunstances the FBI has ccoperate-d
with DEA in the development of - major narcotics cases and whether that cooperation

has resulted in significant disruption of narcotics traffic.

2. A study and analysis of how feueral money fram LEAA is allocated,

by DEA, to. the various narcotics Task Forces currently in operation in the

country.

. We are especially interested in knowing what .criteria is used by
DEA for determining hcew much money is allocated to each task force; how
that money is used; and what results have been achieved in .elation to the
stated mission or ubjectives of these task forces.

3. A study and analysis of the Unified Intelligence Center, a
federally fundad narcotics reiated operation in the Hew York City arca.

Copy microfilmed
was of pooy quality.

1Y
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.

‘With regard to this center, we are interested in determining the
nature and scope of its operation, the amount of federal monies involved,
the identity of participants in the system, the type of infarmation utilized
by the participants and any past instances of misuse of this’ infommation.

‘ The resultslof your inquiry on the mdtters I have requested will be
made part of the record of Subcamittee hearmgs on, the operations of the
Prug Enforcament AdTmlstrata.on. \

May I take this opportunity to’ exoress my appreciation for your
cooperation in tlus mvestlgatlon. .

-y
b
{
|

T S eer
b f A
q l . .- . - M.
The Honorable Elmer B. Staats.

The Camptroller General
of the United States

it i T T
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“"U.”\Eﬂ.l' OF NARCOTICS AND DANGEROUS. DRUGS/DRUG ENFORCEME;{T ADMINTSTRATION

- ARRESE, CONVICTION, AKD DRUG REMOVAL STATISTICS IN TH% UNTTED STATES
. » : g DRUG ENFGRCEMEINLT.
BUREAU OF NARCOTICS AND DANGEROUS- LRUGS . T ADMINISTRATION |
. FY 1970, FY 1971 FY 1972 FY 1973 FY 1574 FY 1975
ARRESTS: _ , ‘ Do . - .
BRID/DFA Federal ‘ v 1,660 * 2,212 . 4,579, 5,592 : 6,168~ 7,155

o ENDD/DEA initiated
State and iocal

\

. (t&sk forces) _ 3 ) 7,176 4,372 5,563
Total _ 12690 2;212 . 41579 12,768 10,540 13,004
CONVICTIONS : _ S ‘
BNDD/DEA Federa® o T 1,678 1,231 . - 2,239 3,155 3,263 . 2,744
BNDD/DEA in{tiated i . o ‘ ——
State aund local . . - ST o ’ ‘ .
(task forces) ) S . - 2,018 2,192
Total , 1,678 1,231 2,239 3,155 5,261 4,93
note a - N
DRUG REﬂOVALé/(seide and deiivered):
BNDD/DEA including BNDD/DEA State
cand local removals (task forces) o
Opium (lbs.) . . 8 ; 9 : 16 7 11.5 n.5
Heroin (lbs.) . 427 . © 226 - 995 - - 515 350 598
Cocaine (lbs.) ‘- o197 o 427 o, 463 391 537 700
Marihuana (1bs.) 17,401 12,723 47,700 44,391 122,51 140, 660
Kashish (lbs.) R . LI ‘. 1,054 C1 1,103 535 1,318
Hashish 01l (lbs.) ’ a . ' ' ' - 71
Hashish 0il (qts.) (note b) - : - . 3
Hal lucinogens. (d.u.) 7,127,742 - 73,697,737 157,697,643 17,146,306 3,313,245 2,595,720
Hallucinogens (gross lbs.) o . ’ : : 12 )
Depressants <d'u')(hote &) 2;339,5%0 » 319,006 . 685,810 933,199 653,060 857,41
Stiwulants (d.u.) 7 . , 7,196,481 10,319,923 48,707,942 4,710,767 . 13,133,677 16,6ur’, 12
Stimulants (gross' lbs.) ’ ‘ . 6 : .
Methadone (d.u.) . : 36,465 155,290 203,651 6,655 5, MG

al

DEA provided statistics indicate that between fiscal years 1971-75,

-emovAls by BNDD/DEA alone hrve averaged 57 percent purity for heroin
und 47 percent pu-ive fo- cocnlra.” These «tatic=ics exclirde ENDD/DEA .
. infriared State aud local- task force removars as we.' as cooperative cases with Customs.
W/ : . -

ilD.b. - changed from Smz. to l0mg. as of July i, 1971

D.'. - Dassge Unit

XIANIddY
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U.S. CUSWOMS SERVICE \ , >
. : M g
DRUG ARRESTS, CONVICTIONS, AND SEIZURES -/ -z
- : FY70 FY71 Fy72 FY73 FY74 / FY75 —~_ >
i ( ~ -
ARRESTS 5,872 6,248 7,860- 10,825 8,208 & 16,214 -
3 ) .
CONVICTIONS 1,604 1,820 2,202 3,846 1,774 (a)
SEIZURLS | N
{note b): _
Heroin/opium
(les.7 . ) 67 575 686 . 389 97 127 _ \\
Cocaine (lbs.) = 108 360 279 '734\ 706", 717 / '
Marijuana/ ) \\ i
hashish o _ P v '
(.bs.) 67,830, 113,100 190,400 321,100 459,100 418,959 s
Dangerous ) ’
drugs (5-
grain dos-
age units- . > .
millions) v 12.3 6.3 l16.2 15.8 23.5 19.3
é/ﬁot available.
b/Customs reported that its heroin and cocaine seizures average 60
percent purity. .
=)
o
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APPENDIX TV

%

OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE LAW ENFORCEMBNT

ARREST, CONVICTION, AND DRUG REMOVAL STATISTICS

'~ i

ARRESTS: I . '
Narcotics { 7,308 : i
Other 769 ' - !

Total . - 8,077 } .
. CONVICTIONS a B ?
(note a): { |
Narcotics 1,582 ' ;
Other 117 7
Total W 1,699 g

DRUG REMOVALS (note b)

(seized and delivered;: !
. Beroin (kilos) 105.2 . ;

Opium (grams) 230.73

Cocaine (kxilos) 71.5

Mazihuana {(kilos) 8,559.2 ,f'

Hashish (kilos) 20.6

LSD (kilos) 5.6

LSD (d.u.) 54,312.5

Methadone (kilos) 3.5

Methadone (d.u ) 19. 201

January 1972 thcough June 1973

e

a/ODALE arrests resu;ted in convictions subseguent to

June 1973 howevec, these statistics were not available.
b/No 1nformatlon 1s available on the purlty of ODALE drug
removals. ; .
|
; o
) 1
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DEA TAS'T FORCE FUNDING FISCAL YEAR )97§\'

Salaries and Operatiny expenses Purchase K ~ . i;
henelits and equipment funds 1 Total e}
Task force it LEAA __ DEA LEAA _ _ DEA umaa__ vma/ LEAA ____DEA 2]
. . y
‘ostov $ 9,670 $170,618 $ 19,830 3 3,466 $ 30,000 ' $ 59,500 %174 ,084 ‘ O
“artford 47.070 47,935 14,430 1,034 ’ 61,500 ™~  4%,989 ;:
New “ork 131,400 294,801 117,600 23,583 ° " 249,000 - 318,3%4
7 -1falo 173,700 71,803 57,3Q0 5,752 12,000 Z4%,000 - 77,655 <
Roshestor 225,700 15,978 35,500 1,163 12,000 274,200 17,142 .
o Island ® 25,200 79,891 95,100 5,817 79,000 199,300 R5,708
Neoewark 223,800 119,838 105,200 9,585 79,000 40R, 000 129,423
- iiadelp’ 'a 193,762 223,347 220,006 12,140 1 155,232 $ 19,440 574,000 254,927
Pitts uryg 260,254 13,881 152,275 760 87,471 5,000 500,000 119,741
altmore 83,717 202,997 37,696 8,400. < 39.087 160,500 211,397
Miami 92,168 269,169 149,670 26,351 130,150 42,370 371,989 337.890
Atlanta 100, 6%4 63,885 - 113,349 9,131 124,150 i 33%,193 3.016
Orlando 4A,635 57,971 126,183 5,21 75,000 247,818 Ez.lﬂg
Detraoit 75,793 208,967 120,450 91,438 138,520 334,721 230,405
Cleveland 129,612 98,177 73.517 9,396 ., 96,000 299,139 107,573
Col m” »g 43,115 57,971 53,525 5,166 . 25.000 121,640 63,137
C veago 198,513 312,477 175,439 19,710 155,240 35,510 529,192 367,697
Yammond 21,314 31,956 a/33,873 2,056 93,000 1,104 74 ,1R7 35.116
I-d‘n apolisg 22,439 19,973 a’d41,559 1.285 17,000 N, $0.998 21,258
Mt. Vernon 4}\523 17,976. =& ‘17,600 1,149 15.000 4,350, 74,123 23.475
New Orleans a97.879 89,490 ~ 71,6589 6,375 22,500 182,037 . 95,865
Anstin 29,007 107,355 48,843 4.932 11,880 RO, 730 112,287
Dallas "t. Vortb 54,287 220,502 113,0014 10,802 27,000 191,301 233.304
Honston 102,284 152,361 112,455 5,615 21,6990 . 236,439 157.975
El Paso 33,583 43,141 61,353 1,703 23.760 123,698 44 .R44
Luh-ock 19,053 48,771 41,798 1.892 11,880 72.729 50.663
San Antonio 25,821 82,263 52,367 3,056 11,880 50,068 85,319
Kansas Cit» | 281,292 124,632 118,946 11,435 47,000 300 447,238 135,367
St, louis 130.482 70,303 41,681 5,893 39,000 35 202,163 76,233
Minneapolis 62,460 59,319 18,6389 4.972 23,000 3.R75 ‘104,099 65,166
Denver 252,832 108,303 gR,895 7,898 - 65,560 417,287 116,201
Phoenix 87,329 67,558 57,955 4,623 (h) 145,275 72,181
Alruquerque 17.750 77.757 30,570 5,779 (h) 48,320 83,536
Seattle 105,100 100,664 40,155 12,3484 35.000 184,255 113,052
Spokane 46,6C0 7,988 25,410 903 (e) 72,070 8,896
Portland 77,138 93,474 50,540 11,504 (c) 127,675 104,978
los Angeles/Orange County 67.528 426.622 107,780 48.348 83.335 258,643 474,970
San Dieko 157,310 214,259 98,420 2,903 56,670 322,400 238,162
San Francisco 137,300 161,681 58,265 16,742 83,335 278,900 178,423
Reno 18,150 ?.986 46,005 567 33,335 97,490 10.883 0w
Honolulv 95,260 d) 74,590 (d) 33,335 , 203,185 (d) o
Total $4,049,.651 $4,666,243 $3,130,429 $362,275 $1,919,920 $111,984 $9.100,000 $5,140,502 ;g
. " B =
jw)
a’ . . —
—/Travol included ‘n Chicago bushget ae
P/tacluderd in Denver budgot
Q;Inrludod in Scattle budget -t <
4 Honolulu was aperational only 2 to 4 weehs., No UFA agents were permanently assigned and LEAA prant inds
wire re-progranmed to other task forces. ;
i




HAPPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI

1

-INVENTORY OF. DEA EQUIPMENT AT

FIVE SELECTED TASK FORCES

AS OF AUGUST 1975

Task force Quantity Type of item Value
Pittsburgh f—jll Desks . $ 2,257
.2 Clothing lockers 88
‘ 2 File cabinets b 740
f L4 Chairs ' 216
Sl Safe N - 354
3 Automobiles 14,865

"3 Radios (leased) | 65 (monthly)

: |
Denver 2 Desks . - $ 270
4 Automobiles = - 13,416
2 Radios - A 1,000
3 Radios (leased) 58 (monthly) \

Orlando 1 Typewriter . $ 525
' Pl File cabinet . © . 565
- 3 Desks . .. 958
bl Chaitr . 240
.2 Credenzas 234
20 Automobiles 6,379

.2 Radios (leased) 48 (monthly)
o2 Recorders 430
C2 Automobile sirens 360
; 1 Intelligence Kel-Kit 3,000
i ; 1 Truck 1,700
Atlanta L4 Automobiles $14,810
El Paso 3 Desks , S 540
| 5 File cabinets 1,368
13 Chairs 300.
i1 Credenza 258
1 Paper shredder . 500

7 Radios (leased) ~ 280 {monthly)
3 11,828

. Automobiles

_ e
3
oo e

i ’ | 85
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APPENDIX VII . - ‘ APPENDIX VII

DEA TASK FGCRCE ‘FUNDING

FISCAL YEAR 1976 PROJECTIONS

Task force LEAA support DEA support - Total

. New York’ 'S 249,446 $ 312,861 $ 562,307
- Long Island : 331,697 130,359 : 462,056
Rochester 274,000 26,072 . 300,072
Newark ' 457,546 - 156,430 ’ 613,976
Philadelphia 550,861 ’ 199,093 : . 749,954
Bittsbnrgh 554,566 81,661 636,227
Atlanta .~ 418,517 106,395 . - 524,912
Srlando 258,069 53,197 311,266
Dettoit (note a) 365,290 239,294 604,584
Chicago 646,763 244,248 891,011
-Hammond 97,945 . 103,808 ’ 201,753
Mt. Vernon 111,816 81,730 ' 193,546
Kansas City 407,000 310,257 : 717,257
Minneapolis 113,000 {b) . 113,000
Austin 166,194 99,624 265,818
El Paso - 160,447 99,624 . 260,071
Lubbock 79,000 49,812 - 128,812
Denver 457,648 105,054 562,702 .
Phcenix 300,000 52,527 352,527
Los Angeles 254,665 79,135 333,804
San Diego 381,045 263,083 644,128
Reno ' 114,465 52,757 167,222
Total . $§L1ﬁ9)984 $2,847,021 - $9,597,005

a/As of September 30, 1975, the Detroit task' force was closed.

b/Included in Kansas City budget.
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87 -

- ARREST AND CONVICTION STATISTICS
LEAA FUQDED’DEA TASK FORCES
FISCAL YEAR 1975
. = X .
Task force ,city Arrests Convictions
. 7 — -
Baston 8l 56
- Hartford - : 7 37
New York st 5 28
Bufialo ) o 43 27
Rochester P 79 8
~ Long~Islan P 147 7
Newark . : —_— 74 36
" Fhiladelphia " 299 146
Pittsburgh . 174 24
Baltimore S 259 119
Miami N 83 42
Atlanta e 21 45
‘Orlando . 7 R 35 1
".Detroit -~ o~ 162 77
Clevaland A,///// 94 20
Columbus. 29 19 .
" Chicago 140 13
Hammond 94 35
Indianapolis 21 21
Mt. Vernon : 12 2
New Orleans 89 71
dustin ' 92 31
Dallas/Ft. Worth 309 83
Houston . 114 15
El Paso . 229 35 -
Lubbock 12 14
San Antonio 117 68
Kansas ‘City . 126 79
St. Louis : //// 60 24
Minneapolis 105 32
Denver 220 67
Phoenix ~ ’ 263 106
Albuquergue ) 46 18
Seattle 135 43
Spokane 87 28
Portland . 115 44
Los Angeles/Orange County 124 70
San Diego ) _ 625 398
San Francisco 110 42
Reno . 21 0
Ronolulu . 5 3

N e




APPENDIX IX APPENDIX IX

.DEA COMMENTS ON METHODOLOGY USED -
. =
T0 EVALUATE THE EFFECTIVENESS

OF PURCHASE QF EVIDENCE

The basit methodology used by GAO to evaluate the

effectiveness| of purchase of evidence expendiiures was
based upon an; ad hoc survey emploved by‘the DEA Los Angeles
Recion to evaluate a related, but entLrely different matter--
relative allocation of PE/PI. expendltULes with respect to
classes of defendants.. While DEA is in po position to
refute the results—of xhe recommenddtions covering PE/PI
policy, we do feel strongly that - the metkodology GAO utilized
is insufficient and does not portray an adequate picture
of the derived benefits.of.FE utilization. Very basically,
it is not correct to assume that PE is expended solely
to identify hicher level violators. PE does serve other
purposes and an evaluation of its effectiveness must also
take into ronsideration_ how_well these other purposes are
served by its use. For example, just a few other reasons
for expending PE funds are: - .
--To cbtain strategic, operational and tactical

1n1elllgence not related to the 1nstant inves-

“tigat 1on

--To locete and seize a sigrificant cache of drugs.

--To obtain the most unimpeachable and cost effi-
ciént evidence in a particular investigation.
1
. i )
--To corroborate informaticn and statements made by
a potential witness to enhance his future credi-

blllty\‘n a court of law.

--To pro#ect the identity of ar informant.

b .
Even if we did assume that the only reason for expend-
ing PE is to identify higher level violators, then the GAO
methodology would have to be expanded to include, anong
cther: thingq,ifhe impact of purchases of evidence on long-
range conspiracy cases; the extent to which evidence pur-
chased in past (closed) casec has been beneficially used
in open or more current cases; and the expanded use of
evidence and defendants to develop prosecutable cases by
other DEA regions than the one in which the original
evidence was obtained. One other very important point
that must be considered is the fact that G-DEP, the data
base on which the DEA Los Angeles and GAO studies w~nre

| }
!
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- based, is'not, in and of itself, a sufficiently sensitive
indicator measurement of PE effectiveness., G-DEP is a
"system designed to classify violators according to their
trafficking capabilities. It does not reflect how a

trafficker's removal would impact on the traffic.
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APPENDIX X

APPENDIX x’(/

~
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.7 PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS RECPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERiNG

ACTIVITfES’DTSCUSSED IN THIS

REPORT

Tenure of office \ !

N

new DEA.
DEA.

90

All BNDD and ODALE functions

were transferred to

] . N From To !
/. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
ATTORNEY. GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES:
Edward H. Levi ' . Feb. 1975 Present
William B. Saxbe c//// Jan. 1974 Feb. 1975
Robert H. Bork, Jr. (acting) Oct.. 1973 Jan. 1974
—~~_Elliot L. Richardson” May 1973 Oct. 1973
- Richard G. Kleindiéenst June 1972 Apr. 1973
Richard G. Kleindienst (acting) Feb. 1972 ‘June 1972
John N. Mitchell Jan. 1969 feb. 1672
_ADMINISTRATOR, DRUG ENFQRCﬁhENT
ADMINISTRATION: e
Henry. S. Ddgin (act¢ting) June 1975 Present
John R. Bartels, Jdr. Oct. 1973 May 1975
.- JJohn R. Bartels, Jr. (acting) July 1973 Oct. 1973
DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF NARCOTICS AND
DANGEROUS DRUGS (note a): .
John E. Ingersoll Aug. 1968 July 1973
SPICIAL ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL,
GFFICE FOR DRUG ABU3E LAW
ENFORCILMENT (note a):
Myles J. Ambrose Feb. 1972 July 1873
ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION: . -
Richard W. Velde ) Sep. 1974 Fresent
Ponald E. Santarelli ’/// Apr. 1973 Aug. 1974
Jerris-Leonard e May 19871 Mar. 1973
Vacant June 1970 May 1971
Charles H. Rogovin- Mar. 1969 June 1970
DIRECTOR, FEDERAL BUREAU OF
INVESTIGATION:
Clarence M. Kelley July 1973 Present
William D, Ruckelshaus (acting) Apr. 1973 July 1973°
L. Patrick Gray III (acting) May 1972 Apr. 1973
J. Edgar Hoover May 1924 May 1972
a/Effective July 1, 1973, BNDD and ODALE were ‘merged in -the
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‘; Tenure of office
" From ' To

DEPARTHENT OF THE TREASURY

SECRETARY OF THZ TREASURY: : . ‘ .

William E. Simon May 1974 Present’
George P. Shulgtz . June 1972 May 1974
John B. Connally, Jr. o F%b. 1971 June 1972
David M. Kennedy U E Jan. 1969 Feb. 1971
COMMISSIONER, U.o’. CUSTOMS SERVIC \\}'\/
Vernon D. Acree\w : - Ma 1972 Present
Edwin F. Rains (acting) ’ ( Feb. 1972 May 1972
Myles J. Ambrese SN RN Aug. 1969 Feb. 1972
N 1 . R .‘~~~
= — '
! maaat r
i L
o b
; : !
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